O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 459 878 JC 020 071

AUTHOR Gaskin, Lori L.

TITLE Mission Accretion in the California Community Colleges.
PUB DATE 2000-12-00

NOTE 245p.; Doctoral Dissertation University of Nevada at Reno.
PUB TYPE Dissertations/Theses - Doctoral Dissertations (041)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC10 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Administrator Attitudes; *Administrators; College

Preparation; *College Role; *Community Colleges; Community
Development; Community Involvement; Economic Development;
Labor Force; Questionnaires; *Role of Education; School
Community Relationship; Secondary Education; Transitional
Programs; Two Year Colleges

IDENTIFIERS *California Community Colleges

ABSTRACT

This study examines mission accretion, or the process by
which the mission of the community college has broadened over time, in
California's community colleges. The historical community college emphasis on
transfer, occupational and remedial education, and community service has
expanded to include the nontraditional educational initiatives of economic
and workforce development, social service/community development, and K-12
school reform. This study also examines the hypothesis that no differences in
attitude regarding community college mission accretion exist between key
leadership groups. The key leadership groups studied were governing board
presidents, chief executive officers, and academic senate presidents. 0f the
308 subjects targeted for the study, 219 responded to the questionnaire, for
an overall response rate of 71%. Findings indicated that statistically
significant differences in attitude surfaced across all hypotheses. With
respect to the ability of community colleges to effectively achieve their
traditional goals in light of mission accretion, chief executive officers and
academic senate presidents differed significantly in their attitudes. Chief
executive officers also varied from the other leadership groups in their
perceptions regarding the suitability and appropriateness of the new,
expansive roles. Findings suggest that the attitudes held by the leadership
groups seem to be principally influenced by the respondent's position within
an institution rather than by selected institutional characteristics.
Includes survey instruments. (Contains 184 references.) (NB)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.




ED 459 878

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

University of Nevada, Reno

Mission Accretion in the California Community Collegés

A dissertation submitted in parti
| partial fulfillment of th
Requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophye in

Educational Leadership

by

Lori L. Gaskin

Dr. A. Calabro/Dissertation Advisor

December, 2000

TMENT OF EDUCAT!ON
Ottice of Educational Research and Improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)
his document has been reproduced as
raceived from the person of organization

originating it
O Minor changes have been made to
improve reproduction quality.

U.S. DEPAR

® Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent

official OERI position or policy.

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

L. GaSEa~

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

S BEST COPY AVAILABLE



© Copyright by Lori L. Gaskin 2000
All Rights Reserved




UNIVERSITY
01BN/ THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

RENO

We recommend that the dissertation
prepared under our supervision by

LORI L. GASKIN
entitled
Mission Accretion in the California Community Colleges

be accepted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Ve RS/

Anthon}/’D Calayd D Dlssertatlon Advisor

Paﬁ enberger ‘Ed.D., Committee Member

David W. Noonan, Ed‘.D., Committee Member

%% 2%

Myrna M. Matranga, Ed.D., Committee Member

A/

Shane Templeém, Ph.D., Committee Member

Marsha H. Read, Ph.D., Interim Associate Dean of the Graduate School

December, 2000




ABSTRACT

Over the last century, community colleges have experienced an accretion of roles
which have extended their programs, services, and functions well beyond the sﬁope of
their more traditional missions. Community colleges are being touted as the mechanisms
to assist in rejuvenating and sustaining the economic vitality of their communities. As
social institutions, community colleges are being promoted as catalysts to address societal
problems. Further, these institutions are seen as part of a multi-faceted approach for K-12
educational reform. Community éolleges’ historical emphasis on transfer, occupational,
and remedial education and community service has now been expanded to include the
nontraditional educational initiatives of economic and workforce development, social
service/community development, and K-12 school reform.

This present study focused on the attitudes of key community college
stakeholders and decision-makers with respect to the construct of mission accretion and
the growing dominance of nontraditional roles within these institutions. Specifically, this
investigation examined the perceived benefits or detriments associated with mission
expansion. Using a descriptive research model, this study employed a census survey to
explore mission accretion in the California community colleges as viewed through the
lens of key community college leaders in the state (i.e., board presidents, chief executive
officers, and academic senate presidents).

Statistically significant differences in attitude surfaced across all hypotheses
under investigation in this study. With respect to the ability of community colleges to
effectively achieve their traditional goals in light of mission accretion, chief executive

officers and academic senate presidents differed significantly in their attitudes. Chief



ii
executive officers varied from the other leadership groups in their perceptions regarding
the suitability and appropriateness of the new, expansive roles. The attitudes of chief
executive officers and board presidents differed from faculty leaders regarding the
effectiveness of community colleges in achieving the new, nontraditional goals. Mission
primacy yielded significant differences in responses, principally between chief executive
officers and the other leadership groups. Further, the findings suggest thﬁt the attitudes
held by the leadership groups seem to be principally influenced by thé respondent’s
position within an institution (that is, college leader, board president, faculty leader)

rather than by selected institutional characteristics.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

From their inception, community colleges have been charged with carrying out
multi-faceted missions in their role as institutions of higher education. Beginning as
junior colleges, these institutions championed the university parallel track of freshman
and sophomore general education curriculum for transfer-bound students, as well as
occupational training for those seeking marketable skills (Witt, Wattenbarger,
Gollattscheck, & Suppiger, 1994). Over time, junior colleges evolved into comprehensive
colleges servicing the plethora of educational needs of their communities and haQe
concomitantly undergone a name change to community colleges to reflect this transition
(Clowes & Levin, 1989). The educational needs which the community colleges have
worked to address include the more traditional transfer and occupational education
functions as wéll as rémedial education and community service.

Of late, social and political forces have caused the community colleges to broaden
their role and function as educational institutions. In many states, particularly California,
community colleges are being touted as the mechanisms to assist in jumpstarting
economic rejuvenation in the state through programs designed to enhance economic
development and workforce training (Hlavna, 1992). Across the country, community
colleges have been given the responsibility of forging strong ties with secondary
institutions, business and industry, and between academic and vocational educators
through the mandates of Tech Prep and School-to-Work initiatives. In this vein
community colleges are seen as part of the solution to the K-12 educational deficiencies

noted in such works as A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in
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Education, 1983). With the recent federal legislation regarding welfare reform and job
training, the mission of community colleges has now grown beyond that of educational
providers to the socio-political realm of social service providers. This additive process
(O’Banion, 1998) has juxtaposed well-understood roles of corﬁmunity colleges with
functions which go far beyond the traditional mission of these institutions.
Statement of the Problem

Overview

The community college, as an institution, is steeped in the egalitarian belief that
educational opportunity should be extended to society at large. As articulated by
Vaughan (1988), the “cornerstone of the community college philosophy is its
commitment to open access” (p. 26). Operationally, this precept has led to an
“. .. opening of the doors of higher education to ever-broadening segments of society”
(Boone, 1997, p.2). In turn,‘ community colleges have offered a broad range of learning
experiences to address the mulfitude of student needs emanating from this doctrine of
open access. That is, as O’Banion (1998) has suggested, this open door approach has
caused the community colleges to develop over time . . . by a process of ‘adding-on.’
Innately sensitive to social and economic forces, the community college has become
enormously successful by adding on policies, practices, programs ... to meet the needs of
a complex and ever-changing society” (p. 4). In this present study, the phrase mission
accretion is used to describe the process by which the mission of the community college
has broadened over time. As defined by the Random House Dictionary of the English

Language (1983), the term accretion is an “increase by natural growth or by gradual




external addition.” The process of mission expansion within the community colleges is
appropriately characterized by this term.

The addition of new roles and functions is a natural outgrowth of the commitment
these institutions have to serve the varied educational needs of a diverse community,
indeed a diverse society. Yet with mission accretion, the question for community colleges
becomes: Can (or shduld) the community colleges be all things to all people? That is, can
these institutions fulfill their diverse roles in an effective manner without degrading the
more traditional functions, particularly in light of resource constraints that are an ever-
present reality? As Ernst (1991) queried:

When does a community college overextend itself by offeriné programs and

services that are not in concex;t with its basic mission? When does a commu_nity

college say to its community that it will not become involved in acti\-lities that
should more éppropriately be provided by other agencies, institutions, or the
private sector? When should a community college limit its programs and services
because of external requirements or restrictions such as lack of funding or
potential disruption of the institution? When should a community college simply

say, “No?” (p. 41)

Attendant with the increasing diversification of mission is the challenge faced by
community colleges in terms of clarity and scope of institutional idenfity. Slutsky (1978)
argued that community colleges have “so many diverse roles that we are floundering for a
sound view of who we are . ..” (p. 9). By accommodating a profusion of educational
needs, the community colleges have been left grappling with ambiguity, or worse yet, a

loss.of purpose (Fryer, 1986; Eaton, 1992) and have provoked concern that “in trying to




be a jack-of-all-trades, the community college has often ended up being master of none”
(Dougherty, 1991, p. 320).

The trend of mission accretion is perhaps most apparent within the California
community college system. With over 1.5 million students and 108 colleges (California
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2000), the California community colleges
constitute the largest postsecondary educational system in the United States. With the
legislative adoption of the Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975
(California State Department of Education, 1960), the state went on record with a clearly
articulated policy of democratizing higher education. This commitment to provide
universal access to higher education became the model for the nation. The Master Plan
clearly defined the primary missions of the California community colleges as transfer and
vocational education as well as the provision of general, or liberal arts education.
However, since the publication of this document, the functions provided by the California
community colleges have broadened to include remedial education, English as a second
language, community service, continuing education (e. g., noncredit curricula), workforce
development and training (e.g., contract education), welfare reform programs and
services, and articulated career education (California Postsecondary Education
Commission, 1993; Richardson, 1997). In addition, by legislative decree, the system’s
primary missions now include the goal of advancing California’s economic growth and
global competitiveness (California Education Code §66010.4). Given these expanding
roles, the same question holds: Can (or should) the California community colleges be all
things to all people? That is, caﬁ these institutions offer a full spectrum of programs

without degrading or sacrificing quality, identity, and commitment?




A brief overview of the roles of the community colleges, both traditional and
contemporary, will serve to frame the issues examined within this study.

Traditional Mission of Community Colleges

Transfer Education. Embodying the anti-aristocratic tenet of equality of

educational opportunity embraced by Jefferson over two centuries ago (Gutek, 1991;
Boone, 1997), the community colleges of today stand as beacons for access to higher
education. The numbers to substantiate this position are striking: in 1996, 36.9 percent of
the students attending postsecondary institutions were enrolled in community colleges
(National Center for Education Statistics, 1999b) and 45.7 percent of all first-time
freshmen began their academic tenure at two-year colleges (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1998a).

- From an historical perspective, junior colleges, as the predecessor to community
colleges, were focuséd upon “ . . .bringing higher education to the people” (Brint &
Karabel, 1989a, p. 10) primarily through the provision of a liberal arts curricula (Gleazer,
1968; Witt et al., 1994). In this light, two-year colleges were seen as inventions which
served to address four major issues within higher education: enhancement of access,
equality of opportunity, commitment to meeting the surge in demand for postsecondary
education, and bridging the gap between high school and college. Beyond the narrow-
focused perspective of some sponsoring universities that junior colleges functioned to
preserve universities for the “intellectually elite” (Brint & Karabel, 1989b, p. 24) or to
“... ‘save’ socially immature students who might flounder in senior institutions”
(Bogue, 1950, p. 32), a more enlightened viewpoint was that junior colleges served to

provide “educational opportunities in university-parallel curricula to well-qualified
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students who cannot afford or who prefer not to attend college away from home for four .
or more years” (Bogue, p. 32). Embedded within this transfer function have been the
commum'fy college’s general education curricula in arts and sciences leading to an
associate’s degree. Whether utilized for terminal associate degree acquisition or for
transfer preparation, these general education curricula are the core of the lower division
course offerings found in these two-year institutions. Serving as the institutional nucleus,
general education course offerings form the. philosophical foundation for cultivating the
community colleges’ perception of self as described by Cohen and Brawer (1996):

. In their drive for acceptance as full partners in higher learning . . . they
{[community colleges] arranged their curricula in the university image. The terms
college parallel, college transfer, and college equivalent were (and are) used to
déscribe their academic programs. Their collegiate function . . . was embodied in
the transfer courses. l(p. 309)

Thus, the community colleges’ commitment to higher education a.ccess and
opportunity has its roots in the. transfer preparation role that junior colleges assumed
during their embryonic stages of development. This collegiate function has given these
institutions postsecondary identity and standing within the hierarchy of higher education.

