Lo N H A . v
N - et EEER i -, . s , : ] ) :
. ED 126 968 .. - e . JC-760 4217 . oo
. 0 . L ° - . oL "( oo . N . - = T

" ., AUTHOR "0gzfier, John - Lo ‘ DR

<07 - TITLE ) tété,Boérd Goyérnance of Community colleges in . . V
: o 7 /Illinois. S S :
* 159%p.; Qggasiong; light print- - . . L.t

.  .PUB DATE
" . NOTE

-

ME-$0.,63 HC-$8,69 Plas Postage. VAN L
';ngxﬁhity,Colleges;‘*Educ ignal Coordinationjy .. .5

“ o ', GoVernance; *Governiag Board&: *Junior Colleges; .- R
N - Legis]; sy Politjcal Inflpencesy Powér Structure; ' ° - -.

4

+afe ‘Agencies; *State’ Bo
\ - ' “Government; Stateé Sch

.*  IDENTIF © Illinois; *Illinois

CUR R 4 : ¥T11inois Comnunj
A .., ‘Regulation .~ .~

ds ‘'of Rducation; *State .
District’ Relationship ,
Hig Edication;’ - , ‘
ard;. state .- ' - Y. "

" ABSTRACT " ™. T : L IR .
" © . - Stagg’tegqulation of pdstsecondary. education
institutions' has,béen ever-increasing ; this leads to greater o
‘-&fficiency-in 2ducation and S to stibilize fhe educational -system" .,
" in the state 'ih such’'a way that syStem-wide problems and difficilties - . * -
. " ' 2P - ’ T e 4y ‘y N . N . -
are-handled 4in. an pzﬁepkfxand routine fashion. This study reviews: .. -
o ''‘s*t'vzrt‘e,re;%‘t/l;a’c.:i.o.n‘cf,‘4:;f§muu1izli"cyd_c':o’J.;ZL.eé_{'es'inqﬁIllJ'.n"o‘i’sg“and»explc_>r<-3's,’ch‘e_~ T
_question-jof- whether o;’not4qféater“statewiﬁq'control,anq,cacrdigation R
is desifable., It. discusses theqbeginnings;gf”;hghillihois Board of %% - .
- ‘Higher ‘Edueaticn (ZBHE) and. the Illinois Community.College Board ... °d. =™
T¢% £IccB), both'of which -eversee the commuwnity ‘Colleges. It presents” the' **. .
.. =< objéctives of these two.boards as set forth by’the. legislature and . .
- -, reviews the methodg hy.which boar§ objectivés are related to'board . .
- ‘activities and’policy. degisions. It also ‘Fevieys the gontrol and |, N
'\ .coordinating .functions'of -these boards, notes,how.many of.the L '
L .v-redurfing-cpmnun;ty“cobleggﬁissues'ﬁfindﬂcingﬁ local college
*.” autondnmy, ‘prograp ‘dupligation, -system fragmentation, and . co
-articulation) have ‘bedome political .issies, and .exanines what these , ;" 77 .
boards spend moSt.of their time doing..Resylts indicate that.the, TBEE . ..
and the, ICCH spérdd much hoTe  time in cgordinating then in contrplling.
, the community ;€ollege. systen, éna'ghat the state legislature still. - . .
; has the most: power to dgteiqi@éf&hehfa;eléﬁvIll;néis education.’ ' f

. N N v
P (DC) ! « ) v W o, - s .
« . . . 4 - S .
o h . PR PRI VR, Ve <. . t,L Lt . \\ . R ! R . .
L . ; [P . ; - - - . —
Voo » ., ; ’ “/‘l . R | N » ‘FI'. PN ~ “ "'.: Ny
‘e ' L ‘ ;e e - ' . noe ¥ i . y ! .
. " -, Ty L, L P .oy : . ' -
s . v . . R s . . .. - . , . .
o . . ) « I . .. - ¢ !

3

=

. . «

om0 ¥

“wt o - ’ . 2 . - Py
4o . 3 . . .
R ; - ; " ; e ] .
; B : e A . . gt e, o J LIRS . cel . .. [
¢ . ) PRI i ;N e . C N RTEE s . . N ., - , ..
. - . v L . -
< . ro- - - . . . . R
4 4 “y > - . . - . . .o ~ : . . N L .. .
' q’( ) . . R e N R “ ,
. . - n - PR <

***xﬁ*#&*****é**a**i*‘**Qi*féi*ié***{*m**y};*****y******i*********i**iﬁ‘
* "Documefits acquired by ERIC ih&lhde‘manyfinfqtha&fﬁnbublisheq D
.*-paterials not available' from other sgurteg. ERIC, akes every effort *ci} '
.. ¥ to obtain the best c@pzfavailamlé._NQvéfiheleSs,.iteq; of ‘margimal * -
' ¥ reprqducihility. are often encourtered arfd.this dffects the quality . * - .
*' 0f the miecrofiche ‘and hardéopy reproductions. ERIC fiakes.available .-
‘' 7% via-the ERIC Dotimeht’ Reproduction. Service (EDRS). EDRS is not' - . . ¥
'”*‘fespongibleﬂior‘ghebquality,oﬁ the driginal Jocdment, Reproductions * .
.. X .supplied by EDRS are thé.best that'can be .made;from, the originaid ok
"**¢******}**fgy******iy*&y*******%****};*»***}y**ft**3*****%&****'**ff;‘ -
\ L e :

: T A % o
, T e . . y
. Y

.
'
5 .
N .
<, . ¢ A ’ . .o .
. ). - “y > . 2 Y
. v . , ’ . . -
) s - g . - e . W L e e
LS . . . W et LN . . . N T .
» g P . . ) -~ ' Lo s .o ¢
5 N M ’ ‘ . . v N | ! ' [ - .
. * T ‘ e .« - . . -
A Fuiext provid ic 3 1 .~ . P . . o0 i - .
. « . . . PR P
. + ’ . i . B \ . .
. . . . . . v * . - -

“we




1oNs wlu;u&/
NATIONAL INSTITUTECF
EOUCATION

N

THIS DOCUMENY HAS * BEEN REPRO
DUCEO EXALTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM
THE PERSON'OR GRGAN(ZATION ORIGIN-
ATING 1T Pomts OF VIEW OR OPINSONS
STATED DO 'NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT QFFICTAL NATIONAL 1NSTITUTE OF
_EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

s uog{n ‘O"asu'ler Ph D..
Gfollﬁge of DuPage -
Glen ’L,.Llyn, 1llinois

-1976<4' -

et Provided by ERIC

ey “*ﬁ'-l, S e




-

~

Chapter

v~

One.

Two.

* Thiree.

e

Four.

GOVERNANCE PATTERNS . e .

. Summary of thls Chapter T

v

s
i

\ TABLE' OF CONTENTS.

<

- . -

INTRODUCTION. B © e e

Two Models of the Natural
Progression Theory L
The Purpose ‘of ‘this Paper®: - *
'An Overview of this Paper = ..

ILLINOIS AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

.

‘ Some Examples of State Board Governance
of Community. Colleges. -
Illinois' Pattern of Community College.
‘.r Governdnge: _.a Histarical Look -
Enﬂbllng@Leglslatloh of State Board
Eovernance‘ip I1lindis,
4§£ate Board Govexnance at Level 3.0f

hoards - .o < Tz

« . 0?

.

COORDI\IA"‘IO‘\I AND CONTROL FUNCTIONS
OF THE BOARDS? . oy

. . . e . .,

: 'What/é?g/gi; Fuqﬁ/;ons ‘of Coordlnatlon

<

and Cefitt | “
 Procedure to - y Coordlnatlbn ad
v B Control of ‘the Community College ~ -*

. Governing HBoards, IBHE and’ ICCB

Proce%ure to-Study ProMems- in’ State .
Boa

«

. »
s
.

GOE@BNANCF ISSUBS BEFORE TgE‘BOARDS ;

Issue-

d Governance of Communlty Colleges ‘T

& ~Berdah} S. Brogresslon- Coordinating A

1: Flnanc1n0 Community. C lleges e
-Issuc 2: Preserving‘Local, Collgge Autonomy
Issue 3:- pupllcatlon pk Programs ST
Issue 4: Fragmentatlon of ‘“the System e
Issue 5 -

: ‘Artlcaiatlon.‘I( S .

3

.
™
-~
£
-
*
. 4
.7
. 8
o .
s— ‘. -
v . ),' Y
- .
.
r
.
.
4
¢
.
.
~t 3
» - »
L 4
. p
.
'
s 2
. ‘55;0 »
N } P B [
v
T
1'. P Vi
I
L e
PRt
¥ - .




. ‘ ‘ i ) .". ) "'._ ) oo E L .
Lo £ ot * t . o -,

Yoy . o N . T se Yos ’ . ¥
—~Chapter .° . . . .

R . - te

. Five. GOVERNANCE xssnas IN POTITICS ‘i“~';" 101

Methoao;ogy for Determlnlngs»g==é22557 .’—v":;;EEEE:f¥==ﬁ

The Politicians' Perceptio R .
. ~ Issue and Leglslator Comment' Pert;nent N
to Issue 7. N )7 SR L
- Summarizing = - - . - e - - — =
. ) T . . .- .

Six. A CLOSER LéOK?AT THE.BOARDEA‘AGTIONQ; e emd D 1120

The Boards' Levels, of Coordlnatlon oY
and Control ** -« PR
Coordination. and’ Control Va!;&bIES
Compared to their sub- -fadtprs , .
'Frequency Levels 1n Control and Coordlnatlon

4
.
- LY
3 .
o, , . -

Seven,. SUMMARIZIVG THE FIVDINCS

, . : N
@ - : ¢

e & ‘e e 2 . o« . .

. (RN
RN . Al
. . . . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . o' . s, e 0 8 o« s e . -

APPENDIX A. TOPICAL SURVEY OF CONTROL AND ~ - - . R A
- COORDINATION 'VARIABLES .*. « . . . . . , . -133-

. ¢ , . . . A . -v ’. : \
APPENDIX B. TALLIES OF FRBQUENCY SUMMARIESTﬂ e e e , 143 o

APPENDIX C. LEGISLATOR QUESTIONNAIRE: , . P T U ¥ B




L3
MR

st

- " T‘J_ \\q‘ .
.t “ \\ ?
’ AN
3.0 . ;
«"‘\\ '
‘-:«' - ~
™~ . o T
o -+ -
N v e — o
LIST OF FIGURES -
V. . \J
- ~ N D " ' ’ '
Figure o S ' )
. 3-1. RELATIONSHIP' OF COORDINATION AND CONTROL
TO LOCAL COMMUNITY CQLLEGE . . . . - .
'6-1. IBHE COORDINATION AND CONTROL ACTIVITIES .
6-2. - ICCB. COORDINATION' AND‘CONTROﬁ\@CTIVITIES L.
6-3. PERCENTAGE OF CONTROL VS. COORDINATION PER YEAR,
6-4.." FREQUEACY TOTALS OF CONTROL ITEMS IN BOARD
) memmmE e e e e e
! , ’
| " 6-5. FREQUENCY TOTALS OF COORDINATION ITEMS IN
. ‘BOARD GOVERNANCE . . . . i . . & . . . %W u .
i\ s
\ . »
‘ . o
© ¢ ‘>, 1
¢ - "r
5 . u :\
¢ B . iv o
v v /} ' ) . . ‘

49
115
116

118
121

122




CHAPTER ONE

- . .
¢ .
b v )
« T - N
. I . .
v , o !
- - ) . -
. - - T
: ¢ i . ~
. . -
) B L . .
. . &
. - . . ' . «
i < .
. /- s *
- .
) -
3 rl * . :
2 .
. -
- . v -
' * '
. .
. .
. . .
i N ’ !
.
. ~ N { .
. - - » ;d I -
. " ) - . {
. » .
w N k] '
P -
R . e ! . . b
s L c -
, .
; T - ! . ’
, . e 7 ) ! ‘
" . . .
. ! P .

INTRODUCTION

s
> v -
- Vomat, -
v ‘ N
- L\ . N
- 3 ..
, . > "
e ~
, -~ ~ - L e
. X«h-\ - .- A %
- e
. - . . A
: o S
. o ., <
) A - Sa T
" Y
P & Pl o AR 8
A . T
. B - .
ENREE Y MR‘ -
- ' N
— s s
ER RN S~y

"




CHAPTER ONE
¢ ’ . . . v LN

PRI " . *INTRODUCTION . '
’ ; . ) q s . » P

.

<

Escalatihg costSloi education, voter'rebellion over ‘ \

increased tdxes, and the ooming prospect of a population

The public seems dist ustful of the educator. Wﬁile they
-may assumg “that ‘the qual'ty of education is- nich thq‘ o
wonder why "the. system" turns out graduates who appear iess

than capable." They seem concerned over the value of a

3
|

"college degree. They_are perplexed whenever«they see a
school, college or university embarkinglon a buildrng con- -

struction program, while the birth rate steadily declines..

1
Tneir puzzled look is reflectEd in their, legislators

demands that something be done.

+

' -
Who in education shall address themselves _to the con- .

‘ ‘ ; cerns ‘of the public? It is unrealistic to think f£hat the
" \\

~—

\\
~séparate 1nstitutions can deal With the manifold problems

/
-,

- - affeﬁting the whole of education. Put another way, in order B

P e ~ N

. to cope With problems endemic to the system, some governing

N -
Y )

agency, such as a staté board, may..seem more suited to, . T

L
[

« devise and 1mplement needed remedies. Indeed observers ? R
- ' to the educational,scene note a ste\\y trend across the ;,/3

nation from the s1mple autonomy of local schools and
f“l" . > L )

. _ colleges to the’complex regulation of such institutions

. ' o irrespective‘of educational level. ‘An” 1mplication of thﬂs

o . ,finding is that graduallympower is being shifted away from




;»' ’ the 1nd1y1dual 1nst1tutrons to state and even federal bureauc—
\ "

rac&es. Although these obsérvers have not tied thelr analyses .-
oo+

to the widespread problems in educatlon, they ‘theorize that T

‘o the trend is indicative. of an evdlutlonary process leadlngf’ IR J

to greater state control of edpcatlon.

e T " . Two. Models pof the Natural o . .

Tt .
. . L : : ’Prooression Theory ) : .

™ \\< i udylng the state regulathn of colleges and unlver— o

R s1t1es, Robert BerdahL synthesazed hts\daha by Eeploylng a_
\

four- fold typology of state’ goVernlng forms. 515\5525go;4@51

reflecta hlstorlcal perspectlve to the data ’ ,'\\\ .
-+ <. 1. ’No state governing agency- "Complete autonomy of 1nst\tu— - \\
SN tlons lasting from colonlal days to.the\late l9th Century T~

2. Voluntary assoc1aty0n* "Creatlon of VOluntary arrange~"
megts gaihing 1mpetus in Lthe. 19405 and 19505,"

3. Coordlnatlnq board Creatron of stateW1de coordlnatlng ’

boards. beglnnlng in the late LQSOs and stLll contlnulng e

. 4, Consolidated govexnlng bOard de51gned to~"¢qn€rol . . }‘Q'
expan51on and* prollferatlon vl ot &“ - _gm it .

. -
- ., ~

had A
Berdahl portrays a gradual tgend toward greater state c }
interest in educatlon.\ from a sltuatlon of’ (l) no state‘ - ‘L,

¢

governlng agency, to (él voLnntary groups seeklng state , v

; mqney, to (3) the creatlon.of a state«coordlnatrng board to o
N establlsh prlorltles* mong the competrug requests for»funds, 5 -

Pl '.)*L—‘v < e N LT

to flnally (4) a state consolldated goVernlng board that

". “ L bR ! : ‘X % \ 2 . - . 0:: = ’ >
controls educational growth. . o T E k“ “\"5. L
{.~ Bexdahl acknowledges the CGntlnuance of earller R L

s - . ..

stagea 1nto the present” e. g., stage 1 in’ Delaware, but he, S
¥ . Ed = \"\.'

e \contends that there are more”states in- the latter two - . T
* - 2 - o ‘ [ Y]
- stages than heretofore ahd\of the latter two, more 1n~the ) 'V' ©

3rd stage than the 4th So, he°pred1cts that in the years

. .
2 . * - i et .




. .
.
v , . . W .

to come a greater prOportlon of states w1ll be adoptlng the s

e .

organlzatronal structures ‘of the 4th stage. Alre@dy, 19 %?’

states have reached’ thlS stage, Berdahl found“'aLthoug; @

\., "
Y P

pOSltS no further stage in the,eyolutlonary process. '-(', i

. S
. . . <

;v‘r\: . . 6

o R If we, a\h what "drlves"'tne states toward stage 4, "

Berdahl explalns that somehow~the polltlcal demands of .

publlc educatlonalﬁlnstltutlons must be syntheslzed 1nto a

A ?

- i program wn;ch balance's educatlonal needs of a populace with
- \ €
. ' . the state’ s f1nanc1a§\resources~ ‘He learned for instance,
\ that Georgla entered phase 4 durlng the Depress1on, wheh T
. PN
. as hard~pressed to find moneyffor hlgher duca— ~

NN
T : 4+ o 4 \::?*w\‘
onsolrdated board,"ellminated'ten,Lnstltutions "o- -RC;
Berdahl reports.2 Actualiy, stage 4frepresents‘thé brg&ni~\;’fu f"ﬁ

K
e ¥ o o=

“.antionai”agproach, as opposed to, say, a bargalmln approach

.r(;, \ o
¢ “ a - . .

. Of$stage 3 As a buffer, the consolldated agenay,gan control .
. .. .-

., - s - N - .‘l 23 "'.\ l ‘:}-
- the plant" b@eratlons 1n a fluctuatlng market for”the, . :

.. ) . . W
X . "productﬂ\relatlvq 0 the capltal aVallable for.unvestment S

v
- -f'i

i, e., leglslatiﬁe approprlatlons to the col1eges,3» o . .35’;%§»L‘

/* h i Jt? _; ‘A consoildated ggvérnlng ooard may be dellneatéd ‘in _i 3;1 ft
Lot R . . s T '
‘ "n ‘.7 terms of its power. ‘A fulLy develOped consolldated board ;ﬂ'-¢‘,'\
- f;-:{‘ v can establlsh~new\lnstmtutlons and shut down{any in . o 1} .

R e eY1stence”. It ‘can. d1ctate the currldUlum for each program
S, offerec by a local College; while permrttlng the local K " <

. . AR
e R

- lnstltutlon to determlne -which currlcula to offer. ,It{

= N . ~ N .v*

L e dlsgurses state money to the. local colleges“relative”ﬁo ¢ Lo
ot l . ot R ', . L R Y N
N . f A} .

.

. AN ."thelr budget requests. It can'preuent*dup;jcation of programs ¢ - -

» . . . .
- . .
. . .. 4 . .
) t ! N . Lo ' . - e ¢ " .
oo~ LN . . -

. . .
ot T L. . ) . e
f R \ . o
. N , P . JEF S . o N A .
. - Lo . A i . . N,
’ EMC o s . . ' - . “ *3 ) . M
L~ - - - » . ‘Q

-
. ~ . t . ' w .
o~ . " - v - - o «
A FuiText provided by Eric . . .




and foster cooperatlon among 1nst1tutlons by fundlng each’

©
¢ te

colleg% separatehy per programs ofrered ‘ And it can
¥

“°

' transfer faculty among 1nst1tutlons under 1ts domaln, whxle

4 .Y

establlshlng mlnrmal quallflcatlons for lnstructors. éty

‘-\ -
4 S, ¢ AT ]
-

’ mainta;nlng a‘research arm, 1thcan justify state fundirg

”fornulas and adjust these 't meet manpower and societal ST

v g P
- toe

demands upon the educatlonal system Under .a governlng <L
R .

Pl

consolldated agency, the‘local 1nst1tut10n can have the. N

. ‘,
.t [ - N

. rlght to’ offér whatever courses‘deslred but the state

K4 %

reserves the rlght to determlne the level of fundlng for .
r'each program and must. assure the qualltp of 1nstructlon. : t e
Then too, the state board has the r1ght to monltor each : o ‘e
college S, adnlnlstratlon to ascertaln whether state monles .
. . o 2 .

" are belng spent properly lh summary, the powers of ‘a -i . : i'

. consolldated governlng board do not necessarlly 1mply that

= v -

the board operate tng‘local college, only that “ag ™

A Berdahl suggests, 1t prevents prollferatlon and av01ds

e ,\ ,f :
dupllcatlon of effor‘, and -at the sanie, time, enforces },A .

. \ . o

) qual;ty controls.m N ?’" SN - -

1 ¢’?Possrblxﬂ ‘an ultlmate stage of a- fuily developed

. .. .. .,
>

5 .

-

s \:_ educatlonal System w1th1n a state would be one 1hterlevel

’ v, ” *o *

i’ * COnsolrdated governlng agency. Essentlally, this agency C
- “ 4 - ) . e T ‘) B
would 1ntegrate»the Curricula of the Varlous educatlonal

. L &. K “e
.Jevels'. Notlngabhat the concepf hs re1at1vely untrled A

" - Y [ « AT 3 y
» » B

S Berdahl is, _cautioug in his’ endorsement . B )

s

: . . AU
/ v * . D [ i . 4
4 Ih theory, grvlng one agencyprespon51blllty for the RN
oot 1ntegratlom of all educatlon, from kKindergarten to R
oot . postdoctoral wokk, '1§ the S1mplest and most direct’ way

- 4
~D e

"tv
. * f
e BT ' & Y or o J
54 iy " .-, . 7 . "

"
-~ A ?‘;_w PR ‘\3. \'v . - . ' . -
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e =

Idaho, Montana and Rhode Is and

‘ v1rtual 1ndependent schoo

_[ls createdJ to whlch agents of separate assocxatlons an@xﬁ‘

S 1 / !
o . ‘ /ST

. A . -
' ! '\'-,\ . R {
’\i ~ / vt . \ N \‘
. v '. N , :1‘ ,'\ |
) ( - \ Q ’ ) / : \ L.
handllng probl s of in

o
tﬁls mechanlsm 1s too newl
.Y

-y
S
R
~w
-

terlevel coordipatlon. But,
ﬁorhdeflnltlve«evaluatloﬁ
qt L - 'f o e "‘, N

_ . . J, i C 9 . -
Berdahl clalms that in the ssate w1th stage 3 progression

but 1nterlevel ;ntegratlon, lg., Mlchlgan \ﬁe% York and

. 3 g
ave arlsen. Névertheless, 1n -
kI B

lnterlevel coordlnatlon is

Pennsylvanla,-dlfficulties"

\\'

‘lnfluenéé state Iég\\ at 'basea\system of

. R b
-Statewide moﬁP-»ﬁ
== ’

tatéwiée

lithic organization. S

v

governmental bodies belong as a*

H

result of governmental

v
-

";9 K N
Bf Iannaccone contends hlS

and educatlon rnterest grodps

"

fourfold taxonomy 1s capable of class1fy1ng all state systems

)
"

for grades K=12, he recognlzes that "the proposea*\

although

action’ to create a llnkage system between the leglslature S




-

-~ . 4 .
classification is empirically grounded in the descriptions

of only a few states."? Since he believes state legisla~

N b
i . tures want the educational comnfunity to agree upon a bill

before it is submitted, he ig led to affirm the superiority
of the statewide syndical structure, which endeavors to

i

garner consensus among 1nterested parties. For Iannaccbne{

the legislature is more likely to act favorably when no
Oppos ition against the proposed legislation surfaces.

Yet Iannaccone does hot draw upon information ‘about’
the New York or Georgia systeps, in which a Board of Regents
seemingly exerts strong control over the curricu}um and the

managerial affairs of local school distrlcts. .If he had, i o

~

he might have been inclined‘to add another tier’ to«hls
s ' - * 2, .
taxonomy, thereby more closely approx1mat1n /the Berdahl . ’
n” L
&¥onomy of

progression. What is missing in Ianha€cone's

course,.is some reference to Berdahl' consoiidation stage.‘-'_ \'
:_ . Neverthelesgq Iannaccone's 51 is Berdahl's $1; his’#z\and‘#B

' @§ppear variants of Berdahl's #2, inasmuch as both pertain to
A .

v Al ‘ iﬁvol&ing voluntary’oréanizations in the, budgetary process;’ -

i

{
-and _his #4 is Berdahl s #3, since, to the question, "Do

\ N .

states,change from one type to another over time?"
%
Iannaccone states, "It appears that they do but perhaps in

N one direction only w10 He Jfurther claims, “In any case, it ~ .
Fi o i - would seem that the locally based disparate-is an early form ‘
‘ giving way-to the statewide monoli;hic."ll .- v

‘ . The above models are not derived from a study of\the

. community college movement. Nevertheless, some indication




S exists that sta’ces ,are drlftﬂg teward Béraahl’ s stage S\b"j

Ia

w1th respect to’ thls Jevel Watte arger reports that N

<

'nearlv afivstates ﬁow.have 50
‘@nly 5 etates, Ind1an;,fﬁ)}ne New Hampshlre”;South Dakota,

, Ty . o >~
and Vermoqt heve_nous' =° bos '~‘D§§plt£~th€ admltted .
érgnd into;steéej ﬁwettenhe{éer was unable o .

-

find justlflcafign for t & progress%on theory w1th1n the

‘stage of a coordlnatL g board . . - T L
V / . . / ~' \‘ ‘ , v -‘_,.,"
{4 Q/;taln trends ant1c1pated aspreflectlng -3 loglcaL <0

! evolution of tyges and functions of, boards are; not -

e evident. Thus, while one, oould surmise that’ "‘pec1al
boards", such as the. sté&e boards for higher: educatlon
-or for community junior colleges only, would'emerge "as -

the: number of colleges 1ncreased no supportive evidence ,
is noted . \ ‘ . . .

L
¥
v . ! . - . -

’
"The conclu31on draWn from this- examlnatlod is that
patterns of governance, as reflected by provisions for

. state level boards, do not seem to evolve from a con~- - /

\ sideration of thegihanglng requlrements of the 1nsti;/yg
<5,

Re

, tutlon . .

