ED 250 042

TiTLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE

DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIF 1ERG

ABSTRACT

- ,
e

DOCUMENT RESUME
JC 840 579

Planning and Accreditation: A Survey of Attitudes of
Policymakers. Improving C&mmunity Colleqe Evaluation
and Planning: Project Working Papers Niwbers Five,
Sixs, and Seven. - ‘ .
California Community Colleges, Sacramento. Office of
the Chancellor.; Western Association of Schools and
Colleges, Aptos, CA. Acacrediting Gommission for
Community and Junior Colleges. .
Fund-for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(ED), ‘Washington, DC. : C

83 -

32p.; For related documents, see JC 840 576-584.
Reports - Research/Technical (143)

-

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. ,

*pccreditation (Institutions); *College Planning;
*Community Colleges; *Educational Policy; Governing
Boards; Legislators; Policy Formation; *Public

- officials; Surveys; Two Year Colleges

*California; *Hawaii

q . .

Py

One of a series of papers resulting from a Fund for

the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) project to improve

evaluation an

presents the

d planning in community colleges, this working paper
results. of ‘interviews with community college

policymakers: conducted to assess their views on matters such as
non-governmental ‘accreditation, evaluation and planning, the role of
various groups in public accountability, and the specific purposes of
the FIPSE’ project. Following introductory material on the FIPSE
project and the surveys, the paper presents the results of the
interviews with 10 members of the California legi%slature, 11 key
legislative and executive branch analysts, 3 members of the
california Postsecondary Education Commission, and 5 leaders of
education agd advocacy organizations. This section includes a summary
of the ideas suggested by the group for designing and carrying out
the FIPSE project, a tally of responses, and sample comments. The
next section provides the results from interviews with thé 15 members
of the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges, which
cover the interests and concerns of board member and statewide
priorities in-the areas of mission, access, governance, fiscal

accountability, the FIPSE project, the state information sys*:m,
comparative:'data, accreditation, local governance, comprhehensive
planning, and accountability. The final section presents the results
from interviews with administrators, faculty, and government leaders

in Hawaii involved in community college &ffairs. (HB)

o

*

Ces 5

************************************************************f**********

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

x © frém the original d.cument. -
k*****************f************************************%**************t




Fr

"’// V%!’\"“/ ° ’

&

. .

*  U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
FDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
/ CENTER (ERICY

Teus dforument has been tesprorfin ed a4

‘PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

o A G, Haywara g
‘ ®

(o oty from thee petson ot ofudlion

oo hing 1t
Migr rhangos have heen T TR PRTTR IR

n TETARe (TR (TRITLA

IO THE $DUCATIONAL, ReSOURGES
INF ORMATION GEMTER(ERIGH |

TR RN R NI (L

cgry rapes s g




¢

Gtner Reports and Papers:

+

0 College Planning: '5Lrate§%es for Statt
o Assessment of the Environment -

0 'Lensus Jsers Marual .
0 Roport on Learner Uutcumes Symp051um
0 Nork1ng Papers on the FIPSE Project:

#d Delineation of}Responsibilities
#8 Information System Support
. 49 Evaluating Statewide Priorities
’ ‘ : #10 Measuring Community College Outcomes:
y ' ) The State-9f-the-Art

from tne project on C

2

Imprd@eag Community College Evaluation and Planning

I3

Juintly sponsored: by the .

Chanceliur's Office, California Community Colleges
¢ and

destern Associating Accrediting Commission for Community

and Junior Colleges

and partly supported by o grant from the federal Furld for Improvement of

Postsecondary Education,

e - .

Jl




PROJECT WORKING PAPCRS NGSw FIVE, SIX AND SEVEN

e

* CONTENTS

Preface . . . . . . . &

Cabifornia State Policymakers .
Who and Why '
Major, Findings
Response Tally

YCalifornia Slate anrd of *Covernors . .

Major Interests and Concerns . . ,

Stutewidg Priorities . . .
Usefulness of KIPSE Project *.
Improving State Information
Importance -of Local Goverpance

Value of Collaboration
Increasing Confidence
Summdry

. |v .

Hawa1li Policymekers . - . ¢
Commitnent to Planning

Higher Education Planning .
Conmunity Lo]leges and the rlPSh PrOJect

g

PLANNING AND ACCREDITATION: | -
A SURVEY OF ATTITUJED OF" POLTICYMAKERS

o

PAGE

[S230 2S00 a0 ]

1]

13

15
15
16

17 -

18
18

19
19
21

23




- . . .
1 - o ) . .

S , ' WORKING PAPERS FIVE, SIX
: * AND SEVEN -

© PLANNING AND ACCREDITATION:
A SURVEY OF AT11TUDES OF POLICYMAKERS

tog

o ) PREFACE
These working papers on the Survey of PoljcymakeFS'are part of a series of

v papers- resulting from a three-year project to improve evaluation and planning
in comnunity colleges, The progect is sponsored jointly by the Chancellor's
uffice of thie California Community Colleges and, by the Western Association
Accrediting Commission for Canﬁhnity and Junior Colleges. Pgoject work is
concentrated in California and Hawaii, the jurisdiction of the Western
Accrediting Commissiun, Support for the project is provided by community
tolleyes in these states, the {wo sponsoring agencies, and by the Federal .Fund

o for Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). ] o

. g .
Project objectiyes include developing“a clear .tatement of the responsibilities

~ for evaluation and planning that are apprgpriate for state control ageéncies,

_accrediting commissions, and for ‘local conmunity colleges. Tensions about the

apprupriate division of these responsibilities exist throughout the country, A

- long tiadition of cooperation in California and Hawaii, however, has created a

most congenial atmosphere in which to analyze and clarify the proper

delineation of roles,

»

ksl i ’ .

(4

! Project staff also are developing a series of ‘tools to improve the state-of-the '
- art of evaluation and planning for community colleges. Beginning in the Fall
_ 1942, these tools have been intPouuced, used and assessed.in a dozen such
- o workshops, self-study seminar®, symposia, and problem-solving sessions
L conducted in California 9nd~Hawaii. These activities will continue through the
Fall of 1984, While project work is being concentrated in the two states, it
shoild Le possible to generalize the results to virtuaily.zny community college
operation or governance structure in the country. - ;
Three yroups of persons}wbo inf luence anu make policy in matters related to the
object ives of the project to Improve Evaluation and Planning in Community
Colleyts were interviewed in year one, The major findings from these three
7 sets u. interviews are presented:in this.report. The first group included
© Califoinia legislaturs and their counselors who have particular incerest and
influeice in comnunity college affairs; and heads of agencies- and professional
groups wno meet similar criterig. The second group included all 15 members of
tne State Bourd of Governors of the California Comnunity Colleges.- Group three
wassCLaposeu of policymakers in Hawaii from state ‘government, professional
groups, regents and other of ficials of the University of Hawaii and community
eolleyr leaders. ‘ \ .