Occupational Education. While the early view of junior colleges emphasized the

transfer function, occupational education has always been embraced, albeit to varying
degrees, within the mission of these institutions (Brint & Karabel, 1989b; Cohen &
Brawer, 1996). From an historical perspective, several key events served as éatalysts for
these institutions to shift their emphasis from predominantly transfer preparation to that

of providing more inclusive curricula, particularly focused upon career and workforce
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education. Noteworthy in promptiﬁg this transformation were the findings contained in
the 1947 report, Higher Education for American Democracy, authored by the President’s
Commission on Higher Education (commonly known as the Truman Commission).
Charged with assessing the function and delivery of higher education in the post-World
War II era, the Commission considered the key role that two-year colleges must play in
the provision of education to the populace. Indeed, the Commission stated that these

institutions “will have to carry a large part of the responsibility for expanding

opportunities in higher education” (President’s Commission on Higher Education, 1947,

p. 37). Further, this body recognized the value of occupational education and stated that
two-year colleges should emphasize vocational training in semiprofessional occupations.
Of particular note wés the recommendation from the Commission that the name
community college replace the appellation junior college as a way of conveying the
broad, comprehensive role that these institutions should play in the provision of
postsecondary education. In the larger context of higher education opportunities, Clérk
(2000) describes such a philosophical transition as a shift “from elite to mass to
universal” access (p. 12).

Influenced by the end of World War II, the Truman Commission’s evaluation of
the role of community colleges, the Sputnik era of the late 1950’s, and the technology
advances in the workplace, community colleges began to focus resources on the
preparation of students for productive careers in selected occupational professions
(Monroe, 1972; Eaton, 1994a). This shift in emphasis was particularly striking during the
1960s and 1970s, a time period during which the community colleges experienced

unprecedented growth in enrollment in occupational programs (Brint & Karabel, 1989b).
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This surge has been attributed to a number of factors, particularly declining opportunities
and consequent underemployment for four-year university and college graduates, as well
as an infusion of federal funding into community college occupational programs through
- the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (Breneman & Nelson, 1981; Brint & Karabel, |
1989b; Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Eaton, 1994b; Witt et al., 1994).

Today, enrollments in community college vocational education programs
constitute 40-45 percent of total institutional enrollment (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). This is
in large part due to the fact that community colleges stand as monuments of flexibility, |
responsiveness, and sensitivity to the needs of the workforce (both new and incumbent)
and to business and industry. Community colleges readily embrace an outward-oriented,
externally driven focus with respect to the assessment and development of occupational
programs. Indeed, it is because of this perspective that these institutions have emerged, as
an outgrowth of occﬁpational education providers, to become primary forces within
workforce and economic development (Grubb, Badway, Bell, Bragg, & Russman, 1997)
toward the goal espoused by Breneman and Nelson (1981) two decades ago of investing
in human capital.

Remedial/Developmental Education. While embracing the tenets of open access

and equality of opportunity, community colleges have experienced the attendant need to
confront the issue of academic underpreparedness of students. This need became
particularly apparent during the late 1960s and early 1970s when, due to the convergence
of varied social forces, community colleges were confronted with a growing proportion
of their students who were ill prepared for postsecondary coursework (Monroe, 1972;

Donovan, 1985; Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Student underpreparedness continues to be an




issue for community colleges due, in large part, to the growth in nontraditional students
served by these institutions. The magnitude of this challenge is demonstrated by the fact
that in 1995, 41 percent of community college freshmen enrolled in renl1edial courses to
address deficiencies in reading, writing, and/or mathematics (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1999a).
| Remedial (also known as developmental) progranis have been designed to

compensate for lack of prior preparation resulting ﬁoﬁ what Spann (1994) describes as
the “breakdown of basic academic education at the secondary level” (p. 161) as well as to
develop precollegiate skills for those \*fho have not received such instruction in earlier
educational settings. Specifically, the curricula targets deficiencies in basic literacy
(including limited English proficiency) and computational skills amongst the diverse
community college learners. In addition to focused instruction, support services for
students have been ehhanced to further address the goal of removing educational
deficiencies, including: ‘

1. basic skills assessment and evaluation and subsequent to that, proper

placement in applicable courses;
" 2. enrichment programs for special populations (such as selected
underrepresented groups, re-entry women, displaced homemakers);

3. learning disabilities testing, evaluation, and support services; and

4. tutoring support.
The plethora of instructional and support services available to underpreparéd students

attests to the fact that remedial education now occupies an important and permanent part
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of the community college mission (Boggs & Cater, 1994; Spann, 1994), toward the
notable goal of “connecting people with opportunities” (Cohen & Brawer,1996, p. 273).

Community Service. Community service is multi-dimensional in form and

function and has traditionally included programs and services which target the cultural,
avocational, recreational, and personal growth and development interests of the
community served by the college. Key to this function is a fundamental institutional
commitment to “meet the needs of [the] local community and its citizens over an entire
life cycle [italics added]” (Baker, 1994, p. xiv). Indeed, the community service function
embodies the principle of lifelong learning to enhance the quality of life of the
cor'nmunity. Through the provision of workshops for hobbyists, short-term focused
classes and training, youth-oriented programs (e.g., summer “college” for kids), cultural
activities, recreation and self-improvement courses, and the like, community colleges
have cemented their felationship with the local populace as imparted by Bogue’s words
(1950): “What then is a community college. . . ? The first qualification is service
primarily to the people of the community™ (p. 21). While varied, broad in scope, and
most often self-supporting, such community service programs have been outside the core
of the institutional mission, typically existing on the periphery of community college
functions (Cohen & Brawer, 1996).

Of importance is .the recent trend within the community services arena to expand
program offerings beyond personal enrichment opportunities (i.e., cultural, avocational,
recreational activities) to address the economic viability and health within a community.
Such endeavors include the provlision of economic development services for local (and

potential) business and industry, entrepreneurial advice and services, incubator programs
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for the development of small businesses, contract training for workforce development,
and other community-based activities. As the Commission on the Future of Community
Colleges (1988) stated, the “collaborations with employers — industries, business, public
employers, and organized labor groups — for the training of the work force and the
economic development of the community are among the most important recent
developments in the community college movement” (p. 38). Such programs will be
discussed in more detail within the context of the community colleges’ expanding
mission in the area of economic and workforce development.

Expanding Mission of Community Colleges

As a twentieth century phenomena, the community colleges of today are quite
unlike the junior colleges of yesteryear. Educational opportunity and open access
necessitate a breadth of programs for the cross-section of society served. The historically
narrow focus embraced By Junior colleges in the past has now beer replaced by a more
comprehensive perspective. As espoused by the Truman Commission, a community
college was envisioned as an entity to “serve chiefly local educational needs” and that
“its dominant feature is its intimate relations to the life of the community it serves”
(President’s Commission on Higher Education, 1947, p. 5). Following the spirit of the
recommendations put forth by the Truman Commission, community colleges have further
emphasized their broad-based, inclusive, and comprehensive nature. As Deegan and
Tillery (1985) explain, “Community colleges have experienced tremendous growth. . . .
not only in the numbers of students and colleges but also in the missions and the role of
community colleges in American society” (p. 1). This mission expansion has bolstered

the involvement of these institutions in somewhat nontraditional types of educational
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-initiatives, the most prominent of which include social service programs, economic and

workforce development programs, and programs which focus on K-12 school reform.

Social Service/Community Development. Recent socioeconomic and political

changes nationwide have resulted in sweeping welfare reform legislation. In 1996, the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (i.e., the Welfare
Reform Act) amended the nation’s Welfare laws. The main thrust of the welfare reform
changes have been on (1) shortening the time that clients may receive public assistance
and (2) focusing welfare recipients on becomiﬁg productive wage earners within a limited
amount of time (the welfare-to-work perspective).

Within the context of welfare reform, community colleges are being touted as
“both the logical and best-prepared institutions to move the poor to full employment”
(McCabe, 1997, p. 22). Community colleges have long been in the business of enhancing
the employability of welfare recipients, primarily via the route of occupational education
(i.e., degree or certificate programs) and remediation (Parker, 1997). However, this new
public policy brings with it a shift in emphasis from education and job training activities
for welfare recipients to work activities. Community colleges are finding that they have
been drafted into a new and key role with respect to these welfare-to-work programs.
This role now places the colleges as partners with state social service providers to
implement a variety of welfare reform mandates, including short-term training, child
care, support services, job development and placement (often as co-sponsors of one-stop
centers), and subsidized work opportunities - all within prescribed and constrained

timelines.
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Welfare refoﬁn and other community-based programs represent a visible
manifestation of community colleges’ involvement in social, economic, political
imperatives. As O’Banion and Gillett-Karam (1996-97) describe:

community colleges are beginning to broaden and deepen their role in servicing

their communities - they are “getting out on the streets.” The “people’s college” is

begiﬁning to respond seriously to the needs of the “street people” — the people

who are homeless, on welfare, on drugs, and involved in crime. (p. 27)

In addition to the “street people” described by these researchers, targeted services are

being provided by community colleges to other special populations including single
parents, displaced homemakers, dislocated workers, single pregnant women, and foster
families (parents and children). Calls have come out for the comxﬁunity colleges to serve
as community activists and social reconstructionists working toward the goal of helping
... communities set new patterns of behavior . . . to achieve a more equitable yet
fiscally attainable quality of life for all in the twenty-first century” (Tagle, 1991). As
community colleges are being asked “to cooperate with the community and to serve as
catalysts in the renewal of society” (O’Banion and Gillett-Karam, 1996, p. 35), more and
more of the new roles assumed by these institutions are in the realm of social services
(i.e., non-instructional) and border on being quasi-educational in nature.

Economic and Workforce Development. A strong economy, global

competitiveness, a technically skilled workforce, an enhanced quality of life — all of these
phrases describe the goal of the nation in terms of achieving long-term economic health
and viability. In this vein, at the local, state, and national levels “community colleges are

emerging as perhaps the major, potential providers of workforce training required to
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revitalize and maintain the competitiveness of the nation’s business and industries”
(Commission on Workforce and Community Development, 1996, p. 3). The ideal role for
community colleges, as described by Boone (1997) is “that of having them become both
leaders and catalysts in working with economic development stakeholders and other
community groups to develop, organize, and impleﬁent a master plan for confronting and
resolving economic development problems in their respective service areas” (p. 11).
Long providérs of workforce training in the form of occupational education,
community colleges are expanding (or being asked to expand) into such programs and
services as: customized, site-specific contract training; workplace literacy training; small
business development centers; counseling services for entrepreneurs; leadership
development programs; economic environmental scanning; market and demographic
research and data dissemination; and the like (Commission on Workforce and
Community Developfnent, 1996; Grubb et al., 1997). Cémmunﬁy college efforts in this
arena are focused toward the ultimate objectives of job attraction, job creation, job
expansion, and job retention (Zeiss, 1994). These multi-faceted economic development
activities have come about not only in response to community needs, but also as a result
of the natural outgrowth of the more traditional occupational education and community
service programs offered by community colleges. Such a broad spectrum of programs
and services in workforce and economic development are congruent with what the
Commission on the Future of Community Colleges (1988) described as “horizontal
developmental,” whereby the community colleges have “expanded to provide a full range

of educational services to the surrounding region” (p.6).
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A further example of the role of community colleges in workforce development
can be found within the newly authorized Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998.
This current legislation has evolved from the Manpower Development and Training Act
(1962), the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (1973), and the Job Training
Partnership Act (1982) and outlines a continued role for community colleges in federally
funded training and émployment development programs. The colleges’ involvement in
the WIA includes serving as collaborative partners in the establishment of “one-stop” -
centers for the delivery of services. It is envisioned that the “One-Stop concept will
provide customers with information about and access to job training, education, and
employment services at a single neighborhood location” (U. S. Department of Labor,
1998, p. 4). The law stipulates that an organization (i.e., public community college) that
receives certain federal funds must participate in the provision of services (such as,
assessmént, job searc‘l‘l assistance, labor market information, and related services) through
this one-stop system (American Association of Community Colleges, 1998). That is, in
order to continue receiving certain federal funds, public community colleges must
become key players in the one-stop centers wherein the primary focus is one of
employment first rather than education — a direction which could ﬁlrther distance
community colleges from their mission as educational institutions.

There is some dissension among community college pundits regarding the role of
these institutions in economic and workforce development. Hlavna (1992) suggests that
perhaps this “...involvement in economic development conflicts with the community
colleges’ missions” (p. 47). That is, the provision of training, information, and

specialized resources to a particular business or industry calls into question the
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community colleges’ mission of open access for all and utilizes limited funds to benefit
“...one taxpayer [a particular employer] over another under the guise of economic
development” (p.48).

Partnership Role in School Reform. Federal initiatives in the form of Tech Prep

and School-to-Work have clearly put resources behind the call for g;eater collaboration
between community colleges, school systems, and business and industry partners.
Reeling from the National Commission on Excellence in Education’s indictments handed
down in 4 Nation at Risk (1983), the federal government has instituted a number of
reforms designed to address noted deficiencies in the K-12 education system highlighted
in this semiﬁal report. The goal of Tech Prep and School-to-Work initiatives has been the
development and implementation of curricula which fosters linkages between the
secondary and postsecondary educational institutions and between academia and business
and industry to enhaﬁce the academic preparation, career competencies, skills
development, career awareness, and employability of students, beginning in the
elementary grades (Hull & Parnell, 1991; Beaumont, 1996). Having roots in vocational
education, Tech Prep and School-to-Work programs have emphasized the need to provide
an integrated and seamless (i.e., articulated) vocational-technical education experience
for students from high school to community college to work. The emphasis within these
reform movements has been upon developing and strengthening relationships between:

(1) academic and vocational education;

(2) educators and employers; and

(3) secondary and postsecondary educational institutions.
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Community colleges are seen as pivotal players in the coordination and implementation
of such partnerships. Indeed, as described by Bragg and Layton (1995), “public policy
encourages — mandates in the case of the federal tech prep legislation — that community
colleges play an active role in the reform” (p. 295). Gleazer (1980) suggests that this role
be thought of in the context of stimulating “vertical connections in the educational
hierarchy” such that community colleges bgcome the educational “middle man” (p. 11),
brokefing .'and facilitating collaboration, interchange, and partnerships.

