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. o THA# planning is.a polltlcal process 1nsures that it is a con-
# <

. t er81al;one._ The recent baf%le over the New York State review of

doctoral/programs (1) 1llustrates both the extension of plannlng

}uthority and the resistance that extension produces..

SR Th:Ls is the age of planning. . . . This is the age of the

. mult;dlsc1p11nary, large-scale approach to systems research for pollcy-

. -

~mﬂun %3,p”M o ‘

(Y

P | The condlt%onﬁ making hlgher educatlon piannlng espec1a&ly

-

fyﬁ{. /urgent and espec1ally controversial are well-known, and have been power-

L fully documented by Glenny (16) and others.
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" As statewide planning has come to play a promlnent role in the

development of public policy for. postsecondary education, scholars and

-

‘ study commissions have developed models and guideliness for planning -,
" . But rélatively little attention has been given to the description and
“ W analysis of the actual practices, of ind1v1dual states If the general- {
.. o ized and theoretical models are to be tested, ref1ned, and revised, it ’ ‘
y -
” | Cwill be necessary to study the planning process in action. *The ulti- ..V .
mate goal should be the blending of the perspectives of practitibners

and participants with those of theoreticians. : T

pore}

, This accoudt of a particuiar planning. effort in one state is

o>

written priparily from the practitioner-participant\point of view. It
deals withf the process as'weld_as the outcomes of plamning. It N

attempts £to destribe and evaluate one approach to planning. Our inter- ¢

evoke criticism and comparison which may lead to improved
]

est is. t

models.

4

\/. ' Ve describe the planning process used in California higher edu-. S
~ cation/in the early 'seventies, and the reassessment of that state's -
1260 aster Plan for Higher Education. More specifically, we fd?ﬁs»on
+ that art of the reassessment undertaken by the state Legislathre
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A study s:LmultaneousJ.y undertaken by the Coorda.natlng Council for ngher \/

b %

‘Education (CCHE) will be noted, but not discussed in detail. .

°_

Our.purposes are: (1) to describe the Planning process, (2) to-

®

compare that _Process with some well-known planping models, and (3) to

make some judgments concernmg‘the strengths and weaknesSes of the C,a.ll- . ..

-

for’niab(ﬁ'LC) approach. , R ”

We hope that thisg paoer makes a useful contribution to the grow-

)

ing discussioh of higher educatlon planning. The evidence contained in

f

our description of the California "experieénce" adds, we think to a

needed set of planning cases, which can be utilized for critica.l review ) .
/
and ana.lysis. ’

» ~ . »
» - ]

- We are, therefore, speaking to those directly involved in
p_lanning for higher education, primarily at the state level, as well as
tc a wider group of scholars and observers of riigher education concerned
about @gppropriate, feasible, anti. effective responses to the.troubled ‘
present and uncertain fyture of American higher education. .
Our pian for this paper divides it into: (1) Introduction and. .
background (iucluding'the context provided I;y the l9éO Master Plan and : \

its current consequences), (2)!Implementation of t&e JILC restudy, and

(3) Evaluation, comparison, ana_'lysis.




=
The changing face of planning

,

1
Y

—

fRe 1mpetus prov1ded by federal "1202" legislation for tne

v g
*

- creation of statewide agencies for- planning and coordination illus—
trates the power of the statewide planning movement " although 1t

’ _does not explain it. It is clear that interest in statewide planning ’
i

* and coordination accompanied the post- World War II enrollment surge.
Subsequent planning efforts have been directed primarily at the rieed

to determine the magnitudé and'location of potential enrollment in-

fcreases, and estimate and .allocate the necessary facllities and re-

sources ‘tp accommodate themn. ’ , ""

These planqing and coordinating efforts have @rawn fire from

various quarters. Writing in the Chronicle of Higher: Education,
N .
\ ‘ Harold Enarsonqgaid. ”Ovar the years, the coordinating boards have -
|

<

\J
enlarged $heir jurisdiction and extended their powers. In many
4y

states, they have moved inexorabhly from useful fact -gathering and
+helpful analysis to outright control and declared intervention into

the internal affairs of the universities" (ll, p. 16). -

The centralization of statewide planning” efforﬁp accompanied o
/ DY

» . - the immense enrollment growth of higher education in the decades of the

-

‘ 'fifties_and 'sixties, and the shift of that enrollment concentration fr

from the private to publi¢ institutions. But even while growth w‘f
still center stage there were signs that planning activiti s\would
broaden in scope to include qualitative considerations\ An illustra—

tion of ¢his shift can be.found in a comparison of the sequential




.
v’ M - N .
. 3
> [P Y .

phases of Illinois’ Maiter Plan. While Phase I (196&) emphasized

expansion of a system, of two-year colleges, aCCeSSlblllty to the com—v

..

muter student, allocation of student enrollment and facilities’ Phase
. II (1966) emphasized urban students, state scholarships ang the concept

of a "system of systems," and Phase ITI (1971) emphasized functional“

diversityv (identification of Ph D. Lnstltutions), promoted diver§ity

and distinctiveness, recommended a state learning resources network

and expressed concern with the.quality of 1ife (l9) P -
IN : —
Berdahl takes cognizance‘of this shift ip the planning .process

'y

from quantitative to qualitative conceruns, and‘not%s that Palola,\&ehmann, o

and Blischl?® predict that "the new challenge of thEr1970's will be aca-
demic-reform, involving reassessmeﬁt of curricuia, programs and methods

of instruction and governance" (3, p. 95) L,

N ’

Lrhe checklist of.' planning considerations" developed by the
_Carnegie Commission, is also supportive evidence of the broadenea scope of

planning and its increasing qualitative concerns That checklist" in-~
\ *

cludfs. ‘Statement of goa@s, quantification of goals, analysis of present

enrollment, resourcés and programs for postsecondaryaeducation; presgent

-

and desirable differentiation of function among institutions, inter-state
‘arrangements, qualitative evaluation of existing program, evaluation of
)

efficiency, present and-prosted polic1es regarding private higher educa-

: /
tion, admission policies, tuition and f1nancia# aid, articulation, adapt-

ability of the system, adequacy of counsehing senV1ces, analysis of rela-

tionship of” institutions of postsecondary edueation to other institutions

7

(9, ». 33)
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. AS the concerns of plannlng ahd coondinating agencies push

beyond enrollment accommodation, ‘the threat to 1nst1tut1 nal autonomy

. \\»,

. naturally becomes more tangible Rather than‘:dnimize the reality of

this\threat thls paper uill attempt among other things, to emphasize

the need to maintain a Balance between the control implied by coordina- ’)
rd ¢ 1

tipn and plannfng, and the instixutionak independence required for
>

- a

quality and effectiveness

Along with

&
¥

responsibilityn ha“

s cess as, dne which ought to bﬁ'relatively more open" than "closed. "
Ind1cators of”this developmeqt are (l) increasing'involvement of the

-: public ahd other kinds of postsecondaﬁy institutidns than colleges and
‘f

!t

- universities 1n the state- plannrng process, (2) growing recognition

that as a political” process, planning is better carr1ed out through ‘

-~ .

relatively open- politics than by those which ianvolved limited negotiationp

among }imited actors 2 A B

)

Yy

Lo ]
I4 o
2The literature on planning isn't satisfactory on this point. The
Carnegie éomm13510n has recommended that master planning be undertaken "by
e
a commission appointed for that purpose with a small staff augmented by °

A
speclal tagsk force as neededV (lO, p. 36) 'The "planning model" designed
' by Palola Lehmann and Blische envisions a statewide board with analogous
. units functioning at system and institutional-leuels, majority lay'member-
' -ship, 2 small sbaff supplemented by the work and temporary task forces
(23, p 570) A similar approacL is proposed by Glenny, Berdahl, Palola,
and Paltridge in their 1971 handbook on‘state coordination. The question '
. - . Eg, )
; - .
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‘Tﬁe 1960 Master Plah.

