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some depth are the precursors of state control and the mission of the
"college of the community". The major recommendations call for -~
realistic assessment of power bases .within and outside~of the
college, formation of a state community college agency with=an
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AND CONTROL OF THE ,
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{ssues and Recommendations
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By: Louis W. Bender

This paper deals with the shift from local to state control of community colleges

inﬁmerica. The author discusses causes behind the trend, issues involved, and the
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tates; CownunLtLes, and Cecntrol of the Communitv College
nv Louis V. Bender

Section I

.

. Storm Clouds on the Horizon

»

Control byv federal and state governments
continues to advance like a new ice age.
Realization of the seeming inevitahility
of this advance, rather than its ouaéeq ‘
cccurrence, will constitute the shock, if
indeed the glacial srread cannot be,haited.l

Six vears after its establishment for the purpose Of

studvinc the condition and Zfuture of higher education in the

&

United States fvom the 1970s toward the vear %/DO g Carneaie

h

N\ Commission on H;ghé: Cducation presented its prlorltles for

.
[ '

action to the nation. Built with a cornerstone of hope and
‘optimism, those priorities, nevertheless, reflect the possible
turbulence ' which can have necative impacts upon co{ieges and
universities during the last quarter of this centurwv.

Analysis of the firal report of the Carnegie Cowmissioh;dn

Higher Education’quicklv reveals a varieQ& of dangers and .

oroblems whlch rust be addressed with courage and v1go B

’

1 .
Priorities for Actdion: Final Report of 'the Carnegie Commission

on Higher Education, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1973,. 3. 56. ’ ) -
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The2 cdecentralized design of postsecondarv education-in

‘the United States was viewed by the Commission as one of the

- ’-

greatest strehcgths when contrasted with the centralized

o

rotional systems of many other countries. It is sobering,
.. therefore, to read the conclurion reached by the Commission '

after six vears of studies and research: S

Our greatest single concern at the present

time, hovevex, is that in some states ¢ )
‘superhoards' ard legislators and governors

are now exercising too much detailed policwu

and administrative control over institutions N

of higher edfucatiorn and undulv infringing
»on their-essential’ 1nde*)ende ce, are ne-

‘alectlnc hicher education too guch financially,
and con*rolllng it tco much admlnlstratlvelv

Two vears prior to that €inal report, Clark Ierr,

-

Chairman of the (grnegie Comrissicn on Higher Education, made .

essgntially the seme obhservation when suggesting that the in-

o

12 13 ’ . . ]l
creasing state control hv coorflinating agencies

... has turned hjicher edu ion increasincly

v into a quaolnpubllc utili wNch 1ts prices
(tuition anc¢ hudget) controllef  outside the
N . carpus, 1its services, (functi¢ns) specified,- —— -

and its custorerss (through gffMmissions p011C1e3h "

cdeternined; anc with outsiffe agencies also

preépared to hear complainys about prices,

- services, and the acceptapce and rejection of

. customers. The carpus isf less part of free
enterprise anﬁqmore vart/of ‘the controllecd : .
public domain.~ . .

) - w .
. ' . .
2 . ‘ o ” .‘ .
Ihic., p.59. 5 o T
3 S g
Forevord statement in Lee, Nugene C., and Brown, Fran}k V. ,
The Multi-Campus UnlveYSLtj, Mew York: McGraw-Hill Bock -

Company, 1971. : ,
{ R N L.

o
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At a meeting.of Past Chief Plected Officers of ‘the

Ametjcan Association of Community and Junior. Colleges con-

vened January -3-4, 1975 by Edrnund J. Gleazer, Jr., one
agenda“items was entitled: “"That"s vahead of us on the

Dast preéidents from 1966 through 1972 of the AAJC and

L PRI . J . ‘
chairman of the bhoards’ of the reconstituted AACJIC from

of the
horizon?"

the

1972

‘identified “the drift toward state control” as a najor concern
« B - »

4 -

¥ o ‘ E . .
of the future,. It is to these concerns that this monoaraph 1is

.

addressed. : - ,

4

’ .
Tvpically, those discussing the issue of the drift

towafa state gontrol of comnmunity colleces have int mind a state

le&el agengy'responsible for administering statutory and

régula;qry brovigiogs for the public community cdlleges of

‘that séate. ngllege presidents immediately,&is?aiize a stage

director for community célleg@s and the increééing number of:-

forrms and reports which rust be ;ubmitted to.his office as .
. )

f
The drift toward sState control, however, has not

.

. "tge state.""

céme from significééé changes igrtﬁé.authority o} responsi-

t 7 pilities oflthe stateocqmmunity college agencies so much as
from a yarig;y of Oﬁhﬁ; national aﬁd state éfeéursors.

4

Honey and Hartle have developed a suécinct but graphic

Lﬁescription of the historical evolution of federal influence

Y ——

'~ upon the diréction and organization of hicher education. 5

Initially, with the earlieﬁt federal land-grants for bigher
education in the Nprthwest Territory, a clear posture:of
- ;oo . ‘

6
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detachment from control issues could be’ obseqrved. Gradually)
W ,L’ .

i however, Congress hegan to shape the directicn ard organiza-

- 4 .

(tion of higher education as it first specified that institu- ( -

I

*

tions andowed with fe eral funds be state controlled, and hv

1890 the seccond Morrill Act imcluded recuirenents for faderal
. - re It . . . y ’
' suvervision ¢f the applicetiecn of furds as well es requirements -

that lanﬁ -grant collage presidents submit annual. réports td -

3 4 * ."
the Secretarv of the Interior and the fecretary of the Trcug“ry“

'During the next sixtv vears the trend was toward creater
. *

“

federal insistence on *the right to st peYV1 the states' use
.
v)(, » L]

of the vast s uﬁo "distributed for eﬂucaxxor and.csccial welfare

4 . - . Y
purposes.’ . ..

"

The varietv of crants and contracts emanating from the
- 7 '

federal government to colleges and universities cver the years -

[y
~

. <
rowyd reflect the emercence of various national concerns

T

whether re%?onding to neetts~f the agrariah, industrial,  and

‘ .
~technological eras or to the pattern of cr ; sis. in'tervention

v

for wars or national diéasters. Two subtle butvsignificant

5

dimensions can be examined as federal leg1§1atlon has emercged.
One i$ the way in whigh " federeal leglslatloi has shaoed anc i

reshaped the,o¥ganizational configuration of vostsecondary

. ., [ x4
N -3 ) - i ' '
’ John C’ Honey and Terry W. Hartle, Federal-State-Institutional
Relations in Postsecondary Education, Educational Finance and

Governance Center, Svracuse Unlver51t[ Res®arch Corporation,‘
February, 1975, ». 11 . .

-
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edlication. The other, hoth more suhtle anA ambiguous, is the'
5 ) .
legislative interpretation of societal demands to be met. ' .
' 3
* The first legislation enacted after World War II not
' . . L : .
directed toward national defense was the Higher Fducation
Facilities Act of 1963. Not only did that Legislation create
-

. . /
an organlzaticnal structure at the state level charged with
&

adninistering and monitoring the procran but it also called

for the development of statewide plans for higher education.
Thics federal influence closed fcrever tﬁe claim or realitv
(if there was any) of inztitutional autonor Y. An elabkoration

! : . 1
upon the irplications of this and other Luderal leclslatlon ’

will be ¢given later; however, it is important to acknowledge
. ’ > 13 L ] .
that, federal lecislaticn has led to considerable uncertainty

and confusion for postsecondary education institutions and' °
)
the states within which they operate.
( At times the federal government appears
prepared to work directly with students
and 1not1tut19ns. At times it appears to
want the state to p]ay a dominant or major
4 role. On.other occasions federal nolicies
seer designed to exorcize the states and
rely on federal-regional organization as P
the desirable 'field' approach.? J
‘ |
|
|
]
|
|
l

~

5 o ~
Ibid., p.2.
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Part of the arhiguity is caused hy the difficulty. in

clearlv tranclating societal demands. Historically, the role’

™

of higher education‘was generally accented as nart of the
sccialization procesg. The acaderic comﬁunity could afgue
for academic freedor and autonomy'ffom politicaihinvolvement
“ecause of the irperati§e reed to seek and disseminate £ruth |
oh-ectivelv. *The cortemcorary frustration of sdciety con-
cerning the need for social reconstruction has pl%ppd Aost~

secondary education in a new and unfamiiiar arera. There are
- H

those whe raintain that education can anéd should assumre a

5 2
v

major recpensibility for assisting individuals, communities,
4
states, an? even the nation, in self development anc sel:f

i

reneval. Because of its indigencus nature,(ﬁhe‘community

=~

college haz hecome a prime candidate as an institutional

v

segment of postsecendary educaticon to come to grips with this
y \

evﬁlving societal derand. The issue, cuite naturally, hecomes

one of how, and to whet decree the community college should
L 4

either he charged with or assume responsibility -for social

reconstruction. A concomitant cuestion which follows is

whether the mission, orocrar, structure, control, and will of

the community college are such that it caé respond to this goab

1 .
4 i

even should it assume.the charge and responsibility:
" The growth and popularity of community colleges over the

v
d P

. . T 3T . < . ’

last decade ray have generated a misleading assumption. While
Sy, . ! .

nunbers of new institutions, increased enrgllrents, and public

2 A ]

- !
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testimony from stateand federal legislators have heralded
'the success story of tﬁ@Jcommunity college, the phenomenal
° \

M .
2

\
copularity of non-traditopal and non-instftutional pdst-

1 d ¢
secondary education forms SQS appﬁzzéhes within the last fiv;e5 ' .

vvears 1s startling evidence that the public (and their elected )

<

had . N » ) -
representatives) are not as interested in or concerned about
L3 . . » ‘ »
particular institutional forms as rwuch as in the educaticnal
\

- - \
process itself. During a public hearing, a state legislator
K \

curtly admonishe?gﬁ_i?he primary _concern of this lecislatwmre .