While the goals of Tech Prep, School to Work, and other collaborative reform
measures are noteworthy, challenges confront community colleges in the implementation
of these programs (Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, 1995; Bragg,
Puckett, Reger, Thomans, & Ortman, 1997). These challenges include: lack of program
clarity and purpose; resistance to curriculum reform at both the secondary and
postsecondary levels;. lack of acceptance regarding the integration of academics and
vocational education; community college faculty concerns regarding potential loss of
their primacy right to develop curriculum; and unrealistic educational expectations. As
Gleazer’s (1980) euphemistic “middle man” for Tech Prep and School-to-Work
partnerships, community colleges are put in the formidable position of fosteﬁng change
and reform amongst secondary institutions which have become jaded by a seemingly
constant barrage of reform measures. The question then surfaces, to what degree should
community colleges lead the charge to address educational reform and restructuring at the

K-12 level?
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Summary
Community colleges have led the way in strengthening access to, equity in, and
opportunity for postsecondary éducation through the provision of transfer, occupational,
and remedial education. Additionally, the colleges’ community links have been well
established through community service programs. Of late, social, political, economic, and
educational imperatives have added a plethora of new roles and responsibilities to the
traditional mission of the community college. These new roles include the provision of
social service programs, economic and workforce development opportﬁnities, and schpol
partnerships. Concerns which have been expressed regarding this accretion of missions
include:
* the quasi-educational nature of many of these new roles calling into question
the academic integrity of these activities;
" the alignrﬂent of the new roles with the goals of community colleges as
postsecondary educational institutions;
* clarifying who is actually benefiting from this mission expansion;
* the appropriateness of these new roles for community colleges;
* the ability of the community colleges to do it all in terms of the provision of
these programs and services; and
* the potential dilution of resources associated with mission accretion and the

concomitant risk to the more traditional roles of the community colleges.
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Purpose of Study
There are a number of issues and concerns associated with mission accretion,
some of which were discussed in the previous section. In order to determine the validity
of these implied concerns, it is necessary to undertake a field-based investigatioﬁ of
| mission accretion as perceived by community college stakeholders and decision-makers.
The purpose of this study is to investigate the attitudes of key community college leaders
- with respect to the traditional and expanding missions of these institutions. This research
is founded on the contention that those responsible for the provision of education within
the community college system have a keen, and as yet mtﬁpped, understanding of the
purpose and mission of these institutions.
Specifically, this study seeks to examine the perspectives of three leadership

groups relative to mission accretion within the California community college system.
California has been chosen as the focus of this study for three primary reasons. Firstly,
the California community college system represents the largest postsecondary
educational system in the nation. There are 108 community colleges in the state system,
organized into 72 districts. Total annual enrollment exceeds 1.5 millions students
(California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2000). Indeed, enrollment in
California’s public community colleges constitutes in excess of 25% of total public
community college enrollment in the United States (National Center for Educational
Statistics, 1999¢; California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2000). Secondly,
the state of California as a whole, with a populatioh in excess of 32,000,000 (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1998), often establishes the tenor, and is the pacesetter for the nation, with

respect to social, economic, and political trends based upon its sheer size. Thirdly,




20
California’s population is heterogeneous and diverse. Societal change within the state is
ever present and dynamic and it is within this climate that California’s agencies and
institutions must exist. As part of the state system of education, California’s community
colleges act as the litmus paper for societal change and are responsive to its effects.

The three leadership groups represented in this study are: board presidents from
each of the locally elected governing boards of the 72 community college districts in
‘Caliform'a; chief executive officers (i.e. district chancellors and college presidents) from
each of the 108 California community cdlleges; and academic senate presidents from
each of the 108 California community colleges. The leadership groups (i.e., board
presidents, chief executive officers, and acaidemic senate presidents) represent the
preeminent leadership positions within their respective constituent groups. The 72 locally
elected governing boards are given statutory authority for establishing broad institutional
policies for each of the 72 commuﬁity college districts in California. At an organizational
level, a board president is elected to represent the collective voice of the board. Chief
executive officers are charged with carrying out board policy on an operational level at
each of the 108 community colleges in the state system. Academic senate presidents
represent the voice of the faculty and constitute the key leadership position within the
faculty ranks at each of the colleges in the state.

Research Hypotheses

In order to determine whether mission accretion is perceived by cémmum'ty

college leaders as a benefit or a detriment, this study will séek to test the following

research hypotheses:
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1. No differences in attitude exist between key leadership groups, based upon
institutional characteristics, as to the ability of California community colleges to
effectively achieve their traditional goals in light of mission accretion.

2. No differences in attitude exist between key leadership groups, based upon
institutional characteristics, as to the suitability and appropriateness of the expanding
roles of the California community colleges.

3. No differences in attitude exist between key leadership groups, based upon
institutional characteristics, as to the effectiveness of California community colleges
in achieving their new, nontraditional goals.

4. No differences in attitude exist between key leadership groups, based upon
institutional characteristics, as to their assessment of primacy in the missions and
roies within the California community college system.

| Significance of the Study

~ As educational establishments, community colleges are subsuming a host of roles
and functions which take these institutions beyond their traditional scope of
responsibilities. As these colleges become social service providers, economic and
workforce developers, and partners in school reform, questions begin to arise regarding
the true purpose of community colleges. Because of the multi-faceted roles these
institutions have historically fulfilled (i.e., transfer, occupational, and remedial education
providers as well as community service providers), there has always been an identity
crisis of sorts. However, this lack of identity, or perhaps more appropriately described as

“too much” identity, is being exacerbated by mission accretion.
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Over thirty years ago, Cohen (1969) discussed this identitly problem within
community colleges and suggested that, “Reaching a sense of identity is a long, perhaps
continual, process. In order to begin such a process, direction achieved from within
individual community colleges may be necessary . . . .” (p. 60). The present study seeks
to understand the community college’s internal perception of self through the scrutiny of
community college educators and leaders. Assessing the internal publics’ attitudes
regarding the purpose and function of community colleges vis-a-vis mission accretion is
the first step in the process of identity clarification. Furthermore, there must be a
semblance of congruence between the aims of community college educators and leaders
and the legislatively expressed objectives of these institutions in order for the provision
of educational services to be effective. As described by Medsker (1960), these internal
constituent groups “. . . inevitably influence, by their attitudes, the nature and quality of
[the college’s] progfam[s]. They, and the students, make the institution what it is” (p.
169). Thus, faculty, administrators, and governing boards are influential in setting the
tone and direction for community colleges. Indeed, their attitudes and perceptions are key
in shaping the ﬁﬁséion, role, and purpose of the institution. In order to stave off
institutional ineffectiveness and problems of mission identity, there must be a degree of
convergence 1n the perspectivés of policy makers at the state and federal level and
implementers at the local level. Through a study of the attitudes of key community
college stakeholders, this investigation seeks to identify areas of differing perspectives
and to identify potential problems regarding efficacy of mission fulfillment.

Further, such findings have implications for future policy formulation and mission

refinement at the state level. The degree to which it is felt that the community colleges
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are (or are not) fulfilling their mandated roles, both traditional and expanding, and their
level of effectiveness influence state-level policy :decision making. Those policy makers
vested with the authority to set the direction for the community colleges are also charged
with setting the funding priorities for the system. The allocation of scarce resources,
driven by policy decisions, is a source of system-wide as well as institutional, conflict -
particularly during times of fiscal exigency. The appropriation of limited funds has been a
determining force in the movement toward greatér accountability within higher
educatibn, including community colleges, to identify performance indicators which
document institutional and system success. However, as Engelkemeyer (1998) points out:
a strategic link to mission and vision is often not readily apparent in these
measures. Perhaps it is because higher education institutions have historically
tried to be all things to all people and have not carefully focused their programs,
resources, an& energies. (p. 3)
As community colleges wrestle with both shrinking resources and what it means to
measure outcomes in aﬁ educational setting, mission distillation and clarity become
paramount. Thus, from an operational standpoint, this study will have relevance in the
determination of fiscal and programmatic policy directions at the legislative level. At a
more basic level, this study will support the stance articulated by Breneman and Nelson
(1981) in their seminal work regarding the economics of community colleges, “When
public funds are involved, it is legitimate and reasonable to inquire about the nature and
distribution of the benefits produced” (p. 31).
In summary, this study will engender understanding and yield findings which may

be of significance in the following areas:
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the enhancement of mission clarity and focus within the community colleges;
the movement toward congruence of purpose and mission as embraced by key
community college stakeholders;

the formulation of policy and the allocation of resources to facilitate mission
fulfillment; and

the establishment of linkages between accountability measures and mission
priorities.

Assumptions of Study

Assumptions inherent in this study include the following:

1.

The attitudes and perceptions of the governing board presidents, chief
executive officers, and academic senate presidents exemplify the attitudes and
perceptipns of the constituent groups they represent, that is, local governing
boards, upper-level administrators, and faculty, respectively.

The participants of this study are qualified, within their respective positions,
to respond to the survey questions.

The participants of this study respond to the survey questions truthfully and
from a perspective that is representative of their respective positions (i.e.,
governing board president, chief executive officer, and academic senate
president).

The data obtained from the respondents is accurate.

Those responsible for the provision of education within the cbnimunity
college system have well-founded perceptions and attitudes with regard to the

mission of these institutions.




25

Definitions of Key Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined:

1.

Attitude — an opinion or belief held by the respondents regarding the matters

under investigation in this study.

. Economic Development — services and programs designed to stabilize and/or

increase community-based employment opportunities.

. Mission Accretion — the process by which the mission of the community

colleges has broadened over time.

Perception — respondents’ insight, understanding, or awareness regarding the
matters under investigation in this study.

School-to-Work — federal initiative aimed at strengthening the connection
between school and work and fostering greater training and workplace
preparedness for high school youth through work-based learning activities,
school-based learning activities, and connecting activities between secondary
schools, postsecondary institutions, and industry.

Tech Prep — federal initiative focused on the provision of technical
preparation programs of study (with a strong emphasis on applied academics)
to underserved high school students and linking such programs to
postsecohdary education and to business/industry.

Transfer Education — general education curricula within the community
colleges designed to provide the lower division coursework for baccalaureate-

bound students matriculating to four-year universities and colleges.




8.

26

Workforce Development — programs designed to provide training to
incumbent workers and workforce preparation to the unemployed and
underemployed.

Limitations of Study

The limitations associated with this study include the following:

1.

With respect to the instrumentation utilized for this study, the validity and
reliability have not been previously established due to the researcher-
developed design of the questionnaire.

The study is based upon a volunteer response and, as such, the respondents
may not be representative of the population (i.e., all California community
college governing board presidents, chief executive officers, and academic

senate presidents) as a whole.

. The interpretation of the questions, statements, and terminology posed in the

survey may not be as intended by the researcher.

It cannot be stated with certainty that the respondents in this study are
representative of the larger population of local governing board members,
upper-level administrators, and faculty.

The voluntary nature of the research design may have an effect on the rate of

return.
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Delimitation of Study

The delimitations associated with this study include:

1. This study is confined to representatives of the following populations within
the California community college system: local governing board members,
upper-level administrators, and faculty.

2. As this study focuses upon the mission of public community colleges and key
leadership groups within this system of higher education, the study is not
generalizable to other segments of education (such as, elementary and
secondary education, four-year universities and colleges, and private post-
secondary institutions).

