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INTRODUCTION AND BACFROUND

/

IntrodUc4;n"

. ,

THWplanning is .a political process insnres that it is a con-",
,t versial'one. The recent beetle over the'New York State review of

doctordlirograms (11) illudtrates both the extension of planning

-authoriiy and the resistance that'extension produces.

A "This is the age of planning. . . . This is the age of the

m14diSciplinary, large-scale approach to systems research for policy-

.

fi The condilOnd making higher education planning-especially'

/
jurgent'and especially controversial are well-known, aid have been power--

Tully documented by Glenny (16) and others.

For critical reading and comments, we acknowledge and. thank

Robert Berdahl,,Jo Ellen'EStenson, William Fuller, Lyman Glenny, Ernest

Palola, Susan Powell, and C.. H. Treadwell. Special thanks to Esther

,Clark for preparing final manuscri;pt.
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Ai statewide planning has come to play a prominent role in the

development of public policy for-postsecondary education, scholars and

study commissions have developed models and guidelines/for planning.

But r&atively.little attention has been given to the description and

analysis of the actual practices, of individual states. If the gqileral-
,

ized and theoretical models are to be tested, refined, and revised, -4,t

will be necessary to study the planning process in action.

AOmate goal should be the blending of the perspectiv9s of practitibners

and participants with these of theoreticians.
/

This accoudt of a particular planning effort in one state is

written pris.arily from the practitioner- participant point of view. It

deals with the process 'as' well as the outcomes of plAnning. It

attempts b desbribe and evaluate one approach to planning. Our inter-

est is-t evoke criticism and comparison which may lead to improved

models. 4

We describe the planning prodess used in California higher edu-

cation in the early 'seventies, and the reassessment of that state's

3:1),60 aster Plan for Higher Education. More specifically, we fOtts on

that part of the reassessment undertaken by the state legislature

thro :h its Joint Committee on the Master Plan for Higher Education (JIC

I
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A study simultaneously undertaken by the Coordinating Council for Higher

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 well2knOwn planping models, and (3) to

make some judgments concerningithe strengths and weaknesses of the Cali-

foini4(7LC) approach.

We hope that this paper makes a useful contribution, to the grow-

ing disCussion of higher education planning. The evidence contained in

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

needed set of p arming cases, whiqh can be utilized for critical review
/

and analysis.

We are, therefore, speaking to those directly involved in

planning for higher education primarily at the state level, as well as

to a wider group of scholars and observers of higher educatidn concerned

about oppropriate, feasible, and effective responses to the troubled

present and uncertain future of American higher education.

Our plan for this paper divides it into: (1) Introduction and,

background (including the context provided by the 1960 Master Plan and

its current consequences),(2)IImplementation
of toe JLC restudy, and

(3) Evaluation, comparison, analysis.

10(



The changing face of planning

'flee impetus provided by federal ",1202" legislation for the

creation of statewide agencies for-Planning and coordination illus-

.trates the power of the statewide planning "movement," although it

ddes not explain it. It is clear that interest in statewide planning

and coordination.accompanied the post -World War II enrollment surge.

Subsequent planhing efforts have been directed primarily at the deed

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

:creases, and estimate and .allocate the necessary iacIlities and re-

sources tp accommodate theM.

These planllng and coordinating efforts have drawn fire from

various quarters. Writing in the Chronicle of HigherEducation,-

Harold Enarsondaid; "0.1.;.r the years, the coordinating boards have
4

enlarged their jurisdiction and extended their powers. In manyk\
°,

.states, they have moved inexorally from useful fact-gathering and

helpful analysis to outright control and declared intervention into

,
the internal affairs of the universities" (11, la: 16). -

The centralization of statewide planning gefforts accompanied

the immense enrollment growth of higher education in the decades of the

i'fifties and 'sixties, end the shift of that enrollment concentration
..

from the private to publip institutions. But even while growth le
\stial center stage, there were signs that planning activitiO\would

broaden in.scope to include qualitative considerations\ An 1.14.ustra-
.

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



phases of Illinois' Master Plan. While Phase I (1964) emphasized

expansion of.'a system. of two-year colleges, accessibility to the'com-

muter student, allobation of student enrollment and facilitiest phdse

II (1966) emphasized urban students, statescholarships and the concept

of a "system of systems," and Phase III (1971) emphasized functional'

.. A
siiversity.(identification of Ph.D. insti tutions); pidmoted diverkty

4
. .and distinctiveness, recommended a state learning, resources network, .

and expressed concern with the.quality of life (19).
r ;

Berdahl takes cognizance 'of this shift ipthe planning..proceas

from quantitative to qUalitative concerns, and'n$tes that Palola;:Lehmann;

and Blischl' predict that ,"the new challenge of theri970's will be aca-
,.

demiC reform, involving reassessment of currAcUUti programs and methods

of instruction and governance" (3, p. 95)1

'The checklist o "planning considerationA". developed by the

Carnegie Commission, is also supportive evidence'of the broadened scope of
Planning and its increasing qualitative concerns. That "checklist" in-/,..