¢

~==TPhe var1et¥ of sgate boards in a partictilar “stage belles

3

an evolutloéaryéﬁevelopment Wattenbarger contends.
But it should be abserved fhat Wattenbarger is not %ccounting‘ .
~ * .

for the fact ®hat most states have some form of a coordinating

‘hoard, i.e., are in stagef3.‘:That trend could be explained
) .

in terms of the progression‘theory, inasmuch as the community

college rfovement éxperienced 1ts mast rapld growth in this *

.

country durlng the 1960s, when hlgher education’ as a Jhole
® - " v
‘had ' progressed& to’ that stage.. -

S

Yet even assuming the validity of the progression

B

theory from aptonomy of the iocal institntions to'state K 4
) ; [
. level boordination, to, finally, state‘oontrol——at‘ﬁhatever i
. . )'f‘
. . ‘
o Sy ¢ -
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. leyel of educatlon one w1shes to conslder, grades K -12,
.f 1 k:_‘ &

or spec1f1cally, commpnlty colleges-—na

Q

"

hlgher eduCatloh

>

[

‘:
‘ 'l': ‘ . “" . <,‘:
1nference gan be drawn about "the dynamlcs of . chamgeéthat 'écu“wv7-
L . -

‘%

" <

% . ..
IntU1t1velyp t*wpu@d P

-
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one’ stage ‘to the next
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. In sum, the drive for greater efflclency in educatmod

) -

/
//reatlng any xina ot

-

o

éa case be

board

made to p011§1Q1ans for

5

A

-

‘

v

Mol
»

s

‘.
o

or

/A«board must haye functions and;'

Y kts»powers, would liﬁely do better 1f the means for . |

,‘,

objectlves, whlch 1mply the reasqns'for its”existencé. IS
ST T . o CeR STl R

.Then, -once functlonldg, the” board can be evaluated concernr E.

N it . K FORE / _’ .

1ng<h0w efflclently it rong. In- regard tozdeallng w1th
: oo in¥ s

problems that’mlgnt otherwise revert to the polltlcal arena;

.

#
‘

I‘ .

*a reasbnable caseufﬁf alter;gg/éhe governance pattern can- be

cons}ruofed

’x .
“

¢
K

For a boargd, dened with reCurrlnglproblems P

‘ . ‘

4>7

1t, is’ unable to routlnel§/resolve/through the exerolse of
’ e .

> - o«

*

achleV1n 1ts bjectives ene altered. st
9 9 Je _ g

e
)
¥

thereby 1mply1ng 1ncreased state authorlty, 1s regarded in

thi's paper as a means of staBilizing the educational

x4

system in thewitate in such a way that the problems and
dxfﬁlgbltles w1th1n the system are handled in an orderly

ahd routine fashion . Efficlency, in turn,sis discuglsed in

L4 . o . . -~

terms of board goals and objectives as set forth in/law, '

v
5

Y

rather than as a function of historical evolution. Accord—
ingly“ the issue of which stage is appropriate to a system
of education is interpreted with respect to the'state's
politics, e.q., depending'upon the public wlll to paf for

maintaining the system.
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N commltment to the system wére to w1den appre01ably, a., - :”

o state governance for the system experwenclng difficulty. .7

4-} Hf. ﬂrn7pugh state\board ~oqernance, a system should be Bble tof

N ThlS papen deals w1th one systemxof educatlon In L
. " L " AETEEE WO ‘ N :
o Illlndls, the communlty colleges. It examines. the 'f
. },i questlon, whether there 1s suffchEnt warrant to argue for

- ,:‘ stage 4, Determlnatlon of the cuestlon w111 be resolved
. < P N N ’ -
. w1th respect to the rchrrxng problems whlch the boards must
A boe . L) ST . Fa et L0 , o .
s confront it governlng the communlty COIleoes. P
“' v . " . e oo, A,

LR ,;evaluatlve. ,Flrst " the” Ob]eCtheS of the state boards,_' ;
“ Wlll be’ SPelled OUt" Thenf these, objeetlves will be" o

e .rglated to the board actlvaties” .Problens’ will be 1dentified:'

s : T * - ' o A ‘s
T ?  For 1nstance, it is belleveo by many analysts that P

Illinois is in Berdahl é stage 3/Iannaccone$s ‘level 4 "‘*é

T . '

%
regardless of educatlonal 1nst1tut10n——grades K- ‘12, colleges
: "o
N and un1vers1t1es, andﬂcommuhlty collegesu This categorle“‘- ;
',‘» . &
- . zation means that I111n01s 01tlzens have supported educatlo :

N

o P * “” % o A
_td the degree that only a modlcum ofuplannrng and control -

<

.t ¢ at the staee level have been needed te cope Wltn the con-

[ . e "”';,

- ltingendres‘the'sxftems have éénfrdnteo. Yet if the gap

between keep1ng an educatlonal system Operatlonal and publlc
Y v -

N ¢ - ’

™ . e -
- . s ,
o " -

K .areasonable case’ could be made for entry into.a new phase of

~ . ~ ?
'

«
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A, tolerate fluctuatlons in cltlzen suppo;t PR ' ~
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L ,greater control and coordlnatlon of éommunlty colleges,
L 4

g"' along the~11nes suggested by Berdahl's pr0gressaon lnto o

- . . A

.- .. . The methods employed 1n this paper are 1nherently

v
* e '."

+ 'e‘ N




rh terms:of how the board ha _,és them:*‘(l)»routiné’prob
¥ 5
lems that oome before the : oard for whlch a solu

".r 4 » l

functlon of .the board 5 pollcy naklng capabl

the "thorny" problems that come before

" Te

the.agaln yet llttle is done wrth them.

£upplant tug educator s role 1n govern1p=?an educaffgnal

system. Wtﬁa/regard to these latN- “probléms’ recommenda—

R . * ? ! -~ .

{

so as to turn educatlonal matters to the professlonals in

' e H L4

"feducat on as much as pQSSlble. Reasons E\& alte?ﬁtlon Wlll

b} .

be founded updn avallable research into. organlzhtlons,

.
PR .;‘z PR, - TN

communlcatlon netwdrks, and the polltlcs of«éducatlon.vv §
- LSRR
N Wltn respect to the methodology ‘of" th1s paper,'_

el A\ s
-e‘board cOuld be assayed W1th an eye to mprov1ng

\ N . , hd

' - R

: x ;

- 1ts fu tlonlng for the sake,of theelocal instit tlons and -

'the c1tlzenry ) Moreover, it is not a ﬁoregone cqﬂflu51on4-f ,-"'
. o LN R o

that»change in board act1v1t1es are requlred -*If@enVLron—'

i

mental fluct'“tlons in ptov1olng neeﬂed resourcés to the -

s

comnunlty colleges are met w1th prOportlonate adjustments an\

*

. %
1w . . ’

( ; e

publlc support and cOmmltment and»1Mportantly, 1f the state

Vo o
gOVanlng agency is, capable of‘settllng 1ts problems 1n ‘a

'.
.,n

‘rodt;ney eff1c1ent manner, the case,of a consolidated y

. » .- oA
v - - .

governlng board‘would be Weak not conv1n01ng. Althoughrthe~fn

i e, ~ ‘*( v
progress1on theory predlcts that, speC1f1cally, the Iilln01s

.
~r,.-

communlty‘college system muét evenfual}y be gOVer§ed“by a;

ot .
c0nsolldated board the facts by noemeans may po!nt Ln thls
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:’ //' Lo 1 a? 'an. for *
. prepare .
o - the particuLar.
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S, every strgcture is’

b T TR .
s ‘u N
> * % a prqgblem in t
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Dot chapges;
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- less
e / n
. - $tfucb&res must chang
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'ngbespeak‘a changln nv1ronmant AccordlngLy, it is the
- L") ( 3y
L0t e X%
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- e i .
“
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. Y consolldatedE" must*engage 5 some extent in coordlnatibﬁ
. N PR ¢ w

[3

: <
and’ control both of these funct&ons are used to categorlze

e
-, v

‘the topics for actlon or dlscus51on at board'meetlngs. .

M ]

b

>

3 ’ . 5 ¢
: Cr1ter1a,of each,funotlon-are-ldent;fledgso that greater' <,
. . - ~ . R u‘ , + I' A
~N - . A d" < .
precisjion’is obtainedvin noting the ﬁroblem areas. . Then L
too, because coordlnatlon and. control aré regarded as R

- .

1

varlables,\the study analyzes the relatlon between tnem.';- S

.

Chapter 4 looks at.the control and’coorﬁlnatbng -

?

.act1V1t1es of both the ICCB\and the IBKE w1th reSpect to the
xind of proolem W1th whlch thls*paper deals. Recur—' '.‘Zt

ring problems, termed 1ssues, are dlsclosed concernlhg o

et ) »
N Y

(1) f1nanc1ng communlty colleges, (2) local college

v

. ™ hd

autonory, (3Y dupllcatlon of programs, (4) fragmentatlon of

, tne systen and (5)~art1culat10n. The manner rn~wh1ch these

~
. a K] Y [

problems arise is-. 1dent1f1eo and what the one’ or the other

-
'

board does w1th respeCt to each proplem- 1s dlscussed <. -

‘ - -

- - Chapter 5 detalls an effort to determlne how many of
P . Y 'Q .

- ) tnese problems have become pOllthal 1ssues, i. e., dquted

AN » - ‘5- !
4 v K . LI v
* ... .among polltlclans. Leglslatzve records are examlned and ' q

. %
- comments by pollt1c1ans*are d1gested in, llghﬁ of the problems

S : Qconfrontlng Lhe governance role of the ICCB and the IBHE.
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'« ult of the govefhment S attempt to handle problems

. ,-‘\ ‘ . . ¢ A ’ 14 N E

. . N

- Chapter 7 contains a series of cohtentions that

»

st“marlze tHe’ flndlngs of this study.

‘.

It collates the ways
*ln which the Varlables of cont*o

o

usaful ln depmctzng the.prQQleEE/pgiore’éﬁe boards.

z

S

in tne course of this -study, organlzat;onal

1 and coordlnatlon may be

e —‘
struccure

' s cowpo:xng the governance pattern are . Seen as the

The

erspectlve embodied 1n looklng at board problems 'is brought

~orgaﬁiée»the Vvast amount of data of board activities and

‘tOplCS of discussion between the yearSA%BG% and 1975, the

. E;

perlod under study. .
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1971) , pp.-26-27. .In th1§<paper, a governlng board
has'jurisdlctlon over a system'of'colleges._ It performs -

1
. both coGrdlnatlng and coordlnatlng fnnctlons, although 1t
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’ may do more offgne than the other. To say. a board is a N .

- -
o v .
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ILLINOZS AND-.COMMUI\TITY COI7LEGE .

?

) GOVERNANCE pmf.mle\rgiB

e
»

eoniy about 10% of the stateg have no state board*to
.govern the1r cbmmunlty col&eges.lx Concerned over the r1s1ng
Wcosts of educatlon aﬁd fe%rful lest there develop a stampede-.
)of students as, @%e séstems developed in the late. '60s; state

/ ’ legislators have- opted for establlshlng'coordlnating beards,

‘that would est1matevthe needs for the colleges and plan for’
orderly expanslon. Establlshlng a statewboardwhas typl
removed ﬁhe.leglslature from handlrng the flhan01al-:ssues
of this or that'copmunlty college 1; .the system A profee~
slohal staff bf the board s hired tostarry out board )

.
n-,vJ‘

' pollc1es and’ dlrectlves. These person§ are tra1ned educators
o £ , ' ) » ' <
and thus can mor% readlly understand the 1ssues than the

.

legrslators,~who Qﬁtgﬂys became.embr01led in sQuabees ovef

’ .

money and programs de51red by the local colleges in the o

K3

- .4 - . v

perlod prlor ta the advent .of state board governance. .

7 . o
-~ ..
LN > s

There are several pervasrve reasons for the. development
of ,these boards™ during the-past;15 years, the perigd
durlng whlch the majorlty were establlshed State | ' .

legislators have realized that. plannlng and“COOrdanthH N

are” essent;alﬁaf state's educatloﬁal angd. bccdpational
needs are to bemet, if, equal educdtional opportunlty e
- Peyoid the high school -xegardless ‘qof home "Location is to .
- be prdvided,. and if. $he Yommanity. college development -in
the state is to be orde .Therg were leglsiators who .
enV151oned such boards as ng a mephanlsm whereby the.

'4




' ' Llncfeased costs of the’ currLcular and- bulldlng programs :
" -y cduld be mLtigated the budget. request’coyld be ‘trimmed, o
. oL and efficgtency could be brought to the communltywcollege it
) . -'system by ellmlnatlng dupllbatlng programs. Perhaps the. ’ .
: . ‘motlvatlng ‘force fSr the establlshment of several of e Ty
~+ . these boards was tHe desire of legislators to be - . *
.o . - .+ . relieved of respons1bllrty ror such complex atters as N
' : T - the establlshmept or expanslon of new instituttions, the °.~

Y : “'allocat son’ of flnds to each college, and the appralsal :"‘
o e ‘of neW'?rograms ' '

» f . v ! ‘
|

. .. oM
, . .

ACCOfdlnle, the creatlon of .a state board has generally s R

. , -
: * .
.

R : . .- come about because of a need, recognlzed by the leglslature,

A

3

- for greater efflclency in the operatlon and adm1n1stratlon e

&

' \of conmunlty colleges Statewide so-as to control costs.

»

. ' (.
\\\\\;;\ oL Desplte a common cause for thelr ex1stence, state S
:

$ata
4 B

-~ - .

- bo xds. are varlously structured The.individual states have ";
. >, Y \
N ~GC Vb

. not allghted updﬁ a s1ngle governlng form for- thelr boards. "‘.u

’ Some Examples of State Board Governance e
~.0f Community Colleges 0 .0 -

"In his book S:até~Commun1ty College Systems., Their

e

Role and Operatlon in Seven States, Williamn Morsch\\/}tlcally '

e

3 e

P summarlées the governance patterns around the countxy, - The :

1
.

bdok offers examples of state boards. o . W

-

- . Callfornla has set up an Office of‘Chancellor}of
L q

. ] Communlty Colleges

The Chancellor is to 1ntegrate communlty )

' college educatlon at the pbstsecondary level, provide eader-

o iy shlp and d1rectlon for growth and development of:

communlty

e (“ colleges withifi the ' system of hlgher educatlon,

1ncludlng K

: : un1vers1t1es, and moni tor th@ colleges' admlnlstratlons, S

v LY
L * s !
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; lature has expressed concern about the dlrectlon in which

.. division of the _State’ Board of Educatlon.5

"+ § high- “é4chools and thex! associated district community"

R master olhnnlng. ' S, ' . . kN
1 A » ) ‘. - .~ .
e New York empha31zes plannlng ‘for program,gevelopment “

T i ‘ ) . e ) ‘A

. , . P
7 s
. .- " 4 . ut .
» v ’
20 - v\§ ¢ a ., R
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A board of higher educatlon does master plannlng for the' T 1'

.

e

cooe s o .- C
communlty colleges as well as for the senﬂor colleges. The e

R . 4
. . o® B

Chancellor reports to ¢he Board of Governors of the Cali-

.- N, N

forn1a Communi ty Colleges, wh1ch is the coordlnatlng agency
R ' 4-( ,'(‘; Q, {‘ . e . ., . PR ,ct
of the 92 colleges in the system. \ ,‘f ”;, oot ‘"#(3 N& .
’ J\. . LCE LT ‘

. : Florlda, Morsch observes, must eventually esﬁabllsh a.
4 . . »

coordlnatlng board for all of higher education., The legis-

- =

a v

.

¢ L4
L v e - .
lad - .

.
8 s ,x _ya.

communlty COlleges are to go in the future and fears %hat -

1:,,,. “ e

Ehe systemamay already be over—expanded The functlons'of

+
’ s

tne state s coordlnatlng board State Junior College Counc1l,

"
-

e

"are not spelled out in detall but aldlng the colleges in

s #,, % o o s

<

perfdrmlngfresearch Morsch notes, 1s a, c0mmun1ty college

‘

’
" ~ r

< ~
. -
«

Mlchrgan, of allrthé systems, appeared ‘the most - % w

~ Y
. - ‘.

coordinated to Morsch., The communlty colleges in Michigan

<
./' '~.- ¥ . . e«

.

‘are vocatlonally or1ented and needs for programs at local ‘

colleges arerdetermlned rp relatlon to manpower trerds.: )

. . - n'

. 2 E

There is ;a2 strong consensus ,in the state offlces that
Mrchlgan*has moved further than other:states in achiev-
- ing coordlnatlon of vocatlonal technlcal programs in

o *colleges, KR e Y e, - 2. .
S . - . o ) s N Y .

‘A state communlty college boaﬁd coordlnates the system, and

o

-

the State Board of Educatlon prOvides‘direction through its

"«’<

. . /
% . . LN S . .

rn hg/future, even as MJ.c.hJ.ganh
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communlty colleges and the Senﬁpr colleges oytside of New

~ «
)

York City, the State University of New York, which also

»
.

dispenses money to the colleges. :

) . ¥

Within SUNY, the state's public, ]unlor and community

: ,“g«’; . collegegs and the. two-year technical institutes are the

~ .

‘o 3 specxflc responslblllty of a Vice Chancellor for Two-"

- Year Colleges.I
-ﬂ,
SU\Y is not dlrectly under the Board of Regenﬁ%

i
‘.'v

that

’

/

44

. -~

regulates elementary and secondary educatlon 1n the s/;te.

" However, Morsch clalms that the Regents does help to shape

~

-

pollc1es of ‘the community colleges by issuing research

¢
b 3

reports. Because of the lack of direct relationship’ between

tne Regents and SUNY, Qccupatlonal training is not coordinat

> -

igh’ schools with that of the'commnnity colleges,

]

Texas, Q}ke some of the-others in the survey, uses a

4 =

3 local tax structﬁre to- furnlsh partlal support to the

L)

colleges, but tbe state contrlbutes approx1mately 50% of the

v . -

b}ll. An over—archlng ooordlnatlng board synthesizes the

programs of,communlty coileges,wlth those.of the,univer—

sities, although-Morsch!s exp

Ianation is vague on how this
IR > '

o munlty ‘colleges in the state

is done.

LA

¢ -

"

»
-

. ¢

T

-

’

.t

s

+
£

v

i Washlngton set up a*board to coordinate- the 22 com-

Another board has - charge of

the” currlcula 1n occupatlonal areas but no management -

N

7.

KA

b

re$p0n31b111t1es

»

rL,'
ed

K There is no- "super—board" as in California

P

[
~

¢ A
Y

assesslng thelr own. educatlonal needs.

_or. Illlnogs to. plan for all of hlgher education.

The state

boa%d offers\lnformatlon to the -local colleges 1nvolved in




[

~

»

in the natlon.and 6 communlty colleges in -the Chicago area

22

The above examples of state board governance 1llus—
trate the point made by Wattenbarger and others that state -

community college boards are essentlally 1nvolvéd in

v

planning and handllng budget reque!ts from the local insti-

e,

tutions. Other act1V1t1es are occurrlng New York and

p0ss1blj Texas are attemptlng to reducd dupllcatlon of

v,

programs among the institutions of higher learnlng Texas

1s also trying to meld the programs at each levelxof

. (4
instruction. Yet primarily, through state board governance

effort 1s directed toward balanc1ng the allocations of state

money to the local colleges on the one hand with the

“

demands of raploly growlng systems of communlty colleges,

“on the other.

. » -

Illinois' Pattern of. ComMunlty College
Governance:-..a Historical Look

Ly

The general picture of state board governance

provided 'in the prev1ous sectlon is a backdrop for looklng

spec1f1cally at the Illinois governance structure. When'

the IlanOlS Board of ngher Educatlon (IBHE) was, establlshed

in l96l there were only 16 communlty colleges in the state.

Jollet Junior Lollege,.thé oldest publlc communlty college

admlnlstered througn a c1tyw1de agency were among the l6

.

A rise of publlc 1nterest in golng to\college heralded

’

o

£\

rap;d expans1on of the community college movement in

Just after World wWar II, in fact,

Illinois.;

e uniVersity

dng veteransy/ not all of whom

L}

-
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- were sufficiently prepared for the rigors of academic

studfes. Morsch reports that the University of Illinois
. \ first contemplated branch,éampﬁses to handle the increased /
number of students, many of whon were vets, as early as
< v . 1947, when that university concluded that "it could handle
| ‘only 16, 000 of the expected 23, 000 appllcants that Fall "8
. s ‘ % Then too, because the nunbers were swelling at the

publlc teachers celleges and Southern IllanlS Unlver51ty,

¢ 2

the leglslature was belng asked to expand the prog:ams
I

»permltted ‘at these 1nst1tutlon\‘ Southern, which’ hhd been
legally restrlcted 1n its programs by a 1943 law, asked the
leglslature in 1959 to perm§§ it to offer an engineéring

degree.~ This un1Ver51 y as well as Unlver51ty of Illinois
O

wanted to establlsh br nches to deal with the student

-explosion. Competition| between the;University of Illinois
and Southern Illinois U iversity became pronounceéd. Each“{
was vying for increased appropriations’ for ekpansion. .In a

o — . &

report, Gove and Floyd review the Situation that existed.

The 1940s and 1950s were marked malnly by competition
between the University of Illinois (U of I) and Southern
Illinois University .(SIU) for programs and state funds. *
Both,universities .had powerful "patrons" who were the
spokesman for their universities iR the’ IllanlS

(// leglslature 3

‘s

“1n addltlon to the competltlon between tbese two schools,.the

state s teacher colleges were demandlng that programs other

/[ ‘ ) B
than that, of tralnlng teachers be.pdrt of thelr edUcatlonaiy////;//fﬂ
. ' . . . [

mission. o




>

. ertlng durlng the very early 19605 ]ust prlor to the

»

formatlon of the IBHE, one commentator on the ‘scene. recog- '}.' —

nlzea the possible effect upon tne 1eg1slature, 1f the ) ‘Z, o

“ . several 1nsmtut10ns con’clnued to force the leglslators to N

4 . s M . s

take' s1des on educatlonal 1ssues.'jé . .

- o C e e
‘A change in the hlgher eaucatlon system that 'seems’ to
"be a virtual certainty is an increase in the number of ,
~ institutions, branches thereof, and of junlor colleges¢ S
. - These additions will be necessary to handle thé antici-’ .ot
pated 1ncreased enrollments ‘in the next ten to flfteen
. years. ' Each of the existing units and each of the ne
' ‘units will‘'be competlng for state money. .Collectlvel
they will present ‘a-large segment of government not

under the usual day~by-day control and regulatlons of !
the state. L0 .

14

¢

The IBHE was created\amid concern for equity among ythe )
schoqls.

Particularly.as a check. upon the prominence of the d

¥ ‘s

University of Iliinois and Southern Illinois University,

both .0of whom were contemplatlng expan51on by means of .
. . creatlng bz:armﬂl campuses, but also in’ order to offer an  _.
alternative educational program to the academic, viz.,

"vecational training; the newly created IEHE recommended in

its flrSt Master Plan report that a system of conmunlty

e—

colleges be establlshed statew1de. It,waSathe'feel;ng of
educators that the community colleges would act as feeder
. ‘ 1nst1tuhlons to the un1vers1t1es, each of which could con-

B ' centrate upon expanding their senior level programs, “ ' P
1nclud1ng their graduate schools... : . - T

‘ - : C

'PhaSes II and III of the Master Plan, puollshed in

1965 ana 1971 respectlvely, contalned a greater vision of a -

%




i ully concelved and 1ntegrated system Qf hlgher edﬁcatlon

v -\- . Y

: '1le the communlty cplleges were tp act as ﬁeeder 1nst1- :
g N "\/ Lol 2 » ‘-" t-,\’l .
. tutlons for the un1Vers1t§£§ the- un1vers1tles for thelr K
S bEn'

oo, - part would not expand thelr lowér lelSlOQ bfferlngs to.

- TR ' +

e

ent
- - - wa

o Tcommodate more-students at thls level. TWO new univer-

.,
A .(-“ A . -~ -

.

s tles, upper lelslon only, were concelved Sangamon State C\

“ e A ..

e Unuvers1ty and Governors'State, to handle the antlclpated

H

. flow of students from the communlty colleges. The plan was

P e worked into pollcy under the IBHE s dlrector, James’ ‘Holder-"-

- -

man. ~ The only problen" once, the plan” was put 1nto actlon

- v
',l

Was Ehat the two new unlvers1t1es opened thelr doors as a |,
4 o severe student crunch hit ‘the ‘established universities.

That is, a sharp decllne in ,studenks;, pos51bly due to the’
7 comblned effect of a recess1on, many‘mOre community colleges'

o

s, "

in exi&tence, and a drop ins lnterest in unlvers1ty»educa—

" ,
’

tlon, hlt the academlc marketplaces at about.the tlme these

>
A e

two new un1versxt1es were opened for business. ‘Since then,

.
- 4 - [

the community colleges‘have hot proven to be feeder institu-

. » N - .

| tions. Just about as many students transfer from four-year

cblleges into theacommuter schools.

- Surpr1s1ng1y, almost as many.. students transfer to two—
: year schools from four- -yea¥r 3chools as in the-reverse
direction. Of 29,685 transfers included in a recent
survey, 4,054 had transferred from public four-yéar
. schools into a community college, Yhereas_4 680 were
‘transfers 1n the,other direction.

NS

.

Both‘Governors State Univérsity and Sangamon have altered
. . — s
their prlmary mission of serving students from community
L colleges. Sangamon is currently experimenting with offering

\
.
\
\
\

B y ,'(l/h’ e - co . d
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Yo <L upper~level courses at communlty éolleges at IllanlS h-:.

. v.".'f Lo
2 - o
- cre

D D T E ot "
s o ' 1npovat1ve educaglonal programs, e.d., lnlelduallzed ’

-
o . “ » 4 N -

-

T rhstructlon., . )
-, R A Tae -, Lo o »™
Yooy s T e

. . e ,Thus, ﬁhe-IBhEﬁs plans for. hlgner educatlon, based. -

s

“
‘.

4
IR -‘_;"upon the prospect.of ever 1ncrea51ng enrollments and L

L . f expandlng‘1nst1tutlons,,have needed overhaul sendlng the

- -y o unlver31t1es Under IBHE jurlSdlCtlon scrambllng for

"\u.

~

'i‘ ' dlrectlon. Meanwhlle,.the ICCB has contlnued to develdp a’

h (N
S

-:: _. . system of communlty colleges, O that today there are‘48

. -

: S camouses in 39 college drstrlcts. )

.* s » " M , “” -

4 T . ‘ ‘ ot ' (‘\ 2 i vK + : Ty ‘ ) ) ) ) .. . .’
. Tt e e Enabllng Leglslatloqjof State Board S
' : RS A Governance in’ Illlnois. . -

- . . . . -
s - .

. . .
-t ’

.4 ' ’
. vee e Governance Structure .