3. This study is delimited to pubiic community colleges within the state of
California.

Summary

This study presents an approach to assessing opinions about the effectiveness of
community colleges 1n achieving their missions in light of continued accretion of roles
and functions. Through an analysis of the perspectives of key leaders al‘ld decision-
makers within the community college system, an understanding of mission attainment
within the community college sector will be revealed. This understanding will lay the
foundation for enhancing mission clarity and focus, strengthening institutional
effectiveness, reassessing resource allocation and the policy which drives those resources,
and reinforcing the connection between performance indicators (i.e., outcome or

accountability measures) and the purpose of these institutions.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review which follows serves as the conceptual framework for this
current study of mission accretion. This chapter is organized into three major divisions.
The first of these sections develops the historical context of mission accretion, addresses
the environmental forces which have propelled community colleges to adopt an
increasingly prominent role in society today, highlights the emerging roles being
embraced by these institutions (and attendant problems), and focuses on the California
community college system as a harbinger of mission accretion. The second section of this
chapter provides a review of previous studies. The final section summarizes the ideas
gleaned from the literature review. |

Mission Accretion within Community Collegeé

Co'ntemporar.y societal demands and problems are serving as stimuli for
community colleges to reexamine their founding principles, mission, and social purpose
and to contemplate fundamental transformation and change as educational institutions.
Community college observers and pundits are echoing the common theme that
community colleges must expand beyond their conventional collegiate role to uphold
their responsibility to society to address contemporary social ills, to service a plethora of
community-based needs, and to respond to the needs of lifelong learners in a dynamic
society. In response, the institutional mission of community colleges has expanded
several-fold beyond the traditional transfer, occupational, remedial, and community
service core to embrace these new responsibilities. Within the context of this present

study, this growth process is termed mission accretion. This section first looks at the
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'phenomenon of mission accretion within community colleges from an evolutionary
perspective. Next the call for community colleges to embrace a more central role within
the community is examined along with the rise to prominence of several new
nontraditional roles for these institutions. An assessment of problems associated with this
trend of mission accretion is provided. Finally, this section closes with a view of the
California community college system as a lens for studying the phenomenon of mission
expansion.

Evolutionary Perspective of Mission Accretion

The history of the gorﬂmunity college movement can be viewed as a documentary
on mission growth and expansion within this system of higher education. As so aptly put
by Ratcliff (1994), “Contemporary discussion regarding the mission, role, and function of
the community co llege relies on historical notions of the evolution of the institution”

(p. 5). Over the past two decades, several community college commentators have sought
to understand these institutions by providing a framework in which evolutionary or
developmental stages can be discerned, particularly as these stages relate to the accretion
of roles.

Generations and Foci. In the mid-1980°s, Deegan and Tillery (1985) examined,

from a functional perspective, the historical context of community college development
by invoking the concept of generations. The first generation, extending from the turn of
the 20" century to 1930, marked the birth of junior colleges. Conceived as institutions
which would both divert the lower division student from the_ university as well as offer

postsecondary education to a broader spectrum of the population, these early junior

- colleges developed as outgrowths of high sckools to fill the growing need for education
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beyond the twelfth grade. The educational offerings focused on lower division parallel
curricula as well as occupational programs and serviced a largely post-high school age
student population.

The major theme during the sécond generation, 1930-1950, centered on
refinement of the functions of these institutions and was the era during which the junior
colleges came of age. This period marked the institutionalization of the core functionsl of
these colleges, that being transfer preparation (including general educétion), vocational
and terminal education, and academic remediation. Further, the student population
expanded beyond the traditioﬁal college age students to adult learners, in large part due to
the Great Depression and returning World War II veterans.

The next 20-year period, described as the third generation (1950-1970) documents
the time during which these two-year institutions transitioned from junior colleges to
community colleges ;md experienced unprecedented growth. Deegan and Tillery provide
a clear perspective of the institutional metamorphosis and expansion which took place
during this time frame:

So much attention has been given to the growth of the community college that the

meaning of its transformation from the junior college has not been well

understood. Rarely is a community college an overgrown junior college. The
community colleges look different; they have different personnel and students;
théir leaders play different roles; and their mission, while cast in the language of

the late junior college, takes on different priorities. (p. 13-14)

Higher education access, opportunity, and choice became hallmarks of community

colleges during this time.
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The decade of the 1970s, termed the fourth generation, is characterized as the era
when the community colleges embraced the concept of comprehensiveness in terms of
programs, services, and students. This time period saw the expansion of programs (some
unconventional and quasi-educational) targeting nontraditional learners (e.g.,
underrepresented groﬁps and special populations) and using unique delivery methods énd
locations. Concomitant with acceptance of wide-ranging roles and functions by
community colleges came mission confusion and lack of clarity regarding the purpose of
these institutions. This confusion has not subsided as Deegan and Tillery explain, “As the
colleges move farther into the next generation [i.e., the fifth generation], there is still
widespread ambiguity about the mission of the éomprehensive community college.
Perhaps more irnportant are uncertainties about priorities and program balance within the
mission” (p. 21).

Through theée four generations, the educatioﬁal paradigm for community colleges
has been one of social adaptation, guided by egalitarian and utopian principles and nqted
for a responsiveness to socioeconomic trends and needs. However, as Deegan and Tillery
assert, while community colleges have welcomed and accepted a broader social role,
these institutions have fallen into a quagmire of mission confusion and ambiguity.'
Attendant with a comprehensive focus in mission and function has come “ideological
conflicts about the community college role” (p. 27). Criticisms concerning program
imbalances (i.e., transfer preparation programs being slighted) and the redirection of
resources into areas that should remain within the purview of social service agencies have
emerged as a result of the expahsion of functions. Deegan and Tilléry project that the

transition into the fifth generation will be accompanied by an opportunity to renew the
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mission of these institutions in light of the growing need for ongoing (i.e., lifelong) adult
education, greater emphasis on meeting the needs of the local communities, and enhanced
accountability expectations relative to fiscal resources as well as programmatic outcomes.

Cross (1985) carries forth a theme similar to that posited by Deegan and Tillery
regarding mission ambiguity as community colleges enter the fifth generation:

It is not easy to define the purpose and mission of community colleges today - not

nearly as easy as it was in the third generation, when community colleges were in

high agreement on a common purpose and a national mission to open the doors of
higher education to previously unserved segments of the population. Once the
doors have been opened, however, and those previously unserved students are in

attendance, what is the goal? (p. 34)

Making the transition into the fifth geheration (i.e., the future) will require that
cofnmunity colleges attend to their primary focus and to establish “ . . . their own identity
and [move] toward quality in the goals they have set for themselves” (p. 45). As options
for the future, Cross offers five potential areas of emphases or foci for community
colleges to consider: the comprehensive focus; the vertical focus; the horizontal focus; the
integrated focus; and the remedial focus.

The comprehensive focus encompasses the traditional scope of programs and
services offered by “comprehensive” community colleges, that is transfer, career,
remedial, community, and general education. While predicting that this is the most likely
path for comniunity colleges to continue following into the future (due to tradition and
the avoidance of priority setting), Cross warns that long-term sustainability of all aspects

of the comprehensive focus will be threatened by scarce resources.
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Redirection of resources and energy toward the transfer function is a futuristic
option embodied within Cross’ vertical focus. Suffering from neglect and a degree of
disregard, the transfer function and the placementv of community colleges within the
vertical schemé of education, will be more actively embraced by these institutions.
Emphasizing transfer education establishes community college as higher education
institutions in the sense that they become “firmly anchored in traditional concepts of what
a college should be, [and] places the community college between the high school and
four-year college as an essential part of the formal educational system” (p. 38).

Promoting external linkages and partnerships leads community colleges into a
horizontal focus for the future. Within this theme, community colleges move beyond the
traditional (and formal) educational partnerships to foster collaboration with all aspects of
the community served by these institutions. Business and industry, community-based
organizations, service clubs, public and private agencies and enterprises, and the like all
become potential partners in furthering the broad educational goals of the community.
While this focus may serve to de-emphasize the community colleges’ self-identification
with higher education, Cross predicts that . . .the horizontal focus will challenge the
vertical for predominance before the end of the decade [1980s]” (p. 41) due to projected
competition for traditional students from four-year colleges and universities and the
suitability of community colleges to serve untapped segments of adult learners.

Internal restructuring is the hallmark of an integrated focus for community
colleges, particularly as it felates to the general education curriculum. The term

integrated, as utilized by Cross implies an interconnected “. . . liberal arts education for
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lifelong learners” (p. 43) and would situate liberal arts education at the heart of all
transfer, occupational, remedial, and community education programs

The final pathway for the future of community colleges is in the remedial area,
specifically as it p¢rtains to redressing underpreparedness of youth and adult learners.
While embracing its responsibility to provide remedial programs and services,
community colleges are unlikely to emphasize this social function as its prhﬁary focus.

Given the five potential areas of focus, “generation 5 presents difficult choices for
community colleges” (p. 45). However, as Cross concludes, “Quality of education is the
central challenge to community colleges in their fifth generation. This can only be
achieved if there is central agreement on mission” (p. 48).

Using the four generations as a springboard, Deegan and Tillery (1987)
established a set of priorities which community colleges must attend to as they transition
into the fifth generation. Invoking Cross’ (1985) five potential areas of emphases, these
researchers emphatically state that “community colleges must resolve misunderstandings
and conflicts over their comprehensive mission” and further pose the question “Should
fundamental changes in mission take place, or should there be only minor shifts in
program balance?” (p. 38). At the same time, they advocate as a priority, and indeed
maintain that the emerging central theme for the fifth generation is the establishment of
“new and improved linkages” (p. 39) with business, high schools, and higher education
similar to the horizontal focus model put forth by Cross.

Teitel (1991) presents a case study of a community college utilizing Cross’
vertical and horizontal dimensions as the model for understanding change within an

institution. Teitel’s research traces the evolution of a college through its early beginnings
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as a traditional two-year institution emphasizing the vertical (i.e., transfer) focus. Over
the course of time, Teitel notes a progressively refocused institutional orientation toward
the horizontal dimension (i.e., community- and business/industry-based). As predicted by
Cross, advocated by Deegan and Tillery (1987), and revealed by Teitel in this case study,
the horizontal focus has the potential for becoming the dominant influence within an
institution as community colleges seek to broaden their influence within the community.

Niche Paradigm. The concept that community colleges have (and should

continue) to occupy niches that heretofore has not been filled by other institutions has
been put forth by many researchers. In their study of community college financing,
Breneman and Nelson (1981) advancé this premise, what they term as “educational
division of labor” (p. 211) as a means of contending with fiscal constraints as well as
mission proliferation. This concept was articulated more recently in a RAND-sponsored
study on higher educ.zhltion (Council for Aid to Education, 1997), which came forth with a
recommendation for greater mission differentiation and furthers the niche idea.

From a broader perspective, a social evolution/niche model has been proposed as
a means of understanding the impact that substantive elements (i.e., societal, political,
and economic forces) have on the development of community colleges (Plucker, 1987).
Patterned after both social and natural processes, this model recognizes “the evolution of
the community college as a social organization filling a social niche [and] allows for the
identification of developmental stages™ (p. 27). Based upon the social niche concept, four
stages (i.e., time periods) are proffered by Plucker. The first stage, termed mutation,
spans the time period prior to 1920 during which the idea for these institutions was

conceptualized and put into place based upon the societal ideals of Jefferson and the
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vision of early educational leaders such as William Rainey Harper. The empty niche
stage, extending from 1920 to 1950, saw these two-year institutions responding to the
social need for postsecondary education which was community based and locally

obtainable. Dur.ing this time period, these junior colleges expanded beyond the scope of

" mirroring the senior colleges by providing lower division parallel curriculum. Spurred by

social change, these institutions identified an unfilled niche, occupational education, and
sought to become the purveyor of these specialized educational programs. Plucker next
describes the niche expansion phase (1950 — 1975) wherein the community colleges
expanded both in number and scope to respond to the growing social need for broad-
based educational programs which were inclusive rather than exclusionary. By the epd of
this time period, the terms “comprehensive” and “accessible” came to aptly describe the
community colleges as program offerings increased and new constituencies and markets
were serviced. It waé during this stage that community colleges embraced the notion of
an ever-expanding mission, characterized by breadth of purpose. Plucker concludes his
social niche analysis of community colleges by defining the saturated niche (1975 — late
1980s) wherein “ . . . the community college faces, as do other social institutions,
shrinking resources and new problems” (p. 28). Noting such challenges as stabilized
enrollment, competition from other educational institutions, fiscal exigency, and the
discord between broad institutional missions and fiscal constraints, Plucker suggests that
community colleges face a future which has roots in the conceptual social evolution
model. That is, three possible future pathways exist for these institutions: equilibrium,

which indicates a stable or unchanging system; mutation, which implies a change in order

48




37
to fill a heretofore unidentified niche; or niche expansion, which represents continued
mission enlargement.

The niche concept, as initially put forth by Plucker, has been further examined by
Raisman (1996). Though Raisman does not address the historical evolution of these
institutions by using the niche construct, he does present an analysis which seeks to
understand the current role of community colleges by invbking a well-known familial
issue — the middle child syndrome. Sandwiched between the four-year universities and
colleges and the K-12 system, community colleges are likelned to the middle child in a
family relationship with the attendant challenges that middle children face. As the middle
child in the educational system, community colleges are challenged with the task of being
recognized and valued for their contributions while often being overshadowed by
universities (i.e., the older sibling) and by the need to care, and take responsibility for the
problems of K-12 (i.e., the baby of the family). In an effort to seek validation, attention,
and acceptance, community colleges take on opportunities that other institutions do not
want in an attempt to define niches for themselves and to establish legitimacy as
educational providers. To this end, Raisman believes that community colleges have
embraced non-collegiate functions as a means of identifying a unique role and purpose
and to garner status within the educational arena.