4
.

.cludrs: Statement Of go4s, quantification of goals, analysis of present

enrollment, resources and programs for postsecondary education; present. .

and desirable differentiation of function
among institutions; inter - state, ,

arrangements,, qualitative evaluation of existing prograM, evaluation of. .
ct,

effthiency, present and prop sed policies regarding 'private higher educa-
/tion, admission policies, tuition and financi4 'aid, articulation, adapt-

ability of the system, adequacy of counselingiservices, ,analysis of rela-

tionship of institutions of postsecondary education to other institutions

(9, P. 33)
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Ag the concerns of 'planning coolainating agencies 'push

beyond enrollment- accommodation, the threat to institutional autonomy

4

naturally 'becomes more tangi , .Rather thanditinimize the reality of

thikthreat,, this paper atiempti among other things, to emphasize

the need to maintain a'haIance between the control implied by coordina-
e

tipn and planning, and thaInstii4ConaYIndependenceTequired for

s.quality and effectiveness.

,Along with
t

broaden ,ngAn Iscdp4c5f, the plannipg agency'
. 4 '

.responsibill4', ome .0increasing peiception of theplanningpro-

Cess as One whkch ought tolWrelativelybOra"open4than "closed."L',
f,.

0, , -
, .

Indicators ofthis developmer\trare: (Wincresing 'involvement of the
,. 4

public and other kinds of postsgcbnda4 iftatitutidns than colleges and
, ! , ..t

. v
universities' 'in. the stateplahnig proceW (2) growing recognition

' .., p . i
- .t'

that as a "political" process,, pl'anniug ts,better carried out through

relatively ope4 politics than by thoaewhioh involved limited negotiationt

among limited actors.2

2The,literature on plandkng isn't satisfactotyon this point. The

Carpegie.8ommiasion has recommended that master planning be undertaken "by
c

a commission appointed for.that purpose with a small staff augmented by

'special task force as needed!' (10, p. 36). The "planning model" designed.'

by Palola, Lehmann and Blische envisions a statewide board with analogous

4 units functioning at system and institutional- levels, majority lay member-
'

7shiP,asmall staff supplemented by the work and temporary task forces

(23, p. 570) A similar approach is proposed by Glenny, Bvrdahl, Palola,

and Paltridge in their 1971 handbook on state coordination. Thl question

8
7



7 f

,
4,

,
s

The.California cot eit: The 1960 Master Plitlh-

>4, '0

The most obvious aspectof the context of the,con'scruction of

California's' 1960 Vaster Plan is that, of growth In the period-1960-

1975 (the years. which the Master plAh was designed t ss), the .

university of California (U.Owas expected to abs rb eni-ollment in-.

Creases of'246%, the California State Colleges, now the California

State University and Colleges (cspc), 349%, and the Community Colleges

193%.

This enrollment growth meant more campuses, with the increasing

political poJer (community identification, multiplied resources) these

impliedl -It was clear that site selection (and allocation of sites to

systema) would be a highly political process.

Another partially political factor which needed review by a

?

of broad "participatory" planning has rarely bee addressed, The most

current authoritative source (17) barely mentions this aspect of plan-
,

'ning, except to approve. of Medsker's emphasis upon participation of

relevant institutions in the process (p. 29), Ways' suggestion that

more recent nningefforts have included "more open and deliberate'

attempts to selection of ends" (p. 31) and Hansen's observation that

the: group 'pr6cess in educational planning mAylpause the delays and

roadblocks.(p. 33). Halstead appears)to viewlanning as a mostly

- technical process.

8 p

iJ



.1

I.

anning process was.the existing!4ifferentiatiorkof function among

nia's three segments, which accorded the UniVersity of California. ..,
.

... ,- ...., .

Sthe functions of research and doctoral programs, the State Colleges,
.

.

that of undergraduate studies, teacher tiring and master's level
. P

-

graduate work, and the Co24uhity Colleges, lower division transfer work
.

and vocational education;
-0

The accomplishments of the 1960 Master Plan included1.7

(1) Confirmation of the existing.differentiation of ftinction,

which secured the hegemony of the University of California

over the prestige funftions'of researc , doctoralAstudY,

and a pattern of highly selectiye admissions.