. ! ¢ N
Tw, *

The.California confext:

* T~ - ’- N , ‘ . ' N e .._ :
The most obvious aspect-of the context of the,eonsﬁruction of
[}

In the per1od 1960-

2 v

1975 (the years which the Master Plan was designed t ss), the .
Unlver31ty of California (UC)" was expected to absdrb enrollment in-

I

Pnlifornla s ‘1960 Laster Plan is thak of growth

c¢reases of- 246%, the Callfornla State Colleges, now the Californla

-

State Univer51ty and Cblleges (CSUC)J 3h9%, and the Community Colleges

»

$193%. . o o :

< . ‘ .

This enrollment growth meant more campuses, with the increasing
polltlcal power (community 1dent1fication, multiplied resources) these
implled * -It was clear that site selection (and allocation of sites to

systems) would be a highly political process.

»

e
Another partially political factor which needed review by a

!

-

v

of broad "partlcipatory plannimg has rarely beeh addressed The most

; current authoritatlve source (x7) barely mentions this aspect of plan-

“ning, except to gpprovevof Medsker's emphasis upon participation of

roadblocks. (p. 33).

relevant'institutions in the process (p. 29), Ways' suggestion that
more recent Effnninghefforts havelinclnded'gnore open and deliberate
attempts to selection of ends"” (p.'3l) and Hansen's observatlon that
the. group process in educational planning may‘panse the delays and

Halstead appears ‘to view planning as a mostly

technical process. N

-

L *3




fiia's three segments which accorded the Univer31ty of Galifornia -

" . .
. ool ‘. - N

the functions of research and doctoral programs, the State Colleges‘ ¢

. »

that .of undergraduabe studies, teacher trjinlng and’ master s level

graduate work, and the Coyéunity Colleges, lower division transfer work é' "
v / 4 ' T o,

and vocational educatiog: - : vy ’ -, ‘ ’
- The accomplishments of the 1960 Master kPlan includeds, - .. )

(1) Confirmation of the existing differentiation of function,

which secured the. hegemony of the University of California )

over the prestige fun&tions of researcé doctoral Sstudy,
' and a pattern of highly selective admissions - -

(2) Creation of a fairly weak Coordinating Council possess-

| ing mostly advisory powers, wh1ch was - dominated initially,
' by institut{onal representatives , This tended to 1nsure

f ' " thaﬁ existing 1nst1tutional prerogatives and relationships '_ \\’

P ‘ s :
’ would not be aggressively reviewed. However})the

Council was effective in its role of reviewing proposgals -

. for new campus locations : ' o)

-

(3) Institutionalization of the State Collegquystem with i&s o

\S\a//,_ . ‘ own~board of"’ trustees (but failure to secure the recom-

-,

mended constitutional status for this system).

’

- ° (&) himitation of the function of the Community Colleges to two ‘

/
years! and the recommendation that they accommodate a

* larger share of total lower division enrollment of the v o4

public "system."

M .
. L)
. k “ \
. .
. . .
il
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.. (5) Increased geographical access'by authorizatien of mew | ﬁ\ .
. " C . ' - " - . '. (%3 . o *
B C . campuses for all three publlc segments. oy s ‘2
e ‘: IS 7 '
h : Alon351de these and other signlflcant accomp11Shments of the/l960

- P . - . - " R
S o Master Plan, and perhaps4&mpllc1t in them, were severalgﬂhoEtcodings
t

(] : - - * . '

‘. B - (1) Because of the na;ure of the Codrdlnating Council, the”
' -7 L

i Master Plan really provided no instrument for ies own
. j .

. ! o reassessment or for any continuing and genuine reevalua-) ..

i : . ’ v ‘ r - T fi
~tion of -the goals and performance of California h1gher

R . e

- v

education

- “ h

(20 The relationship between public and prlvate higher edu-

¢+ ‘cation was not really analyzed nor was the, question

J
£ of state aid, to the. private sector (except in the
'C //, oo C _.support given to the State ScholarShip programa‘which o ;'
J f’\-“.

was specifically designed primarlly“to assist/brivate

1 . M ' p]
) . ‘ institutions).’ ; - te

.(3). No prov1sionsﬁwere made for inter—instltutional cooperation.

(h) The questlon of access to higher education was éreated

AL

,%*; , ' largely in qdantitatlve and geographicai terms, its more
¥ ' ) . ‘ complex aspects were not investigated 2 4i\\ - \\
The late .ﬁixties brpught cle?rer recognition of a number/of e
cruc1al problems for higher education the compléxities %f the problem
of college access (eSpecially for disadyvantaged students), the plight of '

¢ . * . o
- pr1Vate higher education, the 1nadequacy of uncoordinated institutional

autonomy, and the impending slowdown fn rollment growth These problems

. * ' o
* T
9
.
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' its failure to prov1de fon a continu&ﬁsfplanning process.

a other préssures was added, of course, the supercharged political at-

' was “largely a cheeklist survey of the extent to which legislation and

o Legislature (1n41968)

- . N -. :
n —& P -
A

e ) . z -
brought the defects of the original Master(Plan 1nto focus—-especially

To these

* A
mosphere resulting from campus dissent and d1sruption
. -
Two reevaluations of the 1960 Master Plan made during the

'sixties’ were 1neffective‘ but for dif@ereht reasoans.

- -

In 1966, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education publx-

cized a report entitled The Master Plan Five. Years Later (l2), wﬂlch

~ -

recommendations produced by the l960 Master Plan had and had notLbeen

carried out The réport was: not critical beyond the confines of - the spe-
* Pl ~ -

AJ

cifié‘recommeﬁdations of the 1960 Plan.’ ) .
.‘ '; 1‘.. 1. . / . . ) R ) -
L g‘second reevaluation,‘The Challenge of Achievement (6), was

"

,published by the Joint’ Committee on Higher Education of the Caliﬂornia

-

H - b
the political calls for punitive legislation, the report_ was & serious '

r

o attempt to re thin&'some of the importarnt aspects of California highér _

-~ .

-

l‘,‘

In-light of the context of campus disruptions‘and -

AY . .
education, and fihaﬁcing of public high&r education. But because the re-

port was written under the chairmanship of Jesse Unruh whose,party had

just lost control of the legislatdre, and who was correctly perceived asJ
a potential challenger to Reagan for- the governorship, it -got nowhere. .

