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Degrees of Diversity: Off-Campus Education in California

WHEREAS, The Budget Act of 1978 directed 'the California

Postsecondary Education Commission to:
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, needs, and quality.

and
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Programsow, therefore, be it
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approves and transmits thrs report to the Governor; the

Legislature, and other appropriate officials.

Adoptdd
March 17, 1980

3

Ale



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chaptcr 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: History and Development of the Off-Campus

Experience

Chapter ,3: Evaluating the External Degree

Chapter 4: Studies of Other States

Page,

12

.29

Jlissouri 29

Weshington 30

New York 31

Chapter 5: Off-Campus and Extended Degree Programs in

California

The Inventory of Off-Campus Locations and Programs. 40

Off-Campus and Eitended Degree Programs, the

Segments 44'

Chapter 6: The Issues: Access, Finand, Quality . . . 72

Access 72

Finance 75

Quality 86

Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations ..... . 93

Recommendations 98

Footnotes 102

Table 1

Table 2

TABL; OF TABLES

- Total Number of Students Enrolled as of September
1976 by Area of Study and Level of Degree . . 13

- Institutional Estimates of Damographtc
Characteristics of Students, Fall 1976 . . . 14

Table 3 - External Degree Program Growth; Degree Programs

Available by Year First Offered 15

4



TABLE OF TABLES (Continued)

Page

Table 4 - Number and Proportion of Graduates by-Year

and by Level of Degree 16

Table 5'- Selected Demographic Characteristics of

Responding Graduates, 1976-77 18

Table 6 - Age at Time of,Degree Completion by Level

of Degree (Percentage) 19

Table 7 - Percentage of Respondents Who Completed.
any,Degree Program Previously by Level of

Degree and by Sex 19

Table 8 - Job-Related Changes and Graduate's'

Expectations by Level of pegred 21

liable 9 - Application for Admission to a First
Subsequent Degree Program and Ouecame of
Application by Level of Extended Degree . . . 23

Table 10 - Reasons for Nost Applying for Further Study

by Level of Degree 25

Table 11 -.University of California Rxtension Students

Demographic Characteristics 47

Table 12 - Courses and Type of Faculty Teaching at
Selected Off-Campus Locations in the
California Community Colleges, Fall 1979. . .

Table 13 -.Course Length and Fees Charged in Off-Campus

Classes in the California Community Colleges,

.Fall 1979 59

Table 14 - Course Length in Off-Campus Classes in
Fourteen Selected qalifornia Community
Colleges, Fill 1979 60

Table 15 - Fees for Shorter Courses Offered Off Campus

by Selected California Community Colleges, .

Fall 1979 61

Table 16 - Reported Income From State Sources in One

, California Community College, Fall 1977 . . . 63

Table 17 - Hourly Rates for Part-Time Instructors at

Thirteen California Community Collevs,

A97940 65 .



TABLE OF TABLES (Continued)

Table 18 - Annual Salaries for F411-Time Commuuiry

College Faculty With One Year's Experience

and,a Master's Degree, 1977-78
*

Table 19 - Distance From Main Campus to Off-Campus

Location by Number of Locations land Segment,

Fall 197a

pap

65

68

Table 20 - Student Fees for a Full-Time Student at

the California State University and Colleges,

1978-79 Annual Costs, 30 Units 78

Table 21 - Courses for Which Fees are Charged in
Fourteen Community Colleges, Fall 1979 . . . . 78

Table 22 - Fees Chargea for Off-Campus Courses in

Fourteen California ComMunity Colleges,

Fall 1979

Table 23 - Undergraduate Tuiticin Per Unit oi Credit at

Selected Independent Colleges and Universities,

1979-80

APPENDICES

A - MeMbers of the Technical Advisory Committee on Off-Campus

and Extended Degree Programs .

79

80

B - Recent Trends in Oft-Campus Education: A Preliminary

Analysis of the Fall 1978 Off-Campus Inventory

C - List of Coimunity Colleges (14 Institutions) That Participated

in OPEC Survey

D - A Listing of CoUrses Offered at Off-Campus Locations by the

California Community'Colleges by Course Title, Credit Status,

and Fee Status, Fall 1979

E - Results of Survey of Students in Continuing Education at

Independent California Colleges-and Universities, Fall 1978

F - Results of Survey of Instructors in Continuing Education ai

Independent California Colleges and Universities, Fall 1978



APPENDICES (Continued)

G - Standard Nine: Special Educational Programs From Western

Associatibn of Schools and Colleges

H - Estimated Enrollments in Off-Campus Programs at the California

1State University and Colleges, 1979-4V to 1982-83

- Bibliography

-iv-

14.

"t"'"



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

For over a century, there hes been a commonly held understanding of

the meaning of higher education in the United States. Prior to 1968,

most people would have defined higher education as an activity that

involved the transmission of knowledge from the old and the wise to

the young and 'the inexperienced,_ in ivy-covered settings called

"campuses." The method of tranamission was in the form of lectures

and, seminars in an environment removed from the pressures and

exigencies of the larger society. It was imperative, according to

the traditional wisdom, to remain isolated from the affairs of the

world since higher education was devoted to the life of the mind and

to rationality, logic, and the scientific methodskills and

methodologies that could only be developed in quiet detachment.

Additionally, the colleges and universities of the nation,

especially those known as "elite" institutions, were engaged in the

critical function of developing new national leadership, a function

which required the transmission of traditional values and attitudes

and often the presence of both wealth and youth.

With the advent of the 1960s, American society began to change in the

direction of greater economic and social pluralism. Many groups,

especially ethnic minorities, began to demand at larger share of the

country's material sqealth. Groups from blue-collar workers to the

elderly, from women of every social class and economic status to

clerical workers, began to demand upward mobility. Many of them saw

the educational system as the vehicle for that mobility, and for

those with that perception, the institutions of higher education

began to make accommodations.

In California, that accommodation found its first expression in the

formation of the Master Plan Survey Teem, which produced the now

legendary Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975.

That plan, which became largely codified in the Donahoe Higher

Education Act of 1960, called for an arrangement whereby the

predicted phenomenal growth of the'1960s could be accommodated. It

is interesting to note.that there was such universal consensus on the

purposes and goals higher education should pursue, especially in

light of later events. There was virtually total agreement that

education should take place on a,campus, that it should be directed

towards the 18-to-24.year age group, and that it Should eventually

culminate in the awarding of a degree. Accordingly, the growth of

the past two decades was served by the.buildihg of,new and very

expensive campuses, including three for the University of

California, six for the California State University and Colleges,

and no less than forty-two for thr Community College system.



There is no question that California has achieved a national
reputation for both educational quality and universal access that is

unequaled and undisputed. No state can boast of -a greater number of

institutions or of more diversity among them. For that reason alone,

it may appear curious that there has also been an extraordinary
growth in educatxonal offerings at locations removed from campuses.
Although it is difficult to identify an exact date when this growth
began, most place it around l970,,and there can be little doubt that
it has been astounding, even by the standards of the 1960s.