¢ .
-~

)
v o

The purpuses of the ihtcrvieWS'were (1) to assess the views-of policymakers on
such matters as. non-yovernmental accreditation, evaluation and planning in
community colleges, tne role of various ygroups in public accountability, and

1
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the specific puroses of the FIPSE Project; and (2) to|promote knowledge of the
Project and its potentials for improviny evaluation;a}d planning at local and
state Jevels in California and Hawaii. ' “
Findings from the surveys have been used in assessing and modifying project
directions and in conducting the training, dissemination, and. public relation
activities of the Project, o

The reader will enate that we, the project staff, have other responsibilities.
Consequently, wer it not for the help and assistance of countless others in

both fawaii an” - . % , this effort would be impossible. Unfortunately,
space does nc .. A list all these individuals. However, we do want to
thank Evely- & state Chancellor's Office and Rich Montori cf "
Monterey Per- - 4 . .. e for their excellent work, respectively, in typinqj;»'»-:;»x

the manuscript and in ..eparing thg art and printing for this document. =+ -

We especially appre.iate the support from FIPSE. Receipt of the Fund's grant
has svt in motion a series of comwitments on the part of others whose support

% (in muRey and in kind) is essential to the successful completion of this
project and the implementation of its resuits,

Chuck Mclntyre Robert Swenson Dale Tillery
Project Director - Project Co-director Principal Proj-ct Consultant
Director, o Executive Director, " professor Emeritus,
Analytical Studies Unit Western Accrediting School of Education
State Chancellor's Office ~Commission- for ‘ Uﬂjyersity of California,
California Community Community ana Junior Berkeley
Colleges Colleges .
- ; \ -
!_\ ‘
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v Ty Y WORKING PAPER FIVE
- \ AUGUST 1982
CALIFORNLA STATE POLICYMAKERS ) ,
: ' a

WHO AND WHY.

The'findal round of interviews of principal agents whose views would be
important to the development and outcomes of the FIPSE Project has been
completed in Sacrdimento, The interviewees, while not necessarily , ‘
representative of .eir legislative, agency er advocac; groups, are all persons
who have influence in community colleye affairs, Furthermore, each has
experiences and ideas relevant to the Project's primary goal of improving
evaluation and planning capdvilities within the community college network of
California. Among the 29 persons interviewed were 10 members of the California
Legislature, 11 key legislative and executive branch analysts, three members of
the California Postsecondary Education Commission, and five leaders of
educational and advucacy oryanizations, )

The interviews had two major obJectlves (1) to provide useful- ideas for

. designing and carryihg out the Project; and.(2) to provide information to each ¢ -

agent about the Project and related issues. Both of these objectives have been
realized beyond expectations. In part, these results are due to the interest
and serious contributions of each person interviewed;.the supportive letiter of

spurpose from Chancellor Gerry Hayward; and the tireless facilitation by Moni

Van Kamp, Even though the first round of interviews took place during the
closing days of legislative decisions on the, 1983 budget, the level of
cooperation was.remarkable, 0On the other hé%d, certain key individuals were
called to the floor or conference just before or during interviews., - Thus, a
second round of interviews did take place in August. A letter of appreciation
from the Chancel]or has been sent to all persons interviewed,

3

The interviews reported here were useful in preparing a similar interview
schedule for members of the Governiny Board, This second’ survey took place
primarily by telepnone during the last week of July. The findings, along
with those from the principal agents survey, was reported to the Board of
Governors durlng their August retreat, : ' '

"MAJOR FINDINGS ‘ v

] There was universal conviction about the importance of community
college education in California; and yeneral confidence -in the
“solvability ‘of provbliems relateu to institutional mission, fiscal
support, and governance, ¢ . 0

0 People were concerned about the lack of consensus regarding the-
mission of the community colleges. A member of the executive
oranch voiced wnat others suggested when he noted that™"the

. community colleyes have lost direction"; and an agency head
observed that “"the mission is evolving from fiscal reality"”,

- 0 *

. 2

' 8
F ©
- L~




T

¢

L} v b ' . . Q
“Remember 50% - 70% of high school graduates enroll.” T
There was general aggreement on the importance of leadersfiip by,
the Board of Governors and the Chancellor in resolving the
priorities (mission) issue. A high percentage, particularly
from the Legisiature, comnented on the importance of the
Master Plan and its updating in clarifying the role of community
colleges in an.articulated system of education. -

=,
Aty

Local authority in'governance of community colleges has very
wide support in spite of concerns about statewide priorities

and 1imitations on local decisions resulting from state funding,
Many said "the state doesn't want control.” However, d few
preferred a state system, - , -
preferences for statewide priorities were almost universally l
cast in the langulige of program functions. Although almost R
everyone advocated quality preparation for transfer, most

associated this priority with education for employment., The

latter, ‘career/vorational education, was almost invariably

mentioned first as a statewide priority. Although only one

person said that such priorities should .ipclude the qualification

of students -admitted to specific programs, others named’ counseling

as importdnt fur student decisionmaking. "

Avocational education and community services were rarely’
jdentitied as statewide objectives, and when they were, it was-
usually in the context of funding from local sources. /
Individuals from a1l groups, however, urged support for "full
ofterings" 4 recoynition of community collegyes as "safety nets”,
or oS “adu‘i high schools". _ 3

Remediation/uevelopmental education was offered as a statewiﬁe
oriority by about half of the interviewees. *Although this ~.
priority usudally came as 3n qfterthought, the impression was

that most would support remediation if specifically asked about
its impprtance. %

Uver half of those interviewed had been.students at community
colleyes, and supportive things were, said about their experiences,
particularly the yuality of teaching. A1l but two people had
substantial associations with community colleges before

beginning Lheir present positions. '

There was wide diversity in assessing the adequacy of statewide
intormation and in suggestions'for,jmproving the system. How-
ever, almost everyone had suggestions to make. The most negative
comnent was that "California is primitive in ils information
systems”; and the most positive "information from the Chancellor's
Uffice is generally good.” An important theme stressed by
ndividuals in each grouping had to do with the relevance of
data and the petter interpretation and reporting of what was
already available, "[nterpretation is the key."

1

¢

o

Anong categuries considered most important in improving the
comiunity college system were data obuut student outcomes, better

\ .
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and more complete institutional finance information, and the
‘apility to establish trend Vines for instituticnal data, -A
user of such data said data records at the°colleges were bad,
and that longitudinal files were costly and involved issues of
privacy, ° b ‘ o .

Using an experimental set of statewide priorities for a period

of time, evaluating their usefulness, and then revising them if

appropriatle was viewed as a good or reasonable idea by most

interviewees, The call for 1eldersnlp'in arriving at statewide
. -

priorivies was widespread,

A move Loward wore comprehansive planning and’ evaluation in the
Chancellor's Office and in the colleges was supported by almost
everyone, Fragmeftation was ‘seen as a real problem, and at
least one assemblyman blamed the Legislature for the lack of
good planning, The head of a Key agency said that "synthesis
is essential for policy and political response”.

Most people made suggestions about ways to jincrease confidence
in the accountability of community colleges. Tne two most -
conmon tnemes were'!the need for more Jleadersnip/initidtive,
and for cooperatiof, Y N

Tne FIPSE Project (with its collaboratign among California
community colleges, the Accrediting Commissior, and the colleges)
was viewed as very important or useful by:nearly everyone. The '
.head of a major agency-noted that althougn the Project was

complex and had some risks, "it is the best game in town."

Although few peuple know much about the accreditation process,
or about the use of new standards, there was near universal
receptivity to a role for accreditation in contributing to
confidence in community college accountability. A senator -
commented that "accreditation is the way to go"., A few urged’
balanced tagms und objectivity.

£ 5 I [ A

Ine training ‘workshops being planned for the FIPSE Project were
seen as useful and/or cost effective by nearly everyone, Further-
mere, most peuple mage -suggestions Lo insure workshop success.
finong the suggestions were “success should be shared”, "get

down to praclical stuff", anc "make sure that top decision-
“makers dre involved or are really supportive®,

v ¢
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C RESPUNSE TALLY .~ -

K The attachieu Laily snows the majortty of responses to each interview question.