4

. ) . . -
nust be the heal#h of postseCOndarg education, not institu--

5 - ¥
’

tional health!’ P . : .

It is in t%is environrent that <the comgynity college S
must chart its é$ rse. Any indepth contemplation of the futute,
hased upon an as% ssment of cortemporary realities and past .
satterns or trenés, would suggest the need for serious atten-- ,

| . '
. b » .
tion to a series of problems or issues which have formed as
!

' . . .
storm clouds on the horizon in the future of the community

1
)

college in the United States. An effort will he made to

< -\fstablish the con¥axt of and then suggest recommendations for -
‘ \

ERIC
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N

"action which voulw address several of these emerging issues,

including- i ( . . i
’ 1. The Problem of Mission: .
< . A N - L ._"’ - i PR
- flowv can the community collegce clearly establish
its mission co that it will be understood hdth
within and without the institution? What can
'be done to bring about public cognizance of

L3

A4 ’ . | 10 j ‘ ) .




L]

. . and governwental sunport for the community
collece as 3 distinct institution with a
/ specific role _and scope different from other
oovt“eCOndarJ ¢ns§}tutlo“s° ‘

2. The Problem of Locus of Policy-making: .

“ I'ow can the cgiﬁunity college maintain its
individuality and diversity reflective cf its
indigenous environment in view of the press '
for standardizatior and uniformity eranating
from federal and state policies ands nrocedures:

. How' can the community collecge, be resoon51%e

to communltv education needs if the locus ‘'of

.- poltcy and ﬂrlorlfv»maklna 1s at the state

,rather than the lccal l@vel

3.. The Probler of Overlapning Jurisdictions: )
4 f . . .
- . YThat car he dore tc” counteract or accomrodate
.the growth of overlapping and competing
. hureaucratic: jurisdictions at federal,
regionel.' ard state \levels which impinge umon

the 0peraflon of the community college? ‘

! ¥,

4. The Problem of Internecine Varfare:

What can t \e ‘done to avo:d the 1nternec1ne
corflicts arong postsecondary education in-

- . stitutioyfs, including community colleges, .
growing fout of Competition of the free- ‘markét
N ' ‘ principlg which hgs superseded earlier role

and scope philos ph1e° of state coordinatier?’
What safeguerds can be taken to avoid corflict
within the communitv collece sector itself?

5. The ﬁroblem of Local Initiative-

. What,can be done to fogster and promote local
initiatiye? How does the local community
college interact in the political »nrocess so
that its micsion can be achieved?

M ”~ . v -
In an attempt to address these questigns, Sectiors I1 and
, . e ’
III ezteblish the context. Clection IV addresses the implica-

.

. ) { . .
tions for puklic policy wi*h rscommendations for actinn in the "

y%prg ahead. .

ERIC ~ L , )
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) Section IT . ’/} . — x KRS X
14 had * ;
Precursors of State Control . ] Lo,
' N ' >
‘ N < T ‘ - € .
... the balance-of power in higher education . &
. has been most affected by the {birth of rew
h agencies within state<government. - :
5 . .‘ . . . :
. The relationship of state to local goverament as wellWas
€ ) & ‘ . ¢
that betwegen the federal and.state Sovernment can he portrav '
. ~ ~ . N I3 ‘
as an ebh and flow of centralization;of power *and authority ' .
. oz ) ‘ ~
- ]

LI SN

.

in the history eof our country. ' The division of labor envi-

sioned by- the founding fathers WHereby a major respons‘bility

. - - S
s ¢

of the federal governrment rrould bé\national securit¥ and a = 4

major responsibility‘of the statg aovefnnents would be educa-

. [ . [} ‘ . .
tion has never heen to+ally operational or honored by the . '
. ‘-.' ’ .

.. policv-makers of Congress ‘and state legislatures. “"National
) LS

. interest” éqﬁ ”publfé ao
states rights have been vigoro@ély championed by those who

argue for the princinle thatsman determines-his own destiny ?

-~

s

od” are nog,always synonYmous: Hence,

reflecting the pluralistic nature of the regions and sections :

) .
. of this nation.'% The quarantees of eguality and the oppor-

-
N 3

tunity of a free:people are, on the other hand, concomitant

- . -
.

3

¥ | - .
6 . .

James L. Wattenbarger, "Who Now Has the Power?" Improving
Statewide Planning, New NDirections for Higher Education,
«  JOssey-Bass, Winter, 1974. N, .-
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with thédargumepts for natéonal pclicy and national cuarantees
of all civil rights, including education. .

~ -

Federal Precursors - . . .

The arrav of state level agencies having direct or in-
. !

direct jurisdictional interests which impinge upan the
. ~
/ . . -
community college can best he illustrated by the growth in

< requiyrements fostered by acticn of ~the Congress or the

FExecutive Branch ‘of’ the federal government. 'aticnal policy
can he seen in the results of various federal laws and pro-
grams ~hich have sét the stage for innunerable impingements

upon the institution. It should be acknowledged, hovever,

"that mest federal légielation has been of the idgsntive tvpe,

designed to lure or otherwise attract compliance rather than

»

o mandate it.

Wiﬁh The passage of the National Defense I’'ducation Act

of 1957, thé’first"major gravitational pull dpbn institutional’

ieadership occurred. Many administrators and policy-makers of
’ - . ‘ ¥

the sc¢hool disfrict»rooted ?ubfic junior colleges deﬁoniprated

~

" their resﬁonge to that crav1tatlonal Oull of external funds in

\ . afﬁ

spite of»all po%entlal consequences. 'Thev sought” to enjoy the

- . o ’ -

"best of two worlds® by, on the ore ﬁénd showing willingness

© . M

to sign aooroprlate letters of dhclaratlon conflrmlnc they

h._ * b ‘

were comoonents .0of school districts and thus quallfy{nc in-

stitutions for NDEUA:funds designed.to improve ceunsellng pro-
. x - ‘ . { & N

' - 4 s . . < - . -
grams, sdience, mathematics, for®ign language’, dnhd reading
K - ¢




- ! . -

. . . N .. - -
b - “\\ ~ .

disciplines as 1'ell as audio visual aids 'at the elementary and.

S

segondary scheol levels. Or the other hand¥ many “of the samé '

institutions were working vidorouslV to be viewed as full- = B 1

J = —
fledged merherg of -the "higher education community" in tHeir #
“ ~ M » .

Y
respectlve states, urging the then 2merican Association of J

»

JunidrKColle?esuto‘chanpion natiodonal recogniticn of the tvo-.
) ) ; . s '\/
ycar colleges as accepted components of hicher education.

The Nationral pefense T'ducation ct of 1957 also Fostered

. AN
a v *

a variety of state level offices or units charced with review-

ing, approving, roritoring, and subsequently auditing the nro-
grams, utilization, and funding of the federallv initiated .

wrograms. . Many of the cffices, units or bhureaus estahlished

" in departments cf education in various states as a result of
‘this Act still exist as livind testimony of this early

precurscr of state level control. T ’

~

The termptatien to vield tq_éuch federal level enticement,

of course, had existed earlier for rany of these institutions,

~

particularly through the various federal vocational education

- ) \
acts providing for categorical funds. With the inception of

the first federal vecational education legislatien ﬁkovided

‘ . . . s L. .
through the Smith-Fughes Act we find tightly written provi-
sions which“sgé—opt in-@etail precisely what state and local

officials must do to receive reirbursement for vocatio%al - -

orograms. Subsequent. regulatory provisions covered such
» matters as gtudent characteristics of enrollees, space and

. \
v . -

ERI
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eouxpment SﬂeC1f1catzons, forr- andvchntent of Lnotruction,

¢ .

qualificatlonS'of instructors and administrators, length of
. . , . . . - .

schcel day., week and vear as twell as many other rules. These

/ - . " .
" were prescribed at both federal and state levels, usurning
“instxtutional deterﬁination.,, . D Y .

k]

”He Vocatlofal EdUcatlon Act of 1963 created one of the

¢

federal programs for whlch both the earlier school"dlctrlct—

ropted junicr collegers and also the newlv established corrmunity

.

chlleges were enticed to seek funds because of fiscal pro-:
visions ‘for nostsecondary vocational and technical education.

The separate administrative structure for vocational education

v, . - .