Off-campus education, however, is new only in terms .of its size and
diversity; it is not new in conception. Daniel Perlman has noted:

At the same time, however, there existed a shadow-world of
higher education that did, not share the assumptions of the
. . . (Traditional) . . . ideal nor the bureaUcratic
constraints under which that ideal was carried out--a
world where there were older students as well as youth,
where learning could be acquired at home or nearby, in
units not necessarily related to an academic term, and by
various means in addition to the classroom lecture. This

was a shadow world because it lacked prestige, identity,

or acknowledgement; for the most part.it had inadequa4
financial support. The activities, programa, faculty and
students of this segment of higher education occupied a
peripheral, second-class status. They were assumed to be
of marginal quality and often were. Many institutions
seemed to take pains_to conceal these programs from their
regular students and faculty, as if embarrassed about
them. These programs did not become part of the collective
memory of higher education; they were generally not
written about, widely referred to, or built upon. Many

interesting, successful, and significant experiments went
unheralded. Only rarely were they copiled or used as
models. This was the educational nether-world of
correspondence courses, home study departments, extension
'programs, public service activities, evenicg courses, and
the like. This component of higher education acted on the
belief that education really should be a life-long
endeavor, that opportunities for learning should be
arranged for the convenience of students rather than of
institution., and that colleges and universities should be
part of, not removed from, their communities. More often
than not, however, these programs and activities did not
carry academic credit or award a degree for such
nontraditional activities so far removed from the ideal of

what higher education should be about. 1/

9
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If this was the "shadow world," then the world that cast that shadow

consisted of the major research universities in its ideal

expression, and of campuses, full-time professional faculties, young

students and the lecture mode in a diluted definition. In recent

years, however, if that world has not come under direct attack as

elitist and culturally biased, it has certainly found increasing

competition from educators who believe that all subjects are

educational and that all persons, regardless of circumstance, age,

or financial status, should be able to participate in an

inttructional process. Terms like ."extended education, extended

degree programs, ,off-campus instruction, life-lon# learning, non-

traditional education," among others, are not "only used more

frequently, but are allso taking on greater meaning as these

alternative forms become widely accepted.

It is undoubtedly a truism that all social movements or cultural

phenomena, if sufficiently strong, eventually attract the attention

of legislatures and that df off-campus education and mctended.degree

programs are no exception. As the commitment of California's public

institutions, particularly the State University and the Community

Colleges, to off-campus education has increased, greater amounts of

public funding have become involved. The Legislature's legitimate

concern ceth the prudent use of that funding led to the following

directive

The California Postsecondary Education Coamission, in

cooperation with the University of Cal:;.fornia, the

California State University'and Colleges. the California

Community Colleges, and the independent ;astitutions shall

define and study the various kinds of extended education

with particular emphasis ow degree oriented programa.

Such study shall address questions of access, support,

student needs, and quality.-2/

The first need in developing research for this topic was to establish

appropriate limits. The subject of extended education is so large,

so diverse, and so complex that, given the time available, any

attempt to study it all would render the project totally

unmanageable. To meet this need, a Technical Advisory Committee was

formed (Appendix A), consisting of representatives from each of the

four segments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the

Legislative Analyst, and the Western Association of Schools and

Colleges. Through the deliberations of this group over the course of

1979, the parameters of the study were defined and its focus

narrowed.

Some of the subjects that have not been discussed included the area

of educational programs offered by out-of-state institutions in

California, as well as programs offered by the California segments

1,
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outside of the State. This is a very broad subject and it was
decided that adequate treatment was beyond the time constraints
imposed by the Legislature. Further, the legislative charge did not

include a directive to discuss this particular subjoct, one which
will be dealt with by the Commission ia other reports ta be completed
in the near future. Similarly, analyses of such areas as the
University of California's major research facilities ot Livermore
and Los Alamos, among others, as well as special activities like
instructional television consortia, were determined to be outside
the scope of the present effort. The resulting study deals directly
with the specific charge of the budget language--degree programs and
the issues of "access, support, student needs, and quality."

Although the term "extended education" does not necessarily mean
education conducted at a location removeu from a campus (it could

.juat as easily include an on-campue course offered by University of

California Extension, for example), it is associated primarily with
off-campus locations. Additionally, most of the analysis deals with
the State UniVersity although there is considerable discussion of
theother segments, esPecially the Community Colleges. By and large,

little attention is given to extended education at the University of
California since that institution's efforts in the extended degree
area are being terminated and most of its activities in the arca are

administered`by University Extension, which is self-supporting. It

is for similar reasons that the independent segment of California
higter education has been the recipient of a form of benign neglect..
Although this segment is heavily engaged in off-campus activities,
State funds are only inclirectty involved, if at all. Accordingly,

the report contains only one recommendation relative to the.,

independent sector, one which involves jurisdictional questions vis-
a-vis the public segments.

When the Commission was created in 1973 through the passage of AB 770
(Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973), there was already a considerable
amount of off-campus. activity throughout the State, enough to
warrant the inclusion of a mandate to maintain an inventory of off-

campus locations and programs. The first of these inventories was
completed in 1975 3/ and showed the magnitude of segmental efforts:
approximately 4,200 locations were reported at which at least one

course was'offered. In 1976, that number had increased to 4,400.

For this study, it was decided to expind the scope of the
Commission's off-campus inventory in 'an attempt to gather more
'information than bad been available previously. Questions involving
financial support and contact hours were included for the first time
in the annual survey, and greater efforts were made to edit the raw
data to insure both its accuracy and usefulness. As a result, more
quantitative data on California's off-campus enterprise is now
available than ever before.

-4--



In addition to the off-campus inventory, detailed questions were

also addressed to the public segments on a variety of topics,

including: curriculum; administrative mechanisms; procedures for

hiring faculty; faculty pay scales; quality control; the

availability Of support services such as counseling, placement, and

testing; and the methods used to determine the need for a course or

program in any given area. These questions were asked directly of

the central offices of the University and the State University, and

.of a sample of Community Colleges, with the assistance of the

Chancellor's Office. A similar questionnaire was not sent to
independent institutions since their operations are not central to

the study's purposes. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of data

were obtained through discussions with representatives of the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities

(AICCU), as well as through a survey of faculty and student
characteristics conducted by that organization. That survey has DOW

became part of a larger investigation of life-long learning and is

discussed.in Chapter S.

In addition to data and information collected from California

institutions of postsecondary education, Commission staff also

conducted a search of the literature on off-campus education.

Through. this effort, a bibliography was developed that, if not

comprehensive, is certainly extensive and diverse in the points of

view expressed by the various authors, and La the data developed.