. . .
‘- A4 < e T e o N
. . N n . . . «

~ LY

v The objectlves for each board have been wrltten 1nto

- ‘4 A -~

. v law as tasks of state board governance. By d01ng the

prescrebed actlops, these governlng boards, the IBHE and

‘the ICCB, are expected to handle the~problems assoc1ated
. X ! ¢
‘. ‘w1th expansxon and with competltlon among the communlty
. > b4

éolleges ARt N N

Illln01§ uses a two tier - system of hlgher education

.t
3

;/;/;' : :govgrnance. The ICCB along w1th 4«un1versmty boards report-
/ . . ' v
. N gto-the IBHE, the‘%Verarchlng state, board The. four un1ver—

~ ) . sity' systems are inverslty of Illln01s Board ©f Trustees,

I3 s +

'u

o ate Unlver51ty and Sangamon State Unlvei51ty),'Soutbern

*

IllanlS Unlver51ty/563rd ‘of Trustees, ‘and the Board of

- » - S

-
. NN Y

‘vbd)\

Y

] ) v
s o -

B s v
. . « ~
,.v-i N . s N

the Board of Regents (Northern Illln01s Unlversltv, Illinois .

.Céhtral College, and Governors State has turned to offerlng |

LN




“ s . . [ . - , ’]
- . ‘ . \ 0 ’ R .
. Governors (Chicago State College, Governors State University,

4

. . ;‘Wéééernilliinoié bnivefsity,'basterp I}lihois Uhi&efsﬁty
\;‘ . ' Ané NortReastern illinois Univérsity).  Céﬁmenting.ﬁpon the
L Il}ipéis patéerh, Beraghl eiamines.#h?~reasons'lquing.tg
%ﬂ ; ils exis£eﬁce. . ’ ..

To acHieQe flexibility and yet maintain &iversity with-

in’ ofder, the Tllinois codrdinating board [i.e., thé .

. IBHE] proposed the . .’ . "system of systems." ' Diversity .

, and order are achieved'.through the efforts of .each -

- - ... system, under the direction of-its'central governing

. " bbard, to realize its own particular purposes rather -

é&& than'merely trying to®mylate the University of Illinois;
' flexibility 4is achieved as the possibility of basic o

‘charige [in a system under the IBHE] is riot dismissed out

of hand.lé - . ) . ) '

ey et

7‘3” That_thq ICCB has direct responsibility for coﬁﬂunity college.
, _gpvernancelimplies the -IBHE's influence upon’the,local

colleges is inhdirect. As one might imagine, the IBHE must
. see higher education és a whol‘e,~ of which one structure is
the community- collegess

<

“

-

A Board Duties and Responsibilities

. s cs . yeQertheless, both‘boards,.IBHE ‘and .ICCB, are by law
| ‘ mandated to rerform sémé of the same activities for the
\qéliéges.: These are budgéting, plagning, handling problems,
conducting feasibility stuaiés, approving new units of
instruction, acting as .federal fund‘designate, and evalu-
ating progranms. It should be noted ﬁn passing that the
‘overlapping of functions concept is ﬁot peculiar to community

college goVernance. It exists with respect to the other

5]

boards under ‘the IEHE, too; and probably in other areas of.

state government.l'3 The_concept implies that agencies with,
| ‘£ | T
U~ -

r

.~ /-

ERIC. ¢ N — T

Y
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- R e

the same function must approve .3f a pfoposal or plan if it
© e e T

is to be implemented. ', .

Budget ipfy, . The law specifies that the ICCB must
"‘——-“r—-r—

T

present its budget proposal for capital and operating

expendltures by November 15th to ‘the IBHE. Then, the IBHE

84

is to synthesize its proposai with all other budgets for

higher education, i.e., with the other 4 goveréing boards"
budgets and make its own recommendations to the legislature
and the Governor, typically by Fébruafy. In the ICCB act,
a section entitles the community colleges to. receive flat
grant apportionment at a $pecified .amount per credit hour
per sémester based on student enrollments at mid—term.14

- The provision limits apportio ment to courses that are ICCB

hpproved leading to a degree/or certificate and,not funded

by any other source above 50% The sectlon ends w;th a
tatement of equlty should tHe legislature. be unable to

‘fund at the specified amount "if the amount appropriated-
’

.

for this purpose is less than the amount required und%% thig '
® . \
Act, the grants for each dlSiIlCt shall be proportlonately

r

reduced." The flat grant raAe does not necessarily take

~

into consideration the budget, recommendations of the IBHE for
’ Lo
. -

|
the year, so that the force df this provision is to assure
equity in distributing the av%ilable allotment of money among
the community colleges,

\
Jo .
The statutes do not promise’'a level of state partici-
> \ |

. o . . 4
pation” for community college education. On the other hand,

) i ,
. v Y] - o .




the community college is restricted from charging over one- %

third the cost of a student s education in tultlon fees 15.

-

ve . Concerning construction budget requests, IllanlS will pay

75% of new bulldlng costs for permanent edlflces
4 ¢ \
Planning. Both boards are extended ithe right to

-
plan, but the IBHE alone is in charge of deVeloplng current
stages of "the state's Master Plam for higher educatidn. 16
The law includes in the actlvlty of master planning. the
goals-~to anticipate expansion, to, foster "integration,

~_ -
coordlnatlon, and efficient utlllzatlon of the fac1llt1es,

B

’

curricyula and standards of hlgher educatlon Ehe lCCB,
in contrast, is "to provide for statewide planning for .
corrunity colleges as institqtions of higher educatibn."l?
While the latter board is apparently to keep community .

colleges g01ng by antlclpatlng tneir needs, the former board

through planning is to make the 1nst1tutlons eff1c1ent

. Handling problems in higher education. Each b ard 1s

1)

to be concerned with the problems of the system it 1s oordl-

nating. Section 491 identifies problem solving as one'qf

the functions in master planning, but Section 102-12 tiel

the ICCB's endeavor to worklng with the local colleges .on

any "problem of community college educatlon
' t “ ’

. Conducting feasibility studies. . To ‘determine whether
’ - - USSR S S
‘ a new. community college should be erected, the ICCB is to — °
K £ o < . By
8

. make a study.  The IBHE is expected to cohduct such I




. : ~. .
‘3

surveys as are necessary to decide between competlngc v

u’k
.

’r

'requests for programs, partlcularly 1n the’ expenslve heaIth AT
. e ™ - . .1 - l:)
> . - - ¢ : ° ~ . " . . . . - b . '\‘
programs - ' - . ) o . . . »’, . v “ ) ,._' -t ’
‘ i ' Tne Board 'shiall conduct a comprehen51ve study to- deter- BT
. - mine the need and reqiirements in’ this State for,' ~. e e
oo ‘,aﬁdltlonal higher educational pPrograms in ‘the 'health ' .

‘ _ profess1ons of medicine, dentlstry and related fields.

a

The section is entitled "Study of need and requrrements for
-0

adaltlonal higher educatlonal programs" and seemlngly, should .

have wider appllcatlon than to the health and

-, “y

. ) d
alone. - . . i . v

-dental'programs\

I
. .

. . Appro&ing'new units of; instruction. No new branch

” -

v

oI new program can be offered by a communlty college receiv-

~ -

'ing state money W1thout prlor approval by both boards.2~O

. ’ i Actlng as federal fund deslgnate. In order to : )

4

-ac1lltate the dlsbursement of federal monles, some one

In Illinois, there are two

N _.l
such agéncies, at least.21 - ' ' i

i -
< N

state agency must be designated.

e~

. .

. - . O T~

? © . “ s
N

wt

. ' Evalpating'programs. The IBHE is permltted to °

B

-

evaluate programs at any 1nst1tut10n of hlgher learn1ng,
Ve ° -
including those of ‘a communlty college. Thereupon; it can’

-
"

vise the approprlate board of control if. the contribution )

-

of each .program is not educatlonally and economlcally

8 C. 77 T justifiéd. 22 Cost—effectlveness Criteria are appropos of %
th luati roces - s ‘
= . € evaluative process, T .
—— : o

— Y T i ¢ -
) " For its part, the ICCB can evalﬁatenQIOgrams in =

N sy
e - -
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'+ 7. Additional Dnties'and Responsibilitres ‘ : - s

T ‘The" follow1ﬁg are, dutles and»respop91billt1es in ~-L -

) » * f

. empowered to determlne the standards for bulldlqgs, Curfic- |

T r— Sﬁ%tlng minimum -admisgion Stanﬁardsﬂ, To the IBHE.. - * °

‘. roney., alcollege must'meet the standards for, operation and (; - ;'!,
‘ ‘ 2 SN -
currloulum set forth by the IQCB 3 L R
¢ LI ) v . ."t n"."

N . . ©
" .m‘_ -

B
. . .
» .

state board governance reserved to ezther the -IBHE or the o

-ICCB but-not hoth : "i ~": ff""“ﬁ’ A

. B
N N A v A . 5. 5 e . A - PR . ~ 2

v .-, . - ’ v ! '
&

r N e > % ~

Dexe&oplng artlculagéon progedures.* The ICCB<must

- , L] ~

'artlculate w1th four -year Colleges to permlt free access*- . ’ :

. - T

from the community College to the unlversity. The Board

rist also seex cooperation among the communlty colleges to -

-

f -

acilltate transfer from one communlty college to another.24 -

' .o Py

' - Settlng mlnimal}operatlonal standazds “The. ICCB 1s_ ' ) .

[l
t - N v . L

. f
L4

. ula, and admlnrstnat;on of’“Iocally 1n1trated and adm1n1Sf ..

'
¢ ,-., '*a

w25 The law 1s not’ ; i

‘A . ““\"‘-

tered comprehen51ye communlty oolleges
" & %,

‘t . B N .'.

prec1se about’ what these standards .are or where they T, =

- P ' " s l E
orlglnate, but g Collegex“aeemed 1nadequate for th@ maln— . ‘
tenance Z%7ff‘of~a commdnlty college gfferlng" \godldcbe rn . ?
[ ?4. . ‘Q-q‘l 26\- .."_‘
jeopardy-of laosing state fundiﬁﬁ?for,that offering, WS

. LS 3. B . . . -

- = v

goes the brerog\tive to determlne adm1331on ~standards for.
. \ TN ~ RN o~

the whole of-hi . \Just wa it would go about . B

<

within the purv1ew “of sthis Board to deblde. /
. . ’ N‘j\'\-\iv -’ - \

+
f i) T e
S ~ o4 - T

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"

'state leglslature for dlscus51on an

.. SR B
: Settlng charges for exten51on and, adult educat&on ”i;;’g, ,
- ',-‘ IS 3 . o
' ')s‘courses and for publlc serv;ces. ﬁhe IBHE can spe01ry Q* S 57 SR
"tultlon changes Tor adult edugatlon bourses‘for all-ihstr; &i.j S
-tutrons of hl ghe r eoucatlon:?? 't '\ SR ';’:; :, '%’&'” ;;
mt" By and 1arge,‘the greater humber of poderSaand : .'f f. o
".- S e - . . i . ,\_-", .
dutles are shared or dOubled, andsit 1s for fhe R L ?3-" B

fa vt ~ .o 4 ! a l"‘
boards to arrangé.for harmonlous effortfln the performance :l . i T

N . [y . v e « *

-of seemlngly 1dent1cal fdnctlon. ‘For.;gétance, 1t makes ‘ :4; R

N . 1
l.nd . ’ e e ~

sense that - flrst the ICCB should develop an ovérarl budget

4 L e

ppproprlatron request for thé legislature prior. tq the, oL

‘e v, 5 .

IBhE s recommendlng Nelther board actually dev1ses a ﬁ' .

L2S 3

budget for the system, 51nce the local colleges have the;r v-?’f o
owvn budget requests to brlng tp the state boards.l Obv1ously,
each Loard has Lts own pamticular perspectlve from wh1ch covT

action proceeds-—tne IBHE concerned about hlgher educatd.on

as a whole; the IGCB expressly interested 'in preserv1ng the

rntegrrty of the communlty college moverent in the state.

S . 3
LN

o Not- only lS there an apparent dupllcatlon H%' ’ Co

’ ¥ -

charge given to

opportunity to brlng

ch board, but each board is gra hté' an\“‘

3 . [

p051t10n9aa d plans ‘befére the | -

.

action. The law

¢ *

N « ' - . e . . 1‘@ “
"shall submit recommendations fgr such legislation as'it
e S T .
ey 029 o e
deems necessary 0 oourse,_the IBHE is permitted access ,
\ag\the leglslature as well E ) . ;_ o
N b ® AN - &
) * T - ’ \ ‘ \\\ 3 R
"' v ' \0 v . < T\ &n Co
N ~¢ . . . \h“ . . - -
.\\y N s g % P } .
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> o S Y. * . .
‘= The ICCB as a Local,Board' K L T AR
L Altnough the’ ICCB is a coordlna 1ng board W1th .

N 4 [y L

’reﬁpect to the communlty college sxstem, it is also a local

- A . “l

opcratlng board for State Communltv College (sCC) of- East

a., * e

St..Louls sZAt the close of each meetlng, the ICCB acts as

*

that local governlng board Establlshed or1g1nally by SIU
LX) ‘e

fas a branch SCC was g1ven-qver to the ;pCB~When STU opened ‘

‘e
s

_IEs large campus, SIU—Edwardsvllle.v SCC by law must

-
. < +

'emphas1ze vocatlonal tra1n1ng programs yet it is also
descrlbed as an experlmental college.?iO ‘It is uncertaln‘f

thé’extent to which the c1ty of East St. Lou1s can support ‘

» -

a communlty college, and .concern over this has probably been

shared by the leg1slators who_ snggest that«the School could

- - - [ -

function in the ared as a local vocatlonal high® school. ¢

Iy

“"Tne State Board may contract w1th common scthl districts’

-

w1thln the experlmental dlstrlct to furn1sh Vocatlonal and
technical’ tra\nlng to puplls in the llth and lzth grades in
the schools of those dlstrlcts 1 SCC,governance is out51de
“the scope of this paper. f'~‘ - e f

-

3 . T
* Composition of the Boards SRR

-

- -

< ,
*The IBHE is composed of 17 members, 10 of whom are

. w

e's advice and

legates)

~—

~n'app01nted by the Governor with the Se

~

consent. Five others are the chal\men (or, their
AN

of the varlous boards dlrectly under theiIBHE Another
member; the Superlntendent of the Illln01s Offlce of Educa-

™~
tion represents the publlc school system.. A nonvotlng

1 ’ . ~ ~
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~

4

' student,’ selected Qy an adv1sofy group, also s1ts on the’

.
. R ) ‘ .- .

- B .

> v - * -

34, s o
) .-

- ve . v’ - -

s ¥ Y
’ R
R

-

-

board.

.
- $ .

L An'appointee's'tenure'is'sixayean§ except for the

L4 A . » - T

nonvotrng studenth who serves for. one yearronlyK

ks
[ 3

%

‘The lO

.

.

.

appdintees are lay peOple*in the field of’higher education.'

[y ~

L

* v T
Nehbers of the board receive no compensation but are

- -

. . - v

reimbnrsed for their expenses related to board -husiness;

. 7 . “u -

"hIp‘the law, frequency of theﬁboard”meetinds is'left up to’

.
3 » . A .

wice for ther IBHE to meet *

~
.

the board,

CT

monthly. except for August
L3

altheugh- it."is the prac
. . /

The IBHE employs a profess1onal

+ .

, staff to perform the.aoministratiVe _tasks of the Board

N
<

.

v .

The tenure of appOintees and meeting schedule of the

. v

IBhE is that -of the ICCB

4

bgard is made up only of\8 lay people appointed by

[

. i

~too. lhe latter 10 member

the Governor with the Senate S approval. xQualifications for
v .

the*ﬁpPOintees include that ‘each be a res1dent .of Illinoﬂs,

interested in’ tne problems of community colleges, and not

”actively engaged in education as a profess10n or hold
' ~

~

. board of trustées of a public

or nonpublic college . . .

current membership on a .

o«

w3l

ve

.,

These people are t

2

be as

spectators to the scene of community college education,

evidentlv.

-y

tute

similarly by means of an advisory committee to the ICCB;

The}é is a”student nonvoting member appointed -

A

and

the Superintendent of the Office of Education also is a \\;\

+

member.

M

3

‘a

4

te
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Aﬁ-State Board Governance at Level 3-
) 2o of- Berdahl's Progression:
Lt > Coordinating Boards

-

’

Prlmarlly, both boards are Coordlnatlng. That rs to
N

\\\say, their functlons are .not sufficient for thinking them to

\be consolldated boards The ICCB's power to graqt reqognl—
tion~ for example, though 1tqappears sweeplng,\does not?j
N

v grant the boarg@ the right of determ1n1ng~requ1rements thab

any partlcular college requesting state funds will meet but
only’requlrements that all colleges w1ll meet. The board -
would be hard-pressed to justify a refusal to grant funds on
this basis; seemingly, i

, .

Then too, the ICCB is not empowered to dlstrlct to ~
establlsh budget restrictions upon the local institutions,.
or upon any one of these, to closeian institution down, nor
to transfer faculty within the ‘system. Moreover, as a
practical matter, the ICCB staff would have tb be enlarged y

to monitor the system thoroughly. So, the ICCB cannot

qualify as a consolidited board.,

The IBHE, since it does not set budget prlorlt

all colleges fh‘any clear fashion, since it cannot Close

-

institutions nor restrict or curtail programs, seems to fa
short of be1ng a consolldated board too. ¢The law appears to
be coping with only two problems . expansion and competltlon Y
for state Money among the unlversltles and dbllegeé, ln

terms of these tWQxlssues, the IBHE has been authorized to "
X

v -

~act\qon the state S behalf,although some other cons1deratlons
'

have figu -d into- thé list of powers b@stowed upon thls board

.
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. ‘ . } Summary of this Cﬁapter

-
~

Rapid expansion of colleges and universities due to’

. iné%?ased énrollmeﬁts after World War II has led to the ;isé‘
. Y .
of sﬁate-levgi}COOrd%pating EQArds across, the ‘nation.
While increasing state comﬁitment'to.higher educét%on;
state legislatures are, demanding greafér efficiency as thé
, ‘

means to contgpi/éxpenditures.. . n

0 0 ' . ' ' R
In Illinois, the IBHE has been given overall respon- '
sibili to coordinate institutions‘of postsecondafy' N

education, By the IBHE's delegating to the ICCB the task of

developing a community college system in 1965, the major .

=

# v ’
univers;;ggs/ﬁé;e effectively prevented from growing . -

uhwieldly;and the smaller é@llegesp;recenﬁly transformed ¢/////f

b -
into universities, were provided the opportunity to increase
. ¢ . )

their programs and enrollmeﬁts.’ In«this way, ;hé IBHE has’ -7

tried to maintain-a balance oﬁ'pqw%f among all'}nstitutions

gin higher education..

v
.

. But the  relationship between'the IBHE and the ICCB is
not spelled out in the statutes. Q? the one hand, the-ICCB

* appears as a' miniature replica of its parent.board, the IBHE. .
Given.7 areas of responsibility that are fhose also of the /

(4
a

IBHE, the ICCB'is in important respects duplicating effort.

On the other hand, the‘fCC§/; domain of .activities is

confined to governing éommunity cqlleges; so that its

perspective is significantly' narrowed.by its interests.

-

) - ,/
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seemingly” as, they please.

.') efnanc "
/ P 7 7

T © e =
. . refers to what any state boar f,'}/ 2 board

achieves its primary ro 2 fﬁ%’, 1ng shal ge~“ooked ug/p

- o Y

in terms of its actfong : reg ro?d as either coordlnatlng or ////

controlllng». a” board which *governs pr1mar11y by coordrﬁaglng

-

is regarded as a coordinating board, but a/anrd,w1th ‘ //

greater controlling functions will be deemed a consQlidatéd

board, oné kind of which actually operates the local
[ . g

colleges. The dis lon between oordinatipg-¥6ard and -

consolidated board is merely rela#&ye{ since prima facie

S

any governing board is performlng both functions. /

.

2. James L. Wattenbarqer and Jeffrey A. Stuckman, "Coordi-

,

nation within the State System" Junior College Journal,

volupe 41, no. 6, March 1974, p. 43.

~

'f3. As coordinating agencies,‘these’boards serve their

‘ colleges by approachihg the state legislatures with budgetary
requests based on local enrollment figures and local
college needs. But as will be noted, they do not appear to

* control what happens on the campuses of the community

colleges within their systems.
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y6;T:n Seven gS¥htes (New York: Praeger, 1971),

Samuel K. Gove and Carol Everly, Floyd4’"IlllnolsV" AAUP
ulletln,»yol 59 no. 3, September 73, p. 287.

10. Gilbert Steiner, Publlc Hag er Educatlon in IllanlS

(Springfield, Illinois: Illrnols Joint Council on ngher .

o

¥
.

Education, 1961),.p. lZd
‘ . S
11. ° Morsch, pp. 71-72.

12, Robert 0. Berdahl, StateW1de Coordination of Higher

Education (Washlngton, D. C American Council on Educatlon;
1971), p. 151. '

13. It would be 1nterest1ng indeed to study the governance
pattern of the other boards under the IBHE with respect to
the IBHE This author asked staff members of the IBHE

A .

whether such studjes have been’ reported They knew of none.
14, IllaniS statutes, 1970, as revised 1973, chapter 122,
section 102-16, Aall references to IllanlS law will simply

note chapter and section, hegceforth.

"15, Chapter 122, section 13-16.

16. Chapter 144, section 186. /;//
. 7 '
ﬂChapter 122, sectlon r/z lZalé

'Chapter 122, sectlon 102 125




19. Chap{;r 144, section 186.1. } ,
20. Chgptér 144; section 187 and Chapter 122, section 102- L

12g. ] , , (f :

. . L ’
21. Chapter 144, section 189i and Chapter 122, section

. 1027, o . T 6
" 22. Chapter 144, section 187.
o .23. Chapter 122, section 102-15,' e
, 2§. Chapter 122, section 102-11.
' 25+ Chapter 122, section 102-12a.
26. Chapter 122, section 102-12f,
27. Chapter 144, section 189g.~ - N
28.  Chapter 144, section 189F.
29. Chipter 122, section lOZ—fd.
30}:?Chapter 122, section 12.1.

31. Chapter 172, section 102-2. . z
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CHAPTER THREE

* - i . ’ 4 .
L:::::::,////EghRDINArIou AND CONTROL FUNCTIONS A

.

P ’ o OF THE BOARDS.. -- . .

’
* .
13

By exagining the origins-and duties of the IBHE and

£ —

the ICCB, reasons were provided to understand the "drive"

to state board governance in IAlinois. There had beeng

a

problems in . developing the ¢olleges and un1Ver51t1es for
Wthh tie leglslature developed speC1allzed governmental_
structures, i.ew, state coordlnatlng boards. Aswbrought
out in Chapter Two, these stryctures establish a measure of."

control and coordlnatlon of the colleges under thelr Jurls-

' : L
diction. — . -

SRS s
:

la——"‘

o > . .
Neverthelesq neither the enabling legislation nor

P - .

the problems which led to:having boards suggest how much

cqpndingiing and controlL;ng a coordinating board—does.

2z

The duties and powers enumerated by lawwdo not 1nform

whether each- is andaspect«of “one functlon or the other4,,Eor

. ?——,’-/ r“—"—"""'—' —_— =
instance, the law does notf say whether settlng adm&ssf“n .

Axr

policies is coordlnatlng‘or contréTilng. To find out how

much either board engages in these functlons “implies that
board activities must be categorlzed as one or the other )
functions, 1if possible, but not both. Cpmpllcatlng categor-

¥

ization is the possibility that a state board may do other

41

[16 - ) ) ","
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) . than the law pfobidgé Qr .than the problems which led to its- .

oy "

.existence demand for solutian. Commenting on the ‘added

.%§ féature*of'state board license, Berdahl claims; W,

-

+ -

;oo . It is widely recognized that a pbwgr*Which exists in ' &

' - law may not, for a variety of rebsons, be exercised; o R
conversely, powers which do not exist in law may be ol \
exercised by other means. The failure to exercise ')}
existing powers may be traced to factors operating - //'\3

from either the political or the educational side.1, ,
s ~ .

Berdahl contends that'gg facto powers can be assertegﬁfor a

time and that seme powers bestowed upon the boards cannot be

~ hd

used because of political or educational pressures. It

seems important to pay close atterttion to what boards do in

- functioning at.

- " _What are the Functions of'Coordination . y
: and Control? : . -

e

— . ~ In order to déte¥mine what actions of these boards )
. ) < t n

are controlling, which coordi ing, Thompson's book on
-

“"”"‘6gganizations,aOrganizatiqns in Action, is helpful.

v .,

Coordination acgording to Thompson occurs in a situation of
& .

interdependence of organizational departments or indeed, of

* .

©

- ,i»’> oréanizatiops, to bring about harmonious action.
-  ~- Coordination is intended to reduce the costs of running any
R paréicdlar unit. Methods by which coérdination is achieved,

2 Thomp son says, include coordination by standardization.

This involves the establishment of routines or rules

which constrain action of each unit or position into ‘

paths consistent with those taken by others in the - -
interdependent relationship.?

-
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These rMles should perhit each unit to grow and expand on

“ ¥ lits own, so long as its actions do not hurt hor 1mpede the

&

! . growth of other units in the system.

o

- -

Coordination by plan occurs when the planning can be’

adjusted to meet’ varying- conditions of an environment in °

ofe

flux; Thompson maintains, (\On the other hand, coordination

3

by mutual adjustment relies on a well- -developed and fre-

L

-quently used communiaafions network°among the'departments

. or units td permit a unit to make 1ts‘%ec1S1ons with

adequate knowledge of what the others are doing.

For Thompson, all types of coordination are related o
tqg the interdependence of units within an'organizational
schemata. The idea forgthe concept is*related'to a need
for facilitating activities of-a unit in such a wa&*as\to
—

prov1de assurance that these act1v1taes will not adversely“\—~

affect what some other unit is doing. » Coordinationapermits. s

-

‘a sharing of understanding and should enable one ‘unit to—- —

e
-

benefit from .the experiences of another. . l ) -

~

>

Control, on the other hand, is ;iosely related to
asserting power. While discounting the pyramid~notion of an
organization, whereby one person at the top wields po@er as
he wills, Thompson nonetheless contends that control from
the- top echelon (in this case a® state governing board) is

exercised by being able to "manipu&ate dec1s1on premises,"

i.e. 1mplementing policies and procedures for the entire

T e ) *

system.3 _The managérs on high are able to enunciate the
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guideITHesor *premises™ whichthose *in positio
mist adhere to when making decisions. - A
. - T~ \\‘\\A
Decision issues always involve two major dimensions: -

. . (1) -beliefs about cause/effect relations and .
o (2) preferences regarding possible outcomes.;4 *

The("domfnént coalition" of an organization, i.e., the

. - - { -
individuals in powerful positions, lay out these beliefs and-
‘guidelines for the lower echelon to follow.