© ".Some Odta are missing because of the pressure of certain interview conditions
and the Bifticulties of getting some people to respond fully 40 a structured
interview. For each question, a fewsuseful-comments are quoted.

Wnen response categuriés are mutuakly exclusive they are so marked. Responses

.for certain questions are.missing becduse of dominant interests of
interviewees. In some caSes, responses are inferred. from comments elsewhere in
the interview. ' » -

L

. 1. nave you had dn} assceiation on exper tences with cohndnity'colleges prior
to your present position (office)? ' .
. (Noct mutually exclﬁsive) f ;_Hf:t;g;
STUDENT 13 ¢ (PRC-TRANSFER 11~ VOC/ADULT ED 2 ) . ’
TEACHER 3 : TRUSTEE 0 ~ TOTHER 4 NONE/LITTLE 3

COMMUNLTY/ POLITICAL INTEREST 14
LY - “ . . ) -
Frequent Comnents: ,
"good teacners"
“| couldn't have made it without the community college."
"“There is new attention to community colleges and their mission,”
. ] - ’ ’ ’ .

-¢., What aspects of commubﬁty‘college affairs are most related to your present
responsibilities and «interests? What bills or* legislative decisions have

. you sponsured (or advicated)? - T
(Not mutuatly exclusive) i =
- p 3
. LEGiSLATION 9 STRATEGIC COMMITTEES §
.+ LANALYST FUNCTIONS 11 *F1SCAL/BUDGET 10
ADVOCACY/ LOBBYING T COORDINATION/MONITORING 3

Useful Comments: -
"You can't separate policy from finance.”
““The state doesn't want control.”
“wie need an institutiondl voice."” o . '
mje need a new state funding policy which-will give more .
flexibili1ly to local districts.”

"1 would prefer a state system,” "
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A ) " ’ "
0o you have priorities about what studeqtszshould get out of attending
community college? What information do you now get about such outcomes?

what information woulo you find. useful? o o

. " PREPARL.PEOPLE FOR WORK 26 " .- COUNSELING &

QUALITY PREPARATION FOR TRANSFER 26~ - - L
LEVELOPMENTAL/REMEULATION 13 ‘ AVOCATIORAL 6 |
COMMUNLTY. SERVICES 6 ' | D

wf

(These are not mutually exclusive) . ; .

fJuestions about outcome information led to responses: responses ranged
]

from "information now is pretty good* to "I seek out my own information,”
to “Student data records are bad." , . ' ’

o Ky s Y ,
Usefu’ ldeast ¥ -

O- "yalidity of student denundé preparation for -emerging employ- -
ment fields.” - ' ) :

3 4 " .

What do you think the major statewide priorities should be for
California comnunity colleges? ) ; - .

-

o \SEE QUESTION NO. 3 |

4 A

"Briorities have to be ranked in order of importance.”
“Community needs were met but we grew without heart.*"
“priorities also haave to desl with abilities/willingness
of students to achieve.” . '
“There should be more articulation among agencies,” .o
“The local districts shoulu have financial incentives-to ' .
achieve goals." - ) ; :
we should support -programs which lead to jobs.® R
“We should have statewice salary bargaining.” ' '
"With 1imited dollars, we should probably take the bast
prepared students." ' a .
“The community college is a social safety net.”

>

&
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5. Do you have recommenaations or views about how the California Community

¢

', ~Colleges' Board of Governors should go about deciding on a set of state-
2 " wide priorities? Do you see advantages in using a set of priorities for
several years, evaluating their usefulness, and then rev1sing them if
appropriate?

N o L ' : i
(Mutually exclusive) '

BUILO ON MASTER PLAN 6 .
REVIEW MASTER PLAN WITH OTHER SEGMENTS 9 | o,
"BOTTUMS UP* -5 LOCAL EFFURT 3 T " LEADEKSHIP 5 .

(Mutually exclusive]
. «
FIPSE . " , oo, )
G000 I1DEA 10 - - , . A .
« WILL PROBA"BTY WURK/REASUNABLE 6 - ~ . 1O OPINION 2

Useful ldeas: , - -
“Governance structure gets in way.' ’
"Plan for high uncertainty, but keep balance."
"Recoynize that programs should be student driven.”
"Chancellor must lead."*
"“Segments could review Master Plan w1thout leg1sla~1ve mandate.
"FIPSE PrOJect is the r1ght way to go." ) A

a
Al

,ﬂ

o

6. MWnat type- of public information and.institutional reporting would con-
tribute to sound budgetary and other legislative decisions?

(Not mutually exclusive)
COMPARABLE INSTITUTIONAL DATA & , ’

(specific suggestions & )~
STUDENT LONGITUDINAL DATA«lB . A

INSTITUTIONAL FINANLIAL DATA 12 . UTHER &4
¢ | . .
se?ul [deas: R
““people are turn1ng to CPEC." : h
"There are problems of what to-do with ex1st1ng data." §,

"lnfoqpat1on has to get out to people ... we need briefings."
. "Intgrpretation is the key."

"Data are piecenieal.” “Information is generally good.”

“Data ought not to be useu for state control.”

“We do field visits to get our own information,”

“Be wary of too much data," | ¢
."Data collectiun is now done badly.,"

“Don't fill shelves with data.” . } %

\
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7. 1In completing the comnunity college statewide- information system, what
comparative institutional data would be useful for your own needs? For
the local colleges and the Chancellor's Office?

(Mutually exclusive)

SPECIFIC SUGGESTIONS MAUE 24
NO SUBSTANTIAL SUGGESTIUNS 1
STRESSED DIFFICULTIES/COST 2

Usesul [deas: :
“Data reported in more policy-relevant ways."
~ "Need to know what“happens.to students.” -
"% "Raw data are often dangerous ... it's important to have people
- who can interpret data.”
"CPEC gets pushed into data gathering.”
“Need socic-economic bagkground data on students."
"It is important to draw trends.”
“Systemize reporting; it's now too segmented,”
s : ’ .
g. Planning and evaluation, at the state and local levels, tends to be
specialjzed and segmented (examples are .£0PS, Vocational Education,
education for the jandicapped). Do you see advantages in more
~ comprehensive or overall planning?

1 t

(Mutually exclusive)

VERY SUPPORTIVE| 9
GUOU IDEA 7 -
PERHAPS USEFUL 2 :

Useful Ideas:
» “Field planning is less piecemeal than in Chancellor's Office."
“Synthesﬁs;is"necessarymfor-policyndndnpolitical response.” .
v “yse statewidge priorities.” '
“Legislature is to blame for lack of planning.” :
"Vocational education needs to be looked at with great care.”
“We will have a state system in 10-12 years." .
"Input should also come from the Legislature and the local level.”
“prefer state system, out it won't happen," -
“Planning nas to deal with big picture;”
"Kope them in so they will work together."”
"Local instituticns do better planning than the Chancellor's Office.”

14




9. In view of widespread interest in derequlation and decentralization of
~decisionmaking, how important to you .is local authority in the governance
of community colleges?

&

(Mutually exclusive) ) ‘

GREAT SUPPORT 13
COMFIUENCE IN TOCAL AUTHORITY 4

4
YES, BUT WITHIN STATE MISSION 8 |
NUT SUPPURTIVE 1 N

Useful loeas: ' : }
gut not necessarily elected trustees at local level,"”
"Chancellor should oversee." “Chancellor has no constituency.”
wConflict amonuy institutions is bad.”
« "probably should have statewide salary bargaining."”
"Got to get lucal trustees to involve community."”
"Have to finu ways of combining statewide priorities with local
objectives.” .
"Legislature should put trust in Chancellor's Office.”
"Local districts should have performance contracts with lots of
: freedom ... with evaluation of results.”