This literature is reviewed in Chapter 6.

An outline for this report emerged as various points of interest

began to take on greater levels of importance to public policy and

others receded into the background. As noted earlier, it soon became

obvious that some subject-matter limitations would have to be
imposed or the study would either be delayed, or would become so

.lengthy that few people woule take the time to read it, or bdth.

Accordingly, the concentration is on State-supported activities and

degree programs. Nevertheless, it is extremely important to create

an overall picture of the off-campus world that will form the basis

for the remainder of the report. This attempt has been made in

Chapters 2, 3, and 4.

In Chapter S, the focus is narrowed to California, and a .discussica

of the Commission's off-campua inventory and its implications is

included. Following this, an outline is presented of the off-campus

activities of each of the four segments, the roots of this activity,

and current concerns and motivations. While Chapter 2 deals with

what extended education is in general, and Chapters 3 and 4 with how

it is practiced around the country, Chapter 5 deals with its

expression in California.

1 2
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Thq language that emerged from the budget subcommittees of the

Legislature asked that this study address the questions of "access,

support, student needs, and quality." Chapter 6 deals with these

' concerns. Although neither "support" nor "student needs" are

mentioned directly, both are included in the general discussion.

Chapter 7 contains a final summary and the staff's conclusions and

recommendations. While they are not numerous, several will

undoubtedly be controversial. In most cases, policy options are

presented which offer alternatives, together with the implications

of each. In this way, the Legislature and the segments way be served

best for, as with all issues of complexity, there are no easy

answers, no great solutions, no ultimate truths. While dcubtless

frustrating, there is strength in such knowledge, for it permits an

earnest consideration of all the shades of grey, of the relative

plusses and minuses without the obligation to find an ultimate

answer. Of such finalities, little can be said; the goal is

improvement, a step in the right direction.

I a
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CHAPTER 2

HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE OFF-CAMPUS EXPERIENCE

Off-campus education, extended education, lifelong learning,'and
nontraditional education have been very much in the public eye in

recent years, so much so that many might believe that the phenomenon

is relatively recent. Nothing could be further from the truth.

According to Lowell R. Eklund, president of the National University

Extension Association in 1974-75, the earliest known attempt to

conduct off-campus classes was at Cambridge University in 1873. In

that year, a faculty committee was organized to promote non-campus

education. Also, as Dr. Eklund reports, a parallel effort was

launched at Oxford 4a 1878:

. .as early as 1850 Oxford had appointed a commission to

consider a proposal for opening the university to "non-

collegiate" students by increasing the number of colleges

within the uniyersity itself and by founding new colleges

in the large industrial towns; i.e., "extending university

education by making universities available to larger

numbers of people. But it was not until 1878 that Oxford
undertook university extension in the more literal sense,

that of extra-mural lectures and courses. 4/

In subsequent moves, the two British universities developed a number

of organizational patterns that are familiar in today's world of

extended education.

Important organizational practices adopted during this

period were to characterize subsequent arrangements in

England and in this country. One of these was the division

of the country into service areas (or "spheres of
influence") between Cambridge (the Eastern half), Oxford

(to the West) and a syndicated arrangement in London where

the so-called London Society comprised a common center

served by both institutions cooperatively.

Other practices of that era which established precedents

for today included the expectation that most programs were

to be self-supporting requiring various marginal schemes

to "market" and underwrite-4eir costs; the emphasis on

technical and vocational c6ntent, as distinct from

caltural programs (although the ingrained "cultural"

Oxford-Cambridge image--termed "Oxbridge"--continued to

influence such programs toward the reactionary university

mode in England and even later in America); the occasional

3-4



adoption of "certification" in lieu of credit; and

emphasis upon popular lecturers instead of teachers and

applied knowledge as distinct from the abstract.

In consequence of these .developments, various negative

reactions surfaced which continue to haunt the movement.
These included the traditional -faculty reluctance to

participate; the alleged weakness of programs due to lack

of likrary facilities and research assignments; the

chronic concern for university level or "college-grade" in

program content; and the refusal of the government to

underwrite, to any significant degree, extension

offerings. This failure was reputed to be the principal

cause of decline in English4extension after the turn of the

century. 5/ ,

In the United States, extended education found its formal roots in

th; Midwest with the establishment of local programs in the 1880s by

the University of Wisconsin. This was quickly followed by the
University of Chicago's efforts in the 1890s whereby dozens of off-

campus centers were established throughout the region. Kansas

University followed in 1892, offering both credit and noncredit

courses off campus.

Although these were the formal beginnings--origins which,

incidentally, included the founding of University of California
Extension in 1893--there had been a number of earlier, informal

attempts to extend the benefits ofLeducation:

However, some pioneering thoagh ephemeral programs had

punctuated the early chronology of the universities'

extra-mural program history. Among these were a "course

of popular lectures in natural history" and "natural
philosophy" offered to non-regular students by Brown

University in 1785-90; a credit-course program for lawyers
and law students "who did not belong to the college"

conducted by Columbia in 1795; acience courses for laymen
(including women) offered by Yale University commencing in
1808 under the leadership of Benjamin Silliman; courses in

chemistry by Rutgers (then Queens College) in 1816; a

lecture series for "moral intellectual and physical
instruction of the inhabitants of Boston" undertaken by

Harvard in 1839; agricultural courses for non-matriculated
students by the University of Michigan iu 1852; the Yale

"Agricultural Lectures" program for farmers of Yale in

1860; winter courses for non-students (primarily farmers)

by Michigan Agricultural College (now Michigan State
University) in 1861; what appears to be the first Farmers
Institute introduced by Kansas State College in 1868; and

15
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the fa4d "Baltimóre experiment" dating from 1876 at Jonns

Hopkins University under the leadership of Professor

Herbert Baxter Adams. 6/

Many of these attempts continued into the twentieth century, with a

continuing growth in extension offeiings at virtually all major

colleges and universities across the country. During this time,

various experiments were undertaken to find better ways of teaching

or shortcuts to the ultimate goal of a degree. One such was made by

Robert M. Hutchins at the University of Chicago in the 1930s, where

the first recorded experiment in credit-by-examination was

undertaken. The fact that aufh a device for awarding credit--as

opposed to the completion oft/formal coursework--recently has been

proposed as a revolutionary idea is perhaps just one more example of

how quickly history can be recycled.

There rere first experiments in correspondence education as well,

(also at the University of Chicago in 1892) and more recently,

efforts to use radio and, especially, television as educational

tools.

In many ways, the off-campus movement is responsible for the

nationwide growth of community colleges, as the need and desire to

extend educational opportunity led te,amall enterprises removed from

major university.centers. Many of these grew into community colleges

which, once their succeis was demonstrated, led.to the establishment

of other community colleges.