. encompassing federal, state and local levels was ancther major

determinant of state impingement upon the local two-year in-

stitution. /While some states, .such as North Carolina, Iowa,

. v

and Oregon, were to resolve the jurisdictional conflicts be-
tween agencies charged with responsibility for public two-

, year colleges and the.office of vocational education, others,’

i
.

such as Massachussetts, Alabama. and Washington, 2ngaged in

~

‘internecine warfare. which had reverberations down to and

throughout local institutional levels. A few states, such as

Penns§ivania, Illinois,-and california, worked out ”centlemen's

--- agreements" whereby a orov1olon for oostsecondary Vocatlonal

education funding was made to accommodate the requirements of

the commahity colleges while the overall jurisdiction and

resoons;gi}lty remained with the state office for vocational

N L4

educatlon. )




Additiondl fedsral leéiélation'in 1963, 1965, and 1969,

i

created fet nev state-level cowrlfs1ons, agenc1es or un1t°

having resoowslblilHy for ‘gderal progrars for wﬁlch two~vear

[

colleges as well as other types of institytions of hlgher
education cualified and thus were chligated to come under

state-level *onltorlﬁg aﬂd in some cases, even cgntrol.
: - - T e
Illustrations 1nclude Lhc Higher "ducatj Facilitiss Act of

1963, 1965;: and 1967, whlch in most “states resulted in the

creation of a new comﬁissién charged with developing state-

wide criteria 4nd formulas whereby priorities for in-

- .stitutional .awards could be wade”among both public and n»nrivate

sectors and among the varices segments of institutions. This
legislation spawned new recquirements for ;nstitutional re-

porting when Congress, found the informatiod and data systers s

’ L IR ) .
of the 50.states wecefully iradecuate and the reports from insy

. «

~ diyidual colleges and universities highly unreliable;

. The Figher Education General Information Survey (HRGIS),
K]

designed to gather accurate and uniforn info¥mation on facili-
bureaucrats to include acaderic programs, student enrollménts,
and faculty and staff profiles. HEGIS requirements hecame

burdens upon individual institutions from the standpoint of

time and resources consumed, particularly when no direct

benefit could be enjoyed by direct feedbaék.or other measurabie

values. ilevertheless, history will record that HEGIS

K
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ties and space utilizatien, subsequently was expanded by federal
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obligations, including the offices or units created within
’ . o . .
state offices charged with higher education, was a gonse-

. . . ! VoL
cuence of institutional response to federal governmental

’
- . ~
- i

legislafion. : . - . , -
\ ' .
The Eigher Fducation Act’of 1965 further added to the

drift toward 'state level involvement when monies were used to

entice states to create student financial aid acencies to

L3

proyidé scholarshiz or. loan monies to meet egalitarian ob-
jectives. Because of the absence of any breQiohé machineryv

: .
or structure to accormcdate processing ang qperation of
student aid applications from publié and pri%a&e collgoes,)
uqiversities, technical institutes and other edu;ational
delivery ?ystems, entirely nev commissions or acgencies wvere
created(b§'rany state legislatures in response.to the demands

. )
of the public for greater access on the one hand and the

o

"alluring pull of federal dollars on the other. lew York,

%

Pennsvlvania, Illinois anrd numerous other states created state
J .

. : - . . Lt :
higher edycation student assistance agencies which in turn

created the need for further specialization a;ﬁthe local

t
v -

college level.
Federal funds support large numbers of employees in state
departments of education. Every'federal program from 1963 in=-

cluded some provision for creating or strengthening state level
.

admini'strative units. In addition to a portion of each federal

program appropriation being earmarked to support administrative
: . s

i N

2
H

[

Y
£y
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- personnel at the state level, Title V called for strengthening

state agencies and resulted in an additional infusion cf

perscnnel,

"

some whose major nurpose is to streamline internal

functions but who often become involved in surveys, information
: . p
systen design, and other acti(ities which ultimately touch

each institution. These its within state government have

genzrated an entlrely new laver of authority and red tane.
Created to establish more efficiencv in state covernment,
»

these units often assure broad nowers in the name of econony

énd efficiencv. 2s é conseguence, standardization of forns}
.procedures and even recuirerents freguentlv are foisted upon
operating ataée acencies and their. constituents. Personnel

bJ;rds, derartments of gereral services, purcha51nq departments

and building corrissiens tvoi callv have such internal con-

.

gtraints
{

or

denands

wvhich usuallv are ref

Y

lected directly or

-

L
indirectly

in relationshi-ss WLth 1ocal institutYions.

Often

these standerdized uniforn reculrefents thwart or at least

linit the ability cf

the local coIlege to respond to

community

~ -

needs. ~ven the ‘evaluaticn process of these agencies and the

tend to reztric* local decision-making by evaluat-

.

" legislaturg

ing adrinistrative decisicns and oneraticns

throuch

standard-

ized criteria which

not také

RIC

di

With the

in some states hetwzen rajor of

fferences cr

var

mav or nay

ious

the educatiocnal value of

federal n»rograms,

ficials,

into account cormrunity
the action.
conflicts devoldheﬂ

such asz directors qf

o
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vocational -education, directors of community colleges, chief

a

execu:ive officers of coordinating or governing boards, and
<L

officers of 6£her educational organizations and interest

grouns. These conflicts resulted in a continuing effort of

' ' »
the U. S. Congress to force unity of both academic and vo- '

cational secto¥s. Lobbying efforts of the tvo-year colleces,

for ‘exarrle, éought some form of federal legislation which
would give visibility to the comnunity and junior colleges
. ?

ard assure ecuitable treatment when it care to fecderal dollars. .
‘ > v -

This was particularly true in the area of vocational education,

.

for, while the Vocatichal Ecducation Act of 1963 called for

state level advisorv committees or countils to assist in the
development 0f a state plen for, the use of £federal vocaticnal

dollars, a cdeliberate “"feather bedding” drocess vas used in

sore statez by the vocational education director tshich ex-

cluded the postsecondary vocational and technical educaticn

+

interests. (This bias is reflected in the fact that rnost of

1y

tée state directors had ariginally come from the public school ‘
sector.)

Tfforts of the frerican Assqgciation of Community and
Junior Colleges; the Nati'onal Council of State Nirectors of
Corrmunitv/Junicr Colleces and other; nressed for some resolu-
tion cf the jfobler in subseauent fedérel legislation. Thus,
in the Vocational Tducation scts of 1965 and 1967, the obli-

cation to provfde hroad representation on state acdvisory
. | .
PRY %

q
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cornittees and the provision that a certain percent of funds
must be used for postsecondary education were incorzorated

iqpp law: Again, however, throuch various tactics and .

[3)]

strategies, a number of states still nroduced glaring onor-
E]

trayals of autocratic and dictatorial determination of the

use 6f federal vocationél(education dollars, often to the

detriment of the community colleges. The Vocational Fducation

Act of 1968 rot only provided that 15 percent of all federal

dollars were to be used for postsecondary education., but ol

called for representatives from varicus tyves of postsecondarv
C , Vv

. . . 2 . . A
institutions, including community or junior colleges, to be gul

‘on th? state advisory cormittees. Once more, several‘stateég

were tq reflect blatant disrecard for congressional irtent,

“ -

resulting in outcries from the institutions, state agencies,

< ‘
. »

and the national orcanizations as reflected in the Higher

s . .

© Fducation Amendments of 1972. Ty

That law calls for a new state level planning body de-
signed éo foster unity of all educational interests. Popularly
known as the 1202 éommis§ion after the provision of that
legislation, these bodies are by‘law to,be representative of
all tvpes of postsecondary educational delivery systems, (now
for the first time including opropriretary institutions) and
having veto power over anv plan Vhfch does 'not equitably pro-
vide for vnostsecondary vocationai,edupation support. While

.

these Commissions are still in their embryonic stages, it is




clear by the fact that more than 47 states created new offices

to carrv out the prov1s10ns of the law that another imﬁinge—

) 1

s

ment upon institutional self determination hasg been generated..

-~

A few states have already begun.to staff new administering
. i . ; . I
arms to provide secretariat and support. services for their

. . ,
1202 Commissions. This will subsequently result in an
organization which has need to justify its ekistence'and, to
do so, will place further requirements upon local institutions.

Numerous other federal laws have added to the drift

toward state or federal control. Ciyil‘rights legislation has
’ 5 - \
created the need fo! state compliance with the CiVi} Rights

Act of 1964. Desegregation promisions forced seyen’states to
submit plans to assure the_aleishment of any vestiqes of
segregation in any educational inst&tutions. Affirmative
action provisiohs under Title IX of" the Pducational Amendments

of 1972 also have created external p%essures upon local

)
colleges in personnel poliCies anid pﬁactices., Currently,
A
b .,,..g?
administrative agency review of hlring decisions is concen-

1

flty groups and women. /

trated upon afflrmative action for mi

&

But community college personnel déCisL ‘s are also subject to

scrutiny by the Department of Health, \cation and Welfare
" *u“?" “ "
(HEW) by the Department of Labor, and tﬁ% Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Furtherméfe, COllective
] P 1 y * T‘ -
bargaining ﬁ%s brought some involvemént from the National
' **z I SN
4
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]
-

‘Labor Pelations -Board (NLRR) and many state Jlabor relations

cormissions. ,
- > 7 .
‘Less direct, but neverfﬁelesshsignificant influences,

-

can be seen with regard to the Manpower Development and

Training Act of 1962 and the successor la@ called the”

'Y t

Comprehensive Education and Training Act. They, to6, caused

the creation of.new state machinerv that would have some
Y - *'%

.

s i
impact on commMynity colleces. ) \
rl

¢
Arother indirect bhut imrportant federa} force for state-

level control over the community apllege can be seen in the

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA). Many’bosély in~

stitutional requirements, related’to phy®%ical facilities and

® R . : .
space utilizatiqn have been promulcated from state administer-

1ng agencies as a result of this leqi?lation. oot

} . . N FN

¢

The Courts ) s

\ ! N -

Another precursor of state-level impingemgpt upon the
«
community collece can be observed in the activistis partici -

'ﬁation of state and federal courts in areas which formerly
\d
had been perceived as the private domain of institutions s
3
\ . )
higher education. With he executive order calling for

affirmative action and subsequent court decisions came

- . . . . 4. ~
sanctions or penalties for activities ranging from persbnne

¢

practices to selection of contractors and jobbers. The rple

,of the courts grew in scope and ragnitude. The age of -

¢

'

- ' B v

) . Pl 22 . . ’,‘
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' : L
accoqntability came rapidly as courts deleted new forms of

governing reduiations and requifeménts to provide fprEBhsumér
protection demands where‘institutions had previously assumed
that the prerogative of detgf%inigq output was theirs in tﬁdt
thg student had traditionally been sugjeci to the highest
principles of in loco parentis rather than a consumer with ali
rlghtq and pr1v1leaes assured by th//judiciary.