(2) CreatL'on of a fairly weak Coordinating Council, possess=

ing mostly advisory powers, which was dominated, initially,
1.

by institutIOnAl representatives. This tended to insure

that existing institutional prerogatives and relationships

would not be aggressively reviewed. However,)the

Council was effective in its role of reviewing proposals -

for new,campus locations.

(3) Institutionalizationof the State College*stem with is

own,board of'trustees (but failure to secure the recom-

mended constitutional status for this system).

(4) Limitation 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

public "system."

9
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(5) IncTeased geographical access' by authorization'of new 1,

t*

Alongside these and other significant accomplishments of ttie/1960
.. A

Master Plan, ,and perhaps-cImplicit in them, were severallshth-tcomkngs:

(1) Because of the na)ure of the Codrdinatini5 Council, the-

Master Plan really provided no instrument for it's own

reassessment or for any continuing and,genuine reevalua-

tion ofthe goals and performance of California higher
a

campuses for all three public segments.

education.

(20 The relationship between public and private higher edu-

cation was not really- analyzed, nor was the, question

of state aid_to the private sector-(except ,in the

r,

_support given to the State Scholerhip program, whichl'.

t,Was specifically designed 'primarily 'to assis rivate

institutions).

.(3). No provisions.were made for inter-institutional cooperation.a

(4) The questiOn of access to higher education was 'treated'

largely in qdantitative ands g eagraphica terms; its more

complex aspects were not investigated.,

The late 'flixties br9ught clerer recognition of a number/Of

crucial. problems for higher education: the complexities 6f the problem
0

Of college access (espegially for disadvantaged students); the plight, of
r

. "

private higher education; the inadequacy of .uncoordinated institutional

autonomy; and the impending slowdown 11'Ment growth. These problems

10 ,
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brought the defects of the original Master(Pln into focus--especially

its failure to provide for a continuaisiplanning process. To these.

other prssures was adqed, of course, the supercharged political at
22

mosphere resulting from campus dissent and disruption.

Two reevaluations of the 1960 Magter Plan made during the

. isixtiesfwere ineffective; but for d reasons.
. -

In 1966, the Coordinating Council foi Higher Education publi-

cized a report entitled The Master Plan Five Years Later"(12), wach

was-largely a checklist survey of the extent to which legislation and
o
recommendations produced by the 1960 Master Plan had and had notc.been

4. A _

k
1

.
13, 0

carried out. The r6ort"was,not critical beyond the confines ofthe spe- . -0. ''''

. at
4 e-.

.

cific recommendations of the, 1960 Plan.
, ,/

. .

,;i; A'second reevaluation,' The Challenge of Achievement (6), was 4, -.
6

,published by the Joint' Committee on Higher Education of the California

Legislature (in,168). In'light of the context of campus disruptions'and
''1 ta

the political calls for punitive legislation, the report.was a serious

attenipt'to re-think some of the important aapeis of California highdr
'

education,'and fiVaiicing of public hightr education. But because the re-
. .

4 j

port was written under the chairmanship of Jesse Unruh, whoseiparty had

just lost control of the legislatdre, and who was correctly perceived ap4-

. a potential challenger to Reagan for-the governorship, itgot nowhere.

To the liability of partisan politics, however,- may have been added, the
TON

liability of the process o,' the report itself--the politics of planning.

The study was almoSt *holly aostaff effort, supplemented by the work of
<1.

12
11 9
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Consltanta and therefdre had an extremely'narrow,political base.

'Iri1270, two major efforts'at reevaluating the ten-year-old

. Master Plan were undertaken: one by the Legislature, adotherby-the

Coordinating Council. 'The context for reevaluation was provided by
.

some powerful factOrs: (1) inCreasiig awareness of t weaknesses of

the 1960 Plan, as'indigated above; (2).the increasing demands made upon

;state funds by other critically'iMportant social
4

svvicef; (3) the de-

clining environment of higher education on thg cam uses, in the legis-

'latureand the governor's office,' and among the publiC.

Because of the decreased -credibility of the higher education

establishment and the inappropriateness of delegating such a study to

the state planning and coordinating agency, when the'latter's effective-

riess was one of major issues, the Master Plan review was delegated

by the legislature to one of its owrCcommittees. Once it became clear
'

that the legislature intended tocondUct its own reviewi the,Coordina-

- tihg Counci for Higher Education decided to appoint a b]41e ribbon citizens

committee which would also restudy theMaster Plan. The motives for the

establishment of the Select Comniitteoiv.were mixed but they appear-to have

included (1) face-saving for the CCHE, (2) fear orthe liberalism bf the
0,0

chairman and sme other legislative committee members (though the com-
,

mitteetincIuded legislators of all political persuasions represented in

the legislature), and (3) the hope of somelmembers of the CCHE and others

in the California higher education community that the twostudies would

create sufficient conflict and confusion to., cause a paralysis of public

L)c)



higher education policy in the state, thereby insuring, continuation

of the status quo.