16. What would increase your confidence in the accountability of community
 colleyes? Specifically, what might you 2xpect from: -

Local community college districts?
"Good education of board members."
The Board of Governors and the Chancellor's Office?

"L eagership.” .
The Accreaiting Commission for California Community and

Junior Colleges? ‘
"Objectivity, balanced membership ..."
-~(Mutually~exc1us%ve) , e

SUGGESTIUNS MADE 14

'NO SUGGESTIONS 2 " QUESTION MOT FULLY ENGAGED 8
ACCREDITATION | ’ ,
POSITIVE ATTITUDES 5 LITTLE KNOWLEDGE 9 - AMBIVALENT 2
, GOUD RECEPTIVITY TO ACCREDITATION ROLE 23
o, AWARE OF NEW STANDARDS 2 NOT AWARE OF NEW STANDARDS 18

Useful ldeas: _
“Accreditation must be above reproach.” "...not self-perpetuating.”
“Support peer review.".
"Accreditation should be more broadly based."
- "Cooperation leads to self-improvement,” -,
nCommission and teams need more teachers.”

<

e

]



7

.

1.

12.

¢

Tne Chancellor's Office and the Accrediting Commission have a three-
year federal grant to improve evaluation and planning in California
cuinnunity culleges and to reduce duplication of the review process. Do
you view such collaboration as a step in the right direction for
improved accountab1lity?

(Mutually exclusive) ]
L 2

IMPORTANT/GOOD DIRECTION 23

USEFUL 5
DIFFLCUCT BUT WON'T HURT 1 |
Useful l[deas: ’ . "

" ..best game in town,"

“Connection with Chancellor's role is important."”
. "Integrity with collaboration.” |

"Accountability of network."

“Go! Go! Go!" ° .

“pccreditation concern for quality could be useful for Board

of Governors." ’ : ‘

"'m concerned about faculty representation in accreditation.”

"It's a good¢jdea if goals are even half met."” )
The Project -includes training workshops as well as joint review visits to
the colleges by members of the Chancellor's Office staff and accreditatiop
teams. Does the protess strike you as cost effective? Are there things

you would stress-in the training workshops? Are you aware of the new

/

accrediting standards for assessing institutional quality and achievements?
(Mutually exclusive)

YES, COST EFFECTIVE § WORKSHOPS WILL HELP 11 PERHAPS 2

4
_SUQQ?S‘XUNS MADE FUR WORKSHOPS 14
Tseful ITdeas: <

"Lots of knowledge before workshops."” “Shouldn’t be threatening."
"Key decisionmakers invoived." '

"Good . start.” .

"State leaps into vacuums ... we won't if things are being done."
"Sharing is important.”

"Statewide view is to look for bad apple.”

"Get down to practical stuff.”

"Top of pyramid must be invdlved."

10



" WORKING PAFER SIX
AUGUST '982

¢
. CALIFORNIA STATE BUARD OF GOVERNORS FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES*

In August 1982, all 15 memuers of the Board of Governors were interviewed Dy

Dale Tillery. The structured interviews, with one exception, were by telehene
and rangea from 20 minutes to {wo hours in duration. The average interview was
aoout 40 minutes. Although the original purposes of the interviews were to
provide input to the FIPSE staff in cerrying out the Project and to share its
goals with the Board, it soon became evident that the interviews had value in
facilitating the Board's annual retreat, at Lake Tahoe. '

Compelling impressions about the Board itself came from interviews and can best
be expressed in the words of individual Board members:

e nave a new sense of confivence; we can get it all together. It is
yoing to work!". ) .

The members of the Board are dedicated people. We care.”

“The Board of Governors is interested in dding the right thing., Its
members are intelligent, have energy, and will do a good job."

The will and vitality to face very difficult issues while respecting the
giversity ot perspective among its members, was evident throughout the
interviews. The need to know and be skillfully informed was ever present and
was stated head on in‘an early interview: "I'm interested in everything!"
Some members want to get things moviny and envision "a lean, mean system of
comiunity colleges”, Uthers call for "opening minds; asking what would it be

like to start over again".

These various perspectives will show in this report, but more compelling are
the areas of genuine consensus. Had we been able to fegd back these first-
round viewpoints in a second interview, it 1is apparent that even greater
consensus would emerge, But that is what we are about in Tahoe! When you have
heard, read, and discussed these ideas with one another, .consensus building and
decisionmak ing should be well under way.

The opening generalizations apout Board thinking should be useful, but the real
flavor comes out in your own words.., Some quotations will be included in the
open oral report anu others in this summary of the interviews. No attributions
will be made, but individual Board members may want to do so in the course. of
our wurk at Tahoe. Inciventally, several of you said that the interviews were
helpful in focussing your thinking and in preparing for Tahoe. - -

This intormal report of individual perspectives in no way reflects decisions or
policies of the Governing Board.

Farittin as o report to the Board.
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» "We need aulhprity to have botn fees and course credit."

"MAJUR INTERESTS AND CONCERNS OF BOARD MEMBERS

The issue of determining statevide priorities (mission) was of major
interest or concern to most members and was SO stated by half of you
al Lhe beyinning of the interviews. The substance of these concerns
are presented later in thhe report.- . '

®

Ayain, most members voiced concefhs about funding annd financial issues, -
with particular focus on program imbalange resulting from ADA fundingy ™ - o e

and on the relationship between who pays and who controls.,
‘ . ' .

Access and issues of tuition/fees were the next most commonly-stated
cuoncerns, although both topics were discussed somewhere in the inter-
views by all of you.

A few of vou linked financial aid to your thinking about tuition/fees;
and there were differences among you as to whether tuition/fees

sitoulu be for everyone or just for avocational courses. Few of you-
seemed ready to take firm positions on these crucial issues although
two of you spoke against tuition and two argued for the importance

of all students paying something in-enhancing student achievement.

Concern about guvernance issues wWas prominent in all interviews although only.

four members identified it as a major concern in response to the opening

question. The nature of the concerns will be shown in the section on statewide

priorities.

The following interests/conéerns were mentionkd by only one or two members in
the beginning bul were often echoed by others elsewhere in the interviews,
['ve attempted to cluster them a bit: u :

Accountability of .the state system

The need for minimum standards

Misuses of remedial educdtion -
Concerns about the public image of community colleyes
How the system works ‘ S
Inaustry/community college relations

Leadership by the Board' an¢ Chancellor

‘Acéess for whom? : ’ ’ 7
Paying full cost of apprenticeship proyrams
Premature decisions about tuition/fees -

The quality of education

Innovation o ,
Wnat to do about vocational education ’
Cutbacks in essential proygrums and services

The adequacy of yuidance '

service to the handicapped

Role of continuing education

USEFUL QUUTATIONS (clustered by themes)
"ADA funding doesn't make sense,”
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"Comnunity collegyes have run amuck on ADA funding, therefore, our
San Diego decisions were essential.” -

"Finances affect every—sfher issue we consider,"

"Free education is a'misnomer because students are turnec away."

“Tne pasic mission of comnunity colleges has been lost." .
"['m concerned about ‘the shifting balance in our programs.,"
“Are the community colleyes on the right track?"

"The community college is a pérticularly enlightened segment ..."
"The colleges have done asgood job-in providiny access,"
"Poverty is the greatest prejudice /in America."