One of the significant deClSlOnS which rel%teg'to

comrunity colleges was the 1971 ruling by Chief. Justice

Warren Burger declaring that tests or even school credentials.

-
-

used for screening candidates for a given. job must .measure
"the man for the job" rather than "the man in the abstract.”
(Criggs versus Duke Power Company). This landmark decisibn,

related %o the\civil rights of the individual, is a legal

hasis for competencgy or performance-based education and negates

N ]

much of the powér of the credentialing\monopoly once held by

-educational institutions.

Community colleges, as well as'fqur—year colleges and
universities, found themselves constantly in need of legal
advice and forced to develon wri?ten documentation of policies,
procedures, and actions which could st§n§ the test of court-
room scrutiny. ?he're§erberations of the impincement of the

" X , /f .
courts have been felt from boards of trustees and presidents
to department chairpersons and classroor teachers as well as
admi;sions counselors.: Mo one has been spared.the obligation‘

¢

: o : 23
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of .accountability in the eyes of the court.

A recent publication of the ““ommittee -on Economic 1
CJ S

Develpopment noted the broad range of litigated issues related

to students which probébly would not have been considered by

the courts ten or fifteen veaks ago:
$
Legality of dormitory room searches: confi- - '
. dentiality of student files and records of
student orcanlzatlons, recoanition and .status
~of student political groups; adnlnlstratlvp
- control over campus newspapers and other
publications: access of ‘insiders and outsiders
to campus facilities for meetings and rallies;
denial of enrollment in or credit for parti-
cular courses as-well as degree programs; with-

. . drawal of student government positions or
offices from alleged campus wrongdoers: and
other comparable'issues, =

Cohparable lists could be developed related to personnel

-

(faculty and support staf%), programs, and other areas of
)
college 9peration which have become litigation issues.

" Precedent of gourt decisions now often becomes the basis for

a new procedure or monitoring activity for all institutions
1 _ " 4

which can only be carried out by an agency having-statewide

jurisdiction.

" ¢ .
-

™ ! "t °

iobert M. O'Neill, The Courts, Government and Hiocher Education,
ashlngton- Commlttee for Economic Development, 1972, pp.l11-12,

0
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The Governor and the Legislature

Yet another area of drift toward state control becomes

v
°

: ¢
evident in the perpetual struggle for power and authority
which goes on between the executive and legislative branches

of governmenti * The ebb ahd fibw‘of pre—eminence of legislg—

Lt

tive’ dominance for a .time, only te be replaced by a shift to

strong gubernatorial power and authority, can be seen in the

\ ‘ . 3 3 3
staffing paetterns and: the working relationships df various

states, Agencies such as a department of education or a -

Q‘fte board éor community colléges or a state board for

higher education in which community colleges are one of the

=

comgonents usually are viewed as units of the executive

branch. During complex or difficult times, and particularly

e 'when political power struggles are in progress, the credi-

s .
bility of these agencies is tarnished in the eyes of the v

members of the legigslature who suspect motives .and loyalties

as being biased towacd the incumbent governor and other ex- v o
écutive interésts. IfSss of credibility, whether(caused-by lj

~

political suspicions or mediocre performance amd responsiveness,

.

X has typically resulted in the growth of separate staffS;&i, .
accommodate legislative committees and individual legislators.
With the growth of legislative staffs, another encroachment

" upon local ins%ftutions has occurred as requests for informa-

tion, often.on a seemingly inane or obtuse issue, generate ,

. . 2 . . -
the obligation of %nstltutlonal response. Often thﬁ resporse A

/ -
. . .
'

-

/
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X
Lo 3

.
rd 3

is expected within such a short.time period as tg force 2
. S . . .' . . . \: : 6 .
nift in oriorities and internal commitments at ‘the local in-
¢ 9' ‘ Y
stitution. Some institutions hdve found thensélves victims

.

of witch hunts or vindictive. attltudes or ac*1Q§s by dlsen- . '
. <
anted or alienated leglslators it legislative st af members.

g M

On the other hand, some 1nst1+utlons have found*a new avenue

for interacting with the legislature in pursuit of special '

» ‘ )

considerations and thus contribute to a breakdown of the ~

a
.

state-system’ structure by doing "end-runs" for special capital o
\ .

appropriations or other catecorical grants. These oftén are
detriméntal to other institutions in the system and debili-

‘
-

tating” o the pesition of the state agency charged with re-

sponsibility for the institutions and the.state director as . ’
> . ’ . . PR
’ the spokesman for all institutions,™** ’ v
\ . °

. 2 ’ - .
An important phenomenon faor community collegé‘iéaders to

understand is the naturo _of the power struggle in many states

‘g N .
% \ . “. {'

between the governor ahd the leglslature. Many,w(lncludlnq

. * » v . . -
sore state directors) perceive the struggle as’ centering upon, .-

administrasive bower and authority over state government . Ig

1., . .
nost cases, however, the strugcle is over politicalwpower! -
14 . . Y
Governors seek clout when vying in the natienal nartisan
d A4

~

political arena and must haye a power base from which toé
1} -

operate. Individual leeislators have the same motive but on
the state level, usually. 2As a consequence, education L§sués

,

are often not what educators peréegye th?m to be and bedomie

x

—_—

o & - . 26 - N h
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“have the expertise, power or;intestinal fortitude for such

fessional

certification and other preraquisites for entry into an

- ERIC
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. : ) .
mhroiled in the partisan political process rather than an R

LY

aducational political process. In such cases, few educators

N - N e
. h

2 -
a match. Repressive legislation or ¢xecutive orders have

4

¢ S

often'resultedéfrom'these circumstances. - Illustf&%}ons in-

clude minimum facul+ty cantact hour’la&sﬁﬁopeninﬁ‘cr clesino

~ . . ¢

professional schopls in spite of proven need, and abolishment

. . S, . °
ot creation of coordinating or governing boards. v
ther Precursors N ' .
> R .
Another precursor nf state-level control can ba oeen 1n ,
by
the Amerlcan syndrome of orofe551oﬂallzatlon. Th dency

of individuals in the same fleld of work to come tocother as
, &

a orofesslo 1al organization whet%cr at the +rade.or unlon

level, - the technician, the p¢ra~professional level or pro-.

-

level is evident in the pressures .for licensure,
& > K

. ' . LS
occupat1ona1 f1e1d or career. State boards for nursing have f

T

been.ahle to win legislation which forces 1nst1tu+1onal com--
W » . \
pliance to professional requirements. Similar requirepents

bv professional accrediting associations have provided con—

siderable pressure upon institutions tc comply.

for a college to be approved or reccgnized and thus to
© *

operate. These state agencies, frequel’ly located in the - -

>

i
|
Frequently,
the result has been expenditure of time, effort and monies

).




state capital, usually are affiliates or otherwise are inter-—
woven into the fabric of a national level organization. The
a collective clout generated by the network of state-level

-

. \ £
affiliates has generdted power for the national level to

12

establish‘prerequisites used hy federal agencies in examining

applicafions or making approvals in the same manner that

staté-agencies do -for indigenous institutions. ' -
Still.another precursor of the drift toward state '

control is witnessed in the'press for egalitarian benefits.

As new or alternative educational delivery systems have

evolvgd, additional authority has surfaced in some sta£es.

Proprietary schools, wh%le fgrcing recognition from state

policy bodies,\hhether legisléﬁures or boards, have been only

- ‘one type of delivery system which must be considered by

wleaderst of community colleges. With the” provision by the

*

New York Regents of credit by examinatggq\?nd a Regents
degree combined with open upivergities,suéh as Empire State
or the Thomas A. Edison University, new state-level impinge-
ments 6f a different sort have developed. Recognition of
éo;?orate Qr other non-educatiopal organ%zatiqns to provide
educa£iona1 services leading to a degree, as illustrated Hy i
- the aﬁthorié@tion of the Arthur D. Little Company to award

the Master of Busingsé Administration by the state of

Massachussetts, all provide evIit¥emcs of greater state in-

"volvement in the educational enterprise. Many community-based

[} -

‘.
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.

institutions can see the growing ambition of'agencies/and
organizatigns within the community to be able to award credit

or present a degree for educational experiences. !

.y

State Coordination of Higher Education

The growth ,in authority and responsibility of state

" coordinating boards and agencies for all of higher education

has been.one of the more visible forerunners of state-control.
Not all community colleges come under the purview of such
ageﬁcies, however, for certain vestiges of scHoo} district-
sponsorshié of some of the earlier stafes can still be seen
in the provisiontfor community colleées to continue under the
{jurifdiction of state boards or departments of education. In
these cases, howe&er, the.'state boards generally play a
‘coordina%ing role Qxe; though the state coprdinating agencies
have both directional and procedural influences upon the
local community colleges. Considerable’power resides 1in the
authd%%ty of most of these éoordinating boards to develop
system-wide Qlanning for all segments of education. Often
such boards have authority to review or .even approVe‘budgets
from ﬁhé Vqrious institutions or statewide segments of in-
stitL;tibns..'

While the ultimate authority usually rests with the

sfate—legislature in establishing priorities and making

appropriations, coordinating boards and agencies were?creat®d
. .
\

~
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. by nost lecislatures in the -hope that they would foster com-

vlerentary rather than competitive or duplicative hig%er

v

education institutions and services. State coordinaticn had
T '

- its greatest impetus during the decade of the 1960s when many

states turned to these boards and agencies igr master plans

.