Over the past two centuries, many of the institutions that are x:56

fully accepted as established campuses had their beginnings as off-

campus or nontraditional efforts to extend educational opportunity

to those who had been excluded previously. The Bakersfield and

Sonoma campuses of the California State University and Colleges are

but two examples.. In many ways, the programs that are currently

regarded with suspicion may well be in these early stages of

evolution and will have to wage their own battles for acceptance.

These programs,have historical precedents, to be sure, but they also

have modern expressions that are unique to this era, and there can be

no question but tat there has been a. growth in the nontraditional

and of:7-campus area that is truly unique and without precedent in

earlier times.

Daniel Perlman has outlined a number of possible causes for the

explosion of extended educational opportunities which began in the

middle 1960s. He notes that the main obstacle which non-

traditionalists have had to overcome has been that of

nonacceptability. It is not so much that extended education did not

exist before, since there is ample evidence that it has been growing

-9-16



A at a modest rate for nearly a century. What has changed is both the

number of programs and the public's opinion of them. Although there

has been resistance from those who favor traditional campus

programs, there can be little doubt that alternative forms of higher

education have achieved greater acceptance indecent years.

Perlman notes that students in the 1960s made demands for:

. .educational experiences more relevant to the problems

of society, demands for the accreditation of off-campus

experiences, demands to be allowed to demonstrate

competence without nm;essarily taking courses, an4

vociferous demands for the elimination of a variety of

bureaucratic and pro forma requirements .including

residency. 7/

Demands of this kind led to further challenges to trsditional campus

education. Many people rejected the time-honored notion that

faculty were in a better position to know what was good for the

student than the student himself. Faculty, and indeed all persons in

positions of authority in the universities, were frequently seen as

allies of a governmental structure that had produced a society of

inequality, racism, and the Vietnam War. As such, the system under

which the educational'establishuent had operated and prospered was

now directly attacked, and the cell came for the "free university."

As Perlman states:

These free schools had in common their challenge to the

conventional and bureaucratic requirements ia education.

Learning should be open, related to the world and to the

life experience of the students. Attendance taking,

classroom assignments, and regimentation were rejected in

favor of unstructured learning, open classropms, and

letting students select their vocational objectives. The

alternetive school movement exerted a subtle influence on

some educators. 8y establishing a new radical wing in the

educational continuum, they made proposals for more

conventional reform seem less radical and more

respectable. At the higher eduation level this helped
establish the climate in which external degree programs

and other off-campus learning activities could be

considered and adopted. 8/

4

There can be little question that the civil rights movement and

student activik produced a change in the American consciousness. No

longer was the 'concept of higher educatiOn for the select few

acceptable to'a majority of the country. The push for equality that

began in the deep South and spread to the rest of the country

culminated in the mass of social legislation approved during the

-10- 1 7



administration of Lyndon Johnson: It included the Higher Education

Act of 1965, a law which prpvided large sums of money for the idea

that education should be brought to those who previously had been

unabl e. to obtain it. Subsequent federal acts, especially those

providing billions of dollars for student aid in the 1970s, have

certainly furthered this goal.

As- the movement for social equality grew, "access" became a rallying

cry Stiroughout the educational community and in most legislaturea.

Initially, it resulted in the construction of hundreds of community.

colleges nationwide, as well as dozens of new public four-year insti-

tutions, and even some entirely new university systems, such as the

State University of New York. Subsequently, it led to a search for

new clientele, for persons of every economic and social circumstance

who might not have been serveg previously. If people relocated to an

area without major educational services, it would certainly be

proper to provide those services if a clientele of any reasonable

size could be found: If they had been rced to drop out of school in

order to work, they should be given amp e opportunity to continue at

times more convenient to them, such 82 venings and weekends. If,

through the vicissitudes of life, peeple found themselves in

prisons, hospitals, confined st home, La-the military, or even at

sea, they should still have the opportunity to complete an

educational program.

All of these factors no doubt contributed to the expliasion of off-

campus and extended degree programs. But it is dou$tful that the

movement would have reached its current level without a considerable

financial incentive.. In the 1960s, American higher education

experienced a growth that.was unprecedented, with the result that the

end of c. that era caught many administrators uapsepared for

retrenchment. At -first, it was only the rate of growth that slowed,

and this was certainly manageable since the student population was

still growing, ilbeit less rapidly. But as the time approached when

the absolute number of students would decline, anxiety began to

develop: , the vast majority of institutional support came from the

student, either in the form of tuition or as fuel for government

apportionment formulas. Much of this, anxiety centered on the

possibility of layoffs in both the public and private sectors, as

well as the possibility that some independent institutions might go

'out of business. Since highe'r education is so manpowei intensive, it

is not possible to find significant ibounts of operating "economies"

without dismissing employees; it soon became apparent that normal

employee turnover might not always be sufficient to match the decline

in enrollment. As all of these factors came into play and as labor

organizations fought hard to keep their' members onthe job, it became

very clear that new clienteles would be very helpful, if not

essential, in easing the transition from growth to steady state or

enrollment decline. In the search for new students, off-campus and

extended degree programs became an obvious vehicle. On this point,

much more will be offered in Chapter 6.



6HAPTER 3

EVALUATING THE EXTERNAL DEGREE

*Among the major questions which have been asked about the external

education process are: (1) Who is attending? (2) What is being

offered? and (3). What is the value of the external educational

experience? These are difficult questions, and answers to them ari

only now beginning to emerge from respected professional

organizations. Two such are the National Institute of Education

(NIE) and the American Council on Education (ACE), which jointly

sponsored a study of external degree programs throughout the country

by the Bureau of Social Science Research (BSSR)., an independent

corporation based in Washington, D.C. The NIE is 's federal agency

within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The ACE is

the major national coordinating body 6:ir postsecondary education.

The BSSR study was released in three parts beginning in. December 1977

with the publication of the Guide to Undergraduate External Degree

Programs in the United States. This was quickly followed by a

report,' entitled External Degreek: Program and Student

Characteristics in March of 1978, and then by The External Degree as

a Credential in April of 1978. These three reports surveyed a sample

of 134 postsecondary institutiond, both public-and private/indepen-

dent, which offered external degree programs in which not more than

25 percent of the program requirements had to be taken on campus.

Among the 134 participating institutions, 25 were from California.

9/

The 134 institutions selected offered 244 different external degree

programs, approximately one-fourth of which were at the associate

level, and three-fourths at the bachelor's level. None was at the

graduate level. Eleven of the institutions were community colleges,

although none from California participated-for reasons not explained

in the BSSR reports.

Through the efforts of various national agencies ind organizations,

such as the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), much

more information about the demographic characteristics of both

students and faculty'is available than ever before. However, almost

all of it relates to campes-based populations. When dealing with

extended education, the data are extremely liaited and in many cases,

nonexistent. In various attempts to secure data as elementary as

headcount enrollment, efforts were consistently frustrated by the

fact that such data simply did not ,exist.