To the liability of parti politics, however, may have been ‘addeq the ’

-

liability of the process of the report itself--the politics of planning
The study was almost wholly a staff effortl supplemented by the work of
N

«




CAR . -

. e Co. . . 9 .
- consultants, and therefbre had an.extremely’narrow,political base;

- <

. 4 In 1270 two maJor efforts ‘at reevaluatina the ten-year-old
\/'J"-rr ; . Master Elan were undertaken' one by the Legislature, another by - the
’ r A

uCoordinating Council. *The context for- reevaluation was prov1ded by

L
Pl

. - ¢ . Sy
o : . ~
- $ome powerful factors- (l) 1ncreas1ng awareness of th%?weaknesses of

v l ' the 1960 Plan,gas indicated above, (b) the 1ncreas1ng demands made upon o // ‘

oo 7 ' . state funds by other cr1t1cally 1mportant social” services, (3) the de- s
e . TR ‘*!v L

' clining env1ronment of higher.education on the cam uses, in-the legis-f N

-

’ lature and the governor's office' and among the public.

Yo '\__g’~ Because of the decreased credibility of the higher education

A establishment and the inappropriaténess of delegating such a study to

the state plannlng and coordinating agency, when the latter s effective-

— _‘ . ness vas one of the maJor 1ssues, the Master Plan review was delegated ,.-1§£%~¥1
L4 N 3 s ’ AR
S ' ' s o PP S
3 e by the leg1slature to one of its own committees.» Once 1t Became clear o ﬁah
. N - o . . e A&-
that the legislature intended to: conduct 1ts own rev1ew, the. Coordina—" »
4 . LS r

*

¢ "‘_ o . tihg Council for Higher Education dec1ded to appoint a blue r1bbon c1t1zens'
- committee wh1ch would also restudy the Master Plan. . The motives for the
establishment of the Select Commltte@~were mixed but they‘dppear to have
S e 1ncluded (1) face-saving for the CCHE, (2) fear T the Iiberallsm of the
chairman and’ s&me other leg1slat1Ve‘comm1ttee members (though the com-
mittee|included leg1slators of all political persuasions represented in

the leg1slature), and (3) the hope of someimembers of the CCHE and others

in the California h1gher education communltyethat the two.studies would

’
~- Ly

create .sufficient conflict and confusion to cause a parélysis of public

-

~
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California Leglslature to the JLZ wak a broad mandate to )

"hlgher education pollcy in the state thereby 1nsur1ng,cont1nuatlon

~
.

of ‘the status quo. ;o .
_ - . <

The focus of this paper is on the work of -the Joint Legislatlve

-

Commlttee, rather than that of CCHE to which we will refer where.

v
N

appropr1ate 1n compar1son of the WO efforts. The charge given hy_the

‘ascertain, study, and analyze all facts relating to' the

'development of a new“Master Plan for Higher Education

A .
. in California, including . . . purposes, functions, and
responsibiiities - « . governance , ., . accountability !
“ .+ . . emphasis now accorded undergraduate and graduate

. .
tralnlng .« e . qua11f1catlons for adm1ss1on' .,.‘r1s—' ‘

ﬂ

1ng expectatlons of low 1ncome students . ... reV1ew
e

¢ : the concept ‘that all qhallfled students be able to R .
attend higher educational 1nst1tutlons and thathll

students have equal access to such 1nst1tutlons .. .

ab111ty of the state to provide adequate resources (2).

N

The resolution establishing the JLC was adopted in Septemher,
L]

1970. The committee was appointed 1n late March 1971. It adopted

.
.

a study plan 4in January, 1972.
One reason for the time-delay between enactment and presenta-
:tlon of the study plan was the partlclpatlve--and therefore tlme-v

consum1ng--nature of the process decided upon. The participatory

nature of the process was .in contrast to the original Master Plan de-

‘velopment, which was quite largely a product of institutional partici-

. pation, and also in contrast to the simultaneous effort of the CCHE

| i4 | o o
. K | )l3 )




abeut ninety'persons from public andfprivate institutions at the cagpus

-~.for Joint Committee attention. The activities of the ad hoc' committee

v

which will be discussed briefly belaw. 3 s ’
; . ’ '
The JIC study was designed and 1mplemented by a very small staff

¢

(of three profeselonals), wh1ch accoﬂplmshed,much of the substantlve work

L3

e

through contracts w1ﬁh outsude consultants who prepared pollcy alterna—
+ 7\77

tive papers on varlous subJects aﬁé through adV1ce and ‘recormendations » X

from public and,prlvé%e 1nst1tu£{ons, interested lay and academic‘groups,
. ' S o . ) . i

/ . . @
;! “ P

.
L)

and the gerieral publiec. .,

N >

A key device for producing that broad public and institutional
8 . , Vo ' . , '
input was the creation of an ad hoc advisory committee, which'inciuded

and statewide level: faculty, students and admlnlstrators, and lay
citizens concerned w1th hlghar educatlon in, Callfornla.

Thls,c%mmittee met for a weekend of intensive discussion in
September of 1971, with the task of generating a deries of major issues
were focused by severéi preceding events: (l) the circulatlon of an

extens1ve mailing, to about 1500 Callfornlans, to f1nd out uhelr

i

.

3An illustration of this aspect of the JLC study is the extent to
which students participated in it, as they had not participated in the

earlier Master Plan«study. Durlng the 1nterven1ng years, the students
had developed an effectlve and soph}stlcated lobbying e;fort in Sacrzmento.
Through that ingtrument, and also by direct part1c1patlon in the restudy
effort, the current study bears the 1mpr1n€&of student advice and counsel.
Faculty‘involJement,'too, wae an adétive fector in the current effort,

-

" whereas a review of the membership of the 1960.survey team and of its fub—

committees, reveals very little in the way. of faculty membership.
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- alternative forms - o
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. \
- differentiation of function : o ‘ ‘
i « 7

. subcommittees of its own membership and staff.

iluded representation from the three public segme

"
A > . - \ ,

perCeption of the maJor issues facing higher education at that’ time;

) R .
(2) an 1n1t1al hearing, Jhich was the first public activity of the

-

Joint Committee, on the future of society.' The papers presented at
!

that hearing by experts concerned Q1th futurologw/constituted an

intelligence briefing for the members of both the Joint Committee and ,

..

_the ad hoc\c1tizens ComnitCee st

L]

With the perspectives prov1ded by these act1v1t1es, the ad hoc

committee framed these is§ues o -

'
1 "
'

purposes/goals/relationships of higher education to society

v~ evaluatian o . ' . '

relationship of State government to higher education

1

Ll'I‘he ad hoc committee also prov1ded a forum for faculty and student
/

part1c1pat)on in contrast with both the original master plan study and the

concurrent CCHEAstudy. -The CCHE Select Committee operated primarily through

The Sklect Committee in-

of California higher

education and the 1ndependent colleges. Its public representation which

constituted th1rteen of its seventeen person membership included no students

no faculty and“Was drawn fﬂom a somewhat narrow socio-economic and occupa-

¢

tional range.‘ Nevertheless,\@herevwas close cooperation between the CCHE




S

. - .
% - ] N
’

.The fact that those issues were developed. by a group 1airly broadly

"'representatlve of’Callfornla hlgher education, and to some extent

of its lay citizenry, gave them Credlblllty which might otherw1se

have been lacklng. This process also created @& network of "influeuwtials™

~

1n’Ca11forn1a higher education whose 1nterests and stake in the Joint

~

Committee S work was helghtened Thirdly, it allowed initial insti-

tutional input to take Place 1n an open settlng, diminishing the

cp0331b111ty of a quiet process of llmiting issues to those wlthout bite.