"Tne future of Califurnia comnunity colleges depends upon us
resolving the governance issue." . -
“"who speaks for ‘the comunity colleye is still a concern for me.!
"The Board's -positions on, things may sometimes have different
effects than anticipated.” . :
" “We have to be concerned about policy matters."

1

STATEWIUE PRIORITIES . \
MISSTUN o

~In just this language some Board members advocated a “balanced program" or
"campus"; others did so by implication.

Nearly all members stressec the importance of:.

basic underyraduate education for transfer

(certificate) vocational programs

remediation (essentially for the.above)
_scoritinuing ecucation

There were always quailifying remarks about each function.
. ' The major concern about transfer education is that it be well
" desiyned to facilitate transfer and subsequent achievement.

" Yocational education should be responsive not only to local
community needs but to the market and economic change.

The level and standards of remediation were of wide concern, and
sons members said it should nci be at the high school level.

Contjnuing education should be targeted to bring students "up to
. the state-of-the-art”, to provide- occupational mobility, and to
facilitate re-entry to work and advanced education,
. ~
ATl members whu viewed avocational education as a priority said it should be
paid for by fees. *

Unly one person mentioned counseling as a statewide priority, but others
. stressed its importance in the course of interviews.

18
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WHO GETS EDUCATED

< .
L] 2

Most Bodrd members explicitly said that wide access should be a statewide
priority, and teveral added that “no one should berdenied”. ’

Several members stressed affirmative action.for varidus groups --- minorities,
the handicapped, and “those who need education the most". A third of you said
that if neCessdary "priority should be given to youny people" (achievement).

§ s l
_ GOVERNANCE - (ALSO SEE QUESTIUN 3) | ?

Shared governance is seen as a statewide priority in order to, fnsuxe a baiance
between Board of Governors' role (l€adership, advocacy, enforcement)*and of

loca! boards in responding to local community needs and insuring the quality of
programs and. services., " ’ h

Although nearly every Board member took the position that local boards were
essential for community colleges, there was equal conviction in advocating

leadership and- coordinating roles for the Boara of Governors and the
Chancellor,

A
& .

E -,'4.”‘.
A few members suggested that it was a state interest to insure that local
boards are well trained, a posttiop which may be different from the two- members
who said that the Board should restrict itself to statewide interests. '

“ FISCAL ACCUUNTABILITY

There was universal acceptance of fiscal accountability as a statewide
priority. This topic had several dimensions and they are noted in order of
responses: - .

~ There is.a need for a statewide system of community colleges as
a result of state funding. . ‘

The Board of Governors snould be accountable in seeing that the
state is "getting its money's worth".

There is a néed for more useful fiscul policy information based
on uniform reporting, ' .

1

The Chancellor's foice should give sl(ong leadership.
USEFUL QUUTATIONS (Clustered) |

-~ "Community colleyes have the capabilities of getting disadvantaged
students into higher skjlls. We should do a better job."
"I'm not sure students who need help the most-are getting it.*
. "Tne community college is the place of first resort for those
© who laCk (proper) high school preparation.” .
“No one should be deried an education: education -is the key
tu coping in our suciety.” )
“If ihe stale pays for one (first) degree, the student should pay
“for the second one." ‘ .
"“We should recognize that needs dre not confined to the poor,
but also to those hurt by the econumy."

"Community colleges shculd yet students who haven't been educated
14
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and who don't know what (options) are available.®

"Increased education equals increased economic benefit. We \
have got to get that message to Legislature and Executive ‘branch."

"There is a lot of duplication of programs, particularly in urban areas.

"Loﬂnmn1ty colleyes should prov1de education for personal- enrichment ,
as well as livelihood."

"Residency should be defined as the workplace

"ADA-driven formuli are at the root of our problems."

“Colleges svould be allowea to offer less expensive courses in order
to batlance the cost of expensive ones,

"I'm not reagy to face tuition: .let us not get locked into responses
to proniems which will change."” '

“There is not wide public 1ntevest in providing avocat1onal

. educat1on from state funding."
. "Even, if Lhe Legislature hed pushed, the cut in avocat1ona1 courses
' wouldn't have happened without the Board of Governors." -
"1 uon't see local control functuon1ng as in the past.,"
. "The BOG shouldn't administer but set’statewide parameters."

"We should study and provide leadership 1in determ1n1ng where
authority should be in the (state system)

“The <Legislature should not wnipsaw the colleges by mandates and

comol1dnce. It S better for the Board and the Chancellar's Office
, : to be st ronger

!

‘ UbhFULNtSS OF FIPSE PROJECT...[N ADOPTANG STATEWIDE PRIORITIES B

(General consensus at Tahoe, use and evaluation in FIPSE, Board of Governors'
feedoack and refinement.) :

First, most Board members argued; others assumed that the Board would
move on statewide priorities at the Tahoe retreat.

A large majority feel that the FIPSE approach (experimentation,ﬂe
evaluation, and feedback to Board) is a good way to go.

Two members were neutral at the time of the interview while the remaining
_members said that the Board should establish directions and be assured
of followup and feedback. - ,

USEFUL QUOTATIONS

"FIPSE approach wou ld help Board focus attention and arrive at
decisions,"” g
"Bey off because | don’ t know enough about FIPSE -Could be
marvelous way to go."
"Statewide priorities should be assessed," .
“I want the accreditation teams to attempt to measure."”
"Trying the priorities out in the FI['SE Project is the way te go."
"FIPSE field testing and feedback will prov1de an 1mpetus for us
at Tahoe,..it will not be just an exercise in words A SN
"What does FIPat displace?" ; :
"Lay bodrds don"t spend enough time on these issues. FIPSE effort
in us1ng priorities should be articulated to the Board,"

[MPROV ING THE STATE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Q
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In Bupporting better and more complete information for .planning aAd
decisicninaking, many Board members stressed the importance of having
information with policy interpretations rather than just more raw data. Others
cauticnea avout possiole misuse of aggregate data. ‘

hard

2 - - I , )
CUMPARATLIVE DATA FOR SELF STUDIES ANU COMPREHENS IVE PLANNING

The propused improvements were essentially supported by all Board
members with some noting that institutions should use uniform
reporting, ‘A strong commentwas "that the time for candor is
upon us". . _ .

TREND, STUDEN] OUTCOME INFORMATION .

There is widespread convittion that,such information is néedeq
- but not now uvailable. One member summed up his response by
saying “the client is too often forgotten”,

LY

‘AGGREGATE FISCAL INFORMATION

"Wwe need honest assussments 50 that we know how the system is
doing" seems to reflect a general consensus about the
importance of comprehensive planniny information.

USEFUL QUOTATLONS

"I need to know what is going on; what the trends are.”

“Mistakes can be made when cata are aggregate:.”

"My bookshelves are full of reports; what do they mean?"

“Longitudinal information need not be too complex. Spot checks

" can be made from time to time," ’

“Ihe Chancellor's staff needs to provide such infuimation to the field,”

“Having good data is like motherhood: but raw Gata need .to be
accurately interpreted,” ‘ ‘ ,

“Chancellor's staff need to know what other states--aven other
countries--are doing." .

< "Perhaps: if colleges are no” guing @ good job in preparing
~ students, communities will know it." .
“The course classification system we have not is not well devised.”

IMPORTANCE OF LOCAL GOVERNANCE "

At least a mg jority of Board meinbers clearly view the California community

college network (system) as one with shared governance and view local boards as

essential. Some members - “ted that "a state-dominated system would not work®.