Social and Economic Stages and Streams. Witt et al. (1994) provide an analytical

history of the community college movement that is deeply rooted in the “. . . social and
economic events and conditions in America and, at times, in the world” (p. xvii). This
socioeconomic perspective has allowed these historians to identify stages of development

within this system of higher education spanning the 100-year time period from 1892 to
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1992. The developmental stages distinguished by Witt et al. are interconnected to the
social, political, and economic movements of the time and trace the evolutionary change
that has taken place within these institutions relative to purpose, scope, and function.
Despite the changes experienced by these colleges over their first century of existence,
the authors make the case that clarity and consistency of mission have been a hallmark of
these institutions from their inception as junior colleges, serving the interests of higher
education elitists as well as the social interests of the populists, to the community
colleges of today where access (i.e., serving the unserved and the underserved),
postse'condary educational opportunity, and the extension of democratic ideals into the
provision of broad-based programs of higher education are the guiding principles.

Ratcliff’s (1994) perspective on the evolution of community colleges is set within
the context of social change as a harbinger of educational innovation. Ratcliff uses the
concept of streams ofeducational innovation as the lens for viewing and understanding
the development of community colleges and puts forth seven streams which have
influenced these institutions.

Local community boosterism marks the first stream in Ratcliff’s analysis and
represents the late 19% century embryonic ideas for two-year colleges. While
communities (and states) desired to enhance their status and reputation by providing
higher education, fiscal realities constrained their ability to do so. Some educators
advanced the notion of two-year colleges as a means of controlling costs while
maintaining a geographic spread of postsecondary institutions. The idea of a junior
college was given further impetus during the second stream, characterized by the rise of

the research university. During the early part of the 1900’s there arose a national (albeit
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fragmented) effort to restructure university education such that it was primarily devoted
to the advancement of knowledge and the development of new knowledge. This push was
important in serving as a catalyst in the junior college movement as was activity from the
other end of the educational spectrum: growth of high schools and of compulsory
secondary educatiqn. Ratcliff’s third, fourth, and fifth streams of educational innovation
which influenced two-year colleges are tied to the eduéational and social reforms of the
Progressive Era. The restructuring and expansion of public education (the 3™ stream)
which occurred in the early decades of the twentieth century, served to cast junior
colleges within the framework of a holistic public education system comprised of
elementary, secondary, and higher education. Attendant with the reformulation of public
education came the professionalization of teacher education (i.e., the 4™ stream). Many of
the normal schools vyhich emerged from this movement, over time, transitioned into two-
year colleges and gave further credence and significance to junior colleges as
postsecondary educational entities in the provision of transfer education. Concurrent with
these reforms in public education, Ratcliff notes the rise in vocational education as the
fifth stream. Emanating from societal needs and changes as well as a growing industrial-
based economy, the call for pragmatic and experientia.lly-based advanced education and
training emerged and was met, in large part, by the junior colleges. Open access is
defined as the sixth stream in Ratcliff’s model and has indeed become the mantra for
community colleges. The outcome of this open door policy has been a strong institutional
commitment to the provision of precollegiate instruction in order to raise the academic
skills and enhance the success of the underprepared. The seventh stream, the provision of

community services, has been a hallmark of these two-year postsecondary institutions
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and as Ratcliff states, . . . was intrinsic to the philosophy of the comprehensive
community college” (p. 14).

As the 20™ century comes to a close, Baker (1999) presents a futuristic
perspective for community colleges based upon Ratcliff’s seven streams of community
college development. Baker argues that “Ratcliff’s paradigm is missing an important
element in the development of the American community college: an eighth stream
representing a vision for our future as a distinct and comprehensive college” (p. 33). This
eighth stream characterizes community colleges as fulfilling a very discrete role as
community-based career development centers. Baker uses the appellation comprehensive
community college when discussing his vision of this 21 century college. However, his
use of this descriptor is encased within the context that comprehensiveness implies
cultivating linkages and partnerships with all aspects of the community toward the goal
of “...equipping siudents with job and life skills necessary to enjoy the fruits of a good
career” (p. 35). Baker makes the case for restructuring and reinventing the community
college in a manner that “puts the spotlight on people and their careers” (p. 38) such that
students exiting a community college are ensured the opportunity for success in their
chosen occupation.

On a Plateau. Cross (1981) was an early examiner of the changing mission of
community colleges. Nearly twenty years ago, Cross characterized the community
colleges as being |

on a plateau between two periods of high energy and a sense of mission [wherein]

the old ideals that sparked enthusiasm and the sense of common purpose in the
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community colleges have receded, and new ideals have not yet emerged to take
their place. (p. 113)
Acknowledging that community colleges have, in the past, zealously stepped up to
“. .. dothe job that society wanted done” (p. 121), and have done so with a commitment
to equal access and a student-centered perspective, Cross suggested that these institutions
needed clarity of vision for an uncertain future characterized by the transition from a
phase of prolific growth and expansion to one marked by maturation and settling in. To
address these changes, lifelong learning is put forth as the visionary mission for
community colleges where emphasis is redirected toward serving and responding to local
needs, particularly focused on the diverse needs of adult learners within a given
community.

Summary. The researchers’ perspectives described in this section have together
created a framework -for understanding the evolution of community colleges as
postsecondary institutions. Whether viewing these evolutionary changes as streams of

§
educational innovation or natural adaptations to fill social niches or as generational
transformations, an accretion of roles and missions is clearly evident as community
colleges have passed through their unique developmental stages. While the past is known
and forms the subject of much analysis, the future of community colleges is framed in an
ill-defined manner with debate and discourse centering on the appfopriate role that these
institutions should have in the higher educational hierarchy. The following section looks
specifically at mission accretion as advocated by those seekiﬁg to infuse community

colleges into mainstream of social, economic, political, and educational reform.
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Call to Action

While suggesting a broader role for community colleges in the future, many
observers have specifically called for these institutions to assume a more prominent
position as a social change agent. This position is poignantly stated by George Vaughn
(as cited in Hankin, 1992): |

Give us [the community colleges] your young, and your not so young;

Give us your capable, and your not so capable;

Give us your minorities, and your homemakers;

Give us your employed, your underemployed, your unemployed;

Give us those in society who have too lopg lingered on the periphery of the

American dream;
And we will help them to become better studehts, better workers, better citizens,

better people. (p. 40)

Within this framework, community colleges are being called to action. These
institutions are being challenged to envision a future where they are poised to respond to
deep-seated societal problems as well as to the broad-based educational needs of an
increasingly diverse society. Researchers point to the need for community colleges to
understand the changing demographics being experienced nationwide and to develop
strategies which define their educational role within the context of societal change.
Lorenzo and LeCroy (1994) call for fundamental change withﬁ the commﬁnity colleges
in order to “create a culture of responsiveness that more clearly relates its comprehensive

mission to these new societal circumstances [i.e., current societal change and
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disequilibrium]” (p, 1). These authors cite many social challenges which must be
considered by community colleges as they plan for the future including: the degradation
of the hation’s economy as compared with other first world powers, the problems faced
by many American families (e.g., economic hardship, income disparity between the rich
and the poor, drug abuse, child abuse), declining confidence in the public school system,
and crime and violence stemming from issues of race, culture, and class. Gleazer (1994),
Harlacher and Gollattscheck (1996), and McCabe (1999) add to this list the aging of
America, rise of non-traditional family structures, demographic and socioeconomic
changes brought abdut by the current and projected patterns of immigration (what
Harlacher and Gollattscheck term the “mosaic society”), environmental degradation and
attendant economic issues, and widespread adult underpreparedness (i.e., literacy gap).
Travis (1995) suggests that the underdeveloped educational potential of the
disadvantaged is ﬁﬁﬁer taxing society. In light of this litany of social challenges,
Mahoney (1997) argues that “community colleges are compelle(i to respond in some
imaginative ways to the resolution of these negative conditions (p. 8) and McCabe
presents the case that the community colleges are the “key to avoiding a national crisis”
(1999, p. 25). The posture that community colleges, as social institutions, have a
responsibility to respond to social, economic, and human resource challenges has been
further echoed by Baker (1999). |

Beyond the demographic and economic changes-confronting the nation, social
commentators point to the degradation of civic and community engagement as a potential
threat to democracy and its institutions. Putnam (1995), in his work Bowling Alone,

American’s Declining Social Capital, puts forth a convincing case that social -
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connectedness is being eroded by key societal changes such as the growing number of
women in the labor force, the transient nature of the nation’s population, certain
demographic transformations (e.g., changing structure of families, economic hardship),
and technology trends which have shifted leisure time from community-based activities
to individualized activities. As described by Mahoney (1997), the “civic fabric of
American communities appears to be tattered” (p. 8) and it is within this context that
community colleges have a responsibility to respond. As “humanistic, inclusive, and
flexible” (p. 1) institutions, community colleges have a duty to extend beyond their
traditional roles to enhance the *. . . intellectual, social, civic, and economic health of the
communities they serve” (p. 1).

The disintegration of civic and social connectedness has been the rallying cry for
observers of commupity colleges to proffer a new role for thgse institutions, one of
building community. Gleazer (1980) provides a commentary imploring community
colleges to focus on and emphasize the word community in its appellation by stepping
into a nexus role within the community in order “to encourage and facilitate lifelong
learning, with community as process and product” (p. 16). In Gleazer’s view,

when we speak of community, we mean more than people living in the same

locality, even more than people with a common interest. We envision a condition

where people learn to communicate, where there can be a sense of connection and
interchange of thoughts and ideas. To develop “community” means to expand or

realize the potentialities of the place and the people and “to bring gradually to a

full, greater, or better state.” (p. 38)
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Within this framework, community colleges are seen as the primary connectors in a
community learning system where the community gives these institutions meaning,
purpose, and a reason for Being.

This perspective was further articulated in the American Association of
Community and Junior Colleges’ report, Building Communities, A Vision For a New
Century (1988) authored by the Commission on the Future of the Commﬁnity Colleges.
Citing fragmentation and division within the nation’s communities as well as a growing
polarization within society as a whole, the Commission proposes that community
colleges “through the building of educational and civic relationships, can help both their
neighborhoods and the nation become self-renewing” (p. 6). In calling for this new role,
the Commission suggests the maxim Building Communities as the guiding principle for
community colleges as they lead the cause of social and civic renewal. This vision is
embodied in the follé)wing stz;tement from the report: “The building of community, in its
broadest and best sense, encompasses a concern for the whole, for integration and
collaboration, for openness and integrity, for inclusiveness and self-renewal” (p. 7). With
the college as community, connections naturally evolve as metaphorical spokes linking
the institution to all external publicé toward the goal of rejuvenating the intellectual,
social, civic, economic, and cultural aspects of society.

In an attempt to cull out the most appropriate mission for the community colleges
in the future, Bogart (1994) suggests a very specific role for these institutions, one of
community-wide educational clearinghouses. Melding Gleazer’s community with the
Commission on the Future of the Community Colleges’ call for building connections,

Bogart describes this vision:
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Assuming a brokering role, the community college could develop linkages and
partnerships with public schools, universities, businesses,l and other community
sources. It could sanction, validate, and promote various programs and activities
available through these external community agencies. (p. 71)

Travis (1995) predicts that an entirely new institution will need to emerge over
the next decade as societal turmoil causes community colleges to assume roles left vacant
by a loss of family structure, community, and neighborhood; by widespread educational
inadequacies; by the greatly diminished influence of religion, and by the decline of social
values and norms. Going beyond the notion of building communities put forth by the
Commission on the Future of the Community Colleges, Travis contends that colleges
must rebuild communities in order to replace the social structures and systems which
have diminished in import or'nearly disappeared as described below:

To take the piace of family structures that no longer exist, a new entity within the

community may be needed to offer a nurtﬁring environment and human

interaction. . . . The communities to be rebuilt, consequently, are numerous, and
not confined to the boundaries of a town, school district, or township. The logical
choice for an organization to lead this task of rebuifding is the community college

[italics addedj. (p. 60)

Further, Travis (1995, 1996-97) describes this task of rebuilding as one requiring a
metamorphosis of function, that is, a major philosophical shift within the community
colleges beyond the scope of a comprehensive institution to one where the dominant
function becomes that of dealing with social problems. By redefining community

colleges as community education and service centers, they become both educational
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purveyors as well as providers of “an array of other social and community services”
(Travis, 1995, p. 67). Travis further describes these new entities within a broad-based
societal context: |

As traditional family and community support structures have changed or

disappeared, a new core [community education and service centers] must be

forged upon which to base renewed cooperation and unified strength for isolated
individuals. . . . This new version of a community center can fill gaps left by the
changing American family structure. . . . With the advent of this new community
core, the entire community can take on the role of a quasi-surrogate family unit.

(p. 68)

As community colleges metamorphose with the goal of halting societal deterioration,
these institutions will “no longer resemble a college” (Travis, 1996-97, p. 23) but rather
“something diﬁ‘erenf philosophically, structurally, and educationally” (p. 26).