In Thompson's theory; the functions of coordination
and control aré examined with';egard to an organization, but
there is no apparent reason to cdelimit the understanding he

provides to organizations alone. The analysis Thompson

offers differs from a traditional view that%;;§§é5ts'

coordination is a weak form of control. It also aiffers

v

from the typical analysis of coordination of state boards,

according to which the boards are primarily responsible fér

buffering against a horde of educational institutions,

Y

each competing for funds.?>

~— -~

However, Thompson's analysis of these two concepts
fits in with the Carnegie Commission's dichotomy between
public control of an educational institution and its earned

A

indépendence. The Comm¥esion approached control by asking

the question, how far should an educational institution be

] .

controlled? While desirous to preserve a "reasonable degreeg

of .independenge from state and federal control" the Commi s -

sion acknowledged that state board control in inevitable.

It defined "control" in terms of the sanctions a board can

T .

)

]

e 6




- imposé ¥é¥Shonecomplisee to—i rules-and regulations. -

" .
Lo~ . < . . ‘ N
~ The control o\\\‘“wmc oa S~datexn ;ed Ry the “2\
\\ - Negel, . \
sanctions it can-imposeitg X Ban~co m‘..e- N \
institutions, other boar ,1 \\\ ‘ . .

C—. o~

When tne Commission attempted~to dLSS§‘ tye\i§§ue Or s\\ -~

much control a state&board shou1d~have, it\discovered that T~
T K
there was need to preserVe institutional iniéiative from un-

. due restraint in order to promote innovatron and educational
= . . . B 4

. 3 /» .
change. . : . . ' : “

The problem of innovation is a pa ticularly difficult
one. A public interest does exist in the adaptation .
of higher education to social ne ds, as in the ‘case.of G
the lapd- grant movement. : '

While higher education cannot be frek from external §
N - .

restraints, which may be imposed by/a board on behalf of the

I 3 . -
public,’the CQmmlSSlon reasoned, i

But innovations will not work well unless there is’
- acceptance of them by those whd, will .be responsible for

their actual introduction and operation. Thus cooper-

ative effort is a better mechanism than "executive or

legisdatiye order, although these may occaSionally be
required ) ‘

%

o 5

—

The Carnegie CommiSSion appeare

control of higher education to) promote the public interest.

to favor at least some

b ¥
The state boards shouDd assureJthe rightful expendjture of

! - . e

the p ublic's money, but should‘notqinterfere with a natural,
L
even spontaneous, acceptance of change and innovation in )

v N " N

educating., l, ., . N

The Carnegie CommiSSion~also urged that whatever 2
control actiVities boards pursue should allow for a "reasonx -

v

able independence" of the colleges from board control. 2 @

AC%lVltieS that boards can rightfully engage in,~which l =
. * & 7K -

& < IS

- 50 2 R : ‘-':\‘ N
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acknowledge an institution's integrity, are according to

N ~N
" the Commission in the areas of auditing (post—audits are ™ _ T\\

recommended), appropriating fUnds to institutions, and

setting ﬁeneral policies regulating the operations and

|
growth d% the 1nst1tutions., Topics they affirmed to be

appropriate for board governance were #aken in this*study to

>

be elements of, control inasmuch a’s these topics pertain to
|

constricting the power and authority’ of the c011eges to
L3
uniform managerial patterns established by the governing
- 9
agencies Thus, the control variable in this study can be

A<
looked upon as seeing to 1tXthat the loéal institutions

measure up to the polic1es established by the governing

<

boards and the legLs;ature on behalf aof 'the publich‘
- — Ryl
| f ¢

To the Commission, a stat%‘board isvviewéd'as_an

agency of quality céggn@l over the colleges, wherggy’the
education ogfered by each college is evaluatedign relation
to the adm1551on§ policy that permit/stuients_into the ‘
school and to placement of the. opllege's| graduates upon “exit..

» . .
The faculty andapxograms must pass the inspection of the

board, too. Through studies and reports, the state board
nay be in position to certify that the colleges are ma1n~

talning programs of quality to persons able to benefit from

.
-

the education. The Commtssion .presented a series of control

3

factors they believe are important for maintaining the
quality of an educational system 19' Their list has been
adapted to state board governance and to community college

education and in this study,appearg as._the criteria of control

SPRESLS o .
fhu 3 N \\ Y ' \A
N i N A\ 3 , .

A
v ] : : v

~
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1. Seéinglto~i‘ t éommunity colleges are obeying the
aws and maintaining freedom from political or community

» \
[

~
.,
.
o, ¢

ability reports in matters of publiec
teres§t and convern.

Yoz [ \cases of alleged denial of rights and of unfﬁir

© U practices. at individual colleges. - ‘

4, \Assu}iﬁﬁﬂﬁhat appropriations for cémmunity colleges are
based on’quantity and quality of students and graduates.

-

5. Auditing ] ﬁmuhity college busiQess operations,

6. Assuring that capital requests for funding building
projects meet general requirements and guidelines.

7. Establishing-general policies for student admission to
community college ,programs.

8. Establishing policies or procedures for differefitiating
the board's functions from dther boards Oor agencies, or
for regulating its own functions. :

9. Regulating the growth rate and size of campuses, the
rate of expansion or contraction of community college’
programs.

"10. Approving new programs of community colleges, new
endeavors in education and definition of their scope.

Y

The Commission left to the colleges functions of

campus management. According to the Report, e¢ach college

should' determine how to spend monies received, shou}d decide
~a b A '

~ . '\" - '
what-curricular areas to expand in;- and asse;§ i1ts own
‘ \< ' )
building needs. 1Its autonomy is derived from-i£§\admi is-

tration. Activities that will presetrve each insﬁifutipn\
v “ \ i

:autonomy\ags\idehtified in the Report as those leading\Eq\ '
; P ' o

11

"earned indepgbdence." This particular list can b;\\; \\x\

adapted to the coordination variable, since aj state board

!
f

] N LI
,could be supportive and, encouraging of the actions any

. ' |
': . , (V) V;J)
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\ L
community college appears to go

The fo owing is a set of
Iactivi}ies that state bodrds could do to support each
colleée{s effort td remain autcnomous. The liist is an

¢

L . ' |
achieving earned 1ndepgpdence.

* extension of the Carnegie CSﬁ@isgien's concerning a college's
S
Criteria of Coordination

\\ ~ !
“\.\ . \ N
L 4

. - \

\.
T
\ N ° LIN
1. Making provision that every community college in the ’\
system can perform at .a high level of quality functions~\\
that are important to the people in the larger society. -

2. Encouiaging the local community college to demonstrate
its capacity for effective self~governance.

3. Offering means to every community college to make -
effective use of the resources available to it, &r

providing state board resources to particular cominunity
colleges. \

4. Disseminating full and honest explanations to the public
in general and to the legislators and elected adminis-
trators, justifying particular requests for public
Support, such requests reflecting important needs at the
local level, or permitting such justific&tion at its
board meetings. ) T .

For purposes of coordination, .the state board should assure
the colieges in the system that the actions of one college

will not prove detrimental nor harmful tb the othe£§ in the

A '

!
1

group. ‘ ' o
. . /
By means of the accompanying mdde} Figure '3-1 (p,. 49) "

A

.+ the relations between contfol‘and coordination at ;hé state

1.

“level are delineated. . : ’ ‘
: § :




o , Fors 59371700 ,\\ :
\ \\, _ : ALINOWWQD p
Ve . ! - . /
o \ st ¢ / o
A\\.‘DQQOU L . | .
P04 L5 sZRi7: o
gy ‘> 2Y 4 o . , ‘\
- LY g% oy S T ALTNO WWio7y

. TTI8307 OL 1OYLNOD UNY Forlt NIqy00s5 J0 dIASNOILYTTY- -

s]-T Y091,




. - ; ) '°// 50 '

-

L Procedure to Study Coordlnatlon and ControLQ‘ o
©~ - - - of the Community College Governing
, Boar¥ds, IBHE and ICCB

o o

‘ - ’ In order to ascertain the level of coordination and

_control, topics pertaining to one or the other were . ”
N ' - . § . ’,
. . separated out from among the items taken up at boaxd . S

meetlngs of -the IBHE and the ICCB from 1969 to mid- 1975
I
Such items must also be top1cally xelated to communlty * '

l
colleges in the state of Illinois.. Topics at board Teetlngs

. .

dealing w1th community colleges were 1n1t1ally recorded, -

’

then categorlzed if pOSSlble under one of the headings’ of

LA ) contrel or coordlnatlon but not“both Not,all board items -

'could be subsumed under one- of these. For purposes of

summary, each topic that coul be was placed in 'some one

‘.
.

. ' factor of e1ther‘contrpl~or coordil ation.‘ Topics categoriZed

"into a factor were clumped‘as much a

possible into a sub-

. factor heading in order.to preserve s ' much of the;raw data

, "‘ : -~ - . .
. as is feas1ble. tOpic wasncounte twice per board . : *

meetlng grouped under the same sub.factor, but could be i
. “under the same factor. ' * v
’ - I .The procedure boils:down to. this. - (l) A topic &
/// .,I : ‘uper-alnlng to communlty colleges was recorded from board
f _minutes.l2< (2) .The toplc ‘was identmfled as, pertalnlng tor-,

- T ety
~ © ) s

e1t er coord1natlon or control. accordlng to the general

.~ und rstandlng of each pro/lded 1n the beglnnlng sectlon of - )
- this - ‘chapter. (3) The toprc was further analyzed accordlng
o 434# . to the*crlterla of each. v/rlable llsted abov . It was . ) ' )
; *antlclpated that evef///;plc Jdentlrled as pertaln‘ g to - B

- , * ro.
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either coordqution or contrbl cbuld also be subérned under

[}

one of the varlable S headlngs (4) In 1dent1fy1na toplcs

*

in the factors of coordlnatlon and control, 1t was further'

" thought that a number of ‘topics could be additionally

clumped together under a sub-factor headlng. (5) No topic

'

placed in -a sub- factor headlng could be counted more than

ange per board. meetlng (6) Every _topic was counted once

° .
per meeting in which it was discussed or brought up. Atten— i

P

.tion was paid to distimguishing topical. discussion from

- -

1nformat10nal items. Topics pertalnlng to the governance of
the State Gommunlty College at East st. Loz}s were av01ded

in the counting when the ICCB met as its governing board.’

i . G I
" since. the two boards are regarded as coordinating
e » 3

Primarily, it wastredicted_that a substantial percentage

2

,of each board's activities would be classified under coordi- -

-

/ nation, although “"there was no prlor 1nd1cat10n as to the’ .

-

relatlve percentage between coordlnatlon and control that . .

would be likely. Intuitively, it seemed that more than the

s
relatlve percentage of 50% should be a minimal of coordl-

natlon as contrasted with the control that a coordlnatlng

"A

board should be engaged in.

” * -
-

-
] -,

3

.- Procedure tb“Study Problems in: State Board o L

-

';7»-—""

.o

g Govexnance of Communlty Colleges : < ,

P

4

Using the Carnegle Comm1531on ] Report as adapted not

only permlts a‘“study of the relatlon ‘between coordlnatlon

i 3

and control but leads to. 1dent1fy1ng the problem areas in

,state,board governante. [To do the latter, it nust be assuQEd

e o
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.
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‘problens, wlll perform actions which may go beyond those

-knitially env151oned as sufficient for problem-solving,

'ldentlfylng a range of activities approprlate to state board

< ar

. ,9-\

-

(a): that tbe boards although establlshed to cdpe W1th specrflc

(b) that the Carnegie Commission’s Report is capable of .

go rernance 1m regard to whlch the boards are encounterlng an
ot

dﬂusual ccgree or difficulty, (c) that the recurring problems
w1l . be P ‘u?ctloh of board act1v1t1es in one or another

-~
o3

P Y

~D

goor rdinatiorn and ontrol, and (d) that by viewing

(.
-

these probkems ) & category oF coordlnarlon or control a

clearer ‘indicaion will be given as to what, if any, needs
to be done to improve governance efflclency

The procedure for unearthing the problems of state
V

board governance (WhiCh might end up in the lap of the -

oo™

leglslature if pernrtted to fester) is, then, the following:

(1) A toplc.that has come before a particular.board upon
several occasions was identified as a recurring problem 4*"‘.
whenever no policypor'guideline was capable or diminishing
discussion pertaining to resolving some diffigﬁlty with

respect to’thé topic. (2) All such topics. were examined to:

,

determlne whether some mlght‘be reasonably placed together A

]

tnder a common headlng, labelled "an 1ssue,' i. e., a. .

rtrdrr1r~ problem

-

- , ! AR
Auvantage to-this procedure’lies in its openness

to the prospect thut the boafds might need to do more-.in

9

the area of coordination than they are presently doingh

ratner +han an the areca of cehtrol. . The progression ' t .

theorists of Chapter One imply, that boards must /do more . RS
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controlling in the. future, without really examining ife there
, is need to do so. 1In any casde, the ch’al‘lenge at this . .
‘ . . - -
N juncture is to present the problems within areas of coorcfi- H
nation and control w:.th resgect to ‘the, IBHE and' the ICCB I
T
Then, if some problems appear to Warrantg;greater state A o
. A
agency ef.fort, a case can be advanced for more c_entralized 7 -
e ’ 4 . N .o _— ) .4
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. chapter 5, for:a typlqal statement of .this pos1tlon The

;f posltlon was deplcted in Chapter 2 of this paper with respect

to the survey of Wattenbarger
3 9' s
6. Carnegie Comm1ss1on'on Higher Education, Governance of
.’ . . ’ - * . ' L

: Higher Education: Six Priority Problems (New York: McGraw-

—
. -
Y 1

Bill,*1973), p. 11. ®
7., Ibid., p. 27,
, 8. 1Ibid,, p. 2.
9. gpig;, p. 23.

.

10. 1Ibid. pp. 25-29.

' 11.  Ibid., pp 24 25. ' e K -
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12. With respect to IBHE minutes, any recorded dlscuss1on in
-Q

which communlty colleges wWere brought up was treated as a

e 4 "toch"'of communlty coJlege éducatlo
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CHAPTER FOUR

.

GOVERNANCE ISSUES

of

BEFORE THE BOARDS

»
.

. ’ A "recurring problem" has been said to be a topic

« that comes before a board for whlch solutions are not

readily available. Any such problem may appear in more than

-——

St . one area of coordination or control. To .indicate the
special character of this gﬁgblem, the word "issue" shall
be henceforth applied. 1Its deployment is in keeping with-3&

v ° /
common understanding that whenever an issue is present, ’

there is a ﬁrobiem debated with respect to which any

solution is controversial. .

)

Issue 1: Financing Community Colleges

In the area of appropriating state funds, the IBHE
tends to cut budget requests. Eacn spring, the’boards under
the IBHE pass in line to ask for a larger retommendation.

The community colleges in Illinois, after a dramatic
v initial rise in students have settled down to a steady

annual growth of between 4 and’TU‘pereent Student full ’
time equlvalency (Pan enrollment has rlsen from approx- -

imately 98,000 in FY 1971 to about 156,000 for FY 1976, an

increase over 70%. This has been accompanied by an

’ 56




- 57 . )
incrément in—state funding from $91 million in FY '71 to

sabout $l42xmillion or so projected for FY r76, a gain of <
45% . - : — -
. ‘kv ~

/o )
An argument for additional money freqguently employed “x

by the ICCB is based on equity among the sy.stems. of higher
L] : ‘, .

education. To the ICCB, the community colleges have been

treated as second class citizens in the ship of higher ‘;K

- 1

education. ¥For instance, in 1973, Mr. Brune; who has
served for some ;ears»en the ICCB and was its cﬁairman in
1975, presented the case for increasing the ICGCB budégt
recommendation. His speech is quoted in the minutes of
February'b, 1973 of the IBHE.

© Mr. Brune said that the Illinois Junior College Board
believeg in priorities, reallocations, productivity,
etc., which were alluded to today in points made by the
. chairman and others of the Board, and. they are well
taken but said that he felt the IJEB would be remiss
in their duties if they did not point out the serious
. problems facing junior colleges. in Illinois today.
Mr. Brune then mentioned that the g@taff of the Illinois
Junior College Board has continually been given new
statutory duties and they cannot carry out these . .
statutory requirements unless provided with sufficient -
funds to do so, adding that they cannot do thexjob —_ =~
without sufficient staff . . . He said also that he
. wished to mention funding for the Illinois junior
“"colleges which are now operating on a "shoe string." -
© "+ . .. Mr. Bfune said "It is time to take our Illinois
junior colleges off the starvation diet which sees
them receiving only $1 for every $5 for the State's
senior institutions.”

-

The IBHE can effectively cut the budget of the ICCB by
recommending less than requestéd. Over the years, the ICCB

‘budget has been slashed by about 10%, a figure this authog;\\

-
receiwved from Mr. James Howard of the ICCB staff and

mentioned by other ®staff, too.

- 62 -
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The ICCB has supported the local\institutions' st;nd
that the state should pay é£ least 50@ of éhe cost to
operate egch of the state's 38 collégés with 49 campuses.
in éispute betweeqﬁgpém‘is whe ther tge 50% should include
L ) the state's contribution to the employees' retirement fund,

which is not actually an operating expense. Since the state
legislature is committed to funding éhe reti;ement system
on the basis of user's demané, i.e., to pay its contribution
upon demand of the retired, money has not been set aside.
The colleges have argued fofﬂadditisnal funas to reach: the
50% level, excluding retirement payments,

If the desired FY level is not achieved through the"
IBHE recommending-.process, the ICCB can approach the

legislature itselii\ In 1973, the legislature granted an

additional appropriation to that passed; and community °

colleges are hoping that the legislature will again pass a

deficiency measure for Fy 76.2

v In the 1973 instance, the'IBHE decreased its original
‘recommendation for vocational grants b& 5660,000 and ..
eliminatéd public service graﬁté. Commenting on the cut,

. the ICCB pointed out that occupational €ducation is eséential
to its mission, |

First of all, we would like to add $600,000 to the
$2,100,000 recommended for differential funding for
_ vocational/technical courses, This would increase the
differential for these courses to $4.50. There is no
higher priority task we have in the community colleges
-, + If a differential of only $3.50 is approved, as
récommended by the [IBHE] staff, the State will actually
N . be cutting its support of vocational education in our
. -—-—junior colleges . . . even though everyone agrees this:

63
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}s our Number 1 priority task. We *believe our proposal

here is sound.3 :

LN
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¢

In the.eyes of the ICCB, the IBHE dia not recognize the ]
significance of their rgcdﬁmendation upon the community
colleges. -

The ICCB further charged the IBHE with favoritism to
the State's universities.

Percentagewise, the reductions proposed on April 3 were

larger for the community colleges than were the recom-

mended reductions for the public universities based on
% the total budget previously approved by the IBHE.4

Interestingly, the ICCB did not claim that state funding
would fall below a certain pe:bggfage, e.g;,w40% or 0%.

Its'major concerns appeared to be (1) thg\maintenance of its

: | o, . ~. 2
own c?tqgorlcal priorities and (2) equity. | i
iR ) f s
An’ administrative concern also was brought up in its
\,"t': S ' l

request%£§r,restofation of funds. It wanted to develop a
B R Hes. Lt R

b BN - 5wy .- - , ~ -
compﬁﬁeﬁiﬁgnk;of information on the local colleges' programs.
DR ,-‘T{“SE‘:;‘;;:) ‘!:. - . W3 v AN

- . & .as vérious*legﬁslative committees and state
: agencdies emphasizéd so''well, our community college
system is in urgent'need"of a sound, statewide manage-
ment information system . . . a system that will allow-
us to gather statistics, to measure the effectiveness
- .9f and to see that our tax dollars are spent as. wisely
s possible.5

Thé Board wanted money to adequately monitor the system. R
Ultimately, the IBHE's April cut of its own February

recommendation was overridden by action of~therlegislaturef

and the Governor. Appendix A of the July; 1973 ICCB

minutes contain the astounding figures. The Assembly

actually appfoved él&.so for the flat rate grant as compared

to the $18 figure of the February IBHE recommendation. The

~N ’ 84\
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Governor sllced 1t to $l7 61, stlll hlgher than theaAprll .
~s ~_ “'u:m
IBHE figure by about $380, OOO Whereas the ICCB "agreed"

in February, 1973 to $2.7 million for Voc-Tech, they got $3
million. Though the ICCB would;haye settled for $400,000 in

ﬁbblic service morey, it received $750,000--an item the IBHE

, had eliminated altogether. .Another $400,000 was added to the

category of Disadyantaged student grants, Governor Walker
lowered the legislature'§ aoprobriat‘ons in but two major
categorles of fund1ng, Flat Rate grants and expenditures
for the State Community CoFlege both in operatlons and *
equlpment. In the pracess the ICCB gained '$2.,7 over its
IBHE recommended budget of February, and got nearly $7 )

~

millién over what the IBHE was proposing in April.

Then‘for FY‘55J the ICCB requested $88.9 million,
which the IBHE cut to $80.1, but by yedr's end, the ICCB
received $95 4 'million--$6.5 million over its own request 6
The expendlture figure 1s $15 million or 15% above what the
IBHE" S adjusted budget recommendation of February, 1974 was,

‘Not only do the two boards appear to d1sagree over

[ f

the level of funding communlty colleges, but they disagree

e

over the_formulas by which the.FY budget or recommendation

3is'arrived at. The ICCB upholds the present pOllcy of -

fundlng per cnedlt hour per student as grades K-12 are
essent1ally funded. In talking with.0r. William Kelley on

the staff of the IBHE this author fECelved the 1mpre551on

that the IBHE prefers llne itenm budgets and certainly >

AN

‘regards the ICCB fundlng by student enrollments an anomoly
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for boards under the"IBHE in higher education. No other

A

- beara“%s s6 fumded- -
- ~5 AR L KRR S
The area where disagreement over formulas is clearly
& 9 . R
€

. svisible is state allocations-for construction. The IBHE

P

° emphasizes program priorities as & means‘to settle which

t

,construction projects should beifinanced by the state‘at

this time. Tor example, although its, staff was initially

N

uncértain about-a’ new second campus for Harper College, they”
subsequently noted a potential to prOVlde the area with

needed educatiod.“Asha philosqphy_bx which to evaluate

requests for expansion, the'staff enuﬁciated the principle:

° W

Thus, questioﬁs of campus expansion should be made in
terms of access to educational opportunity,,community
and state program needs, -economic and physical restraints
g existing in’ the area, and’the effectiveness of the
‘ particular administratiqn, faculty, and community as’
it may, be impacted by alternatives

The IBHE further claimed that the geéond site'will'offer

"useful access to pOsthecondary education in the future' to

those who'might otherwise not attend.

needs for the education.

The ICCB‘approves requests based on full time
equivalency (FTE) enrollment figures, not necessarily tied
, /
to the type of program for wHich the space is intended,

?hat is, simply with régard t:mthé\number of‘students

-

. served a college can justify its request.for additional

ding footage, whether these students are taking biology
\
\\\\\\\\\ . . o {

. 4 .
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» or physical education or history. ,In'tne \\
IECB afflrmed a $30 per square foot COSt for bu;ldlng, but& ~:~ ﬁﬁﬁg
o 1today the figure is cldse to doubﬂe that. In determlnlng P
“the amount of building space the communlty collegeyls S )
e entrtled, the foTlow1ng formula is used:
. %ﬁrgForﬁulalfor oonstruction based on students served
'il ‘Amount , of space,each full-time day (or, evening) student
‘is entltleds, ‘
2. Number of FTEs day‘(or, evenlng) \
3. -Building cost perﬂfoot permltted by ICCB
1x 2= amount of space permltted x 3 = amount of money ‘
project should cost .
- o For-certain vocational programs, i.e., ones employing heavy B

) ' equipment, a special additional footage allofment  is figured

into the formula. Off oampus; extension students are not

.
& ¥

to be computed into the FTE count.

. ' 7 Illinois has promlsed to pay three quarters of the

-

price for new constructlon, prov1dlng that the buildings be

certlfled to last, for a mlnlmum of 40‘years . Because the
state's contribution percentagevencourages new construction
by paying most of the financial burden, there was

J , . '”’"b~.
need to~estab1ish a priorities list. of construction projects.

L}

The IBHE and the ICCB together with the Bureau of the
Budget had set up such a list as‘early as 1969 ' By the end ¢

.

of 1970, the IBHE had cut back en approving new construction,

N -

~the ICCB reported 8 In January, 1971 the ICCB urged the
\
local colleges to lower constructlon costs. It also
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permitted-a larger share of the constriction budget to be
borne by the local institutions. The ICCB complaine@ to. the

Governor "over aelays in construction. One resolution of the BEY

f%\ vs ) 3 4
’ _ . early '70s asserted, .
! y‘@’ ) O :5“"' Tty e e S g e - e ° : : .
. i o - e & 5‘ “‘_ Padid P e - e, . — 4:) . . "\ . .
<o WHEREAS the.housing of\gﬂé.fali‘l§70 enroliwent of - e
162,000 persons has been accomplished primarily thro ..
1 temporary accommodations funded locally; and . . .. o

WHEREAS State funds related to date will house only S
50,000 full-time equivalent day students in 1971, while
68,000 full-time equivalent day students are how
enrolled in the fall of 1970 . . .
WHEREAS, the 1969 General Assembly approved (on recom-
mendatiofl of the Board of Higher Education) the alloca-
., tion of $96 million for the first half of the 76th 9
Biennium, no portion of which has vet been released . ..’

About the same time, thé newly formed Capital Development

-

Board, replacing the,Illinq}s Building Authority as the

. construction planning board, issued its own guidelines for
s

-

building project\proposals. This caused a-ripple of modifi- "

cations in building plans, scaling costs downward. -

-

The state has indeed slowed Cons,truction. Compared

N

»

to a biennium high in 1968-1969 of over $125 million, nq
state fun@s were released: for building in 1974, $86 million

a ypar later. After an initial period of rapid- building

construction in the late 60s and early 70s, the colleges
began to fund minor.- projects on their own, preferring not tb

o

wait for :funding of low priority projects. Thus, green~ ~

-

houses, waté¥ storage tanks,-and gynmasia are erected on «¢ * ;o

" local soil by college indebtedness through long-term bonds.

B

"The CDB must still approve any request to assure standards

\\\\\\jnd guidelines are being met,.but the state is only

S, ; Ead ‘ . . ¢

< . ‘ ) S GG .

»




+ committed to possible "future gredit" to a'cémmunity cdilége .

going it alone.® To take a ‘case at random before thé ICCB:

Request for locally funded construction project, at the
Kewanee Campus of Black Hawk.College,: District No. 503

'

Mr. Hale made a motion, seconded by Mf. Stone, to approve
the Construction of Phase 1-A at the Kewanee Campus of
Black Hawk College at a cost not to exceed $1,554,000
using local funds. The approval is subject to (1)
approval by the Illinois Board of Higher Education; and
(2) completion of technical reviews by the Capital
Development Board. It is understood that this project
may be submitted for state reimbursement or éredit
toward future construction, in accordance with ICCB
cost and constyuction guidelines, with no assurance
that such reimbursement or credit will be obtained.l0

Since community célleges have been able to pass referenda

for'some buildiﬂé projects, it is likely that the CDB will

:

‘remain a detegmiiing force in expansfon of the colleges.