The length of time between the énactment of leglslatlon man-

>

datinglthe Master Plan restudy and the approval of the study plan was
probably a factor in the study malntainlng a "low proflle, and avoid-
ing the hazards of draw1ng fire from.1nst1tutions and 1nd1viduals who

)

felt threatened by its act1v1t1es It was thus able to work in a h

. somewhat more plac1d environment than might otherwise have been the

'.

case, and‘with somewhat more productlvity. Th1s time fagtor also
allowed the generatlon of the hlghly valued part1c1patory process al-
ready dlscussed Table 1 (Appendlx) summarizes the stndy plan of the.
e, . . .

The broad scope of the JIC's process- was really’philosophical,

and produced governing assumptions: (1) that the process should in-

clude broad institutional, as well as general public representation;

(2) that the scope of study should extend beyond the original 1960
. (} . -

-

Select Commixtee and the JLC which helped to minimize the possibility

of reports with’radlcally different conclusions creating a political

impasse.
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lan,

-

.
.

[
’ .

N includé a wide raﬁge of subjects generated'by initial open

inqui;y;\and (3) that the process. of inquiry was itself a valued "out- 1

.~ I

. - -

- come”  of su$h a study, and woul@‘pos§&?}y'rpstorevsome of the credi-
. ‘ N :

bility lost of California higher education ovér the: previous, half

- -

<t

- . decade. o ' ‘ . ¥

-y
»
\

v




- Vi 3
. o SN |
. .

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STUDY PLAN : /;

Public Hearings , ( // S .
. ' . h

From January through Septémbe‘ of 1972 the committee held a .
series of hearings on the subjects contained in the study Plan (see
Table 2 - Appendix) Each hea%inngas publicized Well in advance
and opep’to anyone who wishe& toztestify Each of the segments pre-

sentﬁd@testimony, as well aé student and faculty groups, representa—

tives, of organizations interestedsln higher edu ation, and members of
the_general public. The committee itself occasi nally invited ex-~

perts to offer their views and those who. appeared included Neil J. e : 1!»
Smelser (Structure), Robert Berdahl-and Paul Dressel (Planning),

George I. Brown (Alternative Forms), and several others. However, the

segments w1th their large staffs were able to participate more fully

L . EES
"
than other 1ndividuals and groups. Each of the three public seg- '

ments provided testimony at nearly every hearing.

The general posture of each of the three public segments was
~one of enthusiastic support for the 1960 Master Plan, urging that the
éommittee ‘make status quo recommendations in every area except.financ-
ing, where increases in stdte support were requested. One of the

public hearings which best exemplifies the extent to which the segments

had welded themselves to the status quo was the hearing on planning.

19 :
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[ scene in higher education in California is -the diversit

-
N

[}

o

\ l
\

N

For- many years the segments had- been privately critical of the state

higher education planning agency, the CCHE. Several studies includ-
' $

11;?the Challenge of Achievement -and the Palola, Lehmann and Blischke .
.

lanalyses had concluded that state planning in California was essen—_,'

tially 1neffect1ve In -addition, the very existence of a leglslative

master planning commlttee reflected a disenehantment and lack oﬁ con-~

¥
4

fidence in existing planning mechanisms ¥ :

/
Yet the segmental testimony seemed oblivious to these cour

e
i

43
SRR LA

cerns, In his testimony on governance, Charles Hitch, pre31denm ?f
the Univer31ty of California, asserted that the state ] role in. p&blic
higher education should be limited to assigoment of missions to insti~

i
tutions or systems, appointment of governing board members, alloca-‘

.tion of f1nancial support and review of effective lutilization of re-

sources (18) Overall state planning and coordination was not even

mentioned. Later/testimony by a University of California spokesman

endorsed the lack of state-level planning by implying. that improved

state pPlanning wouldﬂeliminate department, campus and system planning.
- "One of the most important featores of the present

' - I
and multiplicity of planning centers operating within ,

the general framework set forth in the 1960 Master Plan ..
|
the multiplicity of planning units, in departments,

t

colleges, campuses, segments, and in governmental agencies’

and coordinating councils has contributed greatly tq the o

A ¢ . : \/
< U ﬂ

3.
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magnitude (22, p. 2). 'E ' N
The Univerdity's testimony\typifﬁed the segmental positions. ' N
The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges called for a con- ‘ /)
. " .

¢
allocations and- er@d -fiscal matters"%%%% p. 16). . _ t. . “

for full exploratidn of the issues. Thensomewhat defensive posture of

quality of education in Californid, . . . to_have one

n . )
planning unit increases the probability that plans S . _
: . d .‘ . . 4 [y
that are wrong will have dire cousequences of great ‘
' : ' A\

(

r

tinuatlon of the staiis quo and the Cal fornia state University and

Colleges took a 31mil r stance, while s

porting some strengthening

o
, ¥ Y J )
of the CCHE s role in "manpower and e M ent predictions, enrollment

Though the hearings, which wert 'fﬁld almost weekly in Sacramento
e
for several months, tended to become 8

L

yhat tedious, they did allgw

0 9 .
the segments became’more dand more apparent‘to'the'committee members.,

The credib/}ity of the segments declined over the course of the H\;;;Z:¢/
ings because. their spokesmen would appear ‘each week armed with vol '

nowus defenses of the status quo, regardless of the subject area under

discussion. It was Just not possible for the comuittee members, most +
of whom had served in the legislature since at least the mid*l960's, to
accept the utopian portrait of California higher education which was

-

presented.

FCommissioned Papersd

-

b Phase III of the study plan also included a series of position

papers designed to respond to the ‘questiens raised in the open hearing

21 . | |
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phase of the study. Beyond the obvious role of 1ntelligence ﬁhich '
these papers filled, they also 1ncreased the legitimacy of some of

the alternative solutions to hlgher education problems which were ﬂ?

offered by their authors.

‘Table 3 (Appendix) llsts the papers and S,

authors)and br1efly descriges each.

in several cases, publlclty given &

public pressure to deal explicitly with the problem which they d1s-

cussed. A good example of this is the effe

-ing Postsecondary Educétion n California"

-~

(4
o the papers 1ncreased

- - b.)
ct of the paper on "Financ-

which was writ't_én by the

»-

Academy for Educaﬁ!on Development

The paper fully discussed a number

tvely precludlng ration 1 debate on this issue.