Harlacher and Gollattscheck (1996) advocate for a similar transformation as
evidenced by the title of their recent essay: The Community-Building College: Leading
the Way to Community Revitalization. Citing pervasive change, divisiveness, and
fragmentation that permeate society today, these authors argue that the community
colleges are the institutions capable of leading communities through the process of
renewal by creating learning communities. These learning communities are envisioned to
be grounded in community-based education and serve as centers for lifespan learning, in
order to meet the challenges of unending social and cultural change. Harlacher and
Gollattscheck foresee that the community college will become “a catalyst, a convener,

and a cooperator, all in the spirit of helping the community become self-reliant and self-

Y
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sustaining” (p. 4). Recognizing that the “bonds of community have been dissolving for -
many years” (p. 20), these authors see community colleges as societal institutions
recreated into community-building colleges, committed to taking the leadership role in
building and rebuilding communities.

The litany of chalienges confronting society has caused community college
observers to rethink the role and purpose of these institutions vis a vis their responsibility
to society. A call to social action permeates the literature presented herein. That is,
community colleges are being invited to step forward and redirect their focus toward
revitalizing, renewing, rebuilding, and in some cases, replacing disintegrating social
systems, structures, and institutions. Indeed community colleges are being challenged to
institute fundamental change, that is, to reinvent themselves such that it is . . . quite
possible that the community coilgge of the 21% century will be as different from the
present as today’s coinprehenSive institutions are from the junior colleges in the first half
of our century” (Lorenzo and LeCroy, 1994, p. 5).

Mission Accretion: New Roles for Community Colleges

Times of fundamental change are characterized by a lack of fit between the

problems pressing in on society and the solutions that its institutions have

available to remedy them. (Lorenzo and LeCroy, 1994, p. 1)

The discordance described above by Lorenzo and Leéroy has served as a catalyst
for community colleges, as social institutions, to reassess their role in serving society.
These institutions are now being viewed as more holistic entities within thé context of the
much larger sbcial, economic, and political framewolrk of society. New missions have

emerged for community colleges as they embrace the goal articulated by Lorenzo and
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LeCroy, “to create a culture of responsiveness that more clearly relates its [the
community college’s] mission to these new societal circumstances” (p. 6)'. This mission
accretion can best be understood wnhm the framework of the three prominent new roles
being assumed by community colleges today: a social service/community development
role; an economic and workforce development role; and a partnership role in school
reform.

Social Service/Community Development Role. Societal change, which
characterized the nation during the late 1960’s through the 1970’s, was a major factor
contﬁbuting to the transformation of junior colleges into community colleges (Gleazer,
1980; Deegan & Tillery, 1985). In the midst of this transformation, and recognizing its
significance, Harlacher (1969) predicted that “the community colleges will increasingly
utilize its catalytic capabilities to assist its community in the solution of basic
educational, economic, political, and social problems” (p. 90). Pifer (1974), writing in the
mid-70’s, tqok this perspective a step further and éalled on community colleges to
“. .. start thinking about themselves from now on only secondarily as a sector of higher
education and regard as their primary role community leadership” (p. 23). Further,
Gleazer (1980) carried this banner forward with the following proclamation:

There is really little question about the direction of community college interests.

They are directed toward the community. An insﬁtution, unceftain somé years ago

whether it was higher or secondary education and where it belonged in the

scheme of things, has by and large acknowledged that the community gives it

reason for being [italics added]. (p. 143)
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This metamorphosis of function and purpose which began decades ago has
continued through to today as community colleges continue to seek ways to further |
broaden their involvement in societal issues and to effectively address social problems.
Now more than ever, community colleges are being called to “act as catalysts for a
national movement of community renewal” (Parsons & Lisman, 1996, p. 3). Parsons and
Lisman further reflect that

community colleges may be our best hope for finding a way to solve our

collective problems. The family, church, and local neighborhoods are currently

less forceful as mediating institutions, so we placé a greater burden on education

[italics added] to respond to our problems. (p. 3)

Baker (1994) clearly articulates the institutional changes which have taken place
within community colleges as a result. of such environmental (i.e., societal) influences
and challenges:

The community college is a social system because its internal functions and parts

are affected by outside forces, and the institution in turn affects its external

environment. As a social syste'm, the community college has altered its mission
from one of primarily providing a university transfer program to one Qf providing

a comprehensive range of offerings in response to a changing societal context. (p.

xii)

On an institutional level, this expanding role is manifested in the community colleges’

~ heightened awareness of, and interest in, the health and well being of their communities.

To address these social needs, O’Banion and Gillett-Karam (1996-97) describe an

institution which is evolving into “a social service agency providing services and
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programs that extend the community college’s educational role considerably beyond
established convention” (p. 30). To this end, colleges are developing a plethora of
programs which have a social service and community development orientation.

The community colleges’ response to the recent federal welfare reforms is a prime
example of the manner in which these institutions are responding to the call to serve
society and the local community in a broader context (i.e., beyond the bounds of
traditional higher education). As described earlier, the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (also known as the Welfare Reform Act)
provided sweeping changes to the nation’s welfare laws, primarily with the shift in
emphasis from an open-ended entitlement to time-limited benefits. Moving a person from
welfare to work is the aim of the reforms as evidenced by the imposition of a limit as to
the amount of time a person can receive aid and the obliggtion that recipients be engaged
in work activities within sharply constrained timelines. Community colleges have always
played a key role in shifting people from public assistance to gainful employment,
primarily through the provision of their traditional instructional programs (and support
services) within traditional academic calendars (Parker, 1997). The 1996 reform
measures, with their focus upon “work first” principles, have thrust community colleges
into the position of redesigning their instructional programs in light of the greatly
constrained timeframes associated with any sort of educational activity for welfare
recipients (i.e., up to a maximum of 12 months). Short-term, fast track, outcomes-based
training programs are being developed to address the mandates of the welfare-to-work
reforms (Ganzglass, 1996; Villadsen & Gennett, 1997). Further, beyond their role as

education providers, the community colleges are becoming pivotal social service partners
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(with cotinty welfare offices) in the provision of non-instructional services to welfare
recipients, such as child care, job readiness, job placement, case tracking/management,
and intervention. The availability of subsidies and economic assistance are fostering
collaboration between community colleges and business/industry in the area of job
development in order to provide the necessary work opportunities for welfare recipients.

In the past, community colleges have responded to the needs of public assistance
recipients by offering up an array of educational and long-term training opportunities
packaged with support services. The mandates of the federal welfare reform legislation
have caused community colleges to embrace a broader role than that of education
providers and have prompted these institutions to function much like governmental and
private social service providers in order to meet the spirit and intent of the Welfare
Reform Act and still maintain their positions as education providers. As Villadsen and
Gennett (1997) suggest “welfare reform . . . point[s] to new imperatives for community
colleges wishing to protect our historical role as premier providers of postsecondary job
training” (p. 3).

Beyond their role as social service providers, community colleges are accepting
the emerging role as institutions with a strong community presence, fostering community
development and community activism with egalitarian objectives (Tagle, 1991; Travis,
1995; O’Banion & Gillett-Karam, 1996; Grubb et al., 1997). Taking on such social and
quality of life issues as affordable housing, drugs, violence, health care, and racial
conflict, community colleges are asserting their influence in problem-solving and
affecting social change at the community level. Whether functioning in a leadership role

or as a coordinator or service provider, community colleges are promoting community
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health and revitalization by moving “out into the street and into program areas where they
have never been before” (O’Banion & Gillett-Karam, 1996-97, p. 28). Further, programs
for special populations have become commonplace as community colleges seek to
enhance the educational success of at_-risk populations such as foster care children, single
pregnant women, single parents, displaced homemakers, underrepresented ethnic
minorities, criminalll offenders, individuals with disabilities, and individuals participating
in programs designed to eliminate sex bias. As a consequence, the curriculum of the
community college, as well as their constituent base and student demographic profile has
broadened and diversified. (Ratcliff, 1994; Boone, 1997). |

Outside the local community, community colleges are being promoted as the
institutions which have the “interest, the will, and the commitment to support U.S.
foreign policy for social and economic development™ (Task Force on U.S. Community
Colleges, 1995, p. lj on an international level. These institutions are being viewed as
resources by key international agencies (such as the U.S. Agency for International
Development) to implement foreign policy strategies for economically sustainable
development. Indeed, community colleges are being perceived as well-positioned to
“assist on both the national and international level for broad-based economic growth,
protecting human health and the environment, and encouraging democratic models
abroad” (Task Force on U.S. Community Colleges, 1995, p- 7).

Serving the community in an ever-broadening manner has become the hallmark of
community colleges as exemplified by the accretion of roles related to social service and
community development. Gillett-Karam (1996) emphasizes the importance of this role in

the proclamation “civic responsibility and strong community relations are the sine qua
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non of community colleges’ existence” (p. 71). As Boone (1997) asserts, community
colleges are poised to “provide the initiative, mofivation, and nurturance to rally and
sustain the people, their leaders, and other community agencies and organizations in
collaborative decision making, focusing on the identification and resolution of the most
important community issues” (p. 7).

Economic and Workforce Development Role. Mission accretion within the

community colleges has been manifested in the areas of workforce training and
community-based economic development (Commission on the Future of Community
Colleges, 1988). Colleges have expanded beyoﬁd their traditional roles as occupational
education and community service providers into the realm of collaborators with business
and industry (Long, 1989). By serving in such a partnership capacity, community
colleges are emerging as leaders and catalysts in economic and workforce development
toward the ultimate goal of enhancing the economic vitality of the region (Council for
Aid to Education, 1997; Boone, 1997).

Termed horizontal development (Cross, 1985; Commission on the Future of
Community Colleges, 1988), this movement on the part of community colleges toward a
more expansive, externally focused role has been a natural outgrowth for these
institutions. National concerns which surfaced during the 1980’s regarding economic
health, global competitiveness, and the demand for a highiy skilled workforce illuminated
the need for community colleges and employers to build partnerships focused on
enhancing the preparation and skill level of the labor pool while strengthening the
economic stai)ility of business and industry (O’Banion, 1989; Beckman & Doucette,

1993; Warford; 1995; Commis-sion on Workforce and Community Development, 1996;
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McCabe, 1997). The colleges were able to make headway in this arena because of the
leadership position and reputatio4n these institutions garnered as historically successful
providers of occupational education. In partnership with external entities, community
colleges have developed a plethora of collaboratives, initiatives, and programs designed
to advance the econoﬁﬁc well being of the community (National Council for
Occupational Education, 1996).

Such community college/private sector connections have taken many forms,
central among them being workforce development initiatives (Long, 1989). These
programs have focused on the unique training (and retraining) needs of local employers,
primarily through the design and implementation of contract or customized education
(Bosworth, 1997; Grubb, et al., 1997; McCabe, 1997). In this mode, community colleges
function as contractors hired by business and industry (i.e., the client) to deliver
specialized training t6 the employer’s incumbent workforce. This training is typically
short-term and intensive in nature, grounded.in industry needs and standards, fee-based,
outcome-focused, and provided within the parameters (e.g., location, time, content,.
partiéipant selection) set forth by the employer (Grubb et al., 1997). The provision of
contract education as the main venue for workforce development has become
commonplace af community colleges. Indeed, this type of training has developed as an
“extension of [the community colleges’] longstanding career preparation, continuing
education, and community service missions” (Beckman & Doucette, 1993, p. 2) and is
projected to inérease over the next several years (Milliron & Leach, 1997). In order to
remain a competitive force in thé provision of this service, community colleges are being

encouraged to function as entrepreneurial colleges, compelled by an “entrepreneurial
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spirit, market-oriented drive, and the responsiveness to external organizations™ (Grubb et
al., 1997, p. v).

In addition to the training/retraining needs of incumbent workers, community
college are serving as key partners in the provision of human resource services and
programs designed to address workforce development and preparation of the unemployed
and underemployed. The primary mechanism for addressing the needs of underprepared
workers has been federal job training programs such as the Manpower Development and
Training Act (1962), the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (1973), and the
Job Training Partnership Act (1982). Historically, community colleges have played a
role, albeit peripheral, in these federal job training programs. Recent federal workforce
preparafion and development legislation, in the form of the Workforce Investment Act of
1998 (WIA), now emphasizes collaboration and consolidation among employment and
training providers in brder to more effectively reduce unemployment while improving the
quality of the workforce and the nation’s productivity and competitiveness. A key
component of WIA is the ability for job seekers to easily access employment
development services (such as, assessment, goal identification and development,
prevocational training, career counseling, case management; and job search and
placement assistance). WIA mandates that accessibility to such services be delivered
principally through the creation of locally based Oqe-Stop centers (U.S. Department‘of
Labor, 1998), physical locales which have been described as the “new landmark on Main
Street in American communities” (Bramucci, 1999, p. 42). As postsecondary vocational
education providers, community colleges are considered to be One-Stop partners in

conjunction with employment development agencies, welfare to work providers, and

G
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other targeted employment and training providers (American Association of Community
Colleges, 1998).