In regard (to planning for the future, the IBHE began

~

looking for alternative methods of financing communigy) .

cOlleges as early as 1970. . '

Mr. Francis [representing the Association of -Community
College Board of Trustees] reported that his associatioén
is concerned about state financing of junior colleges;
out of 27 thére are 23.levying maximum,rate and out of
23 there, are 18 in deficit spending . . .  he said that
we are expecting local taxpayers to finance a larger
share but the local taxpayers are in no mood to raise
local tpx rates. After a few additional remarks, he
told thé Biird that the Junior College System must be

j pjeserved. - ¥ - E

'
By 19 4'con@j€Z;;;\were stilli about the same, although more

colleges had opened their doors. A committee on financing

d%gﬂpnity college ediucation, the second such, was established

.

aé part of Master Plan Phase IV.
. [ LY

. " When'the IBHE was to . study the financing picture, the

IGEB set up its own. Moreover, its committee was to make

6o

-

1
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) who was- subsequently to head the "Blue Rlbbon" lnance

65

recommenda ions not only about operating budgets but

constructiom priorities, a matter of worry to the émerging

ges.lg\ These recommendations were to be

L]

sent on to the sd-called "Blue Ribbon" Communlty College

communlty col

Flnance Commlttee of the IBdE Representatlon ‘on this 24

‘-
. L]

member ICCB commlttee was derlved from many segments in
Illinois communlty college governance- pres1dents ICCB

members, members o the Trustees AssOC1at10n, chlef f1nance

‘officers of the colleges,/faculty, students and ICCB staff,

5 ﬁ

But none from the adult educatlgn or communlty service

‘13

ﬁleldn Leav1ng the ICCB both as its staff representatiVe

‘1to'th1s commlttee and és staff person was Dr. Bernie Waren,

Commlttee and-assume duties ‘as' legislative liaison for the

.

IBHE. ST ‘

The ICCB committee sought to 1dent1fy the 1ssues ‘of

N »

communit college governance, such as . K

ocdur in the next five years due to legislative action,
fisgal restralﬁts, social issues, and relatlonshlps
with other. systems of higher education?

4. How can the."common.market" concept be encouraged°
6. Can expanded access to educational opportunities
be most apprOprlately assured. through the system of
Illinois public community colleges?l4 '

3. ékh t shifts in governance and coordination may

With respect to ?unding med¢hanisms, the committee enumerated

the following conceivable moges: formula funding, .cate-

v

gorical budgét funding (line—item),‘foundation funding

L]

(mlnlmal level of support establlshed), equallzatlon,

programmatlc fundlng, and student-based funding

IR ,
R RV ’ * i
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(scholarships, voucher system). Nevertheless, the Board

. came out in favor of only 2 of these: -

e

- After discussion, Dr. Goudy made a motion, seconded by
Mrs. Neyhart, tnat the Illinois Conimunity College Board
- go on record as favoring consideration and continued
study of No. 1 (Current Financing Plan with Modification
with modifications to include variable rate funding
plan--or No. 3 (Foundation F;nanc1ng Plan),” and
recommend this to the IBHE Blue Ribbon Finance Com-

mittee, .

The Counc1l of Pre51dents were supportlve of both of these

.

but "expressed concern about No 6 (Varlable Rate Formula

Funding) beqause certaln programs., ‘such as Publlc Serv1ce

programs, mlght be con31dered less worthy of con51deratlon:

at the State level n16 . b 4‘ . ML

L . .4 .
Meanwhile, the LBHE‘& committee was at work drafting -

its own proposals.¢ Essentlally, it came out in ltS March

1975 draft for full state fundlng of occupatldhal bacgca-

laureate and-remedlal or reV1ew cdurses, but no state
M) v ®
part1c1patron in courses in adult‘o;‘contlnu1ng educatlgn

o 04

out51de of improving mocatlonal skills. It also advocated

<
// »

an 1ucrease of state aid to colleges in the def1c1t category

.

by augmentlng equalization’ approprlat{ons. iThe Commlttee

h A3

wanted to see sone governmentfagency concerned over tylng
the tax bafge to inflation aga was hopeful to "change the~

tax base to make it more respon51ve to 1nflatlon."l7 The

Py

plan 1dentlf1es 8 fundlng categorles, more than the 5

presently in use, but dées not dlstlngulsh among curricula -

~

rn a partlcular program, e.g. w1th1n the baecalaureate

¥ b

area. At the end of summer, 1975, these recommendatlons
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were 'still in the forhative stage. If the proposals are

enacted into law; the Presidents' fears.exéressed through
. - ~ !
the ICCB committee over Public Service programs would be

epparently superseded by other concerns, for under the IBHE
4 b =
Committee proposal no state money would be directly ear-
marked for these programs. . . ’
&y .

- .
Issue 2: Preserving Local College Autonomy )

: - - .
t wiil be recalled that while the law specifically

characterizes thé community colleges. as "locally initiated.

and administered" it as well says that each is part/of/a

.-
e
[ > >
>
3 . . - .
.

.. "system" whose "governing board" is the ICCB; also identi-
- " fied as a "bdard of control," that submits one budget for

ﬁhe entire community college network to the IBHE "for the
‘ o - . ’. ! .
‘operation and capital needs of the institutions under its

4 A

governance or SUpervision."‘ To _some, the case for local

- <

autonomy 1s lost because“oﬁ the way the law is wr1tten~ and

L4 ~ T

ye the lqcal Colleges obV1ously want to remain free of.
0 & s
state board rnterfeﬁsnce in the conduct of their institutions.

. <

v A

LY

, : The apparentgcontradlctlon in ebe law.can be seen as

L

a p01nt of 1ssue between the colleges and the state govern-.

-ihg board, 'ICCB. In the-area of college accountability, the

\_‘ N

"Board has afflrmed that recognltlon of a communlty cdllege
o l

< Wlll be predlcated upon accreditation procedures of the

- Al - "

Norgp Central Association of Community and Secondary Schools, !
a policy establlshed in 1971. 1It has also sought to make

the colleges accountable Ehrough enforcing its own policy

.




handbook known as the "Rédbook." Im.1973, the Redbook °
replaced the ICCB policy manual. _i; ponééins a philosophy

statement, curricular criteria, and generai statements about
the rules and regulations- of the System. This handbook was °

intended to be placed 'in the Secretary of State's files, ‘L

thereby making itS-rulés'tantamount to law, but the report

. P .
- . from the ICeB staff (Dr. Darnes) is that the Board will not

-

pursue that coursétqf‘action for—the time being. - ° ' T
-t It is worthwhile to discuss the Council of Presidents'
reaction to the developing Redbook. In a letter dated

July-9th, Dr. Poorman,.speaking for the Council, notes some
areas of disagreement with the Board:
L fTheiCouncil.takes‘mgjor objection to the encroachment
-of the ICCB in matters which are philosophically,
SO traditionally and statutorily assigned to the juris-
- - " diction of the local district, geverning boards.
. . - ‘Particular objections are entered to Sections . .. .
which attempt to.requlate the "administrative organi-
zation and teaching assignments of the colleges; which
_ . has‘the'effe¢tfofﬁd§legéting decision-making authority
' ,for ‘curriculuh development to‘a mon-elected dvisory
T : ' committee, and _. ... »wwhich.attempts to reguldte the
S ... -kolleges! internal policies and practices of curriculum
" .. &+ uldevelopmdnt.l8 . T - T ‘ ' '

. ]
g % - . . -
",

‘: pr.‘Welimén'disﬁribdtedfthe-létter_frpm Pogrman to the Board
’ oY e F [ T, * .

., Y, . .“'"‘- . \ . . o . . (23 .y .

I - togethér with a copy of the Council'of Presidents' minutes A

on}theitbpié.'”The minutes' alsd contained an announcenent,
. , 4 )

2
-

“which Wellman duplicated, that .

‘ Poorman also reported that he has reached aﬁ'égreement:" )
o »/ .with Wellman to the effect ‘that'as committee’s "are S
: . , appointed by the'ICCB or its staff that Wellman would ' -

. work through the Council of Présidents -for membership -
," on the various committees. 9 NN

L 4
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It is evident that the Council of Presidents are searching
for means of increasing their control in overseeing thel
community colleges of the state. The issue of abidiné by
the Redbook is tied to a.desire for greater voice expressed
6§’the%e key administrators. 7

On the other hand, the Presidents seem to be objecting
to the Board's effogf to evaluate curriculér programs in
light of national trends. Poorman finds fault with the
HEGIS system that is capdble of comparing courses based on ”

a twofold distinction between baccalaureate and vocational®

curricula. -
Some courses may be used for either the transfer 3
program or the occupational program. This point has -
.. already been made repeatedly as we have commented upon '
. the proposed Articulation Compact, which exludes |
courses coded as vocational-technical but which are in
fact transferable. The broader consideration involved
in-'this problem is whether curriculums shall be devel-
oped toward the goal of fitting into a predetermined
coding system, or whether the coding system shall be
modified to'accaommodate the curriculums which are
developed in response to student and community needs.
We recommend that your office acquaint the HEGIS [i.e.,
Higher Education Information Survey] organization with
this problem and request a solution.Z20 .

-~

‘The problem is, as Ehe‘Preéidents set it forth, that

v - :

curricula are being typed into one or the other categories,

implyiné.a étatus‘of.nontransferabii&ty of certain "trade"
; \ } . ' . 1 .

" courses thét_db in fact tpanéfer. They want courses thgt"

v

are presently transfer%ble to remain so and express concern

that as the Board moves to classify courses as vocatianal ,

or baccalaurééte, the right of transferability of these

courses may be taken away. , -




: has dated back ‘to 1972 and ‘was frequently brought up at
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In another topic of local accountability, the Board
was the subject of study and evaluation by the Illinois

Economic and Fiscal Commission under the direction of .

Dr. Chadwin in 1973.21 The ICCB staff issued a response to

th# recommendations of the Chadwin Report-in 1975 by
commenting upon the present status of the item raised in
each particular recommendation. Recommendat ion 29 from the

Report and a response from, the staff of the ICCB is given

be low: . v h

Recommendation 29: The IJCB staff has served primarily
ag a "minimal licensing operation" and funding conduit.
It now needs to redirect its attention toward the
problemy“gf planning, coordination and evaluation.

Response: The ICCB staff is undertaking a concentrated
effort in develeping its planning and research functions. - ’
Statewide follow~up studies of occupational and transfer
students. have already been initiated and additional
statewide studies are in the planning stages, The
planning function is also being emphasized with RAMP/CC
[a computerized data bank] serving as a data gathering
instrument to coordinate the planning efforts at the

' local institutions with those carried on at the state
fgevel.22

Data had been available apout Courses and the whereabouts of
sQ@e~g£aduates, but with the advent of the compﬁter data
bank;}MIS'apd RAM?/CC, much‘more data can be compiled*and‘
stored. . The topic of organiziné and using these sysgems

:‘J »
board meetings in '73 m%d ‘74, particularly, the ICCB's.

An advisory committee was established to work out the details

" of information gathering from the colleges. As late as 1975,
"the ICCB'appeared uncertain what to do with the vast amount

of data it is cbilecténg-thréugh the system. The number of’

.

[l

TS )

.
tel ’ -
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students in a particular course, the number of times the
course is given and so fcrth-and so on- are all known data.
Possibly, £he Board is looking into interrelating course
and program data pertaining to this system to national norms

’ . through HEGIS and similar national computer networks.

The ICCB has issued a policy about the personspwho
are permitted to see or utilize the data in its computer
form! 1In April, 19757 the Board distinguished between
"Restricted Files",‘which'contain confidentiak information
of students' names and addresses, and data on faculty, not
yet fully specified, and "Public Files,' that anyone\can
see. Some colleges have expressed concern to the Board
over the right of disclosur‘ of information pertaining to
the administration of .their colleges, They contend, for
instance, that the state has no business in collecting data

about the hours faculty teach in a week.23

Despite charges of state board interfigrence with
local autonomy, the ICCB has not entertained questions over.
administrative efficiency at the local level, The Ch'adwin_
Report guestioned the admihistrative practices of two

. colleges, State Community College and Kaskaskia College.24
.- Both)cplleges have experienced financial difficulties. 1In
February,'l975, a .portion of Vandalia wished to disconnect
from Kaskaskia to Lake Land College.. Lake tand did not
.receive equalization or defic1ency funds, for say, FYs
|4

1972-1974, but Kaskaskia did for each of these years.25 A .

‘<, hearing was set in the Vandalia High School in March and

A
iV
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the Board was SBbSEq%ently app;ised of theﬁresults, 55

’ - .~
The ICCB staff recommended that the petity EES§§S:
connect be disapproved . ?NL\\\\Q‘

Y, ’ - ,
citizens in attendance. 1In response to “the hearing,

. . ~ e
- Mr. Stone and Mrs. Neyhart [two board members] expréggéd
concern that the ICCB staff recommendation was contrarg6

to the desires of the people in the Vandalia district,
The motion to disconnect from Kaskaskia and be annexed to
Lake Land College passed, 5-2. If concern by the local
citizenry for disconnecting from a district does involve

management issués, the Board has no stdted policy by which

to handle the cbnflict. . : " T

At another local citizenry hearing, as reported to

N

‘the ICCB, the question<whethér the Riverside-Brookfield

Township HighrSchool District should be annexed to Triton or
to Morton Cbliége’wag’the topic of discussion. YReporting on

toe meeting, Mr. Lemmer, hearing officer, describes the

1

positions.

In an emotionally charged ,atmosphere, the hearing
extended for fdur hours -apd there was a complete
discussion of the proposition and its effect upon all
"of the area involved. Much of the opposition 'is based
upon the historical attitudes of the Riverside-Brookfield
Township High School District toward Morton Junior
College District, and the' feeling that Triton College
is unwilling to share its advantages .with its poorer
neighbors. Conecern was'also manifest that the attend-
ance center of the distriagt is becoming over-crowded.
The-meeting was well attended and at one of the inter—
missions an attendance of 106 persons was noted.2?

Members of the audience supporting annexation to Triton
pointed ®ut that "Triton is one of the largest districts in
assessed valuation and the annexation of the territory

described in the petition will not injure the financial ba§2

.y
{

y
J El
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of Tritoh Junior* College." The ;ehort contains data to ‘

'substantlate the claim that Trlton h4s a solid tax base ' | \gl

The Assistant Superlntendent also made the assértion{ "The .

administration of ‘Triton College has demonstrated a sound

,

financial management of district affairs." That some

management-related factors might be important to the -

(S
-

citizenry in making up their minds with which district to go
callfot be overlooked. 1In this case, the high school area
3 N . /
T ssue of. local autonony i$ never far away from

any ICCB meetlngb it éﬁsh;ouds&bgard activities. To the

,,,,,
‘o, %
,,,,,, e,
o, e,

extent that.the Board approveg;gégggnl om;ng the local

colleges, the administrators o g:cglleg B l argue

encroachment. Moreover, in attending a- mg

this author noted how the issue arises. The‘ﬁoa:

. >

was brought up. Some spokesmah in the audience was per-— T

mitted to speak: "A lot more study is needed." Evidently < t

Just ‘as perturbed over the haste with which the board

appeared to be acting, Mr. Shabat of the Clty Colleges of
Chicago then spoke up, "You' re going into areas very big."
One‘viey held that the Board should seek more input from,
the local colleges in any policy formatioh but particuiarly

this one. Mr. Brune replled to crltloasm of the proposal Lo

with the comment that the only way you get reactlon is to.— Y

.k ) - "

reos
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come out with new ideas. At one point, the spokesman quh' —

R Y
L)

the Council’ of CommUnlty College Pres1dents accused the

'Board of v1olat1na local autonomy by telllng the local
¢ . . .
colleges whataCQurses tomteach."Clearly through these

S

enbeunters;ohe detects a geneta; frustration of the colleée

-2 P\\

N .' “dmfhistrators 1n‘b 1Qg unable to formulate p011c1es prior
: ™ to their reachlpg tie\g;afé\gor disc¢ussien and pOSSlble

v actlon. AR
o

. , o Isspe:B:' Duplication of Programs

~

~° ’ While the two problems identified above are\\\ -
- appareq&}y-endemic to'the/system of community colleges,/

this problem is seemingly pervasive within higher education.

. - It is occasionally brought up at the IBHE meetings with
%espect to duplication of effort. <TFor example, at one - —

[y
»

, ‘meeting the issue is seen in'its broadest scope to involve »

both.public’and private institutions--in this case, pro-
prletary or prlvate vocatlonal 'schools. Dr. West, then-

Egecutlve D;rector of the IBHE (there. have ‘been 3 dlrectors ‘ e .

- : " over the last 6 years),. summarlzed the: Board's dlscu551on. o Coe

&

&

. . Dr.*West lndlcated Ke assumed that the Board was . \~
.o ' " expecting the staff and' those whp areolnterested in L.
' " this rsubject to study the- 1ssue, and’ that it was.not: - - v
- 'a guestion of legitimady-of cOmmunlty colleges offering' ’
" such a program, .but it was, in, fact, .a question shall e
programs be offered "in competition or shall they be . ~ :
dupllcatlve of ‘other programs available withine<an v o
. : : attendance area. He- further reflected that the Board,
A . ' Wwas raising the questlon of relation within higher Lo,
’ S educatlon and the post-$etondary area. -These relatlon—u '
<:,T shlp questions have now been. expanded from the public-
N prlvate senior 1nst1tut10n haccalaureate level to ‘the
- . Jquestion between the prOprleﬁary sector and the . " Lt
‘communlty colleges.28n . . S :

: . . ] . " R
- . . N . . r\_D . . ) . . - .
S L ... iJd . . .
T hd L3 . t - 3 ' 13
' . A . . ‘ . o . N
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Ultimately, a committee to study the matter was appointe%,

but not without furthér discussion at the Board's next

tp

meeting in which Dr. Kelley, who,himself comes from a
}

community college, but is currehtly on the IBHE staff,

presented facts about the community colleges expansion and\ . .

its statewide mission.
Dr. Kelley reported the growth in enrollment and
y programs in the community colleges in the State. The
concept of comprehensivertess was reviewed and the
requlrements for same were discussed.’ A brief dig-
cussion was presented on the difference between
certificate and associate degree programs. Cooperation’ ,
&\and cooperative programs were reported to be an intri-
cate part of the community colleges.29

-

Here, Dr. Kelley raised the possibility of cooperatlon by
the community college with other 1nst1tutlons ' -

The ICCB has adhered to a policy that permits a

college to offer any curricular program it wants to,

provided that the program has been developed and offered

.

. ¥
elsewhere, i.e., beside community colleges. This policy

‘known as parallel program offerings has seemlngly restrlctea
the communlty colleges to curricula of universities, trade

- \
.and vocational schools and evening high schools. The

’ ) phllosobhy of the comprehens1ve Community college is

| translated .into Board policy to restrlct the, colIeges from
-going too far afield from these curricula. Even with - | v
strlctures placed on them,_however, the community colleges'

have vastly expanded theLr offernngs

o ”_ Slnce the commuwlty college courses are essentially \

those of somg other institution, éne could predict a
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"bumﬁiné effect” #n which duplication of effort will con-

-

stitute competition among instiﬂﬁ{ions ﬁgvh}gher efucation,

In fact, this is reported. The Trustees Association brought

.

to the\aétention of the ICCB.their report of 1974 in which ,

A .

16 courses thdt Northern.Illinois'bnivgizéty was offering
3 N \\ .

. .

in their adult education prognam wegﬁ also.being offered -
at Kishwaukee College, about )0 miles away. LqQgan Cellege

and Southern Illinois Universityﬁearbondale were;afgo

30 “

.depicted as duplicating course offering§: With respect

.

to the point of view being expressed 5y the Trusﬁee%nAsso—

ciation, one could also argue that the céﬁmﬁnity\gélleges o

are presently duplicating the adult'educaﬁion courseg\h%gh .
. “ K

~

schools have been offering for years. . .g S0t
SO, the issue is not actually wgéthef duplicag};g is
-~ \ taking place, but whegher~unnecesséry ddéli;ation is éccu;;\
ring, i.e., duplication workipg‘agaihét the p?ssible values
. ; w

of competition. 1In the latter c&se; c00pe§ation appe®rs

% <

essential. The issue is briefly put in the IBHE discussion

of the matter.: .
. Mr. Block [a board member] asked if the staff was
analyzing whether or not there was unnecessary. dupli-
cation in programs in the various junior colleges. ﬂ
oy . . X
Mr. Kerchner replied in the affirmative. He then
) . called attention to the opening of the community "\
. : college in Decatur, this fall and noted they are -asking
for approval of two basic degrees . . . He said hey
are starting out in a community which has a large
. well-established institution (Millikin University) and
. . they are taking steps to work with that University
- e establishing relationships which will be rmore than
- temporary and they have also established relationships
A with *a local vocational-technical school.31l R
v n «\ o . N
.,

-
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‘inch could be subsidized wken the eaucation they offer is

«contract.out some vocational program to %‘nearby 5ch001.33)

.have tried to'do'something to remedy‘the situation.&iThe | B

During this,discussion Dr. Bakalis of the state board for .
elementary and~h1gn school educatlon argued that attention -

should be glven to the opportunltles,proprletary scﬁools

<

of fer. ) . ’\\\\ ‘ - )

- he concluded by noting that perhaps there is no need
fox State operated colleges to have more of the voca-
» tional-technical programs if the proprietary schools
are doing their job well. .
) l m
The IBHE then adopted- the po¥icy that "all community college

llege

occupational program applications show evidence og\havtng

considered interimgtitﬁtional development . , X (Note that
.o . ]
duplication” of programs is tdied to program approval, singe

the IBHE cannot legally closet down a program already

approved.)
The IBHE dlscu551on raises the questlon whetheruthere

is any need for communlty college entry 1nto vocatlonai\

i \

LN

education, assuming that trade schools exist in the area N

top‘éxpensive for the-potentia students. (The ICCB has

worked out the means whereby a communlty college can .
N

-

Recognizing the preblem, each of these two boards
ICCB is endeavoring to isoiate the’ programs which possibly,
could be duplications. A ad hoc Associate,Degree Com-
mittee made recommendations on the feasibility of uniformityV\\\\
in program titles. By February, 1975, the Committee \

\
recommé‘aed, . . N
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L ] fe e

.There shoulavpe a:gommonality of program titles: through-. -
oUt the State of Illinois public community colleges for
all instfuctional programs. ‘ These titles should be

based’ upon the intent of the program rather than by . ' /&%yﬁy

. - merély locally fashionablé titles... . . .The [ICCB] :

"  should adopt a pxpgram classification system which ’
adequately reflects the instructional prdiram structure
of comprehensiye community colleges. This classificae

' on system may be a_broadening of the cu¥rent HEGIS
. classification . 34- )

7,

s
.

-

P e

-
*

+ Not only will uﬁiﬁprm progrém'titlés permit greater’ gdmpari- P

. son with ‘respect to cost-effectiveness criteria,

\ . o

permit the Board to get a closer 1ook at.duplicg

» .

v

—,the system of communi ty college§5 . . ;ﬁ/// e E"«,:‘ noc
g

. - . s,

, ’ Meaﬁwhi;e, both boards are: advocat

cooperative: :
. » ‘ > b L # . L
agreements among institutions in a particular vicinity. As~
. v o . ' o T
b‘éarly aihoéter Plan Phase IIF, l97l,’t§%?IBHE came out in -. S
Y R ’ i . ‘.l s (54 -

favor of institutional cooperation withinpa gebgraphicaiﬂ‘.

- g

"area. This plan\ﬁas conceived by Dr. Ho%ﬁerman and pre- 43,
.-sented in his ExecutiveﬂDirectér'é report #94.. Its theme = - *° .« -
v ¥ . . H . M '

was institutional integration fort the g%?d‘of all systéms *

?

.in ‘higher education.

"For two months after presentation %o

. . . N * i '
tne IBHE, Dr. Holdermaq conducted Hgarings-qn the document. .

By May, ‘the IBﬁE,was prepared to discuss the report in.open’

. . e ] } 2 R - ‘ ' "o
session. K

-

" We wish to show you a map toda whichndelinstrates the G
need td integrate. : \ . <t
The map was displayéd. It included locations 'of public
. lsenior and jynior institutions and Senior private . o :
institutions and indicated the extension ofﬁérings of . T
the publiﬁ'ééniorrinsqitutions,'showing the_meshing.and~
A criss-crossing .which i's a strong argument for better .o .
integrating of systems of éduca@ibn in I1linois .35 ) 'T

o

»

- “ . , 5\ . ) . ) . . A \ N
Fundamerga'lly, Holderman's plan extends to all educational ;',,4
(- L . S . ' .

lével§ 'ir;,{:he state. This tommon n{afket concept of 'E -

. ' A
o/ . e . -
e . e -

. k4 °
.
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B . .
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.educatlon was ]UStlfled 1n respect to the New York, Mlssourl
: and Mlnnesota systems of hlgher eduoatlon, however.. ‘Holder-
man's position was 1nterpreted to support a consortium ‘ﬁ°‘

. ; . arrangem’ht of colleges in the state Sand was fought by

-

| . . opponents in the name of. preserv1ng 1nst1tutlonal 1dent1ty)

P

. . .Under the plan, communlty celleges were to serve the

e

interests of edutatlon of the greater system, 1i. . those

. . © .

areas not readlly sexved by senlor 1nst1tutlons. . o
Community collkges should assume greater respons1bll;ty
for the Qdelivery of services since they are spread

. ‘ throughout the Staté in geograghlcal Areas not readlly
£ served by senlor 1nst1tutlons

2

Seemlngly{’zhe only attempt to do the klnd of cooperatlon

/

AT :' K that Holderman had 1n/p1nd was when Sanzamonz§tate Univer-
o k .

o , s1ty 1n 1975 propOSed'to oﬁfer senidr level courses at

£ — ' -
" Illlnols Cent;af/gollege.37 lhe c00perat1ve arrangement

. -

allows the senior un1vers1ty to offer courses at. the _ commu -~

& %yﬁcollege leadlng to a bachelor's degree in a spQC1f11c

oo ‘e
Y ‘ .