Nevertheless, the BSSR study, albeit limited only to external degree

programs, did contain demographic information that .is helpful in
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providing a general picture of the types of students attracted to

external or nontraditional educational experiences. The survey

included over 54,000 students enrolled in external degree programs

as of the fall of 1976. Table 1 shows their subject matter

preferences.

TABLE 1

TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED AS OF
SEPTEMBER 1976 BY AREA OF STUDY AND LEVEL OF DEGREE 10/

Area of Study

Letql of Degree
Associate Bachelor's

atatic. Bifft Percrit.

Total

mkt Porceof

0 General Studies

HaturalfThysical
kisses*

Social Sciences

Applied Social Science

Humanities, Arts

gnainearing

Business Administration

Beath Setvicsa

Semi-Professional

individualised

Mot Specified

Total

2,811

6

55

285

Li

2,426

4,333

2,134

0.0

3,671

157

15,909

17.71

0.0

0.3

1.8

0.1

15.2

27.2

13.6

0.0

23.1

1.0

100.0Z

11,872

60

493

2,327

63

221

8.129

1,844

63

6,833

6,38

18.273

31.0Z

0.2

1.3

6.1

0.2

, 0.6

21.2

4.8

0.2

17.8

16.6

100.0Z

14.683

66

548

2,612

74

2,647

12,462

3,998

63

10,504

6,325

54,182

27.12

0.1

1.0

4.8

0.1

4.9

23.0

7.4

0.1

19.4

12.1

100.02

-The BSSR did an attenuated demographic survey of these students and

found that the average student was white, over 30, and employed.

Males and females were about equally distributed. Table 2 shows

these data as they were reported.
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TABLE 2

INSTITUTIONAL ESTIMATES OF DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS

FALL 1976 11/

Student Characteristics Percent

Sex

Race

Male
Female

51%
49

White
son-White 20

Employment

Age

Employed
Unemployed

84
16

under 30 32

Over 30 68

Although these data are limited, no other statistical summary of the

national extended degree scene is available.

The growth of external degree programs since 1960 is shown in Table 3.



TABLE 3

EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAM GROWTH

Degree Programs Available by Year First Offered 12/

Year First Offered

1960-1965

Number
Percept

1966-1968

Total Programs

2
0.9

Number 11 .

Percent 4.7

1969-1971

Number
Percent

1972-1974

44
18.8

Number 133

Percent 56.8

1975-1976

Number 44

Percent 18.8

Another index indicative of the growth of the external degree movement

is the number of graduates through 1976. This is shown in Table 4.

22
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TABLE 4

NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF GRADUATES BY YEAR

AND BY LEVEL OF DEGREE 131

Laval of Elegrte Cumulative

Alsociate Bachelor'S tail Total,

amost !mamas. eSt.r. !Imam ercent Number Percent

Prior to 9/72 93 2.0.7 728 5.31 821 4.5Z IIU 4.51

9/72 - 1/73 810 17.6 985 7.1 1,795 9.7 2,614 14.2

9/72 - 8/74 970 21.1 2,225 16.1 3,195 17.3 5,811 31.5

9/74 - 8/75 SU 19.1 3,940 28.5 4,821 26.2 10,632 57.7

9175 - 8176 1.849 40.2 5.940 43.0 7.789 42.3 18,421 100.01

Total 4,603 1010.02 13,818 100.01 11.421 100.02

In other sections of its report, the BSSR examines grading systems,

entrance requirements, placement assistance offered to participants, and

the degree to which prior learning is accepted for credit, both in terms

of campus-based learning and of experiential learning. Concerning the

latter, the amount of experiential credit accepted towards the degree--

associate or bachelor's--was equivalent, on the average, to40 percent

of the total requirements in the 134 institutions examined.

Inaconcluding, the BSSR offered the following observations:

In the popular mind--and in the mind of many academic
critics--external degree,jprograms are seen as highly

innovative because they move higher education and degree

conferral away from traditional academic settings and

standards. This survey suggests a somewhat different

emphasis in the majority of programs. Rather than the

development of alternative levning modes, the

consolidation of fragmented, formal educationsl

experiences is an important feature and attraction of many

of these programs. External degree programs appear to be a

source of ultimate credentialling for employed adults of

both sexes who have acquired a variety of academic credits

in several academic institutions, usually sequentially and

as a brsproduct of geographic mobility (especially in the

case of persons previously in the armed forces).

Many of the other findings of the survey were equally

unexpected. The total number of stadents enrolled in
these programa is quite small when compared with the

number enrolled in traditional programs. The total number

of graduates to date reflects this consistently

comparatively small enrollment. It seems that the growth



'rate of these programs haimalready peaked; external degree

programs grew in numbers most rapidly in the early 702, and

the number of new programs seems to have tapered off in

subsequent years. 14/

Ot course, without comprehensive data on community colleges and on

the activities of the proprietary sector, a complete nationwide

picture of extended education will not emerge. The BSSR acknowledges

that fact:

However external degree programs may grow, a realistic

evaluation of this alternative and a better perspective
upon the role of these programs in the world of education

must await the availability of data regarding their less

visible, less controversial, but far more populous
educational counterparts--part-time and extension

programs, particularly those sponsored by junior and
community colleges and by some four-year college, and

universities. 15/

The'BSSR's final report on external degrees examined 1,486 graduates

of the 134 institutions noted earlier. Thin was the number which

returvtd the questionnaire out of a total of 3,499 surveyed.

The purpose of the study-of graduateseas not only to determine their

basic demographic characteristics, but also their motivations, the

rensons why they decided to attehd off-campus and/or external degree

programs. Compskrisons were made between the students' perceptions

upon entering the programs And those after graduating. Finally, an

attempt was made to measure the value of the degree from both the

students' and their employers' perspectives. In many ways, the

fin&ngs about the usefulness of external degrees in the

professional world are among the most interesting in the BSSR study.

Table 5 summarizes the demographic characteristics of external

degree graduates in 1976-77. It is based on data provided by the

1,486 people who returned the BSSR questionnaire (42 percent of those

to whom the questionnaires were sent). Data are shown for sex,

degree level, race, marital status, dependents, age, employment

status, and income.

24

-17-



TABLE 5

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF RESPONDING GRADUATES 16/

1976-77

Cate
Men

(71.1%)

Women
(28.9%)

Total
(100.0%)

Associate Degree Graduates
Bachelor's Degree Graduates

39

61

40
60

40
60

White 89 89 89

Nonwhite 11 11. 11.