There is an equally st .=, belief tnat local boards should function within

parameters set by the -aru of Governors,- A few members stated this idea a bit
N differently: "local Ls.-ds should only have control .over local issues”.

o There is widesprea «<c” i >ion Lhat the leadership and guidance roles of the
he Board of Governors and th:-Chancellor are increasingly important. -

. USEFUL QUOTATION.. -
"I'm not sure what words like control and authority mean,”

\ : | : .16 S
21




“Lccal authority zealots amaze me! What they don't want to do they
turn over to us." . '
"} believe in 'bottoms-up’ governance," : .
“Proposition 13 was really unfortunate. e need to pass the . '
centralized control back to local boards.’ :
. "Some issues can only be handled locally.,” \
"Authority and responsxblllty go together. There must be more
accountability.".
"Local boards to reflect unique local conditions,..but local boards are
often too emotional,”
“Dumping ‘avocational ceurses...we had to do it, but we may have thrown
the baby out with the bath- water.
“CEOs are an endangered species if we don't get gooo worklng relatlons
~ among the Board of Governors and local boards."
“We need as much local authority as p0551b1e, but local boards should
provxde facts ‘about what they are d01ng.

VALULS OF COULLABORATICN IN FIPSE PROJECT AMONG BOG/CHANCELLOR'S OFFiCE,
COMMISSION FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE ACCREDITAT10N, AND LOCAL INSTITUTIONS

RIGHT DIRECTIGN?

All Board members like the concept of working together and nearly everyone
thinks this is the way to go. |

Two mémbers are neutral until they know more about the Project. This would
seem to reflect a general need to know more about FIPSE.

KNUWLEUGE OF NEW ACCREDITATION STANDARDS

Very few Board members know about the new accreditation standards.
Severa’ of you asked for copies which will be available at Tahoe.

Must Board members know little about professional accreditation,
0f. the few who do, there are equal numbers who have positive
views or who have reservations.

There is widespread receptlrlty to the use of assessable standards
in preparlng self studies-and in joint lnstltutlonal reviews.

CUMPREHENSIVE PLANNING ' ‘

Many members thinkK tnat fragmqﬁtation is a problem, and that
“the pieces should be put together® in both staff and institutional
planning,

USEFUL QUOTATIGNS ‘ \ .

"Experimental approach is good!"

"We need standards for evaluation.,”

"Have Board members at FIPSE traininyg session.”
"Cross fertilization in FIPSE is good,"
"Dynamite!" :
"I don't know now who is fertilizing (whom)
"FIPSE idea will work well with proper leadersh1p and mutual trust."
“Inportant for Board to have feedback and be invplved in FIPSE."

7 22
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. INCR{ASXNC CONFIDENCL IN COMMURITY COLLEGE ACCUU&TABILITY
! <

SquPstions were made by all Board members. Lertain general ideas were
appdrent across the 15 interviews. Among-them are:

© The need for better public relations. and responding to the
public's neeu to knos whet is going on and why.

the widespread demands for accountability. ‘

Understanding the educatianél needs of society and respording to

The need for more wbjective evaluation, Lo -

USEFUL QUUTATIUNS . 5 P
| : ; . .
“We nave to be able to take the heat from local districts.” "
y "I's the system working? We have to get a gauge on that." . \
‘ “We have to get out front with the public and the Legislature.
They will respond if they know why we are doing certain things."
o "Board members Should ‘have informa) exchanges with people in the
. field...such as our conversations with the CEOs.” .
"We need to eliminate unnecessary competition within and across g
, local districts.” ' o <
“we need a funding system that has incentives for accountability.”
"I regret the:loss of opnfidence---we have to respond to what the
people” want to know." - ) T
“Board of Governors' lewdership and guidance is important. MWe
demonstrated that in ‘our dinner with Legislators.”
"Planning and evaluation shguld involve local:boards in responding
to unique communities, and BOG in statewide concerns.” ’ *
“We need to insure wise use of fees.," . ; .
“Top faculty and good teaching...”

’ ’ "We must insist on quality student pecformance." _ ) )
' "The Roundtable is a very good idea!". ‘ . R
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS L

[ ' . L

Appreciation is expressed to each member of the Board of Governors for the
timé, thoughtfulnes$, and ideas which made the interviews so useful. The
opportuity-to feed back your own thinking on important-policy and governance
issues is a great foundation for our work together at Lake Tahoe. The process’
S snould lead to consensus building, decisions, and followup. ' '

» A'parallel report of intefviews wi¢h the 30 "pr%ncipal agents", primarily in
Sacramenio, will be shared with you at Tahoe, The areas of agreement are quite
remarkable and I hope will be both encouraging and useful to you.

The substance of your views about the FIPSE Project are vital in carrying out
its objectives of improving capabilities in evaluation and planning, and in
o developing effective joint institutional reviews.

Dale Tillery
August, 1962 >
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WORKING PAPER SEVEN
JANUARY 1983

HAWATT POLICYMAKERS

L4

Extensive interviews on matters of planning and -evaluation.in the State of
Hawaii were held with administrators, faculty, and lay and goverament leaders
by Uale.Tillery from November 8-19, 1982. The purposes of the -interviews were
to: - '
0  communicate the yoals of ‘the FIPSE Project for improving
capabilities for evaluation and planning in the community
coiteyes of Hawaii and California; :

o seek views of principal agents regardinyg FIPSE goals and.
about planning in Hawaiian higher education; and

0 - provide ygreater understanding of the University of Hawaii -
isystem of higher education generally and of the community
_colleges specifically; this knowledge to be used in FIPSE

planning for cooperative training workshops with community.
staff members in Spring 1983, o

Thirty-four formal interviews were coipleted; related discussions were held
with an additional score of informed individuals, eight campuses.were visited
(incluging some class visitations); and at the request of Chancellor Kim, an
interview was given to the Hondlulu Star Bulletin which was published on
Novemoer 2¢, 1982, Chancellor Uewey Kim, a member of the Project Advisory
Conmittee, and his _staff, were exceptionally¥gracious and efficient in
arranying interviews ano related matters. Special appreciation is given to
Or. Lawrence Wakui and Janice Miyashiro who coordinated day-to-day activities.

HAWALL'S CUMMITMENT TU PLANNING -

_ In audressing the incredasing aspirations and diversity of its people in a time
*  of scarce resources, the State of Hawaii has made unusual commitments to
planning by public and private entities, and to strategies for coordinating the
resulting plans. There are 12 State Plans each of which addresses statewide
needs and issues and .recommends policies and priority actions to mitigate
problems and bring about desired solutions.* Although plans are prepared by
state ayencies, they: . :

0 are not ‘interpreted as law or statutory mandates;

o - involve some actions for the federal and county governments and
of the private sector; ’ .