. :Dr. Wellmdy statedythat thd IcC
- with othey agencies in_ thé |ar
.+ the staf members "of the 11

'

staff has been working

of education including

Oois- Board of Higher |,

the Superintendent of Public

e Office 6f Education) and ‘
‘é the ICCB staff to

X<“requested that the word

T " Instructjon. (now known as-t
requested the ICCB, to encoura

.. . .continue this work. . Mr. Co
. ~ "enuourage" be changed to 4

. uthorize. and direct" the
.o - ICCB staff t6 work with th staffs of other state boards
oo ' and agenc1es to develop joi

in t pollcy statements on
. caree€r@ducation and on de elopment,.of. cooperative
. dgreeméhts for- educational prOgrams‘38‘

_»0 : ! ‘ ¢ C
o0 Slgnlflcantly, the ICGB ‘staff found 1t necessary to work
, e f ‘; o - . . .
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“ith many Sther educational agencies ‘in the ,state, because

all levels of education have been active in offering
e % - ’

L
=

technical programs, but at their-own expense.

- One cooperative agreement was signed between State

Louis. and SIU~-Edwardsviile in
\ —

Comminity College 6f East St.

-the field of sanitation technélogy.

The curriculum was

ieveloped by a committe

. .
R e 39 ] : .
{rom 81U, Yet at the same meeting, an agricultural

e of 12 fdculty, 6 from SCC and 6

o

Ry N
w02 194G

3 program for Carl Sandburg Coll

€ge was passed in

L . . y s
~Z-r @I the fact thar Spoon River College offers a similar

program. ' g 0

Cooperation among irn.zitutions:of differing levels

-

of education .does requixe some ccntractunal relationship for

purposes of raiirc appartionrent clairs to the ICCB, when- \

vV edpYopriate.  For example,

& cooperative agreement was

signed between Ca

rl Sandburg College and Knox, a private,

e

» ' )
small college id the area.

Courscs whfch are' applicable to this con

tract have heen ’
., carefully checked by Dr. G. Robert Darnes and the

courses are cohside;éd‘to be the same as or ‘equivalent .

to the currently approved courses at Carl Sandburg o
College. College Sandburg-students are charged $200 .
per cdourse at Knox 'College and Carl Sandburg College -
will be billed the $200. The Carl Sandburg student
will pay only the regular tuition of $5.00 per guarter ,
hour to Carol Sandburg College.40 , ) :

“ ' LS
‘ '

Knox Collégevis tc teach éourses”féb'Sandburg, for which

«

Sandburg rust pay Krox $200 per student per course,

accord-

’

ing to the terms bf;the fgreement. Sandburg is probab

g
Yo, N .

e '
ly

Justifroaging,eyen or losing slightly, and-Sandburg must = -

-

.

(5 <
reement does two things:

L2y for itd recodrd-keoping.' . The ag

.
o
4

-]

" o ‘.
OJ :
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(1} hel s to keep Knox College w1th its excellent educatlonal
Jreputatlon afloat and (2) draws upon readlly available |
edupatronal resources, who are committed to teaching Sand—
burg's curriculum. '

Of course, Sanéburg College could have hired a -
faculty member from KiMex on a part-time basis to‘teach
courses in the area now goverened by currlcular cooperatlon.\

-

Part- tlne salarles are notorlously lower than the salaries

\......

paid to the regular s%aff ‘But ‘hiring part time faculty
l‘1n this instance could not help-Knox College in its bld to
eXist as a prlvate four-year college.

Also in apparent conflict W1th'cooperatlon among
colleges and even high. schools in a particular area is the’
tharge-back mechanism. If a community college does not g
ofler a program on its campus, the students of the dlStrlCt
can transfer to another community college The community
college offerlng the program can collect vocational flat
rate monies from the state by including the transfer
.students in’its’enrorlment claims. This charge-back}

. mechanlsm makes cooperation among colleges, high schools,”
and the communlty college in an area less likely, since the
communlty collége may send its students to some other
community'college'offering the program it does not havel\\;,
Only 3 community colleges did not“participate in the charge—

back: program, i.e., receive money from the state through

this program, for FY l974 41 .

C -
<
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Teis, d=<mite plans wh.ch emphasize the need -for
' .
S0 oot ot n, the boards have not proceeded on séme
”0’ B A '
4 S @ring Lrost cosperation emong inscitutions in a

. Issue 4: Fragméntatlon of the System

ThlS lssue pertains t'o ICCB governance. The ICCB has

encountered difficulties 'in attemptlng to coordinate the

' ' . %

activities of the state's.public communi ty cplf@ges. There

.are several areas of difficulty,.and these'will be enum-
erated below,.

A. Obtaining Opinions from the State's Attorney

Typically, the ICCB, whlch will recelve a request from some
college for a ruling by the Attorney General, will mot send

on,* but will assign the Board's counsel, Mr. Zeglis, the

[N
.

T

. . - . . . . - .
ask of offering his ldeas.concerning the particdular matter.

Should the Attorney Gcneral render an opiﬁion implying an ;
interpretation of. the Constitution of State, the inter~
. s

pretation prOoably would have tbe effect of law; and the

rcen” may want to avoid the possibility of "taking orders"

~
%,

from the legal department of state government In any\case,

!
the collegts approach their board of 1mmed1ate Jurlsdlctlon
A

wrtn constitiutional matters that the board counsel renders

r .
his opinion upon, despite the' desire of these colleges to

get a state ruling. . .

. .
. . 3
L] z
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v . When Mr. shabat wished a ruling from the Attorney
General concerning indebtedness of community colleges, -the B
. ‘¢

Board refused to recommend the legal .issue for the Atfordey”
i . P

General's consideration,42 On the other‘hahd, the ICCBﬂé_&' -

~éttorney has been involved in a continuing North Shore t4' -

] ‘ L
‘Community College district dispute that spilled .into the.. .

- courts. ; ")

R y . PR .

Mr. Fowle [Board member] stated he had attended the
North Shore hearing which was quite lengthy and émoti
in part. Several months ago & "Top -Flight Committee®
"recommend ed unanimously that a new district be crea
in the North Shore area . . . o s T
Mr. Fowle made a motion, seconded by_Mrs.'Néyhart, fO“ _—
amend the ICCB staff recommendation so as to reaffirm ™ e
the ICCB decision of -December 1973 tq.create a.new _~_ .

-community college district in the North area . . .43 = .

e P

ggxt month, Mr. Zeglis reviewed the law and‘the-Constitq;ipﬁ: .

s -

and claimed £hat'back600r refergndumé, b§ Which the citizens , f
cah vote upon a community collegévdistricﬁ, are not ‘appliz S
cable to éstablishing a new disfricﬁ} and thé-Bo%rd auickly.

acted t& quash a petition from resiagnfs for a ﬁaéﬁdoor'::' .
referendum. An Evanstonocivic.gréupOngt'to.court. Thé: .’. .

¢
4

_ defendants, the ICCB,'subhitted a-memorandum défending their -,

o - . - ’ ' ¢
.view. ' - ’

i

The interpretation [of the state Constitution] urged- by
the Plaintiff's-is that that sectioh [Ch.122,.I11. .Rev.
Stat., #106-6.1], by its terms, permits and :requires s .
the holding of a so-called ﬁback—door~referendum",‘upon .
the filiftg of proper petitions, into the question of
creating of a new. community college district. It is -
the Defendants' position that that section,qontains’hof‘ ’
provision for referendum in the event of the ‘creation-

. of a new district and that the referéndum'provisiopé

-~ apply only to the annexation of non-district territory

to existing community ?OIIege_diStricts.44 ’

. ¢
s o
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. SB1188, the law in question, was interpreted by Board

b -

v ) counsel to permit thgfﬁreétion'of new districts without
: ’ ' . . LA C A )
. b0 Pbrospect of plebiscite.  In, the argument of the ICCB, appeal- , _
. S : ~ : 2

Ve . N

to.a strict' tnterpretation of the law was urged. When the -
' Goverior had appended the back-ddor - referendum provisiég‘to

. : SB1188, it\wés asserted, ‘he ‘was thinking primarily akout /f

. . annexation, ) : i

The provision added by the Governor must be strictly
. . construed, since it is derogation of the original i
N . intent of the General Assembly, which, of cogprse, was ]

~ to permit no.referenda in the impl®mentdtion of its
Rt ad ' . .
mandate that every parcel of the state be placed in a
district either by annexation or creation of a new

. L ~district.45 . - . \
. \ o v : o
e : Tne judge ruled in Savor of the plaintiff, william E.
ﬂ . Spaulding, ‘et al. If,the“local.citi;enry do not want a

college, no pressure .to circumvent their ‘wishes can be
L Ve RPN .
applied, the court apparently affirmed.

v

ce

‘B. * ICCB Districting

L)
\

. ’ *While thée ICCB has steagdily .encouraged, local citizenry
v , . .

© to establish a community college in their area or join an

’ q s .. . ) R ’ . . . . .

“existing district, it has not been.successful in districting

o
\

about 10% of the state, particularly where university senti-

o
v -~ -

: : . Tent runs yefyghiéh. ;ﬂ 441reéént’annexation elections hegld :
| over a two ygqupetiod,;qnly;Z_reéﬁlted in éerritory‘

énnexétioh. Primary redépﬁ for failure &as the taxation

ié§ue) apcbrding,to'the 1CCB staff feport.
wﬁefe’ﬁhe brimérf isshe:wés one of taxation, the résults
werc overwheImihgly against' annexation with very few

Qeibeptions (Lake'?orest to Lake County /CC/-~44.2% "yes";
Normal to Illinois Ceptral—-26.5%.“yes"; Bloomington to

L)
hd o

. .
. . ’
R . - N N £ '
. . -
e , . w . .
- . ’ . \ ~ - N
) B .
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local board has been advised is not satisfactory.

85 )

Illinois Central--25.3% "yes"; Lawrenceville to Illinois
Eastdrn--25.3% "yes").§6

A nondistrict is charged for each student that attends some
community college elsewhere, but nondistrict citizenry are
not paying for construction or building maintenance that is

borne through local taxation of a district.

~

C. ICCB as.Ombudsman for the_égcal Colleges

.

The Council of Presidents are urging the ICCB to be
more assertive on their behalf. They feel out-voiced on the
iBHE'because.only one of their kind sits there. 1In a

document entitled, "The Illinois Community College Board:

N «
.Advocate/Ombudsman," written by Dr. Poorman47, the following

facts are cited as indicators for greater assertiveness on

behalf of the colleges: - '\1N

1. A community college ‘is experiencing pressure from the

CDB (Capital Development Board in charge'of approving build-~
< ) , . .
ing construction plans) to accept a.building, which the

' ~ .

2. One college cannot hire a particular teacher because he
. . " . 3 s ’ - [
is-denied certification by the Department of Registration

and Education "on ; fechnigalitx."

3. K'commﬁnﬁt§ é&llege>is experiencing construction delays
due to the cbB. . ' ) T '
?ﬁe PfegiQents contended that the ICCB has not done enough
to affect the IBHE's policy decisions on'pub}ic service

:

programs and did not, on behalf of 'the community colléges,

X




86 -
seek inclusion into a "statewide consortium for nontradi-
» .

tional and cooperative programs," initiated by the IBHE.
The Presidents lack confidence in the ICCB to further
their interests.

r
Our community colleges need an ombudsman to investigate
complaints and to help them through the sometime maze
of legal, financial and other entanglements which are
part of state coordination. The Community College
Board is .the onlz agency that can properly undertake .
that assignment.48 : ~

»

The matter is grave in the view of the College Presidents;
A :

who have not heretofore taken this dramatic approach. The

' {
Board responded that "advocacy dbes not have to always be
. ’ { B
expressed overtly.' During these last ten years of the

—

develgping Illinois public community college 5ysteﬁ,

Coordination within the system of Illinois community colleges

~and between the colleges and the various State agencies has

D. ReSolving Local Disputes

occupied a great'pfrt of the\ICCB staff's tiﬁe.49

-~ ”

L

In an obvious effort t keéb the peace, the,Bpard
. : p xS P

will mediate when there is polarization of public opinion

over local college issues. It decides in favor of what will

keep the system together. Evidence for thinking the Board

A

.tries to mairttain local harmony is drawn from such occurrences

as the disputé over a permanent location for Oakton Commu-

nity College, District #535. 1In December, 1971, the Board
had épproved a cemétefy location for Oakton. The college

was renting a plant converted into classroom buildings for

(‘“




H . - ~ - - ¢ N . " ' : ‘
\ \ [ \\\ ,
several years, and a renewal -lease for aneother ten years was 2l
\\\j\ N : . *
) -~ - - _
perritted in May, 1972 by Board action. <Then, o .,
S~ .
, Mr. Sanders moved and Mr. Karlock seconded the metion
that the Illinois Junior College Board withdraw approval-
on the‘'proposed site at Maryhill Cemetery for Oakton i
) ’ Community College, District #535, in the best interest o
oI the junior college progran. ’

“ne Board was yielding to local pressures that another site

Z2 cnosen. In March, 1974, the Board approved a new sitg by

tre Des Plaines River. After two yeérS«Qf looking in the
interim, the Oakton administration had finallY‘lqgéFed T

another site. 1In approving the location, the Board R +

- considered significant factors. Y ! - A N
, \ >

The Bpard was aware of the many frustrating paS@ attempts ~
\ to acquire a site for the permanent Oakton campus., The
' proposed site may not be ideal in terms of location and

sO1l conditions, but does appear to be the best possible{
N site at ‘this time. !

I

. f

. _ ! -
The Board expressed concern about locations of permanent
campuses in near.proximity to cne another ., . . '

|
M ~
The Board again expressed concern'as-to,(l) access from
Gold Road through the Forest Preserve, or some alternate
" * acce®s; (2) how this might relate to a second site at:
ftarper College and 1n the North Shore area, and (3) the
vorchase gprice, 2l ‘

v s
X

Zae site chosen is unusually close to, another college's -
! R .
planned extension campus; and is on the edge of its own ’
~district. Neverthelcss, the Board went along with the local

i

institution, recognizing "many frustrétiﬁg past attempts to

o

3)

acquire a site." Moreover, the Oakton board could document
5 .

that it had complied with the ICCB's request to seek wide-

. - b

spreaé local support for .the site before coming before the

Board. . ) . RN
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N . - L r , M .
he site selectlon as approv a vote of 7 to 0 by
ghe\l\Sl oegghofétr ees aft?d s of study and :
dlséhs on’ e Oakton tmunity officigls,.

college advmsory groups,. laca
communlty meetings, discussion with ICCB staff,
¢tussicon with CDB-staff, and advice m many technical
consulting groups., The Oakton board held many meetings
and discussions with community groups-on the proposed
. requested site according to the’ prev1ous request of the(—
. - Illinois Communlty College Board
v
Whlle the, site met: local approval, the issue of locatlng the

LColleoe was' resolved at the rlsk of rafslng problems for

,‘students who must commute across the dlStrlCt and for

= ro - 55 ¥ .J, ¢ ¢

Kf\\‘ ,bulldrng eon&%rnctloﬂ aa@ for the system of communlty
.

o B o . )
‘co&keges ot - -

. .
-~ e T - -
. - + £ . .
. / O . . ‘- . 3
’; . ; ~
A -, : . . '
. AL} - A

E, .An .Older Systefm.in - the State

2
M .
L] ~
A~ -
W

x Before the. advent of the ICCB, the Chicago City °~

R,

~%¢ 4y

Colleges of some ol or 7 co%}eges were admlnlstered by a
'central agency, the Chancellor S ofﬂlce That structuré is\~

still in*usage,” so that in aédltlon to ‘the Pre51dents of -
- ‘ L d:

_the’ Clty Colleges of Chlcago there is a Chancellor His

\offlce;fecelvés the funds ea¥-marked for the-local colleges
< [ )
in Chicago. .In this way, the Chlcago system of community
/

(
colleges has been retalned as*a sort of system w1th1n .a

system. ' ' q ) .

. -

» .

Mr. Shabat, the Chancellor,- usually attends IBHE

~ PR - .

.. meetings to defend the City's system of colleges. Thus, the. ..

" IBHE minutes "fecord upon one occasion the eéxistence of a
p

ChicagOszstem. v s N - ' '}'

Dr. Wagner noted that the tuition- charge proposed for :

the City ggjleges will be $120 for full-time students
L0
J

c
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as compared to a mean tultlon charge by other community
colleges of approximately $280. 53 ‘

o
»

L

Indged the City Colleges appear as a system' of colleges A
speC1al appropriation was permitted by the ICCB for a City
Colleges wage increase. The topic before the ICCB "Request

o ’ by City Colleges of Chicago for Relmbursement for Prevailing

. AWage Rates Paid in FY 73"54 indicates that the system may

Wétand,between direct contact of the ICCB with the loeal - R ™.
J < .
colleges under the Chancellor's superyision Requests from
R& ‘ these colleges are .chanelled through the Chancellor's office.

Then too, appropriations are paid to the systfm, not

1'1':«

each college The C;ty Colleges of 180 N. Mlchlgan, Chlcago

.
|

feqelve approx1mately 55% of tﬁe state' s budgetlng for

dlsadvantagea students and take the major share of Flat . |

. Rate grants, to be apportioned by this office through its

own system. 55 o '_ a

A common thread which runs through the various toplcs |

\
~

under this heading is the dlsruptlve quallty of the factors

a

g themselves, which may not only be undermining the power of - ’
the ICCB,| but tending toward'fragpentation. JThat is to say,
‘becaus atters of local import are spilling;over into the

. courts ’because'the colleges dare experiencing frustration
in working with the many state agencies, because the system ‘
contains yet another system, because the ICCB cannot achieve 3
N

full districting, and because local factions may be settling

local issues politically, there is evidende for thinking

that the ICCB has difficulty in keeping the system unified.

8. - ’ 6‘._1

] : . .- ‘
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o )
Issue Articulation

Pursuant to thel law, the ICCB staff has sought

& )
univers;ty acbept;nce of cqQmmunity college educatlon; so :

-

that students may freely ransﬁer among 1nst1tutlons of
postsecondary educa }on 1n\I/l3n01s The BFard has come\to

reallze the importagpce of a t1cu1at1ng at the discipline or
reover, it now reCanwzes that

1Y - . X \

transfer with no loss of credlt is a goal not onLy w1th\

N 14

respect to community college to university, but communlty

subject matter level,

’ \
college to comminity college. ’ \\ “

t

. - The Board was operating under an articulation compact
that said, in essence, ,any community college grad with an

Associate's Degree attained junior status at the university.
. : .
‘ ¥ . - . . -

- The university departments could then determine whether to

1)

admit the Junlor as a major by evaluatlng freshman and

sophomore courses the student had taken in the field. In an
(ﬁ - apparent effort to‘assure that lower division courses are
_not to be simply counted as "electives," or fulfilling
gcneral educatlon requlrements, but can auallfy the student

N

for admittance 1n§o a spec1f1c department, another articula-

tion compact has been formulated. An Ad Hoc Associate -

- Degreé Committee of the ICEB first drafted a new baccalaur-

~ . eate articulation compact that has been subsequently revised
. . . " by institutional representatives from two and four year
colleges in public éducation - The latter draft afflrms -the

|

| right of each student to 1eg1t1mately clalm entry .to an upper

\

L ¥ ’ -
% level program on the basis of what the student has accomplished
|

|

|

|

o

ERIC -~ ~ | | -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



the first two years-of collece\ldstructlon provided among c\<;\4“
other things "that the transferrlng student plans to major
or to ggiclallze in an area of study in Wthh he Or she has

completed recommended lower division c0urses in the intended
57

-

major or area of specialization." The gradué%e of a

S taken 36 semester hours in geneygal edgcatlon

xxwhether or kt these are altogether required by the univge

51ty for baccalaureate degreeﬂ”““—
Thids ney compact, if adopted, may be found- to contain
insurmountable diffrculties, since it speglfles V1rtually
*all that the student shquld take his first two years of
college. He must not count. any vocationally orlented

Courses for his A.A. degree from the communlty college, for L

example. The student must take over half his courses from

L]

J ' the so—called llberal arts currlcula, even though the
baccalaureate degree for which he seeks from a particular

university may require far less of their native students, in
e
general education courses. Furthermore, the studenf’must

.
«t =

* not change his program major lest the un1versrty td which-he

intends to transfey conslder that hé has failed to meet the

conditions fof automatic junior class standing, whi ch the

compact guarantees. ) \ ‘.
L4

\

i
No compact tq date'has eliminated the favored(pbsrtlon X,

&

of the native student. Some universities requirebthat a’

transfer student éossess a certain grade point average. = .

. . B ,. A

S )
\)4 . ,) ) 'E"\)
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_Private un1vers1t1es can’ opt for quallfylng general exams,
/ .
e. g., in the flelds of mathgmatlcs and Englrsh as a condr—~

' tion for admattance.' So, the ICCB. Fot been able to o
- ring about free trans r of graduates of the communlty A

!

- college system through art1cu1atﬂon, although the Board

recognlzes thls aspect of the art1culatlon oroblem/

d

Course artlculatlon among faculty is proceedlng here b

-

and there, but not syste ally. . In most vocational

ere appears 1ittle‘articulating, despite
« the fact tnat'state unlver51t1es are offerlng capstone
/
programs An acceptable transfer arrangemeqt was reported

subject ,are

in agriculture, however, by Dr. G. Robert Dar\es of the

58 -

Board staff. In the academlc_flelds, the ICEB staff ha&e‘/’

encouraged articulatian meetings for mathematicians, phil-

N

osophers, English and art/}ﬁstructors; 'These are . attended

'by faculty of two-year’

-

partlcular dlSC'

nd four—year public colleges/in the

e ’

Iine " The objecs of the meetings is to

— “ﬂdx'
1d///l£y courses acceptable for offering at an 1ntroductory )
el
//»///(/or communlty college level that by vrrtﬁe/ogjth;s, will

. Count toward .a major i

S

1sc1p11ne causlng the ICCB\concern during the

[

study was business. Apparently,'senlor ‘ﬁstrtutlons

!/ departments of bu31ness are mov;ng sophomor-w;:L//,ceursés

T to junior standlng, thereBy :’;aﬂuclng their being‘offered

at communlty coll e-f’under’the Board's current pOlle that

junior le % courses not be offered by the communlty college/’

Moreover, senior schools may not be readlly accé’zlng

. \ *
. T—— . N '
. . , e b -~ . 'i -
L . . . [ // - -

N R T




" business coufSes-their facilty-aré-claiming to be'ﬁpper

diVi§ion The problem first was, cited in the Board mlnutes
X

of September “1372. ' e S

s A

Numerous cOmplalnts had been recedved from Junlor college
faculty and ‘administrators on difficulties that developed
in recent years regarding articulation on business,K ~ °

admlnietratlon ~and aecounting courses 60 N

. A meetlng between representatlves of two year colleges and
those from four—year 1nst1tutlons together-w1th staff members .
‘ from the IJCB and the IBHE was then authorlzed And_;n.l&l4—-

an artlculatlon planning commlttee in bus1ness admlnlstratlon

x

composed of deans or department heads at the various

1nstrtutlons of the,§t3te’tgok place. ¢he‘ICCB received

from ‘this committee a dligalﬂggxecast

The Board received the report that the Business Articu-
lation Comnittee did not believe that a stgatewide
artlculatlon conference should be planned at this timey,
because of diverse views between the community college
and senior college personnel. - The. committee did not
believe that this problem can be solved voluntarlly or .
by an articulation conference . ,
Mr. Hale made a motion, seconded by Mr. Glade, to . . .~ :
instruct the ICCB staff to seek other means of resolv1ng

articulation problems in bu51ness and report to the ICCB
as soon as' p0551ble el

As of July, . l975 llttle had been aChleved The implications
of the faLlune to art;culaté in this important subject area /

A)

may lead to helghtened tenslons~betweehfunlver51t1es an&

.

community'collegesl "Other subject areas-—could folloW‘suit:

-, For example, &g four-year college could_reétriot any further .. -
- . CL ) : - —_— N C

Course additions to upper division Wwhile slowly phasing‘out

e

~—<many lower division courses, If this process continued, the

- b3

udive;sities could effectively pre&eht;community colleges ¢ -
~ D o ,/""" .
N L ~ uQ <, r-" » v .
. ' —_— )
N | -
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+ v, -
from offering any otner/zolrses than mere introduction ‘
sections, whether or not these colleges have comgetent- ‘
faculty to’ teach more advanced coursework At issue,’really,
is the respect faculty have for” each other at dlfferent s

levels of lnstructlon in postsecondary educatlon. The ;éw

requires that the ICCB shoulder the responsibility of

Ve

bringing about articulation an the respect amqng faculty

implied therein.
)// ’ On the other hand, ICCB staff have argued that’

+discipline artlculatlon involving high school teaéhers is a

s

local college matter. Hence, the ICCB is doing llttle to,
encourage ‘the meldlng of the community college prOgrams with

. those of the hlgh schools. - : . - - ) 9 TN
/ \ /\ . . e

AT

. Categorizing the Problem Areas W1th1n e . - : .
Control and Coordination P //;/}4//

~
In regard to the ‘factors of control and coorﬁkaﬁtapﬁ -

d Lnto/tne follOW1pg N

the issues presented/apov

‘ - e /-
©  areas’ .
y /Issne ) o ‘ Area of control/cpordlnatlon
—~— . . - where issue exists ////)
. _ 1. Financing .. Control: Apportlonment
: - . . . Control: Construction requests , A‘//z/
¢ oL © - Coordination: Plannlng G
2. Loca}“autonomy ) Control: Accountablllty ' - L
. .- - Control:- Apportionment | X o
— . Coordination: Planning : -

Coordlnatlon- Local governance-

R N, " . ' ' T )
’ . , \\gt\bhpllcatron . —Control: Regulatlng growth '
o o, T~ Céntrol: New _programs E oL

J : T "~ . _ . Coordination: Planning - ' : . -
- o . - Coordlnatlon‘ Using local resourcey  / A




Y

- !

. /. 95 - , o )
/ . ‘\ R c. \-/\ .

‘ (Centinued) ] P (rea Of control/coordlnatlon

Issue ) “7 where 1ssue ex1sts o .
' 4. Fragmentation | . Control: .Local disputes hearing ,

o L ‘ Control: Apportlonment .-

Coordination: Planning o » ‘
- Coordination: Loecal governance S

. ‘ Coordination: .Using local resources
S o C - Cooydination: Dissemination of local )
) ’ college explanations -
5. Articulation X\ g Control: New programs
s At

7 t
v

~ s . * ’ . ‘_f' £y
ww*f}m/e;eryviséue'but is, Artlculatlon, the cobrd}ﬁatlon
N
function is brought up. Whlle 6 of_the 10 factors of

. ” ce6%§;7’ ¢
are seen to contain the,issue(s), every area of dination <

-

;s/fqpﬁd to contain some issue. And, about as many timés is

.anr area of coordination identified as containing an issue

-
as a factor of control. This finding, .viz., that all areas

3

/;/;);/,ef coordlnatlon are affected when issues ex1st suggests the
v \ .
T hypothesxs that a system is fundamentally'evaluated on its

» -

ablllty to handle coordlnatlng ﬂasks.; In other wqrds,

! ) contpol ”must“ be for the sake of coordlnatlon. If tHis

j/i,/' o ’ hfbotheS1s is accepted as a worklng assumpt%on, it w1ll
= . ’ ‘ account for the,pOSLtlon«ef Berdahl‘and others Whichzsays D~
L that,siowiy greate;,cqntrel is being—e§erted qpon;anff "
/ 7 educational system: 'Such contrdl may.be necessary for '’
.L/’ ] "greater coorélhatlon, i.e., as the means to resolve EBetgi:;\ ) -
Lo natlng difflcul ies. . " - . . L ‘\.-4»
. - | .