. of contemporary issues in the financing of hlgher education and pro-

vided three alternatlves for tuition policye Though ‘none of the

three ‘was recommended the press played up the alternative of full

cost pric}ng as a. recommendatlon, causing an emotlonal outcry effect- P
. ¢

e

’
qtee eventually failed to take a stand on this

Q"‘gh

isspe, what the paper and subsequent committee debate may haVe accem~

plished waérto int;oduce ianto legislative thinking atbut both tuition .M N
and student aid notions of equity, private and public benefits, fore-
gone income, and so forth

Other papers had more conolusive impact ‘on final JLC recommenda-
tions. The final report of the JLC recommended the creation of a fourth
and nontraditional segment of public higher education in California.
Two papers influenced this recommendation:l Warrn Bryan Martin's dis-

cation for California" which

1

cussion of "Alternative Forms of Higher Ed

~

22 N\
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Rd

described several’ strategles for curr1cular reform and for delivery. of
7

/f;ntraditldnal education, and Richard Peterson s "Goals for Californla

ngher Education" which demonstrated the rather low pPiority given by
"existing campus const1tuenc1es to off—campus and other nontraditional
a:p};roaches.5

)

Draft Report « ' : o . B .
. ’ - ) / 1

. v

In early January 1973, the J01nt Committee met in executive
session for two days at a retreat in the Santa Barbara mountains. The
“pﬁrps.e\pf this meeting was to develop a draft report a statement of

the tentative conclﬁsions and recommendations to putfbefore the public

for review and comment. After two days of deliberation, ghe committee .

had reached agreement ,on ‘some fifty-six recommendations for the draft

J ]

report, ° ' ‘ ' ' .
. - ‘
The report was issued in ‘late February and received much atten-

tion from the newspaper and television med1a. "Its major thrusts were

/

4tm f'ol.d: (1) Higher education exists primarily to facilitate learning,

-, | 1ncluding personal grqwth, (2) In our pluralistic society, different |
kinds of persons with diverse learning needs and styles require a
variety of institutions and programs. A suitable place in higher edu-
cation must be assured for every person with a desire and motivation //

to benefit.

e

5Two of the papers_ discussed were the basis for subse ent pub-

o ment (l).. ) _ _ 93 . _ )

ERIC i | 2

€

p

- The‘;pport set the following goals for California P°St533%;29f?‘4‘

licajions: those of Petergon (24) and the.Académy for Educational Develop-




.'Educatiodzin the next decade: \‘,
. (1) Academic freedoh and-responsibility‘ -

(2) Equal and universal acces31bi11ty for persons of both, sexes

. -l . {
o and all races, ancestries, incomes, ages, and geographic a ’
areas v
N . ’
. (3) Lifelong learning opportunities for persons w1th capacity
. _ Qyi
WXt

dnd. motivation to benefit

' y (%) Diversity of institutions, services, and methods Tt
o15) Flexibility to adapt to the changing needs of students
" - o o .
i . ° and society . R ) , : . e
r~ R ‘ L T I A
' (6) Cooperation between institutions in assesging area educa- Lo ‘?*
tionaLQneeds and. resources and in meeting those needs K
. & (7) "~ Involvement with local communities and utilization of
’ commun?ty resources in the educational process < S k;
a i
£ (8) Increased understanding of the learning process td be
, sought and applied throughout higher education .
R / ¢ ) . —,
o (9) Discovery of qualitative and quantitative evaluation _

v methods for learning, research and tea!hing . }

(10) Accountability throughout.higher education of insti-
tutions to the individual for instruction and related

services, of institutions to the public and its repre-

sentatives, of facuity student and staff to the -

. fa ,
institutions, and of thé\gnblicuand its leaders to
-t N ‘W. -

the institutions for support»and'dévelopment

- N A}
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The specific recgmmendations included:,

(1)

(2)

(3)

(%)

state master plan.

' economic composition of the state by lQBQa

. o “\.‘ o ? Lo
) . o . o : 4

\/ (W :s A

j . J
Adopting a continueus pldnning process in place of a
Increasing the participation of ethn1c m1noz€t1es and

women 1n higher education.'
PSR

University of California, the Callfornia State University x:}
[}

‘and icﬁeges, and the'California Communi ty Colleges shall

strive to approx1mate the generaL ethnic, sexual and -:7"

"This goal/

)

shall be achieved by provision of additional student

spaces and not by the rejection of any qualiﬁied

student." o : - ' ©od

i

Changing the governance of higher education to"shortén

Vterms of University of California Regents to eight ‘years

and providing that appointment to the governing boards gk

-

of the publicxhigher education institutions be made by
the Governor from nominations submitted by a Blue Ribbon
- o

Nominating Commission. A peer;selected student and '

v

faculty member would be added as non—voting members of .-

. ; “
each board, S . N

y -

' Creating a new Coordinating and Planning Agency and

e
Postsecondary Education Commission to rEplace the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education. The. commission

would be composed of a clear majority of public representa=.

‘0

~tives and representatives of all types of postsecondary -

25
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The report stated that-the L
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oo educational institutions.. - - . j-t R
¢ P . o ) ' : « & .
(5) Establishink a new university without walls to co- .

i ' ’ ordinate and supplement current efforts to 'provide off—' / ] ﬁ .

- ~ < 1]
Y )] P
ﬂf ) : fr‘ : } campus extended leafhing and credits ahd degrees for

-~ .experimental and other ‘types of - -learning. ‘, 4

~

", (6) Expanding 4nd improving the administrhtion of financial

’

%
=

ald programs. ’ o
- ’ oo~ b - B oo R
r (7) Creating Regional Councils to foster. cooperation among s

. colleges and univer81ties to serve community needs for
N . 'L:'educational services. o . IR

. (8) - Establishing counseling ceﬁters"to providq independent
L . e - - .
a ® and comprehensive information on postsecondary opportu-

;:?‘\‘u’ . .

. . . 19%» . . -
. Y nities‘wo potential students of all ages. - : - -
S CL

. . (9) Establishing a state innovation fund to be “funded at a=<- *

! o level of three percent of the annual h&gher eduoation
: . ‘n

v budget y e ,\\-\\ - T T

g (10) More flexible admission standards for the UhiVersity of
1~j ;- California and California State University and Colleges. |
The committee encouraged institutions to admit up to o
one- eighth of their freshman class by different eriteria s I {;
* than they currently utilize. ‘This wilY enable the colleges
and universities to experimentally identify those students

. - .
o most capable of benefiting from the institution. . S

’ : o




Response to Draft Report - T

o o : » . : . ]

-~

'Once the draft report had been published and widely circulated,

the commlttee undertook another series of publlc hearlngs. Flve hear-

ings were held in different parts of the state. B

<
s

7 The 1n1t1gl hearlng was held at the state capitol and the’
‘Principal w1tnesses ‘were the ch1ef executlvas of Callfornla s publlc
‘systems of hlgher educatlon. The general tenor of the testlmony offered

bw’}hese off1c1als was laudatory of the Commlttee ] ?fforts and the

draft report. However, in Ahe subse uent hearlngs 0 )spec1f1c sectlons
qQ d%’

of the report the officlal spokesmen for public hig er educatlon attacked

'
nearLy every sectlon of the report calllng for change except the recom—

mendatlons for increased student f1nanc1al as51stance. Many”sectlons of

%he report were supported by the student lobb1es, faculty organlzatlons,

the Assoclatlon of Independent Callfornla Colleges and Un1vers1t1es and

other 1nd1v1duals and organlzatlons.