. v

designed to bring, about zorntinuity and comprehensive educa-

: . . . . # . . N
Jicnal services. Note the relaticonship’of this develonrent
and the reguired state plans un@er the Hicher Fduca*ion

Facilities Acxt.
)
Aralysis of statewide master plans developed during

that decade reveals an effort to overcome conflicts bv de-

veloprent of role and scope assumptions Wherein various sec-
merts of institutions were identified with specific missions.
Such secments were, in princiole at least. to have primary

» . . » : . .« g . . /
Jurisdiction over particular domains. This was especially

true 'in the public sector where state universities were ex-

l. .
pected to focus uvon professicnal schools and research,

1 teachers colleges would be responsible for training cf nro-

fessicnals for the public schools, and community colleges

3 e .

were identified with low cost comorehensive pestsecondary
t

education opportunities.
A disquieting shift becomes apparent, however, in re-
~

visions of macter nlans produced in the 1970s. The "free

- | ¢

ERIC | - ‘
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Federal and state funding has noticeably shifted from in-
stitution-centered formulas to student-centered scholarship
and loan procgrams. In stark contrast to the earlier "role

and scope' assumption of planning is the free market concept

I3

of competition among institutions. "Multiple delivery systems”
of postsecondary education as vpresently enunciated in such

plans can be,exéected to create considerable stress in the

future. Joseph P. Cosandg, whi%e‘still . S. Deputy
Commissioner of Rducation, cautioned against power plavs or
"turfmanehip" activities by different institutions which would
result in costly competition,eﬁd further disenchantment bv

\ taxpavers and legislators. Theeﬁree market direction of re-

v cent state raster plans mav well créate turfmanship conflicts

. anong institutions and chaos within postsecondary educa*ion

- Y

‘whlch will exceed that wh;cn existed when legislatures felt

-

tee need to create cOo*dlnatlnc hoards in the first place.
q .\’7___ - :
Stape,C§$2:nity‘College Boards/Agencies
':H‘sﬁonical Sketchy Almost all public junior colleges
’
crior t0~UOrf Waf II were jspawned from a school dws+r£c+ base

(the exce p ion Beznc branch camous structures of sfa+e uni-

versities wnlcn suBQgcuent .y, became comprehensive communltv

P - '
colleges, g., Kentucky, 'Nevada, Alaska and Hawaii)

Illinois, CallLbrnia, Mississippi, Florida, and Maryland are
illustrative ¢f, this 2arliest. prototype in which local school

L
" ‘

' LR -
- . N
v I3 -
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hoards vere the corporate authority for pOlAﬁ? making and

overation of jurnior colleges whereby primary responsibil:ity

L

*fested with the state hut local wmolicy makino and determina-

t
o)

tion were characteristic of-the control and nroarar rriorities

2

0f the institutions.

Following the Second ™Morld War two pvarallel but cuite

distinct developrments occurred. First, egalitarizn pré%sures

for educational opportunity resulted in

(S
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< By the mid 1960s some form of cormprehensive comrmunity cell

jo}
ct

education structpre was operational in forty-three differe

states. The other developrent was the growinc public recoc-~
AN ’ "

nition of the importance of comprehensive 'jurior colleces and |

'
4

g

their emancipation from school distric: sponsorship and con-

ct
tg

-

rol. Paradoxically, those public junior colleces forrerly -

¢

v

}t

[

spoasored by school districts sought separate control -

e

S

-~

né

marily in order to erulate the stereotvpe 0f colleces

m

. universities as being characteristic of "higher education "

Many presicdents of school district-sponsoreé junior colleces \
: . .

were frustrated by being vart of the staff of a superinten-—

dent of schools ig the same manner as high schogl pffncipals ‘
were frustrated wheq not viewed as peers with college and |
university presidents. Some superintendents becané en-. f
broiled in jurisdictional @isputes with their college presi- |

dents whose prestige and politicél support was threateninag J

ERIC, - . '
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the junior colleoce

bis Suverintendent.

!

cocus of debate and lecisla-

. a pathwav oI vancuished and victors could.bhe

The archives of such states lifornia,

>

s aracte

~motive cf these

civen

n has centered
unction ate acency charged with respocnsibi
L]

overall coordination and direction of the cormunity colleges.

33
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~hrea levels of authority identified include governing
r
csowvers, governing/coordinating powers, and coordinating powers.

(Table I). A grea: deal of research has been aired toward

oroving the superiority of one type or another of state-level

1

authority or of the scone of institutions under the Jjuris-
diction of the state boa;d. Hail surveved board mermbers in
1974 while Stuckman analyzed the organizational structufe cf
the varlous agencies In i97l. Comparable studies have been
wnier-akgr by CGlenny. RBardahl. Paole and others related to
the cverall coordinating koards or agencies charged with all

of postsecorcdazy educa:ion. rorm all of these studies,
~owvever, there has bheen no conclusive documentation that Qfe‘
ae

structure is surericr =O arOFHer when considering the ran

f

of pe¥rspeciives fror thei of improving statewide vlanninec, or

serv.ses o citizerns. or working rélationships bétween in-
Giv.Zfual camguses in the state syvstems. All have £laws, but
all, arrarently, have so susteining justification. .

M, M. Tharbers in 1961

spective when he ohserved the dilemma:

o
g South Nako*a abolished institutionezl governinc
boards ard s=2%t up one hocard in 1896 which nov
governs seven irstitutions. There have heen
sixty-four vears of experience with this
. device. Vho c¢an p*ovv, and by what technigues,

tha* Scuth Dako:a's irstitutions of higher
educa-ior are today anv hetter (or anv worse;,
or “hat -he s*atewvide system 1s any better or
worse. thar i* would have heen if Separate
coverring roards rad.lbeen cortinued, within
oper rivalry, or wi%h voluuuary coordination;‘

34 - -
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(8
or with a compulsory coeordinating
* 4

Robert O. Bordahl a decade later reached a simpilar con-

i

.

clusion when he noted: co o ¢

N a , B

One Searches the relevant literature in
vain for objective 'canons of proof which
would remove the subject from controversy:
but one finds only'unsubstantiated®and con-
+radictory arguments:as to why coordination
is "good" or "had", or why .this type is
preferable to that.9 : ,

}
. cal

l

the patterns -of coordination
education can-peé made with the'commuhit§ college systems.

hereas seven different states have changed their coordinat—

ing board structure for all of hidhe; education durinc the

last five years, none of the forty—five states Paving gtate—

level boards dr agencies for community colleges hayé changed .
their stfuctuge.* The implication, thereféré,‘would seem to

be that there has Been general sati;facﬁion witqftﬁe de§ign ‘

of state-level coordinat}on for community éolléQes, rggard—

less of the Scope of respghsiﬁility and authority.

Crucigl Rele of Advocaii/ An interesting contrast in
f

or state systems of higher

—

7 ‘-

i

%

v
. Y

- s

Such a conclusion, however, would be misleading. ‘

~

kY

M. M. Chambers, Voluntary Statewide Coordination in Public
Higher Education, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 196l.

quert O. Berdahl, Statewide Coordination of Higher Fducation,
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Tducation,®1971.

The Nebraska legislature abolished its State Board for

Technical Community Colleges during the 1975 legislative session
following a state supreme court ruling that the funding
structure 'of the statewide system was unconstitutjional. ~

A . : ’
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Several states have undergone significant changes in Rheir
operations™due to internal administrative reorganization
which has had an irpact uoon the acencies. Generélly, these

adnlnlstrat’ve changes have dlffused dec1510n making for

community colleces among several organizational urnits at the

A -

v

. o
expense of the state~level cormuni® college agency. In

Pennsylvania, for example, the 0fficg of the commissioner of

hicher education was reorganized as par* of a governmental

effort to have agbncies related to functions rather than to

o
institutional nissions. Wheresas a Bureau of Community

¢ -

Colleges had existed from 1965 until 1969 with a state R

I
13

director and staff members responsible for facilities,

s
academnic vrogram, occupational programs, and fiscal affairs,

that bureau, in the game manner as gorresponding bureaus for , 1
A \ |
state colleges and for state-related universities, was

essentially abholished as functional reorganization resulted '
. 1
¢ D . 4 . . . . . ( 1

in a Bureau of Academic Affairs with specialists resoonsible
|
for the various institutional levels, and a Bureau for . 1
1

Physical Facilities. The net result was the absence of

a specific state-level structure clearly identified with and

in a position to provide advocacy for the communlty colleces, |

A similar reorganlzatlon occurred in New York, and similar / ﬁ
proposals have surfaced in ofﬁgr states, |

The fourteen, community colleges in Pennsylvania soon |
14

developed arn alterna+ive éathway to the h!ﬁls of the . |

37



legislature and to the offices of the Executive Branch by
reating a state-level Commission on Community Colleges. The

~
Pannsvlvania state colleges have formed a commission similar

0

to ~hat of the community colleges, another commission alrezdy

‘exists for indeperdent colleges and universities, and 2

fourth commission within the Pennsvlvania Associztion of

IS

Cnlleges and Univarsities champions the cause of the state-

related universities. This axample would seem to support the

¢

position that state-level advocacv is deemed necessary for

any segment of education.
' ' : J
Success or failure of state-level boards or acen@ies
normally is\depeﬁdent rore upoﬁ the réle of the persoﬁalities
thar on the structure or ran;e of powers of the organization. ’
-
The approach and vhilosonhy of the state director and his

) state and the local collece. Those state directors who he- !
lievae in the value of champicnino a high degree of salf-
@etermination at the local level can- foster an operational
désign which achie&es such an objective. This can be dore in

”é state system with & governing structure as well as in eithen
0f the other two struckures of governing/coordinating or
coordinatinc. A p&stureAbf strong advocagy can he gchieved
by state directors even within a large unit such as a state

board or department of higher education where internal poli-

cies and nrocedures channel and monitor legislative activities.

staff is central to the workinc relaticnships between the
|

|

1

|

|

|

|

% 1
|

l

|

i

i

]
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\ Staffs must act as negotiatérs and information gatherers/

presently exists for .avoiding such a loss. Florida, for

1

Where the state director worksuqlosely with the constituent

community colleges, a network can be established Wthh results '

‘in broad and forceful power and advocacy. | 3

\]
This is true, primarily, because of the facti that state

7 : o, . . . .
disES?Lers between the institutions and a myriad of state \
staffs ranging/ﬁ;em the budget office to planning boards to L
b2 o .
facilities c¢ommissions to cpordinating boards ag& licensing

i r
and certification boards.