1. 1IBHE Board Mlnutes, February, -1973; pp. 19-20.

af%er, the phrase "Board Minutes"

”/ggzestz?\ﬁeetlngs are not .given in this study.

] ’ 2.

that when money proves insufficient for ‘the community - -

-

*colleges to carfy on, the ICCB at the} juncture asks for a
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That the ICCB initially requests a greater amount than

recommended by the IBHE seems dubious.
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CHEAPTER FIVE

GOVERNANCE ISSUES IN POLITICS
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GOVERNANCE ISSUES IN POLITICS R N e e s
\ v . . '.,s: * . R ‘-34,““ .
- N Y T} . LA Mg_ .
. . Ve v. . . . .’,”c '-3
This study implies-the prediction .that if there is % v& =it
I 2 . \\W,‘:n‘ g‘,‘"‘
X ) . ~ . . ~ e
\Some governance issue, i.e., a récurring problem which the N
Boards are unable to solve, it is likely to-be present in a Y

political arena. 1In order to determine whether this is so,
AN . , 4 N o l«
legislative records were examined,  an interview with the R

liaison between the Governor and the Boards wayg arranged;

and a questionnaire was mailed to legislators sekving on

) ‘educ§p%onally—réigifd COmmitFees1 Did the politicigns.have \\ -
\\\\ ) somethiné\ﬁb\sgy~apdﬁt\phe issues? . . ) ,\\\* \;\\\\\
. ~——— \\. .

T~
MethodoIBgy\jor Determining ‘ . .

< Leglslatlve transcripts of brils pe talnlng to : \

community colleges in the House were peru;\a for \E/égq

the Senétg,‘for 1973, because these, reCOYds were readlly U~

\ T
\ vailable. Typewrltten transcrlpts of the leglslature ere T
being made, gut as of the summer, 1975, only the above \
. . ’ reco%ds were completéd Keeplné\?raﬁfé}lptg\of the . :
\ 4’ Assembl dlscussions‘beeéﬁe‘a/;eq irement upo;\fﬁenadopgion \
- ; i 1t
of the ?E»O state Constitutidﬁ. \O;  those bills which the

B

N




.- .. . s

- . , . . .o . : - \ ‘ “r

. " . . &,
.+ bodrd governance. in those,bills—introdpced into the one
N . . f 4 . . " .
chamber or. the other, it'was noted. - ’ ' .ff IR

»

7 . ‘o - .o
. ) Also, a questlonnalre was dev;sed whlch asked the s \\
* . > . .. \

e

veSpondent to 1dent1f) JMiscomzern‘s in the areas of AT 'V \
k: -

- 2

l governance 1dent1f1ed Ln the Carnegle CommeQion Report and -
. ‘?"‘ ," b § v ‘ .
used as coordlnatlon and control varlabibs in. t\msmresearch

. LN
[y . N \\\ “

\ Add;tlonal resanse 1tems weré\almed,at promptlng the“'

. \,’ « '; R '

-

-

o
g ¥ & .

L
respondent‘to ﬂlsgiose an°‘stand he\may ‘have on‘what this -

TN . .
\\\<\ study has 1denth1ed ae phe Sues “in gdvernance.l<;The o } -
- \ - . A

--“; que tl nnakxe was ma’ledztb~members Qf elther “the Ho se or - Tl o

Y

‘t%Qn and ﬁhé meﬁhers\ofrelth {"‘/_ e

iy P - |\r‘$‘,-» PR e
Ry . K

dﬂg Commlttee II 1thch handles:commpnlty o)

’
K
,’ ) ,~. o . . Xt‘)’ e 4

COmm;ttee. Theseﬂané»'heﬂleg;slatgrs who,shéﬁlﬁ be most AT ]
\ . s e R ._- s> . RN i .\' ‘ k3 'j ] N v‘ ':-‘ E

‘1\-‘” fg\ Ry et R ;(‘,‘E"‘&"A; & l s, >
',famlllar'W1th CQ: Q ktyudaﬂlegeilegrslav;dﬂ-hésauseuthgy‘arp;?;f
B ! : id J<; . * M f.,;: g
> "ﬁ~‘}
d%*ﬁh.ec»ET ;,: B .

Ay w's
) 0
g

on the commit ,js ‘hlgﬁﬂmust study such bpil :.

ut/\ZO were returned completed but ‘ ;Qiﬂ:‘ ac

’ v -’
3:\

eplleE,elther.by mall or phone to S

A p questlonnalres
. ‘ -‘*"S N ‘\'~'
~anothen;5 leglsia'
e
- explaln the1r thoughts.

O]’JS

&

o} foliow;hp malllng was attempted 'j‘u'é
' largely because s‘ér\ ;>Al help was\mynlmal and the - e e )
( :

questlonnalre results c ulg be compared with data from ’ v
leglslatlve records. . ‘ : MY

S : Additionally, an intgrview with Mr. Steven Teichner

. \ B
- stimulws to identify ‘the Goverhor\s'awareness of\ any.

. e ‘ -

govérnance issues. ' - \g

* [
) Y

v ’ ’ N ' ' . 1(/8
ERIC: -

s :




P : Cae .
. ﬂ ‘ It is to be observe'Q that the methodology eﬁ/p/loyed
) does- not capture the informal drSCuss1ons which transplre v
. betweep s;aff personnel of the boards and the leglslators. . :
Dr. Bernie Waren of the IBHE and<Dr. R1chard Fox of the :;/’
U :. ICCB serve as leglsla}lve l;alson forlthell boa:ds: More— ’
¢

%

’ over, Commlttees of the Assembly bodies do not. keep mlnutes

for- public’ record if they keep them at all.

-

method010gy cannot hope to capture the po-"1cal bargainingh

. -

that goes 1ns1de and outside of c .tee hearlngs and ) o

between the boards and the feglslatuﬁe. The po;nt to the -

follu ing analys1s rs“to uncover eveh a, fraction of the
7, i

- -impotrt ' ant dlscﬁss1on, and to fing, if pos51b1e, the presence,

13 i ¢
’ recurrxng problems amonc leglslators "at 1 rge, l.e.,

-

1n open and publlc forum. . . v
N

Th§§P011t1c1ans Perceptlons

Y

’ v )

islators expressedfm:;or-concern—over budget items, T

- . ,// ' .’ - - ‘ ) ; Py
-/jpnstructlon in_the future, and using local resourceS'\ ”
4
» L |, s R 4 " .
ffectively. Minor concern was expressed on i ms of local’

e : - ‘ , '
//;//”/ . governance and integrating community co

sities.2 Anaiysis of the-item res nses reveal. that these

) v . ,///1

leglslators are concerned in areas where the 1ssues of

ges, with univer-

f1nanc1ng communlty colleges, dupllcatlon of programS‘ﬁnd

~

. local autonémy‘ar -.to be found. . ", L ‘ Y. .
. . ] S . ‘ )
A Furthef/;njlcatlon that 'le 'shators are aware of these

part1cular problems comes. from thelr statements, ¥hich were T
. 4

L ‘ ' ' ' i

.-‘ . s
\




! P ’ . I ’ ' =
o “codgd in terms of .hef//;ernance issues. Co 11 d
’ = .
catiggﬁe— programs, for lnstance, most legislators felt

-

‘that community‘colleges—are similar to proprietary schools.
"@h the othe fecognizing the overlapping of programs
\ ¥

een community colleges and four-year colleges, two
o .

” ~

legislators aréued for greater cooperation. Representative

——

‘,G}mgyer (Republican) appeared to relate the duplics

.issue to the financing questiocg. She su ed that in the

future the state’ boards should moué " toward bette;mcooper~
ation with state~wide federdtion dflindependent colleges and
universities rath than massive investment in new loulldlngs."3

—l — O S

Senator H 1s Fawell~ (/epubllcan) contended that universi-

" <

P /
beca3§e/tﬁe/latter are serving a;peﬁiladé*whlch otherw1se
= /

////Eggid not attend institu S of hlgher educatlon. . e
— - ’/ " “

[Community ¢ eges are}, in short more concerned’w1th

i e students and communlty than are our more _
traditional private and public higher educational
institutions. I think, therefore, that the state boards
should recognize this and attempt td coordinate our —_—
community colleges with our 4 vear institutions—6 the
utmost.

/—/

Dlscer/;ng’that the communlty colleges offer Opportunlty in
- e
hlgher education to those othérwise nbt in p051t1on to .

attend and 1denti£ying community colleges with their voca-

tional programs are two approache§ to the/dupllcatlon

problen, andtijgﬁificantl
6ne or the/6 r'///
o / '




"

we T

%mong all institutiogs of l*arning from the highischools

-
“

through university leve{{ He.ssgled to argue for a

' dichotom o-f£—=ducaticnal experrence between the communlty

v

colle.: anG the four;year; college. "I can envision ‘that “.‘.'h,\ t
/ 7 .-j ] -, .
=~ a person ‘wanting a baccalaureate degree Would not,want to
/ " \e

go to a communlty zollege." NQthg’that universities. llke

K 7 /

— e e ——— e

-Southern Illlno;s Un1vers1ty, EdwardSV1lle, must find ways ¢
~to. fill their dormltorles, and‘contendrng that as the

unlversltles at mpt to attract students to the far- away

s S S

campuses,,he sa1d that the enrollments ofecommunlty colisges
—

e /
in the baccalaureate/ rea'may~deellne sharply, He apparently

) thOUght of communlty cQlleges as vocatlonal~rnst;tgtg§§iigfiﬂ~wﬁ i

~—

he claimed that the ‘boards reflect "upon the’ declining bhirth

. rate a future communlty needs of the educatlonal peruct ! ?n
. . e -s_' ) e K -
o ‘\“A)‘ﬁt.f‘{commnni colleges] offer "5 A

Yet Telc

] responses showed a concern over .

7 f1nanc1ng communlty oolleges He urged budgetary and flscal , ?ﬁ

- . economies of scale be employed 1n,educatlon based on costs . \
/ i ° ' ‘,

L . . 7
to educate, a student. : - MA«w‘r-:;iAg/f/f/' ‘

Thus, there_is indication w1th respect to the legls—

/// lators and the Governor that'thehzssue“ofrdupllcatlon 1s )
tied to that of flnanc1ng Why should money be spent on
_E_ﬁ,:“, community college bulldlngs and programs when these are
) dupllcatlons of already existing institutions? \ »?-u

The legislative records disclose an attitude on the -

. - 4
part of the politician to give the community the right to .
/
: have a community college, if this is what they want as
] L / -
_— 123 B - \ '
\)‘ ] i ’*“——_,‘\-MN 7 -~ \-\:.A _ )

. ERIC - 7
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N

_cemOnstrated through local supporf/to the COncept °The‘

‘follow1nﬁ is a samble of comment: by leglslators pertalnlng

to tnree issykes: f

f1na201ng, dupllcation, and fragmentatlon.‘

<

. »
¢ B ~ va Ty,

-0 oy

-~ Issue and L gielatof Comrent Pertinent to ‘Issue
- 0 ) Nk N v

P S

A. fThe Financing‘Iseue- e :'.' : “ . y
v S e T e S
Construction 1ndebtedness allowaan\for the local ‘
A EE—— e —

A &"“\ —_— .
colIéEEgj’ Senator Knuepfer' M‘.’- ;k < .
’ e Mr. Pre31dent " Members‘of the Senate, the synop51s .
:~\\>;w; explains very clearly;wnat this billdoes.. It permits o

Junior, _Colleges to issue revenue bonds not to exceed 7%
‘“rnterest'and not to matuyré\mrore than 40 years from the

. date © ce. Sevefal Junipr Colleges have felt and -
.3.rlg_ﬁlx SO %%%f‘thehState is mov1hg sO. slowly on sdme of ‘e
T Its oulldln”““rograms £ :
‘ta get the fac111t1es they

selVes.L

-the only way they were g01ng
needed was to do it them~ '

~

LI : .

',Dropfiatfonsbbill.

Sehator Bruce{‘

XS, thls is the annual approprlatlon fon¥the operatlog
FWE all of—t%e—junt ges e State of
. . *iIllingis: ' T as _Just, 7
YR ——Tonly 5279 ,000,000".this time, and .it's a lot . . . a:lot
: ", smaller amount” tban sOme‘other [educatlonal] bllls on

tha_salendar.7

vETm— T . . ,' . P R
- “\' - ‘\ . 7 ., - . .‘. . ‘\ . - \ - .
. ~ . B. THe Dupizeaxienelssue " Y~
) : ' Des;gnat;ng educatlonalwfaCLlltxes already 1n exis- N
t o 1;\ .rtence as Commun1V§ college campuses. Senator Fawell

. Jud/;bxléély I want to say that Dr. Wellman of the p : z
o . Illinois Junior College Board’ appedred befote our :{// C Y e
) ) , Committee~_They had no objectIons and this languag ’

" which as set forth in the blll~only states tHat the: l( T
/- - Junior College Bodrd w1ll take, into con51deratlon ‘for ., ‘;//’7
SR R , + the-organigation of a juni college alstr;ot of the. - -~ - "
‘possibleé uﬁillzat;on of otheér
. -does blend 1nEo the. 1dea of inter- go
.. atien.®- :

g




. N ¢ [] N ]
. 'Cy .The Fragmentation Issue . - ' \ﬂ\\\;:

LY —V ", T - Y

Forced districting, SB1188.'. Rep Walsh -—;;;;_i_;;;;::;1;;:

About 90% of the populatlon of the state at this time l;\\\\\\\\\
now in a junlor collége district, about 10% is not.( But .
the problem is‘tthat that was about the sitnation t
years '‘ago, and it hasn't thanged much since then, so
. that there are many areas now that are not; there are
" large geographical areas that age ﬁot\\ﬁ junior college .\’
‘districts and. really should be.? - .- '

[y . .
. N -~ N e .
. \(\ v -

Rep Campbell- . ' ~ e

- *"”haVe flnally cone to the conclu31on that T° & g01ng\\o
support this-legislation. and the reason I'm 901ng,to e s
support it is that we made a mistake .when we first set '
up the various junior college”districts in the first AN
place: We s1mply should have set aside ‘certain sections

of the state to equalize the varlous dlstrlcts, and .. , '
these noq—dlstrlcts certalnly are not going to  vdbte
themselves a tax as _long as they can.pay these charge-
A 'bacxs R o - : ST

‘ ~ . .

Rep Bradley. ) n/ .

I see no reason why we should have 1mposed upon by th1s T
heral Assembly junior college districts and formation . L

: junior college districts when they are not needed
when the. pe?ple have already spoken and say they don' t

want them.

Addltlonal appropriatwons for the Clty Colleges of ’ e

- At_‘/‘—-*l ~
;..;\‘ /- . oy R T, - . ) /,/. .
Cthago. Senator Cherry: . - e S

L I

[The Clty Colleges of Chlcago] is faced with a- poss1—
bility~” because of lack of funds 'to dlscharge some 45
teachers and- other personnel..  This bill is a one shot
sitliation," because we adopted an ‘amendment repealing it
‘so khat.it's appllcable for only one year. It.changes
.* the’ tax base so that the Chlcago Collega system can
‘have: a SUpplemental tax rate . _. .’ It's only appllcable .
to the Chlcago Clty Collegeo Ie . a -

. -

Selectlng the local aSSESsment rate at a lewvel of' REEN 2
: . s

/

he»Clty Colleges.of Ghlcago. Rep Scariano:

‘House Bi11 1856 permits JunIor*Cotfegé§+£e;;éu¥_an;ﬁ__ ’
educational Fund Rate and a BUlldlng Rate commensurate .

‘with that of. the- Cltg/of Chlcago‘} :~. This Wwould




affect only abdéut eight or nine Junior CoI’I‘e*ngveé'»\_L\_._\ér
! But there aré eight or nine Junior. Colleges who desp .
ately need this money.l3 SN N o

[}
Rep. Scariano: -

The safeguards are -there. There s a backdoor refer-
endun and there is a limitatio of three cents per year
on the Educational Fund Rate and ‘one’cent on the build=

-ing rate. And this 1s/just exactly what the City of
Chicago has.l4 : )

s

- \ . . ”: . - ]
'fN———/ Tt e S\.lmmar iZ ing b ' - >
. . - \\ B . I ’

~ In regard td_tﬂe issues of“financing community

4 5

colleges, duplication and fragmentation, the politician

-

appears ‘to be taklng a’ stand, parﬁicularly as legrslatLOn
, A

about’ communrty colleges is debated Missing afeﬁstatements

Ve

pertlnent to the iss}es of local autonomy and articulation.

| This\\atter fact 1mp11es#that these i'ssues are not important

oneskwlii\be argﬁed/ln the/polltlcal forum. ! . . z

Another\w\y of summarizlnc is to sayxfhat from a :“

g 14

yariety,of soUrCes-TQUestloanalre, 1ﬁtervieW'and legislatﬁée* Eﬁﬁv
‘ ':record——evidence Hast?een c&ilea-to Ve"fy thé hypothesls of ?
| L ;{' the progresélon theorrsts that- 1ssues the boards caﬁhot ‘
i ';. ::,'- successguliy resolve remain, polltlcai about which poMN.ticians \&

et e C

= w1ll‘havefsometh1ng Jo say

f S e \ , o RN |




’ppendlx C. There were \\\\:\ |

questions deallng w1th the legislator' s\ieelings about «each

of the areas of coordlnatlon and control together with state-

ments of possiblé solution to any eklstle;\grob

areas .that he could express his feelings on.

in these

AN

2. "Major conce;n" = above 2.5 mean, where a top priori
- 9'

would be egu 1 to 4; "minor concern" = above 1.5 mean but_

7k

\ ; -below 2.5. . For these items, S.D. was 1. é} less -

3. Representative G Dyer, Republican, 4lst Dlstrlct

Hinsdale, Illinois. Perm1551bn.granted for publishing.

-~

. .
4. Senator Harris Fawell, Repu?dican, 41st District,

Naperville, Illinois._ Permission granted fér publishing.-

5. Quoted from this author's notes of the conversatlon -

P ‘ + . with Mr, Telcnner in August, 1974 and used by permission J \\\

. . from Mr. Teickner.

. ' 6. ST, June 20, 1973, p. 122. One cannot say how typical

this attitude is, though it would account for the'ability ‘

of the ICCB to 'secure greater appropriations upon occasion.

- , : -
-~ .. 7. ST, May 25, 1973, p. 100.- ’ Co )
N ‘ . T ?
) 8. House Transcript (HT) , November 10, 1972, p. 5. '
9. 1Ibid.,-p. 14. ' : ~ L LS
, .10." 1Ibid., p. 8. o RN, LT
N ‘ - e

ST, May 16, 1972.
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HT, june 13, 1972, p. 41.
: 22
Ibid., p. 43.
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. CHAPTER SIX

A .CLOSER LOOK AT THE BOARDS' ACTIONS

As mentioned in Chapter Three, state board actions

were cat%gorizéd in terms of the functions of control and
coordination. A ‘summary°of the results for both the IBHE
Qd the ICGB are recorded in Appendix A. .Thereupon the

-

resi\lts were tallledtig succinct form and apﬁear in Appen-
N - \ ’

»

angf the study.was concluded in mid-1975, sqme

v O

decision ha&\ii be reached concerning‘interpreting the data-

of the first pagk of 1975. The data to be categorlzed

acéb*dina to‘}eag\gxtended from 1969 to mid- 1975 A decision

was' nmade to oreServe\conSLStehc
\

\in the qJata eStablished-

[y

through'the years 1969—%?74. t .was found that multlplylng

. o
by 2?{.~the data of the first half 1875 did not appear N

- »

toplcal or" subtoplcal headlng' l——tdbic area dlSCU sed at
¢ v

one or two meetings in the year; 2—-t8p§c a{sa discus

. \

three or four meetings; 3——top1c arca df§cus§¢§\at four or

7 \
\
113

\ - 4;3 - NN

L4 .




\
AN

114 \\
fibe meetings; and 4-—t6pic area discussed at more\;han ;ix\
m@cetings. For instance, the togicél listing uqder\ébntrol,
10-4: ‘“experimental programs or new units; new degrees;

CLEP, curricula transfer; program evaluatlons\\unlform

program titles" wa

brought up\igfe or six tlmes at ICCB

unusual and different ite uﬁder~tﬁe genera% topica

heading "New campusegj’ﬁrngéms, defini¢ion of their scog

‘By placing itens together not readlly caﬁegorlzed in a -

. ) heading, an ;%Eempt was made. to cggtuge:;he topléal items \\C\

‘ .without giving undue ta;istica} wefght in thé\g lary, a &C
possibility. that can octukx in sdhmérizid@#”strays?ﬂ%éms! }\;_

. Y | . 3 . !
] . some of which might taks a value of "1" if listed s arately. 3\
) .o SN N ..

e 3 ] * \\. \\,

topics as possible but also. to cluster the Qén reasona

S : The Boards' Levels of Loordination nd Control
. . i i - . \ {
\ \\Taking the data of l949as a base 12&@1 oord -

and control for each %bard, it ‘seems gﬁat
| ‘ . \
ICC% has increase%/lts number .of topi f rega‘d'

function, the IBHE\hwg not. Assuming th é\

the
> \ “ B 1,
raising ®f t <cs is an effbrt to oyern the sy7

\7 |

\ \ _could be m2 | clal in gvﬁhat the ICCB 1£ exe

N / é\
Figures 6-1 and 6-2 ‘pp lﬂS 11
\ \

. = gréater contr % coo Abgsin upE }he olleges.
). r
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.
yearlydbonrd actlons and duscuss1on -of toplcs lends evrden

g effort to control the Lns tutions. . Whlle,the evidence is

¢

2 —

1ntens1ve eontrol’ nor*coordznatlon in an

. 1971,

[

also the ratlo for IBHE actions and discuss/iqns,

: same, 359 Coordlnatlng~actLVLty to 65% con;folllng

1. See Flgure f 3 (p' 118). The 1nterest1ng dé&aw_t enﬂ'i

that for both boards, the total number of items reglst‘rAd,

—i.e., tOplCS and -their frequencle, per board meetlng, i

J;, . ‘

over ghe years 2 “to 1, control\té coordlnatlon The data\ii\ \\

for thlnhlng that in order to maintain any partlcular Jdevel

\ \
of coord1natlon, a sysﬂem board must ekpend tW1de as mhch

A ]

l“-.\'

~

overaerfummary of the d

the IBHE alzo suggests thi

ought t prov1de much th)L
f"
concerned to preserve loﬁé

H

<§§n the\state governlng hgenc1es
Neve theles s, the| r
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dete;mined.‘ There thus appears a tendency that thé gréater /

the coorélnatlon, the more the control. N relationship per

year.was detected wiig/iéspect to the data of the IBHE,
S

"degpite tngt overall .in the five-year plus survey, a rat#

“..~7close to thit’of 2-to-1 was recorded. //’ Y
¥ s ' . o
A
Coordination and Control Variables Compared . '
to Thelr Sub- factogs - ’
S <
Upon comparing the\ ables with respect to fthe f/

- ~ /

topics of’each, one_disco hat the planning topics

reappeer as pdliéy Statements and guidelines. The_explan-

ation herein proffered is in terms of the means-ends C
dichotomy.. In order to achieve coordinating plans, a_ . ‘ Eﬁﬁ
- = : ‘ y
. sufficiént amount of-control must be .exerted. S
.o . - j 3 . , / . .‘
. We find that the topics of one wariable become those
under the other, - . A 7
@ ."\ // " . ) < .
o )/ . Topic . Under Coordlination’  Under Control
K v w ' . E ' "\ ) ' |8
. / l working with other finding ways -, policies of - Ty
S " -boards .. 1.5 RS P o,
2. programs .- to prograngplann;ng sy program.. apprqvals
S/ / i3 L T
’ N \‘:’ i !‘ _Af‘ - >
: " 3. districting new districts recognltlon ST
: 2.1 ., 7 2.2 - -
, ‘ , L - S L
, % cc financrng funding fornmulas® bapportlonment Lo
. 1.1, P SR '*‘%
Other toplcs as well could be cited to show the two variablesf g
;’e‘e‘(“; ’_.,‘ M
; . are topically related. The relayionshlp appears f-, oo o0 i_'“;
o A e “‘ﬁ'-‘i .
\
: . eXplanatory. For “example, the ICCB allght;,dﬁg:/:‘gprmnla,’; ’%{}/Eﬂ
" . Mim " AT B »‘
- I piidds
7 for apportionment fztgzng and that formula becomes &é%; g .irt

/

"




" //"‘ . kg,
. has been translated 1nto a polidy

"evaluating the plan and dealing with di$

over inequitiés caused by 1mplementatlon Thus, the criteria ' (1

in planning while the ICCB is fundamentally dealing with

" topics of local governance, Figure 6-5 (p. 122). Since the

Thereupon, the Board processes - clalms from the colleges in

accoxd w1t§/§§g§f6;gaia. The plan or proposal for funding ‘

echanlsm c; control

14 .
s that arise

of" control 3, 5 an& 10 to a degree constltute the processes
of monitoring. . -

In terms of *the means—ends 'dichotomy, the finding
that twice as many topical discussions concern control as‘

coordination is understood as the contention that to )

introduce a plan at the state level léads to ‘increased ‘

B, . ' _ ~‘f‘\“*~«:
control, since these boards must not only set forth policy
. . ) ’ ) ' / 3
and guidelines but must evaluate performance. Their ‘ ~=_ |
- ' - ; - \ *
interest in local affairs is necessitated From—a 9ﬂcern

4 . ° "~
that the implementation of a proposal bring\about a desired

state of affairs among the colléges.