Final Report'and‘Recommendation;\

1

Upon completlon of the hearlngs commlttee members rev1ewed the
draft report dhd the cr1t1ques and suggestlons rece1ved and decided
upon the contents of the flnal report The bagic themes of the draft
report and most of the recommendatlons were reafflrmed with Qome re-

finement and a few deletlons (8) - -

2

26
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‘during’the 1973 session, the results of the committee's deliberations
were released immediately, althoughnthe final report.was not# published
»until November. g

(Both the draft’ and f1nal repprts called for the creation of a
new sﬁate plannlng commlsslon to 1mnlement a more process or1ented
R and comprehens1ve approach to postsecondary educatlon planning. Th1s '
leglslatlon Passed both houses oflthe leglslature during the'1973
sesslon overwhelmingly and was signed by the Governor. The new com-‘
mlsslon came 1nto-ex1stence on April)l 197h It began meeting in
January, 197h to organlze itself, hire a staff and arrange for

LN ) i

transition with the CCHE

Throughout the rema1nder of the lé?3 and 197h legislative
sesslons t%e commlttee 1ntroduced or supported a.-series of resoluélons,
bills, and constitutionmal amendments 1mplementing the recommendations
of its final report. By the end of the l97h session the leglslature

-had acted on most of the recommendatlons. Though the recommendations

were subjected to the usual amendments and mod1f1catlons as they moved

¢
*

through the legislature Process, most of the commlttee s proposals
were accepted by the legislature. Four constitutlonal amendments re-
ceived the necessary two- thlrds\votes to@ﬁuallfy them for tﬁg November,
197k, general electlon ballot but three of the four measures were de-

¥
feated. 6

|

. ‘ C- X
6There is no precise way of accountlng for the defeat of these
¢

proposltlons at the polls. None had substanplal organized oppos1tlons.
Some possible explanations for their fajlure are: (1) The propositions
'S

28
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EVALUATION, COMPARISQN;.ANALYSIS.

Qu1te clearly, any satlsfactory evaluatlon of the work of the

* JLC Whst gwait the passage of a period of -time suff1c1ent to observe.
LY

(l) wh1ch+of the commlttee s recommendatlons are 1mplemented at the

~level of leg1slat1ve statute or state higher educatlon pollcy in -

Callfornla, (2) of these,’whlch are actually 1mplemented in accord
with the real intent of the commlttee, and (3) of these, wh1ch appear.
to effect real improvement in the structure, process, or pqograms of
higher educatlon within the- state.‘

. - 5

Some ev1dence is now avallable with respect to the f1rst two

of these criteria (Table 4 in Appendlx) Another way of evaluating

L '

were highly technical ang received little attentlon in the press prior

+ to the election; ‘they may not have Jbeen understood by the voters, par-
t1cularly since there were approx1mately twenty state pPropositions be-_h
fore them. The propos1tlon which rece1ved the mcst press coverageﬁ. " Q%:
was‘adopted (2) The language and ballot argument for the prop031tlon =
Providing for civ1l serv1ce«exemptlons for the Callfornla Postsecondary
Education Comm1sslon created a w1despread 1mpress1on that the effect

would be the creatlon of additlonal politieal’ patronage in Sacramento,

the transfer of authority to set tuition in the Un1versity of California

system from the Regents to the legislature may have been interpreted as
an.attémpt to inject polit1cs 1nto h1gher educatlon, particularly by

voters who d1d not realize that the leglslature already had authority

over student charges in the state and community colleges.

-89 .
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thﬁ work of -thé commlttee is to emphaslze what issues were not suc-

cessfully met These should include questions of: the internal

goverﬁance of iﬁstitutions, the destructive erosion of: cred1b111t of

declines in a steady-state fiscal s1tuat10n by prov1d1qg for

ratlonal reallocation of resources and programs The commit ee's

°

planning, and in other ways violates tUHem. The Carneg e Commission
recommended that "a state's initial development of a Proad post-

secondary educational plan be undertaken by a ceommisgion appointed for-

- .

task forces as

L3

that purpose with a small staff augmented by.speci

' needed, selected 'S0 as to assure part1c1pat10n by oth public repre-

sentat1ves and leaders of educational const1tuenoies" (10, p. 36) For

the leglslature itself to undertake the plannlng functlon’through a

%

committee of 1ts membershlp is an. unusual plann1ng approach ‘The de-
b

sirable goals ach1eved py thisg approach inelude: - (1) mainta1ning the

/
plann1ng function as d1st1nct from operational responé1b111ties of a

l*coordlnatlng—type agency, and.(2) direct respon31b111ty to the publlc'

v1a ‘elected representatives. (See, for instance, 13.) Potential

liabilities of this approach are: (1) a relatively nonparticipatory
b - ’ s

process, (2) a disabling distance from the institutions. TﬁLse latter
* ' .

A
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)aspects are also recurrlng themes in the llterature of contemporary

, “ higher educatlon plannlng. Attempts were made, as should be clear

.from the detalls of this paper, t9 sat1sfy both.

As Table 5 (Appendix)

-. shows,

commi tment to part1c1patlon was an initial and'ongoing concern.

Institutional participation was also &%alued and encouraged throughout

/

thevstudy.

Whether the sense of shared decision—maklng 1s strongly

felt on the part of 1nst1tutions when the” process is embedded in the
legislative hranch of government will probably reveal itself over
time.. It seems probable that, in avoiding the kind of inst1tut10nal
control of the planning process which was the casge in the initial.
Callfornla Master Plan, a certain felt disenfranchisement on the part
of institntions becomes inevitable.

It isfclear,‘then, that any adequate evaluation of California's
master planning effort requires an unfolding of the consequences of
its efforts and recommendatlons. Certarnly the process followed here,
is an outgrowth of the gartrcular environmentuof the state and time’

x

in which it took place. Tﬁo elements of that enviromment deserve note.

First, California is a highly educated state. The soil in wh1ch the

Crithue of higher education performed by the master pilan restudy took
/

place is, paradoxically, California's citizenry which has been well

N . \ . . . :
served by those institutions which were criticized, and which has, in

turn, both valued and supported Sose institutions. The paradox is that
4

an intelligént criticism ‘of these institutions is perhaps not possible

without the sophistication which the institutions help to develop.

. - Secondly, planning is a poiitical process,

31

and since it involves

30
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13

the allocation, or proposed allocation; of energy, power, -and money,
American higher education is coming:- to w1llingly admit publicly what
hasg always been true, and probably always has ‘been admitted privately,
that higher education is deeply- embedded in the\political process.