, & '
The need for advocacy at the state level stems from the

requirement that state government plays a crucial role in
determining the nature, orderliness, and outcome of the pro-’

. . . . . . LN
cess thrquh which institutions adjust to changing times.

Governmental policy will be fundamental in influencing the
allocation of'ppblic resour&es and thus institutions must

have an advocate in the state to plead their case and to, !

Press for their support.

Since funding has been viewed as the‘ultimate(determi—
nant in the source of power and authority, many'community

colleges have avoided urging greatér,Lartlc1patlon ln the

level for fear‘the prerogative of local policy making would

be surréendered as a_éonsequence. At least one model

the past five years, has quite successfully demonstrated

! ’

3

. J o

a9

financial support 0f community-based educatlon from the state i
|
|
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:much or more frbr external forces fepresented Ey the f%ﬂeral

"than, it has from-within each stat

tering machinery and requirerents tHereby created. Institu-
o ;

-

L - . .
that full state Zunding of operatina and capital costs can he .
ggt into effect while.leaving institutional nolicy jurisdic-

3
tions witth a local board of trustees and raintaining a

coordinatlng state structure far comrunity colleges.

- LY
vievertheless, in Florida, the Division of Community CTolleges
\

)

is clearly structured for advdcacy ar¥ serves that important

-

foun® the cost of public postsecondary education a burden

-

: » N . .
either in the establishment of cormunitv-based institutlons
z .

or to maintain existing ones, exanination of the Florida .
P2

robriate.

model would be most }pg}

¢
‘

El

P - . .
. Summarv: The drift toward state control has emerded was
— , ..
governnment, the courts and various national interest oroups

itself. This condition 1is

i

a result of a lack of self-determination<ahd initiative by

states, communig}es, and institutions which accepted the lure

B

of federal dollars without regard to the concomitant adminis-

tions often refused tqQ acknowledge their nrimary responsibility

K

was of human service, rather than institutional self-interest N
‘-

which resulted in public demands for greater external’ structure

and control at tHe state and federal levgl.

/! v ~ )
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The question may be posed whether state control is .

>

inevitable, steerable, or-whethef'gheedrift can even be

reversed. The evidence would seel to suggest that the role

of the state in assuring statpwide public interest he served:

“

is firm and definite in t£% *uture'. The nature and dearee of

control over the iﬁdividual communitty colle

3

ge, however, does

' LY

not necessarily mean.the institution must operate as anv other

state agency. Rather, it has a mission and purrose -which

necessitates a differené\forﬁ‘and organizatién as will he -

L] N ®

Cescribed in E&ction III.

l\
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Section IIT a.

The Collége of the Community

Fence the President's Gommission suggests the
name “Community College" to be applied to the
institution designed to serve chiefly local
community educatipn needs. It may have
various forms of organization and may have
curricula of various lengths. Its domihant

- feature is its intimate relation to the life
of the community it serves.l0

.This section addresses the emergence of a new mission

for the community collece which was proposed in the hat‘ma

- 4

interest” as early as 194/. In the aHsence of any natlonal
policyuto aéhieve the goal of community college education

throughout the land, a patchwork-like development of thte—

&

initiated community college systems evolved. Unfortunately,

the state verspective of the new institution being created in
- ‘ ,
the 1960s failed to fathom the essential’idea that a new

social institution was necded, rather than a modified'or
truncated version of existing institutions of higher education.
« The 1ec1s*at9rs were shortsichted in perspective as were the

c0mmun1tj colleae éducators themselves, for much of the con-'

fusion was the result of misguided(priorities and emulation
s ' ) .

3 - ~—

e , :
- Lt . . .
0President's Commission on Figher Fducation, FHigher Education
4 for American Derocracy, Volume I, Est“bllshlng Goals, New Vork:
., Harper & Brothers, 1947, pp. 67- 68
-~y

L]
[
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of baccalaureate coliege and university role models.
It is startling to some to learn that the tengts of
community-based, performance-oriented postsecondary education

enunciated. by Pfifer (1974), and Gleazer (1974, 1875) and in-

creasing numbers of eéducational leaders and, scholars can be"/’//
- }

' . N P
found #n recommendations of the President's Commission on

[
\
\

Higher Education nearly three decades ago when that study |

bodv brought national attention to the contemporary community .

<

college cOncept. It observed: '

, - Whatever form the communlty college takes,
. its purpose is educational service to the
entire community, and this purpose requires
of it a variety of functions and programs.
It will provide college education for the
youth of the comnmunity certainly, so as to
/ remove geographic and economic houndaries
to educational opportunity and discover and
develop individual talents at low cost and
easy access. But in addition, the community
college will serve as an active center of
adult education. It will attempt to meet
, the total v»ost-high school needs of its
community.

Direct quotations from two of the decuments nroduced by

«

that Presicdent's Comrission are used here to illustrate the

legitimacy of the, community collede as the primary educational
x ;

11 , o '
rPresident's Commiasion on Yigher Education, Higher Iducation

~ for American Jemocracy, Volume IIT, New York: Harper &
Brpthers, 1948, p.5.

1o
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irnstitution to be ;esponsible for communitykbased'poefsecdndary
education. Parenthetically, the quotes painfully tonfirm the

. . ‘ . .
’edage that'nothing is totally new but can freqdently be
rooted in eaﬁfﬁef attempts of man to’ enunciate the ideal and - ‘!’
thus set the geal for subsequent effefts and labors of those

responSLble for 5001ety s 1nst1tutlons. "Historically, it

could be said that flrat came the chgnge in name (community),

then came the conditions (social-political forces) that

pressed the college to become what the name stood for."1?

Fssential to a community-based institution is’ neaningful

v, A '
local input into priorities and pelicies relating to local

services and programming. Harlacher has observed that in

P

(

pragmatic terms, “"corpunity-based” means delivering the kinds

of education the community wants (not what pedagogues tQ}dk
r

is "good" for them) at locations where the learners are . (not

where traditional college organization indicates they 'should

be), as ‘deternined by open community participation in deflnlng

comprehensive learnlng needs§, suggesting solutlons, and

faC111tat1ng'de11very. In the same manher, performance-

oriented means.'"required competencies will fit the needs of

DN

12
Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., Project Focus: A Forecast Study of

Ccommunity Colleges, McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York: 1973.

’
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the learner rather than the exvectations of the teacher, so

that competencies become more imporﬁént than grades‘or
B credits and the learner can measure in his own terms &chieve-
nent of angobjective without reference to the teacher's
; evaluationiéf it,"13 . /7
. .

- . . oA . ’ - )
Socializatiqn Versus Social Reconstruction
‘e

—

. " The shift from meritocratic to egalitarian principles
‘emanating from federal pdliéy can be seen by contra§ting the

-
k)

National Defensz/qucation Act of 1958 with the Pducation
Amendments of 1972. The NDEA authorized the U.. 8. Commissioner
of Educasion to lend federal funds to colleges and univeérsities

for student loans to needy students, Preference was given,

however, to acadbmically superier students, and a forgiveneés

clause was incorporaté ’for those who would subsequentlky . s
~ kEnter the field of teaZhing; In 1965, Title f& of the Hiéher ‘
Fducation 'Act provided a revolutionary Educational Opportunity
Grant program which for the first time offered federal scholar-—
ship granﬁs to undergraduate students. The accompanying loan
program of that law was also broadened and liberaiized. With

. ) N
the enactment of the Educat%on Amendments of 1972, however,

‘ /
ve find the Basig Opportunity Grants provision providing a

guarantee for all students requiring financial assistance.

13

Ervin L. Harlacher, "New Institutions for New Clientele", A
paper.presented at the Conference on Non- Tradltlonal qucatlonal

Aarketlng and Delivery Systems, St. Louls, Mlssourl, January
15, 1975.

\
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Academic scholarship ig no longer the prerequisite as en-
compassed in &ﬁe NDEA of 1958. The burden is‘no longer for
the studént to fit the institution but rather upon the in-
stitution to dévelbp the programs and services which Qill
accommodate “the needs of the student. This philosophical
shift from a meritocratié belief in higher education to an
egalitarian philosophy has occurred in cadence with an array
of other federel programe designed to enrich the cguality 95
life of the individual as well as the'communiéy in which h?
lives. . '

The "Great Society Programs" of ;;é 1960s added to the

'S .
complexity of def%ning institutional response and generated

expectations ggyen demands) from a varietv of oublics for
nore ana sometimes guite different services. The Guestion
thué?posed has been yhefher the historic basic purpose of
socialization of eduéa;ion is enough. Increasingly, the
cémmunity college is being called upon to adopt a philosnphy
of social reconstruction through direct ihvblvément in the

activities and efforts of the communityv. The contenooraxy

role of the community college 1is rapidl? broadeny

clude sékvgées and activities designed for improving .
the ,quality of life for the tgfal community.