Frequepcy Levels in Control and Coordination
Both the ICCB and the IBHE direct fost of their -

attention to topics in the following control areas: appor-

/

- tionment claims, prggrems, and construction. See Figure 6-4

. N . ~ :
(p. 121). 1In coordination, the IBHE is primarily involved

IBHE and the ICCB, as the creation of the‘parent board, were

@
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\\
- the. budget area. Nor is the flndlng that the board \dxi
active in the’ a?éa of program approvals unusual, slnce\th:>\
i \
. IBHE by design was to. become the forum of debate oVer insti- :>‘§Q>\\

tutlonal lléense tO»Offer/particular degrees and programs

< ’
4

rather than the state

ture. Then too, in that,the _

~ - Q@i ICCB was.éiven the mission to develop a s ide system of ,

» ’ \ )
., community colleges, the fact'that I't spends so fuch of 1ts

Al

“time in matters of encouraging and supporting the local ™
colleges is to be expected. Importantly, though the boards.

‘were given wider powers than the mere handllng of the

\

problers which created them, theﬁr effort prlmarlly appears

to be dlrected\to .those problems.  This suggests a reason

for the f1nd1ng Berdahl reports that boards may exceed the

\ )

power vested in them or may exert less powerh forrlt appears

/J’ ‘\that\goards=are\problem orlented .and therefore will attempt
4 S
P ‘to cope w1th the problems whlch established them whether tﬁey
’ e

S

»
€

\\\;u)_are given too little or too much power to do so.

-




.

"\ N FOOTNOTES - ‘\,’ ‘ ;
. i D N : ’ " i . .~ ‘

1. IBHE minutes were examined whether or not the heading in

o o

the minutes- indicated a discussion of community colleges, sQ
/

s N

that any discussion topic before the Board germaine to /

community college go&ernance was picked up, "including -

> ,

> e articulation and curriculum matters. “That is to say,

discussions ‘of senior colleges as recorded in the minutes

-

were examined; and if there were material pertaining . to

. community college governance,. the topics were neted.

N
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CHAPTER SEVEN
\ .
SUMMARIZING\THE FINDINGS

whl e sore researchers haVe conterided that state
vf%

gbve:ning patterns are necessarily evolving in%to a form

rnown as cernsolidation, where greater control over the
¢ Teiloces would be placed lnrtne hands of a’ governlng agency,,
<

this Paper 1mplies a somewhat "d:fferent approach. It has

TILCTol tout tre prop le"r“~n state voard governance can be

rfrraried ac faunctions of the activities\of board coordlnatlon

and cecntrol; ak@ it has_identlfled the presgent levels of
\ .

board activity in these two functions. Any keason for

\i}; greater control, it has been said in this paper\\sheuld
pertain to the recurring problems in state ¢ -\ - ’
\ board governance analyzable with respeéct-to the prese\t

.

\
board actions in partlculﬁr areas of contrel and of EEOrdi-

nation. in terms of this stance, the data may, be summarized

by means\of some notable contentiond, about which this

\
\
chapter will deal.

‘ l
L—_— \
969~197s, | the IBjE

'

1. Over the years of this study;

control and. coordrnatlon for whlch they were stab 1shed

and the ICCB. have spent most of thelr tlme\\n‘the aLeas oﬁ' )

These areas re lcct the problems which gave ris

\
IBHE 's existence namely, competition of-the coll

) \," : | 126 \ f \
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127 s

Loty énd program dxpansion. Through program-planning

irancing forrwlas, duties spelled out in the enabling

tn

-

oards. nave endeavored ta resolve disputes

. .

regardind the alligcation of state money in higher education.

. . .lugislation, the

[ .
. Indeed, 1t was found that/ the ICCB and the IBHE direct most -
'of their attention to the control tOplCS of apportlonmekt

‘ clalms, program akproval and constructlon. ‘Simce ghe IR&E

was created to,coie with the ogonflicting demands fpf stasg\\

roney, and the ICCB in some measure after that, ong would N
expect budgetafy matters to occqpy much of khe/boards \tlm N

3
\

2.‘\Despite the. fact Lhat the boards gfe cdntroiglng

] [
t~e disbursement of state funds to the tolle&és ahd are N
\ oy
\\ . : qaleth 1atmg Lnstltutlonal growth, hence areLm¢ e rnvolved in \
\ .
/ELJ\' the control of the colleces, the boards areJ/Asentkally \ \

\
N A
) ccordinating agencigs. The number of topxc coordinat %n\\
\\' . . v b
. are mruch less than th@se*of control before\e'tﬂ r boargd.

\ v
N

.

\w2re found to cdntain \some issues’ of govern

of doordination Was found to.contain som idsue
" i

» /7

oards are. eﬁpou teri
\
‘ ' Qtticulation issug, was

\\c"cry‘problem:thct the

iqsected 1nL some‘
R

7

ndtron. So, when fhere a

\

i p1 oblems they ap

readrly-visible byl leoking @t \how the bphrds

. * v i ' !

thnoe (o tholr jur:sdictiony
\ . \

. -For exanple,ithe loc

. ‘ 1 .

utonomy proRlem inwv

g9\ and local gpwvern né

"
W\




v Lotal auto omy becomes an issue

bechuse ‘the colleges{apparently‘xan
. '\ N
“which' with'

\ espect\tp the pxesen

A\ boards\:oord nate th% system oﬁ\c

\fW1th th . coor

1nat10n\functlon,‘&t ¢
A\ \\\ \ \

\ | ' |
R 3% Th problems th;&\are Eoitront

part

1f.

s}ntaiﬁ'

. confllc 7 \

"\
be eeeﬂ a f&nctlon of the\EEasdQE

3 “4"\
for t% \r ex1ste§p ;|

) § \
\
.t boards\carr out their res Qnsﬁk
<\/' K ¥ p

encq&ntered\dlf 1cult1es Mosn\of
1 . )

staollsh the\&BH . The dd?llcatl

apong the collegegyand unJ%er51t1e

elated 1nherehR y! to the ,competition 1n p

% the ﬁCCBl

hiead the state c

|
| IR
g&ltlés }

he# have
‘dlffl ﬁ tles ex1s

-

R
R \
Kds i:can/w‘




that some unlver51tf?s tth

AR

\
‘that \the boards are unabkle to copF\ | '
" . | (—_\
/wlth the__ecurr;ngienlg as that ppear to be. dlrectly )

gg“the extent

: x \ related to_the reasons for the boaxds, the poIitical proceSs\

urlng the t,erlod of this study.
'~ +

instance @3 dlng finance
c\

Passia bLill fa rlna

leglslature as such, legis aQors were

Mincraased cgordin at\\oe;

study. are inco clusive kg
AY
indlicate |some [relation betw

uch that| the[greater the tbn
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progra s,\thereby l%mit

C :
\\\c ntrol oj¥r thoée in their 1urlsdlct10n

ant

xtion; an
! resultJ

lan

ins ance that the art
issue wi}l require| grea

ouid decide to ad

into cufricular programs

fi

|
e variablle beqe%e thosel of ch othar
or\anotqer, any\plan i trbdpved into :/
\system of commu L y{colleges will likel ﬁec/gsitate
dealing with 'nequit'e and squabb}es‘paused jy zte_imple—

rém the IBHE

2A30

1"
Ha

. to |some monitoring tf determine the
4

o o
it - \
|

s withip the

an advantage in

rises
y AN
uggests that td d

cul tloh issue & ln the "new

2

al with the

board Effort in t The

is area.

\ i

additloﬁal cr1ter

a for ney

- ?‘"ﬁ)‘\k

iné the com%unity college's expansion
’ =0

be the four-year Cﬂlleges; or it

{
1
i

might seek assistanc

accepting transfer stud

proficien

1ty in certain curricula against

ents without loss of cred1t or without

\in modiﬁying the stand

!

l
The matter of what to do is left to

|

| \
examination.
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unanswered ‘namei who 1ﬂ eduycation shall address théh—

selves to the * dg;cerns of the pub11c° Neverthelesé 1n this’
3 ! )

papet much llght‘has been shed on the questlpn. Its manifold

t

aspects have been looked at What is found n 1111n01s is

!

that\the stat leglslature though delegatlng o/wers pertaln-

‘has retalned a

J -ing to go ern rce to the B;HE and the ICCB,
; ’ b / *
‘/f t to determlne, apparently b& its own

A

ption/of the publi 1nterest, the fete-éf Illinois

the question, as it pertains to Illingis-
3 4 N

/

,fon shall adddress themselves to the concerﬂs
9
oﬁ the/pubilc /has bepn put off by v1rtue qﬁ the leé's}ature{s

/
understandy ng of the' public's concerns ‘In an impértant way

* the Illln74 leglslatu;e, afflrmlng that it represents the

v

puolpc, a Besolved he guestion initialdy posed into the .

“ questiofy, wh

to educathqn shall addr€ss itself to the.con-

¢

+ cerns of the public? The answer to the latter continues to
be the/Illinois state-legislature.

L]
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unanswered,,nameiy/ Wwho }ﬂ edycation shall address th m~

-~/
' selves to the * oéncerns of the pub11c° Neverthelesé in thlS
j /

paper\huch llght“has been shed on the questipn."Its manifold :

i ‘. / -
aspects have been looked at What is found. in Illinois is

f . \ -

5 that!the stat leglslature, though delegatlng p/wers pertaln-

i ient 7m *nt to determlne, apparently by its own o

. AN
' ptlon/of éhe pubch/lnterest, the fate éf Iilln01s ' . E
k | the questlon, as it pertaihs to Illlﬂ&lS°
on shall address themselves to the concerfs ,
o§ the/pubilc,/has begn put off by" v1rtue of the bt 's}ature{s
r understandfng/of the' public's concerns. ‘In an im /rtant way
L " the 1111n7/ leglslature, afflrmlng that it presents the
P ] .

public, Sesolved he questlon initia y posed 1nto the
I

* questio

to educatrqn shall add

t

ss itself to the.con-

+ cerns of the public? The answer to the latter continues to
L4 ’ ) : v ’ |

be the/Illinois state-legislature.
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COORDINATION VARIABLES
1 \ ,
i /L
- a
i 3 P




'. ' / / ‘APPEE\DIX - N “~— ,
. . 2. » - ~

TOPICAL SURVEY oF d@YTROL AND s )

)

COORDINATION VARIABLES /, .

‘

r;\per'subcategory are/frequency summaries:

1;0p1¢s in the. cate@ory discussed at one or two board
C/neetings in~the- year///

/QL—topics in fhe category discussed at three or four
board meeting€* in the year

Nu

<
v\’ -

3-~tochs 'in the category dlSCUSsed at five or six board
TTT—— //meetings in the year \ o
P ‘ \
/,/ 4--topics in the category discussed at more than 51x b
g , meetings in the year

‘/” An asterisk (*) is placed in the category'for '75
Ve topic is projected to come up no more times than/a ﬁany
. #imes indicated by the assigned fre uency summafy.” ,Pro-

jected frequencies for 1975 are ed on the a tual/
- f

requency the topic has come up rom January through June, .!
T¥QEE§“““‘“~\\\127S multiplied by 2. . //' o0

\

°

L ' ' Control SR A T
‘,7*:—7;:@&. — g - ~ , - - )
1: Community colleges and the law o g
. B ICCB IBHE
. 1-1. cited by bd. for pOssibly 69: 2 73: 1
/ , neglecting a rule or law 71: 1
B AT
. : 1-2, locéi maintenance~o£r~ ’ 69:\1 R \ =
political neutralityn ) .
— 2, Accountability reporting in respect to administering ccs .
\\ 2-1. pertaining to inétructiom, 69: 2 69:.1
i T teachers, class size, pro-' 71: 2 71: 1 -
grams offergd, student . 72: 2 7221 \\,
. ‘ transfers \ 73: 2 73: 1
/. | L 74501 75: 1(2)
-/ ' \ , 144 AEAEEE AL R

o ' 159 | -
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2. Accountability Reportiitg. (Con't,) ICCB IBHE - N
2<2. pertaining to standards 69: 1 (
" and procedures" for ) 70: 2 B
g recognition, Redbook 71z 2 . ~ b
development ' 72: 3
. N . - © 73: 2 .
- i ©74: 3
s - S 7551 (2) .
1 2-3, pertaining .to estdb-_ ¢ ~71: 1
lishing,. using MIS; Nl : 2
financing methods T3 A
analysis - T4s 4 .
75: 3 (4) i ™~ @
2-4. pertaining to justi- 74: 1 \ ‘\§$\
fying its own activities, 75: 2 (3)a '
protecting itself from ) -
v attacks . i e
T 3. Hearing cases
3-1. annexation disputes 69: 2
. as topic™-. 72: 1
I “. 75: 2‘. |
3-2. site for ccs . - 73: 1
. N { R -
3-3. out-of-dist. dispute . 73: 1 @
3-4° " program disapproval 75: 1, ”
) * ,4. 2Apportionment to ccs
4-1. - flat rate grants, their 69: 3
formulas 70: 4~
, . 71: 4 :
X . 72: 4
73: 4
PR , ' 74: 4 .
. 75: 2 (3) ¢ A

z

4-2., vets’'scholarships, 70: 4 -
their formulas 71: 4 ',‘)////‘
-~ ) . P 4 ’




5.

ionmeQF to ccs (Con't.)
: ¢

. R ~ T
4-3. t;:EEé{~féqpests-— ‘

capitai>\9 rating;
” methods of\p ment.,
< processing of aims,
state funding level,
‘review of opergting-
formulas

"4-4., public éervice grénts,

~guidelines (boing to
CEU credit). o

4-5. nonbusiness occupational

claims
4-6. egualization, formula
for 7

. 4-7.. special funds:
administering same
including correctional

- institution funding

eficiency appropria-
Lons; additional®
funding sought, "high
prlor%g;aswln budgeting

4-9. 8isadvantaged students,

formulas for, related
matters

Auditing accounts of ccs

5-1. cc visitations

74: 4
75+4 (4)

72: 2
73: 4
74: 4
75: 2
72: 2
73: 4
74: 4
75: 1*

/
7: 2
72: 4
73: 4
74: 4
75: 2 (3)
71: 1
72: 2
73: 4
74: 3
75: 1%

73: 1

74: 2
75: 2
AN

71: 1
72: 2
73: 4
74: 3
75:,1%*

74:

NN

= N
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. Auditin counts of ccs

(Con't.)

~ [}

5-2. uniform accounti , 2 !
procedures 71: 1
. ) 72:.2
a . , 74:“}.\
‘ ‘ 75: 2 (3)
5-3. retirement system-wants 72: 1 -

salary study of cc 75: 1
. faculty-and unemployment e
‘compensation at ccs

Capital reguests for constfuction’ . - \\T\\\<\\\i

6-1. construction approval . 69: 4 70: 3 L
A from ccs, logal funding 70: 4 71: 3\ -
not exclusive 71: 4~ 72 3N
72: 3 N 73: 1 ‘
73: 1 . 74: 4
74: 2 //'
75: 1% *

, . * -
6-2. priorities, request 69: 2 69: 1
' specifications, const, 70: 3 71:
procedures, guidelines '71: 3 74: 1 -
) 72: 2 .
. . 73: 2
. ' ‘ 74: 2 °
€-3. construction modifi- 72: 4
N cations, local funding 73: 3
reimbursements possible 74 3 -
in some cases 75: 1 (2)
6-4. capital outlay budgeting, 69: 1 .
fund transfers, building 70: 1
P program adjustments: 71: 2
- - 72: 1

~ c. ~

6-5. fast, tracking, building 71:
rentals 72:

[N
{
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S \\\
7. Establishing student \\
. admissions policies A
“ \\
. ™~
8. Policles differentiating boards,
. activitTEQ\within its board

g8-1. state\board self-
evaluation, office
procedures, guidelines,
board's own affairs

8-2. articulation\

: \

8t;§\\yo£k@ng with other bds.

*y

agreemeyts, use of
proprietsry schools

. - . N
N

2

. LY
9-2. duplication of programs,
\ " elimination of upper *°
division courses at ccs,
withdrawalg of courses,
cunits in terms of

9-3. medns to slow doWwn
“ expansien other than'
N eliminating duplication;
. ‘ : establishing cooperative
N arrangements

69:
71:
72
74:

72:
74:
75:

71:
73:
74:

70:
71:

74
72:

T 73
74:

IBHE

71: 1 N

72: 1
P74 1




N N \
. Net campuses, O;EQQS) \\

definition of their sgope \
N \ < AN

\ \ L,
10-1. program aﬁp

rricula

general

credit/n

o
|

hobby-lies
10-3. out—ofi‘?ﬁsﬁ
\ " offerings ]

' Or new units; new

N, - ' degrees; CLEP, aurric- \'

) ula transfer; program
. evaluations, uniform
program titles

Planning topics . '

. ¥ " » . - A
. Coordination
i i / v ’ ’ -
A \%.
N ’ . \

1-1. ~charge backs and cc
' furmding plans, enroll-
ment concerns

N e
\

, adult ed.

10-4. exberimeﬁtal,pspgramsV,

_75: 14(2)

70: 1

71: 4

72: 2 -.
73:

74: 4
75: 3 (%)

70: 1




lq‘

Planning topics (Con't.)

1-2. cc districting plans

\ .

program planhing and
placement of grads

. \
visory groups,
asgociations, task

1-5. trying to find ways-to
work with other boards
and
with cc governanece on
studies, funding formulas

1-6. organizational plans for
self-direction of board
in relation to community
college governance

1-7. wuse of TV for ccs in
state

1-8. othear planning

Encouraging local self-govern-
ance topics

-

73:
74:
75:

69:
70:
71:
72:
73:
74:
75:

70:
72:
73:

71:
72:
73:

75:

= = N b e

=

3
1
1
1
4,
1

(2)

(4)

75:

74:
75:

71: 1
72: 1
1

72: 1
75: 1*




self-
(Con't.)

new dlStAlCtS being
establlshed, new campuses
or sitesg purchasing,
policies/ pe talnlng to

criterja f ccs, ’
master pla hlng of local
ccs., mod'f;catlons of
master pldns of ccs

v
¥

m,;m,

annexatl ns, backdoor

2 70: 1
eferend ' executlng 3/ 71: 1
B 118& ('73)! 73: 1.

A\
~4.- loca ﬁuxdl g of #o ~
. struction, 0551b% i
" of founddtion moni
for, local budgetsy|

3. Offering means fpr effective use
of local resources or providing
state resources to particular
local ccs._ . )

3-1. computer us 69: 1
- 70: 1
71 1

3~2. encouragingllocal cc 70: 1
cooperative lagreements, | 71: 1
discussion of dupllcatlon 73: 1
of programs lssue i / 74 1




3.

'75:.‘

esou;ces / 69:
av 1lab e to / 73:
i /’ 74:
‘ 75:

: L
\" 4. Dlsaemlnat 10! :
A | jus 1fy1n-

/@enées of .local ccs

state age cies and
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LEGISLATOR QUESTT/;NAIRE

J.'

., Questionnaire Construction;/\
/ T A . B

Y

The questions were drawn from theAEarneg;e;Qommission's
study of 1973, which is the basis for the criteria of

‘ . . . ' Z . L
coordination and control in this study. . To the criteria

[

were added possible stands or obinions regarding some .of the

.criteria; and by so doing, the‘quest;gnnaire was longer than

if justvthe Ccriteria were used. Thus, while budgeting is a

method of control, questions<9~12 deal with actual budget
L= ‘ formulas, e.g:, that advocated by some staff members of the.

s

IBHu, llhe 1tem budgetlnc Slnce the questlonnalre was // J/

-

alrmed to get reactlon from pollt1c1ans, 1t was ‘thought that

- -

,\ "they may better understand the criteria 1n terms of p051tlon
e . . . st
T T statements, / . 7
. ~ S .

-
+

N Questions 32 and 33 werEﬁ

Lgned” to ‘probe for the .

) pOllthlan s thoughts aéout the state boar ‘jwhat they are

d01ng, where theysmould be going.

~ ~ '
The questlonnalre was to evoke attltudunal\responses

= .
in .order to determlne whet%er ‘the pollt1c1ans are aware of .

X polltlcal 1ssue bordérlng or related ta state board
goveruance . I the pollt1c1an d1splayed a hlgh level/of
concern for any 1tem, it was reasoned that there is somé , -

/1Ssue/pxompt;ng that level . ‘ . o ' . P

-
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g . . ‘ . .

| | T e | e
JERJ(: ¢ e . .Mnlg , R )




* Questionnaire Administering

2
The ‘questionnaire was tried out initially on three

hrgp ranking administrators of College of DuPage by inter-

view. If the respondent gave a.very low response, i.e., .

"4," it was assumed that from the perspective of a community

college administrator there was apprehension lest the state

boards move in the particular direction, e.q., line;item_ ’
‘budgets. That is to say, the highest or lowest level of
concern, it was assumed, should be topiCS on which the
.reSponden//g;; some position either for or against. By
‘askin‘ additidnal questions when.the respondent.registered
thee » thle author confirmed the usefulness of the‘assumption.

The questionnaire was aleo discussed with a member
(who wishes to beTénonymous) of the research unit of the
State legislature. b ' ‘

Legislators on committees tnat handle community -
college legislation were those to whom the questionnairé/
was_sent, viz., the House and Senate Commi ttees on:Edncation
and the appropriate appropriations committees in thé/Assembly.

’

/sixty-seven questlonnalres were sent out, from which 20

S .
complXeted questlonnalres came back w1th 5 j/ner regpendents'

sending letters or comments. / ///
i // e .
/
Statistical findings. The follOW1ng items were

deemed of major or minor concern to theuleglslators~




- : ) . \
Item # ‘ * . Intensity of Conwern

Bydgeting item 9 major ‘
Budgeting item 10 o major N ‘
Construction item 15 , major
+ Integration item 20 minor .
Differentiatino item 23 a l\ ' minor
‘ ‘ Utilizét;oﬁ of resources item 27 major

Recommendatiohs from local colléger o ,
item 30 2 minor

Academic independence item 31 minor

"Major concern" were those items"above-2.5 mean, where
"paramount concern! equals 4; "minor conoern" those above
1.5 but below 2.5. Standard deviation was taken as a
measure of agreement/among those responding. In identifying

items of concern, the S.D. had to be 1.0 or less in order .

that the statistical findings could be reasonably said to
AN .

\\ieasure the concerns of the respondents. -

Use of the Questionnaire's Data

i ' / \l
The statistical data was used as a check upon the /)>/
~\ . \ // /
\\ ) fino}ngs of Chapter Four that there are goveghance issues.
\\ As$uming that some siégificant state board problems will
N\

A
spilX over into the leglslature (or, possibly be sympto-

, | N

mati of political condltlons that are giving difficulty to -

th boards), ahd that leglslators will express concern
/

a out the problems in education of which they are aware, it

\\\\ ) \\ was reasoned tpat the StatlSthal data would confirm the
N \ P

e
fenb
P -

. s ‘ v
. ,oLL- : _T‘ ‘.‘ . .
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N existence of just those problems by registering greater
concexn. -
o . By loéking at the areas of control anq/qoordination -

where thHe issues are (see page 91), the following issues

. appear in evidence: financing the c0mmuhf€?‘eel;gggf\iifiii\\\\\~\“
.9, 10 and 15);'duplication of programs (items 20, g3 and 27);
« ,

- TN
; The open-ended gquestions provided opportunity ta\\\\

and local autonomy (items 9, 30 and 31).

- delve into what some legislators were thinking in the prob—\\
. ‘M

lem areas. 'The questionnaire is presented on subsequent \\\\

- pages . . .
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Community Collége Governance Study - \\ Lot
\

Kindly report ydur erceptions of the state legislature's coﬁcerns\\
over community college governance in Illinois. -

. \
Please use the following gégiing scale: \k\
l--of paramount\ conce¥xn
2--of major concarn ~ A
3--0of minor concern \ , .
4--of negligible concern\or no concern \

Seeing to it that co unity colleges are obeying the law.

‘~_Making sure that community colleges are abiding by decisions

of their governing Statq\boards.

Protecting the community colleges from interference of local
cagwfnity pressure groups.

Making an account to the legislators concerning the conduct
of affairs of community colleges in the state.

Reporting to the governor in matters of public interest
concerning community colleges of the state.

©

Keeping private community colleges financially solvent.

Cooperation among community colleges with’uniVersities,
four-year colleges.

bealing with instances of alleged denial of rights of a

community ‘college qQr of unfair procedures lodged against a
; community college. '

9. N\ Budgeting for the community colleges based on knowledge of

udgetary. requests of each community college.
I3 .

10/ Badgeting,fcr_hhe commurfity colleges based on number of '
students handled by the system of community colleges.

ll.___;ﬁﬂdgeting for cbmmunity colleges based on knowledge of what
. . happens to the students after their learning experience.

~ e \62. Budgeting of community colleges by line item requests for
money. : .

\

13. Auditing the uses made of plant and buildings of community )
colleges. . . “

14. ‘Auditing salaries and working conditions of the employees of
© community colleges, including faculty., :

' +

.

L4

1 7

re
J




p.2
15.
16.

A

17.

. 18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23.

24,

25.
2§.
27.
128.

29.

i

Community College Gove\oanc Study ' B
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.
\ !
.

Allocating monies\, for future buildings of community colleges.

Establishing genergl policies for student admissions into
community colleges.

Seeing to it state ahd federal guidelines of ‘equality and
fairness in the hiring of personnel are followed by com-
munity colleges.

Establlshlng policies identifying the functions in higher
education (or, postsecohdary educatlon) of communlty
colleges

Integrating community col ege education with grades K-12.

Integrating community college education with that of univer-
sities.

Tying vocational programs of community colleges to those of
high school and of four-year colleges

Establishing policies dlflerentlatlng the functions of
community colleges from grades K-12.

. Establishing policies differentiating the functions of

community colleges from universities and four-year colleges.

Tracking graduates of programs of community colleges.
Establishing rate of expansion or contractlon in curricular
areas of community colleges. ‘ ’

v
Introducing'innovative programs for 1mprov1ng quallty of
educatlon at community colleges. \
Making plans or formulating proposals for effective utili-
zation of community college resourges.
Formulating poligc4 for more effective self-governance of
community colleges'a the local ‘level. ’

Suoporting a partic ar communlty college WH§Ch is involved
in defending its own position in the communi y against
attack from pressure group.

Ascertalnlng the recommendatlons of local communlty colleges
in,addition.to those of' state governing boards. '
Formulating policies to maintain the academlc independence
of community colleges. ,

\ ¢ - » \\
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Community. College Governance Study \ . \\ .

p. 3 t \ ./

32. what functions do you think state boards governing community
colleges serve best? /

0 /
/

33. Into what directions or areas would you like to see state
boards“governing community colleges move?

\ * \

L \ \
C ,

The results of this study may be published. cCan your replies be
quoted? Please check, if you give your permissiop

Results will be tabulated %nd anonymity preserved unless you con-
Sent- to being 'quoted. \

Thank you for participating in ;Ris study. '

An-abstract rof this study should be availabl§’by November 1.
Please check if you desirel a copy /

‘

-Jc%hn Ofist ler Ph.D. ) //
’ /
L y/
\ / \
. \ s !
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