Married 85 65 SO

Separated/Divorced
Never Married

6
9

18

, 17

9

11

No Children 25 41 31

One or Two Children 43 33 39

Three or More Children 32 26 30

Median Age at Completion
of External Degree Program 36 36 36

Percent Employed While Enrolled in
External Degree Program 97 78 91

Percent Professional, Subpro-
fessional or Technical 38 67 45

Percent Armed Forces 30 1 23

4Ik
Percent Clerical, Sales
Lover Management 10 25 13

Median Household Income $22,200 $19,400 $21,600

Tables 6 and 7 show further breakdowns of the data, the first

delineating age groups and the second showing whether degree

recipients had completed other degree programs on previous

occasions. -18-
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TABLE 6

AGE AT TIME OF DEGREE COMPLETION
BY LEVEL OF DEGREE 17/

(Percentage)

Age at Comyletion Associate Bachelor Both

Under 20 10% 5% 9%

20 - 29 25 20 22

30 - 39 35 32 33

40 - 49 18 26 23

50 and Over 12 14 13

Totals 100% 100% 100%

Median Age at
Cmpletion 33 37 36

TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO COMPLETED
ANY DEGREE PROGRAM PREVIOUSLY
BY LEVEL OF DEGREE AND BY SEX

Previous Degree Completed

Level of External Degree
Associate Bachelor Both

Yes 16% 44% 32%

No 84 56 68

Totals 100% 100% 100%

Sex

Previous Degree Completed Men Women Both

Yes 314 25% 31%

No 66 75 69

Totals 100% 100% 100%

Tables S, 6, and 7 provide a general picture of the external degree

graduate. They demonstrate that the typical student who completes au

external degree programas contrasted with one who is enrolled and

may or may not do so--is probably male, white, married with one or

-19-
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two children, approximately 36 years old, and employed in a

professional capacity. Median income is $22,200 per year, a category

of relative affluence. In all probability, some previous college

work has been completed but no degree received. The fact that almost

one-third of'all graduates (31%) had already earned a degree of some

kind seems to suggest that external degree programs are attractive to

persons who, by most societal standards, would be considered

"educated." .

Beyond knowing some of the demographic characteristics of external

degree students, the BSSR wanted to define the reasons why they

enrolled in such programs. To do so, the questionnaire included

thirteen possible reasons for enrolling with each respondent being

asked to rate each as to level of importance. The reasons which

received the highest positive responses were, in order:

1. Needed/wanted to maintain a regular working schedule.

2. Chance to have (all) previous college course work recognized

for credit.

3. Chance to be in program with flexible scheduling.

4. Chance for part-time study.

S. Minimal number of days (work time) Were required on campus.

Althouuh external degree students in the survey were very concerwA

about receiving credit for prior coursework, the most important

factorn in determining a student's choice to enroll in an external

degree program were usually logistical. Of the eight factors the

students considered at all important, six fit into this category,

including: (1) the ability to maintain a regular working schedule;

(2) the chance to have flexible scheduling; (3) the chance for part-

time study (obviously related to [11 above); (4) the minimal

requirements for on-campus involvement; (5) the chance to be in a

program with flexible location(s); and (6) the chance to complete a

degree in a shorter period of time.

What emerges from these findings is the strong probability that

external degree programs have enabled many students to participate

in postsecondary education who, primarily because of employment
responsibilities, would otherwise not have been able to do so. Such

factors as minimal class time, credit for nonacademic experiences,

and the unique design of certain programs were regarded as of only

secondary importance by the majority of respondents.

There is insufficient space to include all of the BSSR's

investigations and findings, but several more are interesting. One

2
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is a comparison between graduates' expectations as to the usefulness

of their degrees and the actual outcomes. These comparisons are

shown in Table 8 for both associate and bachelor's graduates.

Occurrence
of Change

and Graduates
Expectations

Did Not Watt

TABLES

JOBRELATED CHANGES AND GRADUATE'S
EXPECTATIONS BY LEVEL OF DEGREE

(REPORTED IN PERCENTAGES)

AoloCrOiSO
in Status or
Respect from
Employer and/
or COwortors
Assoc. Bich.

1. And did
ant
happen 292 182

2. But did

WIPP= 9 12

Did Expect

6 6

3. Silt did

40t

haPPan

4. And did

hang= 56 64

1002 1002

Job Related Chang*

An Increase
In Job

Responsibilities
Assoc. Bach.

432 292

1.1 1.1.

a 7

40 -53

1002 LOOZ

A Promotion
or Increase
in Pay or
Benefits

ASSoc. Bich.

An !novas*
in Job
Security

ASsOC. Bach.

A Chang*
to a

Different Job
Assoc. Bun.

382 272 472 442 322 392

U. 11 8 6 1.3 13

13 14 9 10 10 10

38 47 36 41 26 38

1002 992* 1002 1002 2002 1002

This table shows that most external degree graduates had experiences

close to their expectations, even when those expectations were

negative. What is significant is that associate depree graduates

generally did not fare as well as bachelor's degree graduates. For

example, whereas 58 percent of the bachelor's degree graduates

received a promotion or increase in pay or benefits, only 49 percent

of the associate degree recipients did so. Similarly, 76 percent of

the bachelor's degree graduates reported an increase in status or

respect from employers and/or coworkers, whereas only 65 percent of

the associate degree holders made this claim.

28
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To further analyze the results of external degree experiences, the

BSSR developed a number of statistical tables using linear
regression techniques to predict the success of various categories

of people. These techniques perpitted the analysts to conclude, for

example, that a male bachelor's degree holder between the ages of 30,

and 39 who works in a manufacturing firm is more likely to achieve an

increase in job responsibility than a similarly qualified iildividual

who is older and employed by the government.

Regarding this aspect of the study, the BSSR concluded:

For men, the external degree appeared most useful towards

obtaining increased job responsibilities, particularly if

the recipient was in his thirties. With regard to pay
increases or promotions, men also seemed to profit if they

had been working as service employees or in an educational

organization while pursuing their degree. So far as

negotiability for men was concerned, the external degree

seemed the least useful for those over 50 or those who had

been working in a nonprofit service organization.

For women, few factors were significantly related to the

levels of negotiability they experienced, which were

consistently higher than those experienced by men. One

relationship was obvious: women in their thirties were

more likely than women of other ages to experience an

increase in job responsibilities. 19/

The key point seems to be that the external degree was helpful to

most of its recipients in securing career advancements. Whether it

was helpful to a greater or lesser extent than a traditional program

is unknown, as there is no possible way to make a valid comparison.