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

Cotnnittee, rather than that of CCHE, too, which we will refer'where

appropriate in comparisOn of the o efforts. The charge given by the

California Legislature to the JL was a broad mandate to

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

development of a new Master Plan for Higher Education

in California, including . . . purposes, functions, and

responsibilities . . . governance . . . accountability

. . . emphasis now accorded undergraduate and graduate

training . . . qualifications far admission.
. .

ing expectations of low income students . .-. review6 -
the concept that all Oalified students be able tb

attend higher educational institutions and that ll

students have equal access to such institutions
. . .

ability of the state to provide adequate resources (2).M

4
The resolution establishing the JLC was adopted in Septe4er,

1970. The committee was appointed in late March, 1971. It adopted

a study Plan 'in January, 1972.

One reason for the time-delay between enactment and presenta-

tion of the study plan was the participative--and, therefore, time-

consuming--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

.re
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which will be discussed briefly below.,?

The JLC study was designed and implemented by a very small staff
.

(of three profespionals), which acdoiplished muc wh of the substantive ork
.

.

. . ,

through contracts with outside consaltants who prepared policy9talterna-
.

-Aq

tive papers on various subjects a d through adiiee and recommendations

from public and private institu4ons, interested lay and academic. groups,
.,,

and the general public..

A key device for producing, that broad public and institutional

input was the creation of an ad hoc advisory committee, which'included

about ninety persons from public and private institutions at the cvpus

and statewide level: faculty, students and administrators, and lay

citizens concerned with higher education in California.

This, committee met for a weekend of intensive discussion in

September of 1971, with the test of generatfng a4eries of major issues

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

were focused by severL preceding events: ,(1) the circulation of an

extensive mailing, to about 1500 Californians, to find out their

3An illustrtion 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. During the intervening' years, the students

had developed an effective and sopisticateelobbying effort in Sacramento.

0
Thfough that initrument, and also by direct participation in the restudy

effort, the current study bears the imprint of ptudent advicd and counsel.

Faculty involvement,too, was an active factor in the current effort,

whereas a review of the membership of the 1960.survey team and of its sub -

committees, reveals very little in the way,of faculty membership.

14
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perception of the major issues facing higher education at that time;

) ,(2) an initial hearing, which was, the first public activity of the

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

that hearing by experts concerned ith futurologyitonstituted an

intelligence bri-efing for the members of both the Joint Committee and,

14the ad hoc citizens' Committee.

With the perspectives provided by these activities, the ad hoc

4 committee fr&qed these i4ues:''

pUrposesigoals/relationshipi of higher education tb society
,

- governance /structure

- access

- alternative forms

- fin

- differentiation of function

... 'At

e- evaluation

- relationship of state government to higher. education

4The ad hoc committee also provided a forum for faCulty and student
/

participatijon in contrast with both the original master plan study and the

concurrent CCHE study. The CCHE Select Committee operated priTarilir through

subcommittees of its own membership and staff. ect Committee in-

cluded representation from the three public segme of California higherA
education and the independent colleges. fts public representation which

constituted. thirteen of its seventeen person membership included no students,

no fatuity anelWas drawn fiom a somewhat, narrow socioeconomic and occupa-

tibnal range.' NeverthelesZ;Nthqre was close coopeation between the CCHE

15
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The fact that those issues were developed. by a group -fairly broadly
A

representative of'California higher education, and, to some extent,

of its lay citizenry, gave them credibility which might otherwise

have beep lacking. This process also created a network of "influedtials"

in,California higher education whose interests and stake in the Joint

Committee's work was heightened. Thirdly, it allowed initial insti-

tutional input to take place in an open setting, diminishing the

-posssibility of a quiet process of limiting issues to those without bite.

The length of time between the enactment of legislation man-
,

dating the Master Plan restudy and the approval bf the study plan was

probably a factor in the study maintaining a "low profile," and avoid-

ing the-hazards of drawing fire from institutions and individuals who

felt threatened by its activities. It was thus able to work in a

somewhat more placid environment than might otherwise have been the

case, and 'with somewhat more productivity. This time factor also

allowed the generation of the highly valued participatory process al-
/

ready discussed. Table 1 (Appendix) summarizes the study plan of the

JLC.