R
. T

* The areas of p]énning are: Agriculture, Conservation Lands, Education,
Eneryy, Health, Higher Education, Historic Preservation, Housing,
Recreation, Tourism, Transportation and Water Resource Development,
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0 d}ow on and contribute to knowledye empodied in tne County.
- General Plans and Development Plans;

0 have primary resource Ddses, known as Technical Reference
- Documents, to support the objectives, policies, implementating
priorities and actions of edch.plan; the'se .documents show the
) plan's relationships with other state and county plans;

0 are intluenced by state agency auv{sory‘committee? composed of
state and county officials, members of the public, and experts

in the field; anu . . .

v

0 are reviewed and, if necessary, amended every two years. -

v -

Wawaii's coumprehensive dpproach te planning is embedded in local, county and
state political processes wnicn forces compromises and accomodations within and
among agencies. It is also dependent upon the uneven capabilities of
indiviguals and groups to set ycals and objectives, determine priorities,
gather anyg process useful inferaation, evaluate outcomes, and effectively use
resuurces in yoal achievenent. o

. - v

Intervies Findings:

1. “nere is widespread acceptance of Hawaii's moue of statewide planniny ~
ahich brings stote and local officials, field experts, and public
representatives into the planniny process; and_which seeks to S
coordinate plans of the various components of the state's socio-economic -
structure, : L

2. lhere %s, however, 4 wide range ot views about the efficaci of impiementiny
state plans and the valivity of forecasting., Some feel that there are
too many plans and that not enough is done about them, :

3. General consensus exists omta set of challenges, oppertunities, and
expectations for Hawaii in the 1980's and the foreseeable future. In
proad outline they inciude;: ‘

a. The emergence of Asian and Pacific nations to positions of
influence and power in world affairs, and the role of Hawaii
-as a bridge between tasti ano West. o

0. lhe growth of tourism in the Pacific basin, and Hawaii's inter-.
national leadership in the expertise and teciinical assistance !
fur this and related industries,

c.  New sources of energy and approaches to agriculture and aquaculture.

¢, ' The importance of education in duve\oping the talents and productivity
.of o diverse population, * - ‘ .
4. 'Planning whicn ‘reflects the interests of other groups is viewed,
particularly by state officials, as the means of unifying the people of
Howaii in addressing probiecns and opportunities. . .

Quotations:
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) "Plannlnb document’ are too mucn-|1ke budget documents; it is'importdnt - a
tu attend to how things are done rather tnén Justqgettlng goals,"
University- Plunner
“Plans give better understanding of the future. It is important to S .
nhave community input." . Legislator/Agency Head .
: i

. . , _
“Broad goals @re not sufficient.” UM High-Level Administrator

C "de w0uld do long -term pldnnlng even if the state didn't requ1re it."
CL Provost .-

- "Too much of it Qpldnn1ng) Not enough done." CC Senéte President
-“rhe pocentlal ?or long term plannlng 15 gr;a; UH/CC Leader S ,
HIGHER EDUCATION PLANNING iN HAYR |

,lne University ot Hawdiil 1% ihe state agency whicn prepares andimplements the
“Ltate Higher Education Plan, Although founded in 1907 as a land-grant colleye’
of agriculture and mechanical arts, the Un1vers1ty is now a complex system of’

. public ‘educational institutions involved in teachiny, research, and service. g

"Ihe syslem nas nine caipuses ‘and dozens of vesearch 1nst1tutes. Each major
seyment of the University is responsible to a Chancellor who reports to the
President and to the Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii. The State
© " Higner Education Plan, which-was approved by the Governor in May, 1982, is a
guide to coordinate various sectors of government and independent ;institutions
whose interests are represented by members cf the State Higher Educat1on P]&n
e HOGVISUry Committee, . . v

fhe Plan recognize {hat the nature of colleges and univérsfties imposes - ,

limitations on t!-. apilities to respond to state objectives, "in particular, “

tie contribution. - . the liberal education components of programs must not be '
~ overlooked; and the ‘aggregyate effects of individual free choices in .a free

suLicty will ultimately determine the directions of institutions of higher

education, :

-~

The Comnunity Colleges: This wnterplay of state interests, local educational
-needs, and student response is of particular importance to the seven community
culleges in Hawaii, six of which report to the Chancellor for Comnunity
Culleyes and one to the Chancellor of the University of Hawaii, Hilo. The
community culleges' Directions for the 1980's¢is reflectivg. of the initiative
and planniny of the several colleges, each i which seek maximum program
cumprehensiveness in responding to the educational needs of the community 1t
serves, [mplementation vt the Directions is pr1mdr11y through the activities
of individual culleges as set forth in their Educatiunal Development Plans and
budget ddtuments, Consistent with community college philosophy -of
respunsiveness and program flexibilily, the colleyes and the system are
expected to re-evaluate d1reat10ns and plans at least twice during the decade.

INTERVIEW FINDINGS: - ‘ o
L. Planning which reflects stute lecdevship, recognizes the interests of

other groups, and involves wide participation, is cunsidered approprldte
1t not essentlal for iastatutional and system Suerva]
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2. Community. colleges have been more effective in planning dnd in political’
articulation of plans than have other segments of the University. There
is belief within the University and among state:officials that planning
(tiawaii style) is easier for community -colleges because of their
community connections, scope of programs, and their direct relevance to
the immediale and anticipated occupational needs of the state,

3. Planning has brought the nature -of the University under examination,
Anong the prominent issues are:

] L
a. enhancing the identity of the Manoa campus as a world-class
university,
b. improving articulation across institutions and programs; %
c. considering the community colleges as a separate system, Although
this idea is frequently discussed, there is no movement in this
direction; and | g !

d. making higher education more flexible in responding .to antic1pateﬁ\
leadership of Hawaii in East-West affairs, new nigh technologies,
and incredsing demands for quality education. - g

4. .The comparative success of comhundfylcollege plannina appears to have
<" influenced the shift of certaih community college officials into
leadership roles in University-wide administration. =~

5. Cwpectations of political leaders dnd state officials fr state plans
with more specific objectives rathgr than brgad goals may increase
tensions amony constituency qroups within the University and on

. individual campuses. however, there appears to be strong commitments

. to widespread participation In planning and evaluation, -

6. High-level community college administrators express the view that
planning and program review would be done even it if were not required
by the state. Although no strong resistance to planning per se was noted
among the faculty leaders, concerns were expressed about "iack of lead
time for budgeting and planning" and for "too many plans”,

7. The FIPSE Project strategy of cycling educational development planning
with ‘accreditation self-studies and of joiht reviews seems to pose
no serious problems for the Hawaii Community Colleges. The trade-offs (
in reducing duplication of effort are well received; and Directions for
“the 1980's and the EDP's are already the basis for institutional review.

0

-.Ouotdtions:

“Good. planning .is taking place at the University, particularly in the 4/
conminity colleges.” University-Wide Official

"The University is really a system of postsecondary education, - This‘
is not yet well understood.” University Dean

"We have the documents, but articulation is crucial.” University High:
Level Administrator :
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. "Happy with commun1ty colleye p1ann1ng...a1though it needs some
streamlining.” State Planner

"More planning here than any place ['ve been, There is strerngth in
educational development planning." University Chancellor

"Community colieges have only recently gottpn into planning mode
CC Provost

"} am concerned about reality of bﬂdget crisis." CC Faculty Leader
"We need system to assi1st us on tampus to do planning:ﬁ CC.Provost .

"[t's tough to go to the Boaru of Regents with a program not in an
EUP." University High-Level Administrator

"1 he community coTTeges allow for flexibility; they are not directed
from Honolulu." A Regent

. THE HAWAL1 COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND THE FIPSE PROJECT

Because the interview scneduie was used as a general guide and the interviewees
-were viewed as principdl agents rather than as representat1ve of constituency
groups, tne following major findings reflect the interviewer's impressions
ruther tnan a summary of cbjective data:

¢1. Tne vrimary ovjectives of the FIPSE Project are we]l received both by
tnuse who are directly nvolved in state planning .. bv those who
are skeptical of "bureaucracy” or un1mpressed wit:r ruoaal planning
procudures The most attractive elements are:

d. cycl1ng of educat1ondl development plann1ng with the accreditation

self-stucy; .

v ", ‘ B} *:

0. involving bruad institutional participation in the planning and
. evaluation processes;

c.+ developing better information resources for assessing community
needs and in demunstrdt1ng institutional and system achievements;

d. ensuring that goal settinyg, evaluation and plann1ng will involve
thosk who do the work of the colleges rather than “technicians”
only¥ and

e. improving capabilities i planning and evaluation through training
workshops.