A better indicator may be the external degree's negotiability as a

credential for acceptance into advanced degree programs. Tab/e 9

gives these data for the 1,486 respondents to the BSSR survey:

-22- 29



TABLES

APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION TO A FIRST SUBSEQUENT
DEGREE PROGRAM AND OUTCOME OF APPLICATION

BY LEVEL OF EXTANDED DEGREE
(REPOR1ED IN PERCENTAGES) 20/

Applieda

Level of Extended Dere%
Associate Bachelor Both

Yes
No

Totals

Outcome of Apo l cati on

62%
38

54%
46

57%
43

100% 100% 100%

Pending 3% 5% 4%

Not Admittedc 1 4 3

Admitted, did not enroll 4 6

Enrolled, Aot yet completed
etf

24 26 25

Enrolled, completedeP f 68 59 63

Totals 100% 100% 100%

a. All those responding "yes" could have applied to one or more

programs.
b. In the case of multiple applications, all must be pending.

c. In the case of multiple applications, all must have been refused.

d. Had tO be admitted twat least one program.

e. Had to enroll in at least one program.

f. Completion rates are estimated due to missing data on completion

dates.

The fact that such large percentages of external degree graduates

were admitted to advanced degree programs certainly speaks highly

for the external.programs. Host of the graduates of external
programs felt that their degree had prepared them adequately for

further study. According to the BSSR researchers:

That over half the adults who obtained an external degree

continued to pursue formal education programs signalled

-23-
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that this degree indeed was operating in some fashion--

intentionally or unintentionally--as a "stepping stone" or

an impetus and also did not constitute an obstacle to

obtaining further education. At least for the graduates

whose interests ked them to seek a more advanced degree,

the overall evaluation of their external degree experience

with respect to academic skills was positive: only one

percent reported feeling that their performance in their

next degree program was not on a par with that of students

who had come from traditionil programs, and over half

(57%) felt it was better. [Emphasis theirs.1.21/

Of the 1,486 individuals completing an external degree program at

either the associate or bachelor's level, 56 percent applied for

further study. The reasons given by the other 44 percent for not

applying for further study are contained in Table 10. The table

shows that,nply 3 percent of those not continuing their educations

did so 'beCause of either a perceived deficiency in the external

degree experience or academic disqualification, actual or

anticipated. The other reasons were generally personal, such as

"financial problems," lack of time, getting a good job, etc.

-24-



TABLE 10

kr
REASONS FOR NOT APPLYING FOR FURTHER STUDY

BY LEVEL OF DEGREE
(REPORTED IN PERCENTAGES)* 22/`

Reason Given

D..dn' have time both to work and
to go on for more schooling

Decided I didn't need or really
want a further degree for now

Needed time to ekre for home
and family

There have been no adequate
programs.where I have lived

Financial problems

Tired of being a student

Received a job offer which was
too good to turn down

Didn't think my "external" degree
would be acceptable for admission
into a bachelor's, master's, or
higher level degree program

Academic qualifications ("grades,"
standardized entrance test scores,
etc.) weren't high enough, and I
thought I wouldn't be admitted

Other

Level of Degree
Associate Bachelor Both

35% 30% 31%

22 23 23

21 17 18

18 12 14

23 10 14

5 10 8

6 4 5

3 2 2

1. 1

16 , 10 12

*Percentages total more than 100% due to multiple selection by

individual respondents'.

The final phase of the RSSR study was a survey of employers to determine

the marketability of external degrees. A total of 93 employers were

contacted, 81 of whom responded to the questionnaire (87%). Within the

questionnaire, various statements were made with the respondents asked

to indicate their agreement or disagreement. After the results were,

tabulated, the BSSR concluded:

32
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To some extent, the results of the employer survey run

counter to some popular beliefs and conventional wisdom.

'While a few emplOyers we surveyed did indicate some

preference for recruiting recent graduates from highly

reputed institutions, by and large this was not a major

priority. Furthermore, college grades and class rank were

considered important hiring or promotion criteria only if

the candidate had no previous work experience or work

references.

More important, for many employers the finer nuances of

college prestige,on quality take a back seat, compared to

other criteria. While ',/e do not want td generalize to

"all" employers concerning their attitudes towards holders

of all-types of college degrees, our survey data .do

strongly suggestt that employers--although favorably

disposed towards ellucation in general--as a group are not

overly concerned with institutioual reputation, and that

external degree holders should not find themselves denied

opportunities in employment settings because of the nature

of their degree. -23/

The study by.the Bureau of Social Science Research shed considerable

light on the 'external degree experience as it operates nationally.

The fact that nearly 20 percent of the institutions surveyed are

located in California also tends to give the ESSR's results- some

credibility here as well. Much of the information contained. in the

study has not been included because of space limitations. A number

of the BSSR's more important conclusions, however, are repeated

below:

1. External degree holders are adults who elected this study

option to,consolidate and supplement earlier study

experiences without sacrificing commitment to work and

family responsibilities. tThe opportunities to obtain
credit for earlier academic work and to complete degree

requirements without experiencing the dislocation which

classroom attendance entails are the major attractions of

these programs. The most innovativeand therefore most
controversial--feature of some of these programa, such as

credit for work or life experience, seldom influenced

these graduates decisively when they chose an external

degree program. 24/

2. Job-relatea goals were by no means the only motivation

which led to degree completion. The personal

satisfaction of having the degree, the extent to which it

resulted in higher self-esteem and increased respect from

others were important factors for the great majority of
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college graduates, and especially for the oldest group

among them. And despite the fact that most of these
graduates were in their thirties or older when they

obtained the degree, the great majority had plans for

further study and had implemented them by the time of the

survey. 25/

3. It is clear that almost all those who sought access to

higher-level academic programs were able to enroll. It

is also clear that they did so in moderately selective

institutions, and that the few who sought access to more
selective programs or institutions experienced some
difficulties. However, one cannot conclude from this

that their degree was less "acceptable" than a

traditional degree, since highly selective institutions
generally accept a low proportion of applicants. In the

one case in which we wes*able to compare the experiences

of traditional bachelor's degree recipients with those of

graduates who held an external degree from the same
institution, the admissions experience of the groups was

identical in this respect. 26/

4. In the world of work . . . it is well worth noting that
the information we developed through our pilot study

about. employer attitudes and behavior pointed to

cersiderable employer interest in the educational
objectives and accomplishments of staff members. The

grPat majority of external degree seekers had acquainted

their employers with their study plans, and a sizable
proportion (one-third) had received help from these

employers in meeting study costs. The group of employers

we surveyed felt very positive about education, not only

or primarily because it might enhance the technical
skills of degree holders, but because of its broader or

more general impacts. Employer interest was by no means

limited to the government or nonprofit sector, where we

had antieipated to find much of the support for external

degree programs. 27/

5. Our study findings clearly underline the usefulness of

external degrees gad show that those who completed degree

programs are well satisfied with their experience.