The broad scope of the JLC'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
9

Select Commi.ttee and the JLC which helped to minimize the possibility

of reports with'radically different conclusions creating a political

impasse.

16
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plan include a wide range of subjects generated by initial open

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

,.. come" of such a study, and would'posAlyrestore some ofthe credi-

bility lost of California higher education over the. previous, half

decade.

18
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STUDY PLAN

Public Hearings

fi /IFrom January through September.of 1972 the committee held a

series of hearihgs on the subjeots contained in the study plan (see

Table 2 - Appendix). Each hea ing,was'publicized well in advance

and opeptoanyone who wished to/ttestify. Each of the segMents pre-
%

sentlgdOtestimony, as well student And faculty groups, representa-

tives, of organizations
interested-in higher edYA ation, and members of

the general pUbliC. The committee.iself occasi nally invited ex-

ry

perts to offer their views and those who appeared included Neil J.

$melser (Structure); Robert Berdahl-and Paul Dressel (Planning),

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

segments with their large staffs were able to participate more fully
/

than other individuals 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 entinZiattic support for the 1960 Master Plan, urging that the

-4

bymmittee'make status quo recommendations in every area except.financ-

ing, where increases in state support were requested. One of the

public hearings which best exemplifies the extent to which the segments

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

19
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For many., years the segments had-been privately critical of the state

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

ini?the Ciallenge of Achievement .and the Palola, Lethann and'iaischke

analyses had concluded that state planning in California wasessen-

tially ineffectivg. Inaddition, the very existence of a legislative

master planning committee reflected a disenchantment and lack of con-

fidence in existing planning mechanisms./

'et.the segmental testimony seemed oblivious to these nLt.

-cerns, In his testimony on governance, Charles Hitch, president.ot

the University of California, asserted that the state's role in:puhlic

higher education should be limited to assignment missions to

tutions or systemS, appointment of governing board members, alloca

tion of financial support and review of effective utilization 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
.11-^

state planning would eliminate department, campus and system planning.

One of the most important features of the present

scene inhigher education in California ishe diversity
,

and multiplicity of planning centers operating within

the general framework set forth in the 1960 Master Plant. . . .

the multiplicity of planning units, in departments,

colleges, campuses, segments, and in governmental agencies'

and coordinating councils has contributed greatly to the

19
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quality of education in California. . . to.have one
4

planning unit increases the probability that'plans

that are wrong will have dire consequences of great

magnitude (22, p. 2). ,

The Universlity's testimony\typillied the segmental positions.

The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges called for a con-

tinuation of the status quo and the Cai.fornia State.University and .

Colleges took a
A

similar stance, while o4 porting some strengthening

of,the CCHE's role in "manpower and

allocations and bmad.fiscal matters"

1
ent predictions, enrollment

p. 16). 1

Though the hearings, which were ld almost weekly is Sacramento

for several months, tended to become s yhat tedious, they did allow
1,3

'for full exploration of the issues. The4omewhat defensive posture of
o

the segmentd becamemore and more apparent to the committee members.,

The credibijility of the segments declined over the course of the

ings because.their spokesmen would appear each week armed with vol

noes defense's of the status quo, regardless of the subject area under

discussion. It was just not possible fOr the committee members, most,

of whom had served in the legislature since at least the mid -"1960's, to

accept the utopian portrait' of California higher education which was

presented.

Commissioned Papersa

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

papers designed to respond to the'questions raised in the open hearing

21
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phase of the study. Beyond the obilous role of intelligence Which

fheSe papers fill d they also increased the legitimacy of some'of

the alternative solutions to higher education problems which were

offered by their authors. Table 3 (Appendix) lists the papers andr P

authors26- and briefly descries each.

several cases, publicity given to the papers increased

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

cussed. A good example of this is the effect of the paper on "Financ-

i
ing Postsecondary EducAtion n California' which was written by the

'Academy for Educalion Development. 'The paper fully disc4ssed a number

of contemporary issues in the'financing of higher education and pro-

vided three alternatives for tuition policy Though none of the

three was recommended thepress played up the alternative of full

cost pricipg as a recommendation, causing an emotional outcry effect-

ively precluding ration -1 debate on this issue.

Though e 6. fim tftee eventually failed to take a stand on this

issue, what the paper and subsequent committee debate may have accom-

plished wadrto introduce into legislative thinking ablbut both tuition

and student aid, notions of equity, private and:pnblic benefits, fore-

gone income, and so forth.

or-

d(

Other papers had more conellisive impact'on final JLC recommenda-
-

tions. The final report of the JLC recommended the creation of a fourth

and nontraditionalsegment of public higher education in California.