Addressiﬁg fhe need for the comﬁunity college to con-
tribute to the reccnstruction of society, Young maintaing

recorded history verifies that, societies which have not .
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its own individual characteristics and set of problers to.
address. At the sare tire, however, it is society itself

A J
which is calling for its social institutions to surrender
self-serving rotives to that of human services which will
achieve the better life through educational, social, cultural,
ané econonic improverert.

‘uch of +«he seeringlv directionless dehate and activity \\\\\\_

within lecislatyve halls, the courts, the churches, the

municizal »uildings, and even hones seeks a sense of stahility
ané roots c¢cn the one hané while also strugglineg to meet the

challenge of future chance and conditions on the other hand.

-
19

Lxanina

t-h

ion ©

t

the pattern of federal legislation as
well as an exanmination of the public testirony before state
legislative cormittees noint to an expectation that an

educational institution such as the community college 1in

}-o-

cooperation with cother ‘agencies of community, government,

industry, and business shoulglggrk-COOperatively together in

evolving a meaningful assessment of human gnd community needs
to pe served as well @s the appropriate design and vehicle
for serving them. Alan Pifer called upon the community
college to assume the role of communty leadership as its

emerging major mission. This is in sharp contras% to the

v

"town and govwn" relationship which had characterized higher

education for nearly two centuries. ‘

4

a8

. o
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Irnediments

Arnong the impediments to achieving social reconstruction
are theiabsence of a clearly articulated public policy with
specific assignments aiven to various social agencies and
organizations. Another impediment is the requirerent to
operate in an environment swhere polit&éal forces interact in
shaping priorities and supporé bases...:a reality which is

!
antithetical t6 the historic tradition of higher education.

Yet another irmpediment is the result of the condition of

transience of a robile society as described in Future Shock.

. « Some of the difficulties which exist or are emerging as
a consequence of the lack of a clear plan of goals and re-
sponsibilities can be seen in tbé developfng conflict between

/

" competing educational delivery systems. The imprint upon the
direction of society made by philanthgopic foundations and
organizations is quite visible in this instance. Responding
to the desire for enhancing the concebt and reality of community,
the Mott Foundation placed a high priorityrupon supporting the
’developnent of community schools and community education centers
in recent years. The W. K. "ellqQgg Foundation, on the other

‘ ‘hand, for over a decade directed a generous portion of its
resources to support the development §f continuing education
Centers and programssat the unive%sié} and college level.

With the broadening demands of the public fgr life-long
learning opportunities, delivery moved from a mode J% the

’

-49 -
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[4
: . > o ST
,Client going to the institution to a new mode emerging with
the institution going to the client. Overlapping or duplica-

tion services

tional,deli&éry syst

‘nd jufisdictional disputes among the educa-

)

ns was thus almost inevitable: Since we

’

tend to operate on a ctisT

-

basils, serious efforts to pesolve,
the emerging problems, of turfmanship and wasted resources was
S

not to take place at the local level ona voluntary basis but

rather was to be .igndred until the condit®ns had developed

to problematic)prOpérEions.

An additional impediment has been the ambiguity in the
.

concept of community. While many definitions of comrunity

have been given, the conéept itself is very diffiéult,to

generalize. A§ long as physical bouq&ary lines, political

entities, and geography are used, it is reléfiYE} éasy to

grasp; but as we addres§ the social dimension;\of cormunity
/”-with such elements as néighborhoo@ grouns, ethnic consti-
tuencieé or economic areas,‘the concept 5ecomes blurred and ,
rore ambiguous. #America is oldg enoughhﬁo\ﬁave,conmu ities
vhich are at various stages_of‘a l}fe?cyqie. They tome i££o
existence,'ggow, change, and then caﬁ Qéte:iorate and even die
unless there are serious efforts té recycle; Communities are
not only subject to change due to forces'ffgm without but are
more dependent unon forées and relationships within. It is

{ .
through interworking relationships of organizations and agencies

-

that the vitality of communities can be sustained. Linkages
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among these organizations are critical to community develop-

nent and vibpant life. -

)

Perhaps the major impedimént may be lack of local ini-
tiative to address the reguirements of social reconstruction.
Too: frequently the attitude at the local level is an expec-
tation that " it will be done by the state." This.apathy
must be overcome by commuqity colleges every@here whethe;\Th
rural, urban, or suburban communities.

iPubliC Dismay: In the absence of local initiative to

{
address the impediments to community development, several

»

proposals have been advanced at national and state levels which

could h;ve tremendous impact upon the community college: The
Néwman Report éroposed a configuration of higher education
ranging from a national universitv to regional organézations.
—SZZerson has argued for states to be subdivided into metro-
politan areas or regions for the delivery of educationa;
services and programs.15 An extension of this concept has
been advocated whereby the fifty states wouid be viewed as the
basic service area with multi-state regions of the country
g&ven jurisdictiog over policy and budget/procram priorities
for the socialization and social reconstruction roles of the

.

formal .educational system.

15
R. Peterson, "The Regional University and Comprehensive
College: Some' Ideas.” 1In R.R. Perrv and W. F. Hull (Eds.),
The Organized Organization: The American University and Its
Adrriinistratiom. Toleco:. The- University of -Toledo, 1971,

op. 73-95.
“ Sl




‘Regional areas have been created by law or voluntarily
in 37 different states designea to foster better cooperation
among educational institutions and agéencies in dgliveriﬁg
educational orograms and services. Several states have given
the regional’boaf@s.planning and program approvalyauthority
shereby véto powers can thwart a Self—servingﬂiqstitution

which does not take into account the tgtal needs and resources

2

Qof that region.
Evidence that‘extreme measures may be taken in the
" absence of educational leadership .in resolving conflicts and
dup}ication can be seen in a legislative bill introduced in
the Florida legislature during the 1975 session by Senator
Robert Graham, chairman of .the Senate Educatién Coﬁmittee.
That bill, if enacted, would remove all existing state monies
from sghool districts, area vocational schools, community’
colleges, and state universities which directly or indirectly
. support non-credit community educational services ranging from
adult-education through short-term workshops and all levels of
manpower training or retraining. Senator Graham argues that
an‘entirely new administ%ative structure should be established
with twenty-eight areas (these conform to Florida's communi;y'
collegé service area boundaries) identifiea and designated
for all educational and training activities typically identi-

fied with community services and continuing education. Fach

area would\haye a Councijsfor Community Educational Services -

.

\ .
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made up of lay citizens as policy makers to establish pfiori—

.

ties for programs and allocate the public monies. The Council

would have the authority to award contracts for services from

educational .institutions or other public or private agencies
"

'

Oor organizations. , .

An admlnlstratlve agency responsible to the Arfea Counc11

would also, be establlshed charged with the responSLbllity of

assessing educational and training needs of the area and then

prioritizing both the order in which the-needs. should be

addressed and the capablllty of public and private educational

agencies or 1nstLtut10ns to serve the needs on a contractual

-

basis.“The bifl'further provides that entirely new or inde-_#
Pendent agencies or organizations‘can on a éompetitive basis

bid to previde the community educational services sought by
: C 4

.

the Area Council.
4
The creation of ACCES, Arca Council for Community
Educational Services, generated much interest throughout the

'
state., Public hearings held in at least three dlfferent

locatlons resulted in staff repotrts which reflected the,
sobering oBservation that where any negative testimony had

been presented at those Hearings,'it usually was directed at
such political'issues as, the eomposition or method of selecting
members for the area council ot on the écope of powers iden-

4 < * . . ! l"
tified-with the area council or its aﬁ&lnlstratrve agency.

There was noticeabl} little opposition to the concept
o . '

. d » +

]
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that non-educational organizations would be eligiblecagvéeek

.

. . A\
contracts to provide services.

The proéésed bill calls ‘for the area councils to work

.

'] a .

through the State Pl@nniné Council for Post High School

Education, the Florida-designated 1202 Commission. @

This bill, even if.not énacted in the present legislative 4/J{k-

+ [

session, should be interpreted hy community colleges through-
out the country as an indication of public dismay with the

1
resistance of the educational community toraqgressively under-
4

take . a self-appraisal and voluntarily remove the ambiguity

-~

and chaos which has develored from‘theudiverisfy of educational

é’ idstitutions over the vears. Tt is evidence of intent of the

legislature to establish statewide policies and structures

<

which are perceived to better serve the public interest if

. 4 . s q s
local option does not deronstrate 1ts\%9111ty to accommodate

.

the educational needs of the public without regard to paxo-*e

chial-or-self~interest considerations. § .
Community Eolleges on the one hand have anAoppbrtunity

to become the focal voint for communitv-hased postsecondary

» P
education. Thev nrnust, however, collectively within each sthte

Y

clearly chart a course which removes them from & internecine

) /
conflicts and jurisdictional disputes which can only

o ' i »

4

contri-

.

bute to,attrition and even failire.

©

n dedicated to

.

= » . . .7 .
Summary: The need far' a ial institdt
personal and-«community develooment and renewal was enunciated

/ . . . . -
as early as 1947 when the President's Commissicn oh Higher

¢
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Education urged establishment of a community college with a

i [N -

different mission which would relate intimately to the life
of the community served, whether rural, subufban, or urban in ' -
nature. That call was the beginning of a growing publhc

awareness and demand for an educational institution which

L] ’
.