. One facet o;>this in the Galifornia study is the relative distribution
of power among 1nstitutions how as compared with 1959, when the original
Master Plan was developed Then, the Un1vers1ty of California 'was
instrumental in protecting its- hegemony over higher education in the

‘state -against the much less coordinated and concentratEE power of the
State Colleges and Community Colleges. In the 1970's, ‘that power -
equation is changed. Insofar as the-final report can be seen as

‘ affected by the lobbying efforts'of the institutions themselves, it
;yseems clear that the Un1vers1ty s’ power to preserve that hegemony is

not as secure; that the final result appears much more a result of
. a balancing of 1nterests, desires, exigencies and imperatives of ‘insti-
tutions, legislature, executive, and general public. It seems plausible
that. this diffus1on of power, compared with ten- years earlier, con-

tributed to the effectiveness of aonprticipatory model of Planning.
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PHASE

IT

CIIT

DURATION

June, 1971 -

October, 1971

November, 1971 -
January, 1972

February, 1972 -

- December, 1972

Janu;ry,‘l973 -
August,* 1973

s

"TABLE 1 (9)

OBJECTIVES:.

«

(1) Identification of

important questions
(2) Involvement of public
+ . and educators

¢

(1) Development of plan
for study of Cali-
fornia Higher Educa-
tion

(l) Implementation of

study ) o

(1) Publication of pre-s
liminary report
(2) Public response to
draft report .
(3) Publication of
' Final Report

rd

PBOCESS

Hearings on "the future"

Appointment of ad hoc
advisory committee on
questions and issues

Letters to citizens

Meetings, interviews on
campuses .

Hearings: Whyt are the
significant juestions?
How should (the committee
deal with these questions?

. \. _

Evaluation of inPut from
Phase I

Adoption of plan by Joint

. Committee on the Master
Plan for Higher Education

.

Public, hearings on sub-
stantive subject areas
‘identified in study
plan

Consultant studies

-
-

Draft Report

Public hearings =~ - '
Evaluation of response .

‘to draft report .
Final Report




A

/ TABLE 2 $ B

- CT
PU.BLIC HEARINGS OF :THE JOINT . .
COMMITTEE ON THE MASTER PLAN®
) FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
) " (PHASE IIT) :
Structure of Public Higher Education - . Fépruary 9, 1972
Governance and Coordination of California ' February 16 and
’ Higher Education L T February 23, 1972
Independent Higher Education 7 _ March l; 1972
Alternative Forms of Higher Education’ * 4 March 8 and
, . I March 22, 1972

Planning for Postsecondary Education April 5, 1972
Financing Postsecondary Education - April 12 angd

« o T april 1o, 1972°
Access to Higher Education . April 26 and

- { . - May 3, 1972
Regional Articulation and Cooperation ' '
among Institutions of Higher Education : ‘May 22, 1972
Regional Articulation and Cooperation ,
gmong Institutions of Higher Education ' ' September 11, 1972
) _
’ \}’

X
-




TITLE AUTHOR
!

”

h

: uﬁ_mﬂvﬁoz L

1. "Alternative Forms of
. #igher Education for
4 California®™ "

2.. "Asian Américans in
" Public Higher Education A
in California"

N -

3. "Black and Public Higher
Education in California"

-

L, -'"Chicanos and Public
Higher Education in
California"

. Darryl D. Enos

5. "Evaluating Highe# Educa- ” Michael Scriven

\ tion in California" .
~ . ]

6. zmwumunmum.MOmwmmdouanw
Education in California"

Robert Yoshioka -

Ronald Lopez and

Warren W&%ﬁw Martin

o

,

Nairobi Research Huwwwwcam

]

Academy for Educational
Development

, >Hdmwmm¢w<m.sommwm for delivering nontraditional

md:ﬂ%mocwwwozpzsummouswu existing wwwwwwcdwouw.
new models of meﬁwmwm based on both ective
and cognitive development. ‘ o

The pre-college experiences of California's
Asian-Americans, their access to and participa-
tion in higher education, the status of Asian-
American studies., !

Essays on access to higher education: for
Black students; problems of retention and
BYack participation in graduate education,

-

wumumowpmmm experiences of Chicanos:! dccess

‘to higher education, student financial assist-

ance, ethnic studies and affirmative action.

Recommends systematic evaluation of teaching,
institutional content, personnel and curriculum
under the sponsorship of an independent agency
which would have as its primary responsibility
Pre-:and post-testing.

L]

Examines three mpdels of state finaneing--
low tuition, full cost Pricing, and mtxed--
and assesses the impact of each model on
access, student financial assistance angd cost
to the state. _
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AUTHOR

) o ’
 *DESCRIPTION :

"Goals for California
Higher Education: A
Survey of 116 College

Richard E. Wmdm&mmr

Communities"- ..
. Ewuv : 3 “Q -
) . .{ -._
,”hm.- "The-Réle of Resgarch Lewis Mayhew
.- in California Higher ‘ .
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 should be engaged in research all the time;
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Based upon results of administration of the .
Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) to stu-
dents, faculty, administrators, trustees,

and local community people throughout .
California. Report shows the perceptions :
of those constituent groups of institutional
goals as they are and as dum& should be,
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Probable overemphasis of research at the »

University of California; neged for shift
in emphasis from basic to applied researegh;
qQuestions assumption that UC should have
monopoly on research in public 3wmsmﬂ edu-
Cation’and that all faculty members at UC -

effects of research on teaching.
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and policy mwdmﬂnmﬂw<mm for the state.
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. RECOMYENDATTON NUMEER IN REPORT (7)

Y

2, 3, 4,5, 14, ana 22

7, 9, 10, and 11

. secondary Education

“TABLE 4

LEGISLATIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF
RECOMMENDATIGNS OF THE JLC
PURPOSE

———e
1]

Statement of goals wou California Post-

Revises Donahoe Higher Education Act and
adds language implementing a continuous
Planning process and mdmdwum.nmmwumde»¢%

of »sdmwmmemuwmw ooowmumu»osm

Requests UC and Csit to extend idea of

‘differentiation of function :Mdeb re-
-~ spective segments for individual .

campuses
:

mndnﬁmnﬁwmw changes in the Board of &
Kegents and creation of Higher. Education
Nominating Committee for 'all three seg-

mental mo<mwswsm boards

‘of the Senate wasg defeated by the
voters. -

STATUS
Adopted with the passage o} Assembly

Concurrent Resolution (ACR)*1k49
. ; q

Adopted with the

passage of Assembly
Bill (AB) 3011 , _

L

Y

Adopted with passage of ACR 156

37

38

Reforms adopt2d by Legislature in
m»mnwmmombdww_manunmn form with
passage of Senate Constitutional
Amendment (SCA):45 and AR 2586. ~
SCA 45 on'Novenmber, 1974, ballot
as ‘Proposition 4 and was adopted; -
B 2586°vetoed-by the Governor. ‘A ~
relative proposition which would
have replaced the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor by the President Pro tempore

.
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RECOMMENDATION. NUMBER IN- REPORT - PURPOSE . . . STATUS

-

Il Oq !
. 1 . R ‘ 2 \/, X - . N
12 - Provision of conflict of inferest ’ AB 2759 dropped due to the passage
: . ’ , regulations for governing board . of Proposition'9 on June, 197k, ‘
3 x . ©  members . . ballot. Legal determination pending
’ ~ . L . o ) - concerning applicability of Proposi-
- ‘ o ; ) - tion 9 S o
13 T : Urges maintenance of constitutiortal No change required
. : status for the University of . ) .
California - : s .
o .l' - . - ~ /
. . . - . -~y . £
15, 17, 18, 20, and 26 ° : Creation of Postsecondary waﬁomﬂwos Implemented with the passage of
) o ~ Commission and delineation of functions AB 770 Cmdv/
- and membership - . o .