2. Directiuns for the 1980's seems to represent reasonable consensus about
certadin community college pr1or1t1es Wide support was evident for:-

d uroadened access to quallty and low-cost educat1on within students'
ovin cmmnun1t1es
b. comprehensive progvums for each community college within Timits of
g state reséurces, and with some regional or island spec111zat10n
' in high-cost or low-demand programs,

23
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3.

¢. continued improvement in the quality of instruction and programs.

[t is urfficuit to determine the breadth of support for a cluster of
directions related tu administrative services. Support for "strengthen-
ing college administrations”, "cooperation 1in educational development",
"reassessment of activities", and "coordination among campuses” is
stronc ameng college, University, and state officials. - It is likely

~ that faculty members may view specific aspects of these directions ~ T T

‘Quotations: i

differently while being supportive of the improvement of administration
and of effective leadership of the colleyes and the system, '

The “pudget crisis" in Hawaijtseems real and painful to most interviewees
but unreal to some, In general, however, the fiscal situation is 3
compelling stimulus for planning, evalyation, and effective communica-
tiun of achievements and neeis. ‘

Tne” following FIPSE Project ' bjectives were appraised favorably and
frequently with enthusiasm: >

a. Improving methods of assessing communit¥ needs: Both the costs
“nd risks of forecasting were noted, but almost everyone recoynized
_ the need for community colleges to assess the socio-economic ‘
characteristics of communities and their trends. Linkages with
communities are perceived- to be good now, but improved methods

of ‘determining andd interpreting community education needs are
seen as important. - -

-

"Forecasting that is cuncerned with the quality of growth and change

is important.” University Planner ,

"We need o breath of fresh air,..objective view of things.”
State Education Official ' : ’

"There are different (forecasting) problems in different service
areas of the state," Labor/Professions Leader ‘

"Yes, but with caution; Hawaii is a-small state so we need a network-
kind of decision (making) about the future." Universit/CC Leader

“It's dmportant to dream a little about ther future. "You have to have

something to offer in (developing) human talent."”
Legislator/Agency Head

“Assessment should be comprehensivé, Good stuff!™ CC Provost

b. Improviny the assessment of student outcomes: The greater the
Jistance from the classroom the more appealing this objective
becomes. However, there is widespread conviction that the
profession and the public are placing greater emphasis on
knowing what nappens to students, Furthermore, the case for
college and system accomplishments is strengthened by accurate and
timely repurting of the evidence, Since there is general
uncertainty about valid and cost-effective methods of .assessing
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1
learner outcomes, the FIPSE contributions are welcomed.. -

A

Quotations:

"“The Legislature has high regard for community college input/output
ratios; but we need evidence." Unjversi’y Administrator

" "You_have to_know what happens ‘to students, but (it) must be associated. ... .. ‘...

with what you intend to do." Labor/Professional Leader

"Results about student outcomes is what we want; we haven't seen much
of that.” State Planner. & :

“Terrioly important! But past-measurement is not only way to go. It's
important to get at student attitudes.” University/CC Leader

"Not too mucn facu.t hostility in getting a£ student outcomes."”
Community College Dean . :

"We want good técnniques!“;_Eacplty Senate President
"This is the pay-off!" Legislator/Agency Head

c. -Statewide information on student outcomes: There is general
agreement that learner/student outcomes have been neglected in
state aggreuate information. There was recognition of the diffi-
culties and costs of gathering certain outcome data. A balance
Between data gatneriny and use was urged by several people, The
University information system seems capable of handling such data.

Quotations:

"Yes, LUt don't know much about students who leave after a short .
- time...need (new techniques)." CC Faculty Members -

"Effort is not too good. It's important to consider input-.data and
relative progress.” University High-Level Administrator '

d. Joint institutional réview (ACCJC and Office of the Chancellor

. Of Comnunity Colleges): This approach is well received both by
those who do the work of preparing for institutional review and by
those. who consider the idea more abstractly. Cycling the two.
review procedures suggests substantial reductions in college
resources and time. There is also reasonable consensus that the
joint effort may improve planning and evaluation...and thus
enhancing confidence ir institutional accountability. Except for
University and college staff who are involved in accreditation,
there is little awareness of th new accreditation standards,

Quotations:

"There should be a goud relationship between accreditation dhd
colleye planning." A Regent -

“Very much worth trying...the trade-offs sound good. May lead to
missions more sharply focused." University Dean y
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“aAccreditation should be non-governmental...and the new standards
are helpful," Unjversity -Planner

"“Cycling of accreditation and EDP's will give new attention to

standards of qualjty." Legislator/Ayency Head .

~ "Not very aware of new standards but think they are good for promoting

quality...That's important in a highly centralized state.”
University High-Level Administrator " WA )

“We will need time, particularly if we don't use a subset of standards. "

"Community College Provost
| h :

) .
"appreciate accreditation guidelines (standards).” CC Dean

“In Hawaii the University of the state agency...so there is no

problem if accreditation will improve institutions.” 3late Planner

e. There was universally favorable response to the FIPSE training
workshops ') improve capabilities in planning and evaluation.
Involved University officials are prepared to facilitate participa-
tion, and several people urged broad participation in the colleges.

Quotations: , B .

"Will facuitj members be involved? They too want (responsibility) in.

planning.” A Regent . , ‘

' L}
"Traininy could be effective...beware!...technical people are taking
over institutions.” University Dean

"We are conmitted to involving staff. How to do it?" (C Provost .*

“The FIPSE visit can help, It will be (important).to establish a

task force before visits." CC Dean
“The workshops sound good, particularly with participation from outside
. islands.” CC Provost '

Collaboration between non=governmental self-study and review procedures
and continuing efforts to achieve the objectives of educational develop-
ment plans is viewed as a substantial contribytion to improving college
and system accountability. The Hawaii Community Colleges are viewed

as major confributors to the achievement of wide access to higher educa-.
tion, and to the preparation of skilled workers for, the state's private’
and public enterprises. This success has generated competition for
resources from the public schools and other segments of the University.
Continued public and political suppori are enhanced by successful amd
well-understood outcomes in providing quality and socially-relevent

- education which is cost effective,

Quotations:

"There is a schism between schools and community colleges regarding
vocational education and funding." Education Leader
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"The community colleges are in good shape: they have matured.”
Legislator/Agency Head : .

“perhaps comhunity colleges should have been separated from University."
Commnunity College Senate President ' .

"The community colleges have changed the Univérsity. The} are (also)
serving the state well," University/Community College Leader

"Comiunity colleges are a mixed bag in (reference) to responsiveness,.
quality, and leadership." University Administrator :

The Hawaii Comnunity Colleges enter the difficult decade of the 1980's with a
“reputation of achieving major objectives of the state for higher education,

~ Their maturity is manifest in the quality of faculty and adminstrative

" leadership. The problems facing the colleyes, like those of other states, are
perhaps balancey by pride of achievement and readiness to change and improve,
The FIPSE Project should not only be instrimental toward those ends, but will

furtier its own objectives for the use by other community colleges by working
with ‘the conimunity colleges of Hawaii. d

v

] CLEANINGHOUSE FOR
JUIHIOR COLLEGES
UNIVERSITY OF CALIPCRMIA

DEC 71984

8118 Math-Sciences Bulkling
Las Angeles, California 90024

<

27