Two papers influenced this recommendation: Warrn Bryan Martin's dis-

cussion of "Alternative Forms of Higher Ed cation for California" which

22
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(
hescribed several strategies for curricular reform and for delivery.of

konKttaditidnal education, and Richard Peterson's "Goals for California.

Higher Education" which demonstrated the rather low pilority given by

'existing campus constituencies to off-campus and other nontraditional",

apvoaches.5

Draft Report

./

In early January 1973, the Joint Committee met in executive

session for two days at, a retreat in the Santa Barbara mountains. The/

*--piarpe.ae,pr this meeting was to develop a draft report, a statement of

the tentative concltisions
and recommendations to puttefore the public

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

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

report.

Alb
The report was issued in late February and received much atten-

tion from the newspaper and television media. Its major thrusts were.

two-fold: (1) Higher education exists primarily to facilitate learning,

,including personal growth, (2) In our pluralistic socieIY, 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.

The report set the following goals for California Postsecond

5Two of t 'he papers discussed were the basis for subset ent pub-

lica;ions: those of Peterson (24) and the.Acaamy for Education -al Develop-
ment (1).
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r
.Education in the next decade:

(1) Academic yeedom and responsibility

(2) Equal and universal accessibility for'persohsof both_sexes

4and all races, ancestries, incomes, ages, and geographic

opareas

(3) Lifelong learning opportunities for persons with capac4y
et

end,motivation to beriefit
r

(4) Diversity of institutions, services, and methods

C(5) Flexibility to adapt to the changing needs of students ,

and society
4

.

(6) Cooperation between institutions in assessing area educa-

tionalneeds and. resources; and in meeting those needs

(7) Involvement with local communities and utilization of

commuIty resources in the educational process

(8) Increased understanding of ihe 'learning process to be

sought and applied throughout higher education

(9) Discovery of qualitative and quantitative evaluation1

Nmethods foelearning, research, and teething
4/,

(10) Accountability throughout higher education: of insti-

tutions to the individual for instruction and related

services, of institutions to the public and its repre7

sentatives, of faculty student and staff to the

institutions, and of the pviblic.and its leaders to11
the institutions for support and development

24
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The specific recommendations included:, i

k,

i
(1) Adopting a continuous plAnning process in place of a

State master plan.

(2) Increasing the participation of ethnic minoAkties and

women in higher education. The report stated that the

(3)

University of California, the California State University

and Colheges,,and the'California Community Colleges shall

strive to apprOximate the general ethnic, sexual; and 7-77-
/

economic composition of the state by 1980.4; "This goal/

shall be achieved by provision of additional studqnt

spaces and not by the rejection of any qualiked
i

student."

Changing the governance of higher education to short,

terms of University of California. Regents to eight years

and providing that appointment to the governing boards

of the publidihigher education institutions be made by

the Governor from nominations submitted by a Blue Ribbon

Nomidating Commission. A peer-selected student and

faculty member would be added as non-voting members of :

each board.

(4) 'Creating a new Coordinating and Planning Agency and

Postsecondary Education Commission to replace the Co-

ordinating Council for Higher Education. The commission

would be composed of a clear majority of public representa

tives and representatives of all types of postseondary

2 5
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'-

(5)

educatio al institutions..

AO,Establishing a new university without walls.to co-
. ,

ordinate and supplement current efforts to'provide off-*
,

campus extended leailiing and credits and degrees for

expeyimental and other 'types of .learning.

OS) Expanding dnd Improving the administrhtion of financial

(7)

aid programs.

Creating Regional CoUncils to foster, cooperation among

colleges and universities to serve community. needs for

educational services.

(8) Establishing counseling cedters to provide, independent
0 . 0

and coOprehensive information on postsecondary opportu-.

(9)

nities:tto'potential 9udents or all ages.

Establishing a state innovation fund to be funded at a

level of three,percent of the annual higher,education

budget.

(10) More flexible admission standards for the UhiVersity of

California and California Statill phiversity and Colleges.

The committee encouraged institutions:to' Admit up. to

one-eighth of their-freshman class by Different Criteria

than they currently utilize. This 'will enable, the colleges

and universities to experimentally identify those students

most capable of benefiting from the institution.

F
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Response to Draft Report

Once the draft report had been published and widely circulated,

'the committee undertook another series of public hearings. Five hear-
.

ings were.held in different parts of the state.