7 w6h1d accept(socialyreconétructionzas well as socialization

as an appropriate resgonéibilfty and mission. TS
Because the earlier community college models £ended to

follow the pattefns of the tradit%ohql four-year college - K

moael, they were pulled into the.thrlpool of federél and

State control mechanisms which impinged upon the local in-

stitution. Sincg.it would be'lmpossible for apy institution

to relate its services and programs to its community unless

it is@?ruly indigenous to that community, somé design oripro-

vision for local policy mqking“and priority setting is R

essential, regardless of’ the sourcé of funding.’ It is to the

N \ . :
implications for public policy which this*situation presents :

that Section IV will be addressed.

. . i
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¢ : Implications for Public Policv

- [y ~ “

One of our greatest challenges in the
decades ahead will be to reeéupate
ourselves and others to dlfferent
.criteria of success where human services
are concerned. .

‘. Alan Pifer defined the leadership role community

’ colléges should assume for social reconstructioﬁ, though
admitting other institutions have a part to play'&n community-

based’postéecohdary education, when he observed:
.+« I see the community college as the

. essential leadership agency.... They can
become the hub of a network of institu-
tions and community agencies... the high
schools, the industry, the church, voluntary
agenc1es, youth groups, even the prlson

. system and the courts... utilizing their
educational resourcei and, in turn, becoming
a resourceNfor them. - v

v

When examining the effect of.statetimpingemehts upon
community colleges we find both "good" and "bad" occurring.
On the one hand, the array of new agencies and organizations
having iegponsibilities to cham@ion the cause of target popu- F

lations such as those for the veterans, 'senior citizens,

-

16 :
Louis W. Bender, "Planning After the Golden Decade", Improving
Statewide Plannlng, NMew Directions for ngher Educatlon,
San Francmscp' . Jossey-Bass, Inc., Winter, 1974.
17 : . )
» * Alan Pifer, American Association of Community Junior Colleges
Convention, February, 1974.

‘
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minority groups, woren, as yell as agencies or organizations
charged with promoting puhlic avareness and suooort of
special corn unity needs such as reo1onal7olanninc, manpower

(Conprehensive rducation Training Act), enVironwental agencies,
transportation and numerous others can be aoo& -All rnrovide

potential for broadening the services and prograyé of .the

comnunity-based community college. Provisions far identi€i-

cation of problerns jpintlv as well as securing of appropriate.
financial sugport or program services all represent rich
opportuni ies for the institution to utilize existing cormu-
nity and state agencies. On the other hand, the same agencies

\

can often be obstructions to the community colleges when re-

»View or - aporoval powers become obstacles to rapid and orderly

N, ¢

develoonent of procrams, serVices, or neeced faciIities. It

is in this domain that the art of-individual and personal di-

i

plomacy becomes a key ingredient to effective community-based
cormunity college education. ’
“ .

It-is quite clear that community colleges in the vanguard
witﬁ"successful community-based programs have cut thenselves
loose from extraneously imposed constraints of the hicher"

education syndrome and have struck out in new directions which

k4
. -

lead to truly community-cormitced development whether serving
rural, suburban or urban constituencies. They interact with
the array of agencies and organizations comfortably assuming

the stances of catalyst, broker, partner, or servant. But these
) A

o7
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new and different directions justify, and in fact cgll for,
local policy-making citizen-centered bodies which can assure
the individuality of each institution and a pluraiistic

system of community coileges to serve a pluralistic democratic

.

society. . .

v
.

Ccommunity-based community colleges cannot be viewed as-
state~owned or operated institutions. Too frequently state
legislatures view them as a state agency rather than a state
government corporation receiving a staté*subsidy for their
opegation as the appropriate model, réga£dless of the fundinc
fornula of.a given state.

2s Gleazer has pointed oudt, =~ The fact is that on the
whole the entire array of laws and pdlicies governing community

colleges view them as followers in higher education rather \\\\_,

?

than 'leaders in communityv develcopment.'" Community colleges
must be viewed not as extensions of high school; trugﬂ%ted
divisions of baccaluareate institutions, or even as "bridges”
betyeen hi¢h school and university. A separate profile must
be pérceived bv legislatcr %nd taxpayer alike of an institution
designed to.serve £he requirements of individual and community
develoonent. , .

State-level advocacy for community colleges is needeéi '
however. While some administrators and faculty would argue X "
such a. function could be achieved outside'the governmentéi

\

structure through a voluntary orcanization, such is not true.




' 3

Statewide public good must take precedence over institutional
self—interest. Since resources are }imited, only through a
N state governmental agency can gquity'of treatment to individpal

colleges be guaranteed while assurance giQen that prudent use
of public monies will result in maximum services for state as .
well as local nequ. "

Various interests are suggesting the possibility that
some states many need to create new .institutions devoted ex-
clusively to non-traditonald leérning. These pressures re-
present only the tip of the iceberg, for beneath the surface
related pro?lems and issues are lurking. The growing com-
petition for the "new student clientele" and for non-traditional
programs will bring pressures ﬁpon state agenéies to referee
competing claims of‘insti%rﬁions. Further difficulties of
generating funds for experimentation and innovgtion will occur
as states face financial stringencies. All of these issues
suggest a more activist role for state-level boards or agencies

for community colleges in the years ahead. The manner in which

-

R ' “such state agencies and their constituent community colleges

[y

interact will determine the future. An interdependency has

'

evolved since the community colleges are under pressure from
ﬁéwly emerging units of federal and state government while the
, - state agencies are under atFack by various interests to win
( . assignﬁent of jurisdiction and aﬁthority previously in the
‘province of the cémmﬁnity,college agency. Unless each
. ‘vigorously supports the other, both will lose.

Q. ’ - o9
ERIC '
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Paramount to the guestion of control of the community

college Is its mission and purpose. This monogranh has -

outlined the variety of external forces whicK have contri- -

buted to a distortion of the organizational, structure needed
for that social institution dedicated to community deQelopnentm !7
The AACJC Board of Directors has set the course for

o

national public policy through i#ts vision and design of the

newly articulated.Association mission:

»
-

"To provide national
leaderéhip'of cornnunity-based, verformance-oriented post-
secondary education.” To achieve the true mission of the
community collece as the institution to carry tﬂis out,
hdwever, new legislation at the state level will need to be

‘forged and new dimensions of service will need to be developed.

Some recommendations for action are proposed to that énd.

1

Recommendations

1. H%551on‘

It is recommended that a national mission
statement for the community college he
developed together with a model omnibus
legislative package which ciearly spells
out the philosophy, purpose, and mission
of the contemporary community college for

adoption by each state Sglslature.
The American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
and the FEducation Commission of the States should seek creatiggﬁﬁﬁ
of another President's Commission Study or aésume'responsi—

bility for establishing a national task force to design such

model legislation as each has done in the past.

GO




2.

In those

Zocus of Policy-making:

It is”recommended that every state provide
swhstantive local participation in policy,
“priorirty-and program directions for, the
cormunity collége recardless of the state
‘structure in existence.

4
states 'shere a state svster exists, state 1la'rs

or regulatiqns should be changed or the state director should

through administrative directives provide for Creation ané

Operation of a local policy-making body with oowvers over daily

programmatic operations of the college.

Overlapping Jurisdictions:

It is reconmended that each state legislature

cor ission a studv of the prolifera&ion of
"control” groups whith have resulted frorm
new federal and state policies. Reredial

~steps should be taken to correct the over-

lanped juriscdictions tthich have developed.

In those states where legislatures or the governor fail

to undertake such corrective effoerts, university leadership

programs should direct research investigators towagf the same

phenomenon.

Internecine Warfare:

It is recommended that the communlty colleaes
in each state work closely to establish their
nission and role by virtue of close coopera-
tion among institutions and with their state
agency. A p051t%ye approach to initiate
articulation and cooperative working rela-
tionships should then be launched with the
help of the AACJC.

It is suggested that the AACJC seek cooperation and

develop a position paper with the- other appropriate national

61
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orcanizations at Orne Duport Circle which could foster better

coordinaticn ané cooperation within the states. ~
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5. Local Initiative:
It is recorrencded that comunity colleges
become more involwved in the political
crccess bv estaklishing and maintaininc
ocsitive cermunications with state and
national legislators residing in the ser-
.. vice area ard by c¢enerating strong pover

bases fron alurni, cormunhikyv leaders,
ervlcvers cf cradfuates, husinessmen, labor,
cerunits creurss and the like.
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These five recorrendaticons reed ceoncerted effort bv all

relationshics at all l=els i1s basic to successful serviee to

A~ strenc advocacy agéncy cr bhoard for community collegeé
is needed at the state level in oréer for commuqity colleges
to have a sicnificant voice in fcrrulation of regulations and
standards by the varicus -edministering arrms of government as *

well as corrissions and other orcanizations esteblicshed as a

-
-
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consequence.of federal programs or public pressures. In its

advocacy role, the state cormunity college agehcy or board

should perceive its purpose as service, leadership, represen-

tation, and defenéer of the community-based institutions.
Substantive local participation, in policv making

is fundamental to the basic tenets of cormnmunity-based

cormunity colleges for thev rust be as individualistic, diverse,

anc heteroéeneous as the different communities tﬂemselves.

State legislators, state boerd members, and state cfficials

rust recoénize that the Arerican ideal of a olﬁrélistic

.

society is predicated upon each cormunity reflecting the

N

unique characteristics of geography, customs, demography,

resources, and ethric cgroups, as well as politi%ai and

spiritual inclinations. ) ‘

- .
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