Indeed, community colleges are being advanced as key participants in this new
workforce development system. Assistant Secretary of Labor, Raymond L. Bramucci
(1999) suggests,

As the number one provider of education and training for people who want to

enter the workforce, réenter the workforce, or advance their careers, community

colleges are pivotal players in the new system . . . [Community colleges] are one
of the key institutions in many communities, the one closest to the street level and
able to be the most.responsive to changes, whether to the demands of local

businesses or to differing needs among potential students in the community.

(p. 42)

“As espoused, such a key role will move the community colleges into more collaborative

relationship with job trainiﬁg and development agencies and providers Atoward the dual
objectives of giving “workers the information and training they need, and [giving]
employers skilled workers” (Bramucci, 1999, p. 41). On a more global level, this role is
very much congruent with the vision articulated by Tate (1995-96) who advocated that
community colleges become “the hub of — and the catalyst for- a regional or local
learning system™ which functions as a “referral point, an information center, a consulting
resource, for employers and learners” (p. 34). A similar position has been advanced by
the Commission on Workforce and Community Development (1996) which describes the

fyture of community colleges as follows:

R
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[Community colleges] will function as one of the nation’s front-line workforce
development education and training centers. Each college can serve as the leading
provider of workforce education and tr.';lining, apd continue to joih with
regional/state/local businesses to strengthen the économic comp_etitiveness and
provide the critical link between training services and jobs. (p. 5)

* Similar still is the concept envisioned by Baker (1999) who has called for a reinvented '
community college. In Baker’s view, community colleges must be restructured to
encompass, among other innovations, a community career development center as one of
its core elements which would serve “as a one-stop, consolidated, adult-oriented
assessment and career information center...” (p. 37). Clearly, Tate, the Commission on
Workforce and Community Development, and Baker all conceptualize a mechanism
comparable to the WIA One-Stop centers for the delivery of integrated workforce
development service.s.

While community colleges are well equipped to provide workforce training and
education, they have also been touted for a new role as economic development partners
working in a collaborative fashion to improve the economic health and stability of the
community (Task Force on the Role of Community Colleges in Economic Development,
1988; Long; 1989; Melville & Chmura, 1991). Serving as consultants, advisors, and
brokers of information, community colleges have moved into the realm of economic
development. It is now “commonplace for two-year colleges to work with other local and
state entities — including the private sector — to attract, develop, and retain business and

industry in their areas” (Long, 1989, p. 161). Colleges are accomplishing this goal with a
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host of programs and initiatives, including (Melville & Chmura, 1991; Nespoli, 1991;
Carmichael, 1991; Grubb et al., 1997):

. Smll business and entrepreneurial services, primarily focused on

management, financial, and technical aésistance;

" Technology transfer programs, designed to disseminate new technologies

principally to small- and medium-sized firms;

* Small Business Development Centers (SBDCs), intended to provide business

start-up and opérational guidance, counseling, education, and referrals;

. Business incubator programs, designed to provide technical and_ physical site

assistance during the inception phage of a new business;

* Demonstration sites, providing a physical place where regional businesses can

learn, practice, and train employees for new technologies;

* Labor market analysis and occupational forecasting;

* Leadership development programs, designed to cultivate future community

leaders; and

* Economic environmental scanning services, intended to identify trends and

emerging issues for projections and planning purposes.

While nontraditional in their scope (for community colleges), the programs and
services noted above have moved these institutions into the mainstream of economic
development activity in collaboration with chambers of commerce, regional development
agencies, economic development organizations, and other entities focused on addressing
local economic conditions (Long, 1989). Through their economic development efforts,

community colleges are now seen as key partners in enhancing the environment for
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~ economic activity in their service area and in promoting the three-fold goals of efficiency,

effectiveness, and competitiveness.

Across society today, there is a continuum of learners who are influenced by the
workplace: that is, the emerging workforce learner, the existing workforce learner, the
transitional workforce learner, and the entrepreneurial workforce learner (Kantor, 1996).
Heeding the call from advocates such as Zeiss (1994) that the “time is ripe for
community colleges to get deeply involved in the economic development activities of the
communities they serve” (p. 510), these institutions are emerging as the community-
based institutions best suited to address the needs of these diverse learners by linking
with business and industry. McCabe (1997) shares a similar perspective in that “a
comprehensive, broad-based institution that embodies the American belief in the value of
every human being must be at the center of successful workforce development programs.
Community colleges are such institutions” (p. 19). Community colleges are responding to
this call to action by becoming client centered, customizing curriculum, proQiding
flexible delivery systems, and offering diverse services (Zeiss, 1994). In so doing, the
colleges are becoming a vital link in efforts to revitalize the workforce and economy
toward the ultimate objectives of strengthening the nation’s competitive edge and

promoting an enhanced quality of life.

Partnership Role in School Reform. Over the past twenty years, the economic
vitality 0f the nation has been called into question due to heightened global
competitiveness and diminished domestic productivity, in large part attributed to an
underprepared workforce (Newman, 1988; Key, 1994; Warnat, 1994; Grubb, Badway,

Bell, & Kraskouskas, 1996). The K-12 educational system has received the brunt of the
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criticism for moving students through .. . . without education or training suited to an
increasingly sophisticated technological workplace” (Prager, 1994, p. 1). Observers note
that students exiting high school are inadequately prepared to enter a work environment
with the skills necessary to adapt to change in a technologically-oriented conditions, to
critically think, to problem-solve, .and to communicate effectively (Kridelbaugh, 1995;
Grubb et al., 1996). In responSe to this crisis, educational reform has been the battle cry
as the nation’s stronghold as a global economic powerhouse has become gradually
undermined. Indeed, as has been asserted by many critics, education and the nation’s
economic health are inextricably intertwined and “in order to compete, the patién [will]
have to concentrate on the quality of its education, which [will] play a critical role in the
country’s ability to remain a world leader” (Newman, 1988, p. 6). As initiatives,
legislation, and programs arise to address deficiencies in the K-12 system, community
colleges are being viewed as institutions vital to such reform measures (Grubb et al.,
1997; Orr, 1999).

Why community colleges? From an histo;ical perspective, the cultures of
secondary and higher education have been intermingled. Evolving from the K-12 system,
community colleges sought to fulfill a role that linked secondary and post-secondary (i.e.,
university-level) education (Deegan & Tillery, 1985; Ratcliff, 1994). Community
colleges have long been called upon to serve a connecting function between educational
systems, particularly with respect to public schools. Bogue, writing in 1950, declared that
“ . . integration [of high school and community college] should be an indispensable

function of all educational effort” (p. 123). In 1980, Gleazer asserted that community

colleges should assume the role of “middle man” in linking together educational systems.
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Against this backdrop, community colleges are again being “advanced as an integral part
of the rethinking and restructuring of elementary and secondary education” (Ratcliff,
p. 10). In their analysis of the evolution of community colleges, Deegan and Tillery
(1985) recognized the key rqle of community colleges in secondary school education and
called for “new and improved linkages between the community colleges and other
educational providers” (p. 318) as central to addressing problems and reforms. Revisiting
Raisman’s (1996) use of the family analogy (with community colleges as the “middle
child”) proffers an explanation as to the involvement of these institutions in pre-collegiate
educational issues: |
In the American educational family, the older cﬁild is the university system. . . .
The younger child is the K-12 system. The aligning of the K-12 with the youngest
child is due to its student body and the social acceptance of its limitations as beiﬁg
the starting piace from which learning grows and matures. There will always be
continuing recognition that .the “baby of the family” could accomplish Imore but
allowances are made to permit time for growth. . . . The community colleges are
the middle children with neither the advantages of the oldest sibling nor the
patience provided to the youngest. In fact, it may be argued that the middle child,
the community college, is expected to not outshine or demand as much as the
older sibling as well as to watch out for and take responsibility for the problems
of the family’s baby [italics added]. (p. 4)
Many reform measures have emerged as a result of national efforts to strengthen
the preparation of high school students to enter college and/or the workforce. In terms of

fostering linkages and collaboration between educational systems, foremost among these
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initiatives has been the Tech Prep (short for Technical Preparation) movement. Tech Prep
was ushered onto the national scene with the passage of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990. Steeped in the philosophical premise
that a majority of high school students (the neglected majority) are being ill-served by the
present educational system which emphasizes college preparation, Tech Prep e.merged as
a federally funded program designed to provide educational options to high school
students (Hull & Parnell, 1991; Bragg & Layton, 1995). As Parnell (1991) proclaims “If
the sole purpose of education is to prepare studenits for college baccalaureate degrees and
graduate studies, our educational system is a failure by design, leaving the majority éf
students unprepared for the jobs of the future — or even for the next step in education”

(p. 12).

Among the principles inherent in the Tech Prep movement is its focus on
providing high quality technical preparation to high school students coupled with a strong
emphasis on academics (i.e., math, science, and communications). Career pathways are
established which clearly delineate the direction students need-to follow in order to
prepare for a career in one of several well-defined technical fields. Community colleges
are key partners in Tech Prep due to the program’s focus on providing postsecondary
opportunities to students. Central to the Tecﬁ Prep philosophy is the creation of
articulated programs of study linking high school and postsecondary educatiole (ie.,
community college). Indeed, Tech Prep has been hailed as the “first major federal
initiative promoting comprehensive, sustained links between secondary and two-year
college sectors” (Prager, 1994, p. 1). Aimed at the neglected majority, the goal is to

create a seamless flow of curricula such that educational options will be available to
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students at the end of their high school experience (Grubb et al., 1997). Indeed, Tech
Prep “endorses a role for community colleges to assisf high school youth transition to
postsecondary education and acquire more advanced academic and technical
competencies needed in the labor market” (Bragg & Layton, 1995, p. 295).

Juxtaposed with the reauthorization of Tech Prep through the year 2003 has been
the passage of additional federal legislation aimed at school reform by strengthening the
connection between school and work and fostering greater training and workplace
preparedness for hiéh school youth (Bragg & Griggs, 1997). With its emphasis on high
school students who are not bound for a four-year institution, the 1994 School-to-Work
Opportunities Act (STWOA) is designed to help students “gain meaningful work
experience while they are in school as well as identify and obtain rewarding work after
completing secondary or postsecondary education” (p. 6). Tech Prep serves as the
cornerstone of school-to-work efforts (Farmer & Key, 1997) and is augmented by the
STWOA’s emphasis on integration between education and employment (Bragg &
Layton, 1995; Beaumont, 1996; Grubb et al., 1996). This linkage is to be accomplished
through three mechanisms (Kridelbaugh, 1995; Laanan, 1995; Beaumont, 1996):

= Work based learning activities such as job shadowing, job training, work

experience, workplace mentoring, and the incorporation of industry
competencies into thé curriculum;

= School-based learning activities designed to integrate academic and vocational

education and infuse career exploration and awareness at earlier stages in a

student’s academic experience; and
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* Connecting activities which coordinate the involvement of students with
industry and secondary education institutions with postsecondary programs.
As with Tech Prep, community colleges are being looked upon as facilitators in the
implementation of school-to-work programs (Laanan, 1995; Bragg & Griggs, 1997) due
to their strong connections to the community and to business and industry, as well as to
their historically significant presence as vocational education providers. Farmer and Key
(1997) clearly emphasize this charge for community colleges:

As an extension of their traditions, community colleges have the power and

ethical responsibility to negotiate systemic education reform, first suggested in the

1970s career education movement, in the Tech-Prep Act of 1990, and later in the

School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (STWOA). (p. 97)

In addition.to Tech Prep and school-to-work efforts, community colleges are
involved in other init&atives designed to address perceived inadequacies of public
education and strengthen linkages with high schools. As a partnership between
community colleges and high schools, the middle college idea focuses on reducing high
school drop out rates (Cullen & Moed, 1988). The middle college concept places high-
risk, high-potential students in a school setting on a community college campus where
they attend college, earn credit toward their high school diploma, and are thereby
“connected to their future” (Cullen & Moed, p. 38). By strengthening the students’
motivation, academic commitment, postsecondary options, self-esteem, and self-
confidence, middle colleges seek to stem the flow of high school non-completers through

a community college-high school partnership set in an adult learning environment.
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In addition to addressing the academic needs of disenfranchised high school
students, community colleges are also seeking to address the dearth of enrichment
opportunities for public school students. Recognizing the paucity of such activities in the
K-12 setting, many community colleges have stepped up to offer variations on the kid’s
college theme, providing programs which incorporate academics, technology, and
cultural opportunities.