4 The initial hearing was held at, the state capitol and the

D

principal witnesses'were the chief executives of California's public

systems of higher education. The general tenor of the testimony Offered
by plese officials was laudatory of the Committee's efforts and the

draft report. However, i pie subsequent hearings o ispecific sections

of the report, the official spokesmen for public hi er
A
education attacked

nearly every section, of the report calling
for change'except the recom-

mendations for increased student financial assistance. Many sections of
the report were supported.by the student lobbies', faculty organizations,

the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities and
other individuals and organizations.

kttyFinal Report'and Recommendations

Upon completion of thi hearings, committee members reviewed the

draft report wind the critiques and suggestions received, and decided

upon the contents of -elle final report'. The basic themes of the draft

report and most of the recommendations were reaffirmed, with some re-
,

finement and a few deletions (8).

To enable the legislature to begin-acting on the recommendations



t.

during the 1973 session, the results of the committee's deliberations

were released immediately, although the final report -was not published

until November.

Both the draft and final reports called for the creation of a

new state planning commission to implement a more process-oriented

and comprehensive.approach to postsecondary education planning. This

legislation passed both houses of the legislature during the,1973

session overwhelmingly and was signed by the Governor. The new com-

mission came into existence on April 1, 1974. It began meeting in

January, 1974, to organize itself, hire a staff, and arrange for

transition with the OCHE.

Throughout the remainder of the 1973 and 1974 legislative

sessions the committee introduced or supported a,series of resoluiions,

bills, and constitutional
amendments implementing the recommendations

of its final report. By the end of the 1974 session the legislature

had acted on most of the recommendations. Though the recommendations

were subjected to the usual amendments and modifications as-they moved

through the legislature process, most of the committee's proposals'

were accepted by the legislature. Four constitutional amendments re-

ceived the necessary two-third sjotes toualify them for the November,

1974, general election ballot, but three of the four measures were de-
1,

seated. 6

uThere is no precise way of accounting for the defeat of these

propositions at the polls. None had substanjial organized oppositions.

Some possible explanations for their fatlure are: (1) The propositions

28
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EVALUATION, COMPARISON,., ANALYSIS.

Quite clearly, any Tisfactory evaluation of the6work of the

JLIC1EUst await the passage of a period oftime sufficient to observe:

(1)whichof the committee's recommendations are implemented at the
,

level of legislative statute or state higher education policy in

California; (2) of these, which are actually implemented in accord
with the real intent of the ctmmittee; and (3) of these, which appear
to effect real imptovement in the structure, process, or pripgrams of

higher education within the-state.

Some evidence is now available with respect to the first two
of these criteria (Table 4 in Appendix). Another way of evaluating

were highly technical and received little attention in the press prior
to the election; they may not have,ibeen understood by the voters,, par-

ticularly since there were approximately twenty state propositions be-_

fore them. The proposition which received the most press coverage,
was adopted; (2) The language and ballot argument for the proposition-
providing for civil

serviCeexemptions'forthe California Postsecondary

Education Commission created a widespread
impression that the effect

would be the creation of additional political patronage in Sacramento;.
the transfer of authority to set tuition in the University of, California

system from the Regents to the legislature may have been interpreted as
an attempt to inject politics into higher

education, particularly by
voters who did not realize that the legislature already had authority

over student charges in the state and community colleges.

29
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thp work of the committee is to emphasize what issues were not sue-

cessfully met. These should include questions of: the internal

governnnce of institutions, the destructive erosion of,credibilit, of

institutions of higher edUcation, the problem of tenure, the curriculum

itself and the perhaps overriding question of anticipating enr llment

declines in a steady-state fiscal situation by pioviding for

rational reallocation of resources and programs. The commit ee's

wisdom in declining these challenges will be ratified only f the new

Postsecondary Education Commission proves to be the agent to do so.

The process followed by the California restudy- i some ways

observes the canons, set down by current expert redommen ations on

planning, and in other ways violates them. The Carneg,e Commission

recommended that "a state's initial development of a road post-

secondary educational plan be undertaken by a commis ion appointed for

that purpose with a small staff augmented by speci task forces as

needed, selected so as to assure participation by oth public repre-
o

sentatives and leaders of educational constituencies" (10, p. 36).. For

the legislature itself to undertake the planning function/through a
Pi

committee of its membership is an unusual planning approach. The de-
,

sirable goals achieved py thip approach include: (1) maintaining the

planning function as distinct from operational respondibilities of a

coordinating-type agency, and (2) direct responsibility to the public

via'elected representatives. (See, for instance, 13.) Potential

liabilities of this approach are: (1) a relatively nonparticlpatory

process, (2) a disabling distance from the institutions. These latter

4,

3()4
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>aspects are also recurring themes in the literature of contemporary

higher education planning. Attempts were made, as should be clear
1

from the details ot this paper, t9 satisfy both. As Table 5 (Appendix)
1

shows, commitment to participation was an initial and ongoing concern.