16 ) ’ - Urges constitutional status for Com- - . Proposed amendment providing Com- L
e, mission and civil service exemption | mission, constitutional status; R (o r)
Yoy : . - for staff - proposed exemption of three Com- o

u. : - mission staff members approved by -
* Legislature in ‘Assembly Constitu-
: 3 : f .  tional Amendment (ACA) 86 placing .
. . : Lo Proposition 3 on the November, 1974,
_ s o ballot. Failed-to win approval of
: , electorate. _
- 19 - s Improvement of legislative staff T Implement&d with continuance of the
" ’ working in higher education - Joint Committee "}
_ e LS . - ’ :
21 @ ~ Requiring central offices of CSUC and Legislation killed in the Assembly-

: : - ) UC to be in Sacramento

[y |

» N B .
. | 7 .
.
A o«
. . . .
Y .
. , .
A B

R
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23, 25, %and 28
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R RECOMVENDATION NUMEER IV REPORT

IIMmdmuBPumw

PURPOSE
¥ i ®
wmswmm%ou oH&&mH»mAwmw three
segments; provides greater flexibility in
special admissions; urges experimentation

with mHHw»d»H»dﬁ criteria; ‘requires

e

gonual reports by four-yemr segments con-

cerning the use of.nontraditional cri-
teria; recaunends 40% ceiling for lower
divisidon student population for four-
year campuses; ,assigns responsibility

..m\ for articulation mwoomnsHmm to the Post-

-

secondary €ducation Comnission

¢ ~

Urges that-ethnic, sexual, and economic

underrepresent ion in student donumm.um.

overcome by 1 v_Hmpcﬁﬂmm submission to
Commission of plans for doisg®h so’

Urges elimination owwmmm.mdwaodﬂamm

73

STATUS - - o

-

A1 provisions fully implemented
with the passage of ACR 150

. -

3

>noU¢m&. by- passage of ACR ..M_U.“_.m Plans §

» %o be sumitted by July 1, 1975, -
, \ , e
a _ ' _ . o
: A

Adopted with passage of ACR 161 requir-

which discriminat against part- " " . .ing reports by 'segments and Commission
time students . . : on existing policies mun.u¢deMMomduou\
: - for, any numouusunmdoﬂ% fees ot
- - . ’ oo . .o ..
Requires msdsummwou.om wpmbm.d% the # Adopted with passage of ACR 159 and

Commission for (1) independent counsel-
ing centers, (2) regional, inter-
institutional councils, (3) statewide
fund for innovation

\ N

- .. -.
Relating to criteria z&»HMNmn‘mon

- admissions

s@pplemented appropriation to Com-
mission for the studies within the !
1974-75 Bpdget Act ,

T~

Lﬁ% HmeumdM<m action taken e

-

2

Y

p
o
<H

)

-

t

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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RECOMMENDATION NUMBER IN REPORT

.,;,x wul-

PURPOSE

. ‘
.

Requests that regional planning be
given high priority. in utilizihg
federal funds for postsecondary N
awpmnbwwm o

VAR : : :
Calls for establishment of a fourth,
nontrgditional publit segment of
‘higher educationy recommends develop-
meht of an action-oriented plan

Urges Commission to study the idea
of a "College of California" operated
by nonacademie Professionals .

_ . . -
Requests segments to reallocate a
significant percentage of their
Hmmbmodw<m.d¢nmmﬁm.ﬁO\m¢w@oad inno-

~ vative programs and improvements in

cost-effectiveness

"Requests Msmmwmsnmsw.ooppmmmm and
universities to participate in inter-
institutional programs !

3

wWhOESmsmm mxwwvmwoufww md¢nmnﬁmwnw
programs )

I3

~

. Which require

» Support innovative Programs

4

. STATUS

Adopted with passage of ACR 153

-
s

Adopted through passage of SCR 81
(1973) and $150,000 appropriation
in 1974-75 Budget Act; feasibility
study underway ) :

LS

No legislative action taken - .

‘ ' R - § .
’ 3 . .
N‘ -

Adopted with pa
m&waccmp reporting by 3

sage of ACR 1 o
age o .m» o . “m“
segments of reallocations made to oL

\

‘Mo legislative *action taken

- »~

In part, adopted’ through expansion
of State Scholarship Program; more
specific Joint Committee study has
been undertaken :

C

Q
I

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

E



 RECOMMENDATION NUMBER IN REPORT ‘PURPOSE

i ‘ =

ho -
to the Legislaturt and Governor con-
cerning the financial condition of

.ﬁmmwmwm¢w<m.mmﬁmwswsmﬁuoa of fee .
""levels for instructional programs and
-» facilities .

! ) e

Y2 Urges that tuition-generated revenues
\\\ “. " | “programs and not capital outlay -

- .

. mwwmbmwos of -and nwmbmmm.ws mwcmm=¢
aid programs - : .

L}

Requests Commission to report on gom-
Pensation discrepancies.for teaching
and research .

-

. . Urges the development of methods by
whigh 45% of operating funds for

® comlunity colleges be derived from
. ST _ . state sources _ _

Requests ooaawmmwom.do.wmwoud annually

independent colleges and universities

be utilized for student financial aid

STATUS

Incorporated in AB 770.

"Adopted by Legislature with bassage

-of ACA 85; on November ballot as
Proposition 16. ‘Failed to win
mumwmwmw of electorate :

Adopted with passage of ACR 152

.
‘,
>ndwos.nmwpﬁmn pending. further_
legislative study of financial
assistance currently underway

Mwowdmn with passage of ACR 160

. hd N ’

"Progress made duaocmm passage of
Alquist Bill; no further legis-
Hmﬂw<m action

-
=t

~

O

A4
<#

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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PURPOSE

S t———

- Urges wﬂmﬂm.wsmmmﬂuum and auditing
emphasize programmatic rather than
line item accountability :

‘Requests fiscal flexibility for
individual campus by central seg-
mental offices

STATUS

ACR 154 droppéd due to objections of
uc

3

Adopted with passage of ACR 155
4

-
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TABLE 5

« PARTICIPATORY ASPECTS OF JLC STUDY .

‘Letters sent to 1500 Callfbrnlans requestlng views on

important issues.and questlons (July, August, l97l)v

-
Ad Hoc Adv1sory CQmmlttee - 90 persons of dlverse back~

grounds, occupations, etc., spent two days developing
~

1ssues ‘and questlons (September, 1971)
Public hearing on Proposed study plan (January, 1971)

Public hearings.on major issues of the study (February-

September, 1972)

Institutional Goals‘Inventory - survey 1nstrument ad-

m1n1stered to students, faculty, admlnlstrators, trustees,

and communlty people at 116 colleges (April-June, 1972)

Issuance of report in draft form followed by publlc hear-

ings on recommendations (February, March, 1973)
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