The programs mentioned above have several points in common. All are part of
reform measures aimed at enhancing the product of public education. All seek to address
unmet needs at the K-12 level. All are focused on the integration of K-12 and
postsecondary education. Finally, all are directed toward the ultimate goal of
strengthening the workforc;e. As expressed by Kride}baugh (1995),

There is no doubt that the education enterprise in this country will be held

accountable for its products in the future. Education will be expected to report on

its successes and failures, and will be expected to rectify the failures. . . . If reform
is successful, students will be better educated and more ready to enter the world
of work. If a majority of its objectives are achieved at the state and national
levels, American business will be better prepared to compete in the world

economy. The match between the labor needs of business and the outputs of K-12

schools and community colleges will be greatly improved. (p. 30)

Problems Associated with Mission Accretion

Vaughan (1988) provides an appropriate metaphor for understanding the source of
problems stemming from mission accretion. In reflecting upon the community college

mission, Vaughan conjures up the image of a large, elastic balloon. With the mission of
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the community colleges encompassed within this balloon, its shape is constantly _
changing due fo external and internal forces. Tension is created as the balloon expands
and contracts in various places (i.e., pulled in one direction, pushed in another) to address
these forces. As Vaughan describes,

By usihg the balloon metaphor . . . I am in no way implying that the community

college mission is stable. To the contrary, I believe that the healthy college is

constantly faced with tensions that influence the mission, which vie for space in

the balloon. (p. 27)

In a white paper authored by Vaughan in 1991, he further explores the elusive
nature of the community college mission fhrough the lens of core functions and edge
functions. Core functions are those that are central to the purpose and mission of the
community colleges while edge functions move the institution to the periphery of its
mission. Vaughan méintains that

this movement is critical, for it is at the edge of the mission where the college

intersects with the larger society, discovering new constituents with new needs,

converting these needs into courses and programs, and assimilating many of them

into the core of the mission. (p. 4-5)

However, he cautions that ope?ating from both the edge and the core promotes a state of
flux and dynamic tension within the institution and creates competing priorities.

This section examines the tensions, problems, and challenges community colleges
confront as mission accretion alters the shape of Vaughan’s metaphorical bailoon and

pushes these institutions to the edge of their mission.
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Loss of Purpose and Identity. Attendant with the commitment to

comprehensiveness embraced by community colleges has been mission expansion. The
breadth and diversity of roles which the community colleges have adopted have lead
many observers to contend that the outcome of this commitment has been ambiguity and
blur of the mission and purpose of these institutions. As junior colleges transitioned into
community colleges and accepted a multiplicity of roles, the confusion surrounding the
role and purpose of these institutions became apparent, among both internal and external
publics. In 1969, Cohen declared that “the problem of identity has long been an issue”

(p. 59) and devoted an entire chapter of his notable book, Dateline *79: Heretical -
Concepts for the Community College, to the “Question of Identity” (p. 52). In Deegan
and Tillefy’s assessment of the evolution of community colleges through the perspective
of generations (1985), they label generation four (from 1970 to the mid 1980°s) as a tim¢
of comprehensiveness juxtaposed with the strong sense of mission ambiguity. Among the
concerns expressed by the Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, a group of
higher education leaders convened in 1986 to analyze the future of community colleges,
was the issue of mission blur as a consequence of the comprehensiveness of roles
(O’Banion, 1989). Raisman (1990), in recouﬂting community college mission expansion,

\
contends that “the unforeseen result was a blurring of role, purpose, and most

' importantly, mission” (p. 18). As Eaton (1992) concludes, the price community colleges

have paid for becoming comprehensive and responsive institutions is that “they are
reaching out in so many directions that they have lost any sense of purpose” (p. 3).
Beyond the assertions regarding mission confusion and ambiguity, critics have

been questioning the “all things to all people” doctrine, or as Cohen (1969) described
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“the rubric of education for all” (p. 55), adopted by community colleges. In assuming a
breadth of functions and striving to serve a plethora of constituents, community colleges
as a whole have been loath to identify priorities among their diverse roles (Lorenzo &
Banach, 1992). Over 25 years ago, Monroe (1972) proclaimed that “the critics who warn
that the community college cannot be all things to all people are prqbably speaking the
truth” (p. 20). Upon concluding a comprehensive study of community college finance
policies, Breneman and Nelson (1981) declared:
 The lack of consensus regarding both the mission of community colleges and the
priorities among the numerous educational and service functions that they
perform is the most striking finding of our site visits. In no other part of the public
elducational system, from kindergarten through graduate school, does one
encounter such sharply divergent views about the fundamental purposes of the
school. (p. 162)
Reitano (1989-90) recognized this issue and asserted that there is “a fundamental
| ambivalence [amongst community colleges] about priorities” (p. 5). Raisman (1990) held
a similar concern as embodied in the statement, “In swinging open the door to make room
for everyone and every program that could be sold, community colleges becﬁme fully
comprehensive without ever stopping to define just what ‘comprehensive’ could or
should mean” (p. 18). Eaton (1994b) pointed out the negative consequences associated
with assumihg the “all things to all people” role including: (1) the perception that
community colleges are unable to determine what is educationally the mosi important
aspect of their mission; and (2) an internal pgrception among community colleges that a

commitment to comprehensiveness implies that all roles are equally important. Dungy
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(1995), in characterizing the “jack of all trades, master of none” dilemma faced by
community colleges, makes the claim that the “all things to all people” commitment has
been transformed from a strength into an institutional weakness. Raisman (1996), in
describing the expectations of community colleges and the concomitant accretion of
roles, articulates a similar viewpoint:

It is the very breadth and diversity of the expectations which belie the central

problem in defining, or self-defining the community college. They have tried to

answer all the charges with equal aplomb, and enthusiasm. They have succeeded
perhaps too well. In meeting such diverse objectives they may have become all
things to all people, and thus not one clear thing to all as suggested by its critics.

- 8)

From these commentators’ perspective, the goals of comprehensiveness, responsiveness,
and access have lead the community colleges down the path towards mission accretion,
lack of prioritization among the many goals embraced by thé colleges, and an expansive
role which is both unattainable and unfeasible.

In addition to the issues presented above, some pundits are suggesting that the
compfehensive mission is causing an imbalance in the roles that are assumed by
community colleges (Deegan & Tillery, 1985). As these institutions undertake functions
which are more nontraditional in scope, concern is surfacing as the colleges drift away
from their higher education roots and their role in the academic arena (Raisman, 1996).
As Raisman (1990) describes, “the mission became imbalanced as ‘community’ took

9

precedence over ‘college’ (p. 17). To the question, Is the community, technical, and

Junior college leaving higher education?, Clowes and Levin (1989) respond:
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We believe it is very close to assuming a role in postsecondary education that is
outside graded education and at the penumbra of higher education. Leaving higher
education would belie the “college” in the community college and would be a
serious blow to the role and significance of the institution for its students, faculty,
and communities. (p. 354)
Vaughan (1991) articulates a similar perspective in his assessment of the role of these
institutions as colleges:
to try to do all things, to try to be all things to all people . . . is to dissipafe the
mission beyond recognition and to pull so many resources from the core
[traditional academic programs] that the community college no longer functions
as an institution of higher learning. . . . By devoting too many resources to
operating on the edge of traditional higher education, the community college is
threatened with being excluded from being a part of higher education. (p. 15-16)
The call for clarity in the mission and purpose of community colleges has been
resounding for some time. In 1969, Cohen proclaimed that institutions must seek a
“definition of purpose. . . . [for] to attempt everything is to achieve nothing” (p. 108).
Deegan and Tillery (1987) provide a set of priorities for community colleges as they
confront the future. High on their list is the proclamation that “community colleges must
resolve misunderstandings and conflicts over their comprehensive mission” (p. 38).
Calling for the identification of a core function for community colleges and the
restructuring of the institution around that core, Clowes and Levin (1989) declare that
“when a core function is in place and institutional identity established, then and only then

can marginal functions . . . become viable” (p. 352). In assessing the community
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‘college’s unclear sense of purpose, Lorenzo and Banach (1992) warn that “without a
clear identified purpose, organizations [i.e., community colleges] tend to atrophy or
consume energy in pursuit of justifying distorted visions” (p. 6). To establish a sense of
purpose, Eaton (1992) contends that colleges should “move away from their nearly
indiscriminate responsiveness toward a new kind of structured responsiveness” (p. 5). In
describing what is meant by structured responsiveness, Eaton explains,
[It] is a call for community colleges to define more exactly what they mean when
they boast of being “comprehensive”. They cannot afford to continue their drift -
toward trying to provide nearly all kinds of quasi-academic services to all kinds of
people. (p. 5)
The need to sieve through the multiplicity of community college roles and establish a
tightly focused mission is perhaps most convincingly argued by Vaughan (1991) as he
| warns of the dangers associated with mission accretion, “ . . . waiting at the edge of the
mission are any number of problems looking for solutions. Indeed, the problems are too
numerous for any single entity in society to deal with effectively, including the
community college” (p. 14).

Degradation of the Transfer Function. The accretion of a multitude of missions

and the accompanying drift of community colleges away from their collegiate role have
lead many observers to decry the decline of the transfer function wifhin these institutions.
Knoell (1982) sounded such a warning by declaring that the

comprehensive community college that values all ﬁnctiom and clientele equally

and that is committed to responding rapidly to changing community interests and




73

needs is likely to face problems with the transfer functions, especially in times of
fiscal constraints. (p. 12)
Eaton (1994b) has been a strong advocate of reexamining community college mission
priorities (or lack thereof) and expounds upon this perspective in her book, Strengthening
Collegiate Education in Commdnity Colleges. Eaton’s introductory remarks encapsulate
the issue:
The community college has drifted away from its higher education emphasis vand,
simultaneously, has redefined its commitment to access. Access remains pivotal
in community college thinking, but commitment to it has become increasingly
diffuse, underr'nining the community college role as the key entry point to higher
education. What was initially intended as access to lower-division, college-level
education that led to the baccalaureate degree became, instead, access to a range
of educational and quasi-educational programs and services, many of which were
not at the college-level and were not accompanied by the baccalaureate as an
educational goal. By allowing this to happen, the community college shifted from
a crucial site of higher education opportunity to an ambiguous site of qua&i-
educational opportunity [italics added). (p. xi)
Fryer (1986) and Armstrong and Mellissinos (1994) express similar observations
regarding the diminution of the transfer function in community colleges.
The movement of students from the community colleges to four-year institutions
(i.e., in quantitative terms, the transfer rate) serves as a measure by which to gauge the
two-year colleges’ success in fulfilling their collegiate mission (Laanan & Sanchez, |

1996). While debate has ensued regarding a precise definition of transfer rate, several
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researchers have analyzed available data in an attempt to ascertain the flow of students
from community colleges to baccalaureate-granting institutions.

As a benchmark, Medsker (1960) assessed data from a 1952 study of community
colleges and determined that 33 percent of the students entering the community college
later transferred to a four-year institution. Karabel (1986) used data from the 1960s and
estimated that the transfer rate was between 25 and 35 percent. In 1972, Monroe
estimated the flow of community college students to senior institutions at less than 25
percent. In a discussion paper authored in 1983 by the Western Inferstate Commission for
Higher Education, transfer rates were discussed within the context of declining
enrollment in community college transfer programs: “in 1970 . . . approximately 15

percent of community college students actually transferred . . . compared to 60 to 70

percent transfer rates in the 1940’s” (p. 7). Bernstein’s estimates (1986) are similar to that

put forth by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education. Writing in 1989,
Brint and Karabel proffered that “the rates of transfer plummeted from approximately 25
percent at the beginning of the 1970s to.perhaps 15 percent by the end of the decade”
(1989b, p. 129).
Cohen (1985) sought to more formally quantify the number of community college
transfer students. With the caveat that the data is unreliable, Cohen states the following:
The number of students completing two years at community colleges and
transferring to universities probably averaged around 25 percent during the early
years of those institutions. . . . More recently the number of students completing
two years and then transferring has remained constant but the percentage has

declined to around 5 percent of the total enrollment. (p. 157)
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Toward the goal of establishing a stable quantitative formula for transfer rates which
could be applied nationally, the Center for the Study of Community Colleges, in 1989,
put forth the following definition (Cohen, 1996): all students entering the community
college in a given year who have no prior college experience and who complete at least
twelve college units divided into the number of that group who take one or more classes
at an in-state, public university within four years. Ba:_sed upon this definition, appropriate
data was collected by the Center from a number of states over a seven-year period and
yielded an average transfer rate of 22.6 % and a gradually declining range of annual rates
from 23.7% in 1984 to 21.8% in 1990 (Cohen, 1996). The National Center for E(iucation
Statistics’ analysis (1998b) of longitudinal data from 1989-90 community college cohorts
indicates that the transfer rate is 19 percent. Nora (1998) provides an estimate of 15-20%
for the current transfer rates. Thus, contemporary data suggests that national transfer rates
for community college students are approximately 20% which represents a- decline over
the past six decades of the community colleges’ existence (Eaton, 1994a; Pincus, 1994).

While observers contend that the cause of this declinv; is related to community
college mission expansion and a subsequent diffusion of functions, roles, and resources,

social commentators maintain that the transfer function has been impaired due to the

vocationalization of community college curricula. The subsequent tracking of students

into these vocational pathways perpetuates social stratification, sustains class
reproduction, and derails students who have as transfer as their educational goal (Karabel,
1986; Dougherty, 1987). Brint and Karabel (1989b) have vocalized this position, stating
that community colleges have “accentuated rather than reduced existing patterns of social

inequality” (p. 226). They further declare “As a growing body of evidence accumulated

8 .??’
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over more than two decades demonstrates, the very fact of attending a two-year rather
than a four-year institution 