Institutional participation was alsAalued and encouraged throughout

the study. Whether the sense of shared decision-making is strongly

felt on the part of institutions when the process is embedded in the

legislative branch of govelmment will probably reveal itself over

time. It seems probable that, in avoiding the kind of institutional

control of the planning process which was the case in the initial.

California Master Plan, a certain felt disenfranchisement on the petit

of institutions becomes inevitable.

It isqclear, then, that any adequate evaluation of California's

master planning effort requires an unfolding of the consequences of

its efforts and recommendations.
Certainly the process followed here

is an outgrowth of the articular environment of the state and time

in which it took place. Two elements of that environment deerve note.

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

critique of higher education performed by the master plan restudy took

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

served by those institutions which were criticized, and which has, in

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

an intelligent criticism-of the'Se institutions is perhaps not possible

without the sophistication which the institutions help to develop.

Secondly, planning is a political process, and since it involves

31
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the allocation, or proposed allocation, of energy, power, and money,

American higher education is coming to willingly admit publicly what

has always been true, and probably always has been admitted privately,

that higher education is deeply-embedded in the,political process.
.

One facet ofthis in the California study is the relative distribution

of power among institutions now as compared with 1959, when the original

Master.Plan was developed. The, the University of California was

instrumental in protecting its hegemony over higher education in the

dstate,against the much less coordinated and concentrated pager 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

seems clear that the University's'power to preserve that hegemony is

not as secure; that the final result appears much more a result of

a balancing of interests,
desires, exigenciesi and imperatives of-insti-,,

tutions, legislature, executive, and general public. It seems plausible

that this diffusion of power, compared with ten years earlier, con-

tributed to the effectiveness of a Aarticipatory model of planning.

_3 2

`31



".

S



0

TABLE 1 (9)

PHASE DURATION OBJECTIVES

I June, 1971 - (1) Identification of
October, 1971 important questions

(2) Involvement of public
and educators

, II

1

November, 1971 -
January, 1972

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

III February, 1972 - (1) Implementation of
December, 1972 study

January, 1973 -
August,'1973

(1) Publication of pre-9
liminary report

(2) Public response to
draft report

(3) Publication of
Final Report

4

34
33

1 j

PROCESS

Hearings on "the futue"
Appointment of ad hoc
advisory committee on
questions and issues

Letters to citizens
Meetings, in rviews on

campuses
Hearings: Wh t are the

significant uestions?
How shouldtthe 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
4identified in study
plan

Consultant studies'

Draft Report
Public hearings
Evaluation of response
-to draft report

Final Report



/ TABLE 2

PUBLIC HEARINGS OF THE JOINT

COMMITTEE ON THE MASTER PLAN'

FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

(PHASE III)

Structure of Public Higher Education
a

Governance and Coordination of California
Higher Education

Independent Higher Education

Alternative Forms of Higher Education'

Planning for Postsecondary Education

Financing Postsecondary Education

Access to Higher Education

Regional Articulation and Cooperation
among Institutions of Higher Education

Regional Articulation and Cooperation
5mong Institutions of Higher Education

SP

311.

. f \

F4rnary 9, 1972

February 16 and
February 23,.1972

March 7:1 1972

March 8 and
March 22, 1972

April 5, 1972

April 12 an
ril 19, 1972

April 26 and
May 3, 1972

May 22, 1972

,September 11, 1972

6
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u
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c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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p
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p
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c
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c
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p
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p
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b
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p
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p
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c
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.
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i
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u
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i
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.
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p
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b
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c
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p
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b
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c
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r
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
b
y

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s

c
o
n
-

c
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TABLE 5

PARTICIPATORY ASPECTS OF JLC STUDY

1. Letters sent to 1500 Californians requesting views on

important issues-and questions (July, August, 1971)0

40,

2. Ad Hoc Advisory COmmittee - 90 persons of diverse back,-

grounds, occupations, etc. , spent two days developing

issues and questions (September, 1971)

3. Public hearing on proposed study plan (January, 1971)

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

September, 1972)

5. Institutional Goals Inventory - survey instrument ad-

ndnistered to students, faculty, administrators trusteed,
and community people at 116 colleges (April-June, 1972)

6. Issuance of report in draft form followed by public hear-
ings on

recommendations (February, March, 1973)
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