Nevertheless, it would be unwise to jump to the
4conclusion that external degrees are an educational

panatea. For one thing, our study dealt only with

graduates. We know little about the experiences of
adults who enrolled in external degree programs and

subsequently dropped out or transferred to other

institutions for the completion of their degrees. 28/

34
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6. It is also important to point out that the degree

completers we studied are a fairly select group--men and

women with considerable prior traditional education who

were relatively affluent. The progrsms they completed

were designed for older students, for whom residence

requirements And classroom attendance present major

obstacles, but who are quite capable of dealing with

traditional academic requirements. While the external

degree option appeared to be an attractive one for

motivatee and wellzutelEml men and especially women who

missed out on completing college earlier inlife, we feel

it is unlikely to be viable for adult degree-seekers who

need to overcome serious educational deficits or who seek

radical academic alternatives. (Emphasis added.] 29/

3 5
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CHAPTER 4

STUDIES oF OTHER STATES

In addition to th, national survey of external degree graduates

undertaken by the Bureau of Social Science Research, at least three

tates--Missouri, Washington, and New York--have conducted surveys

of off-campus and extended educational programs. Each of these

variei in approach and methodology and is reviewed in this chapter.

MISSOURI

In July (977, the Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education

undertook an examination of off-campus education to determine the

overall quality of off-campus course offerings and the extent to

which such offerings were duplicated by other institutions. The

report was presented to the Coordinating Board in June of 1978.

The report is limited, given the Coordinating Board's objectives,

and is essentially an :Inventory af courses offered at off-campus

locations. There is virtually no informationconcerning thsquality

of off-campus programming except for the observatian:

.that about three-fourths of the faculty employed by

the state-supported institutions to teach off-campus

courses were either regular faculty teaching on an over-

load basis or were adjunct faculty. Such faculty are

generally paid at a lower rate than regular faculty

teaching in-load [sic]. These data suggest that off-

campus courses were probably provided at lower costs to

the institutions than the costa of similar courses offered

on campus. Bowever, the extensive use of such faculty does

raise questions with regard to quality which are being

addressed by the CBHE, Off-Campus Task Force. 30/

Concerning the duplication of courses, the Board observed:

The survey data support the conclusion that, in general,

there was not substantial wasteful duplication of effort

La off-campus offerings. In most instances where there

appeared to be potential duplication of effort,

examination of the .actual courses offered revealed
appropriate reasons for the activities. For example,

courses offered by an institution in areaa where it has

unique or special competence or courses which are required

for professional licensing or certification are not

necessarily duplicative even if offered in the same
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location by more than one institution. The critical

factor is demand for the course as evidenced by
enrollment. 31/

When the report was presented to the Coordinating Board, it became

clear that the primary concern was to preserve "quality" La quite

traditional ways. Recommendations approved by the Board included
the requirement that "Off-campus credit courses carry the same
course number, represent the same course content, and nse the same

procedures for evaluating student performance as those courses
offered on-campus." It also urged that admission requirements be the
same for both on- and off-campum students, that instructional time

per credit hour should be the same, and that grading standards should

be the same.

Concerning faculty, the Board proposed that "faculty teaching off-
campus credit courses should, generally, be members of the regular
staff of the institution offering the course, and should be fully

qualified to teach the course, as determined gy the academic depart-

ment," and that "Wherever possible, off-campus credit courses should

be taught as a part of the regular teaching load of the faculty

member rather than in addition to the regular teaching load."

There were also recommendations for special studies of the need for

library facilities and laboratories; specialized equipment such as

computers; other learning rt4ourc=s, 'which should be 'equally
available on and off campus; and student services such as admissions
counseling, financial aid advice, etc.

Finally, recommendations were approved concerning credit for prior

/earning, for.noncredit courses, and for regional coordination of

instructional courses and programs. All of these were designed to

assure the quality of off-campus instruction and to prevent needless

duplication and competition.

WASHINGTON

.mrOn November 9, 1979, the Council for Postsecondary Education of the ,

State of Washington released a report entitled, The Coordination of

Off-Campus Instructional Services in Washingtom. This is the latest

in a series dating back to 1974, which included four program and

facilities inventories, issue papers, responses to legislative in-
quiries, and studies covering various aspects of coordination and

administration.

The report's major emphasis is on jurisdictional questions and the

need to define the role of all segments, both public and independent,

in the tatt. To that end, au attempt was made to preserve the in-
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tegrity of service areas and to ensure that there would be full

consultation between public and independent colleges and

universities. As the report states,

The independent colleges and universities are viewed as a

resource that serves the public interest of the State of

Washington. The independent institutions provide

educational opportunities to many citizens of the State

that augment the publicly-provided opportunities at

practically no direct expense to the State taxpayers. 32/

Other major concerns of the report included the requirement that

state support be provided only for program-related courses:

Elimination of state appropriation support for all non-

program-related off-campus courses, whether credit or non-

credit, offered by those institutions, with such courses

in the future to be offered on a self-supporting basin

through adequate course fees and charges. 33/

The Council also recommended specific territories and

responsibilities for each institution. For example, jurisdiction

for continuing professional education and upper division and
graduate instruction was assigned to the University of Washington

and Washington State University, provided there was no conflict with

independent institutions that granted the Ph.D. It was also

suggested that four-year institutions have a 25-mile sphere of
influence that could not be invaded by another institution. Finally,

the report urged continuation of the Council's program and
facilities inventories, control of the overall level of off-campus

activities by public institutions, and regulation of instructional

activities by out-of-state institutions. Although little new

legislation was formally recommended, the possible need for legisla-

tion wan reviewed with the comment that, "If there is any doubt about

full voluntary compliance with the coordination procedures recom-

mended, legislation would then be needed to assure their

implementation." 34/

NEWYORK

In 1977, the New York State Education Deportment began to explore the

area of off-campus education, and in April of 1978 published a

report, A Study of Collegiate Off-Campus Centers in Westchester

County. The report's introduction explained the reason for its

development:

During the past several years, colleges and universities

have greatly expanded off-campus operations. It is
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estimated that as many as 70,000 students took off-campus

courses for credit Ln New York State between July 1, 1976

and May 1, 1977. These off-campus operations have grown,

in part, to meet the demands of adult students and, in

part, to enable colleges to maintain enrbIlments in the

face of a declining bixthrate.

With the sharp increase of off-campus centers across the

State and the Lmmediate prospect.that this trend would
continue, the State Education Department undertook a study

of such activities in Westchester County. Westchester was
chosen for several reasons, including high population
density, relative affluence, end the presence of a large

number of off-campus centers. 35/

The Westchester study came to a number of conclusions, among which

are the following:

Administration

1. Being isolated from the home campus poses

adminstrative problems for off-campus centers. 36/

2. In general, the administrative offices of off-campus

centers are understaffed. 37/

3. At half the off-campus centers visited, no system for

evaluating faculty has been established. 38/

4. Data on off-campus operations is fragmentary. 39/

Commentary

Off-campus programs pose fundamental problems of

communication and control for administrators.
Administrative tasks that are routine at a main campus
become problems at an off-campus center. For example, the

tasks of evaluating faculty, involving them in the

academic activities of their departments, providing

students with library resources, and ensuring that off-
campus classes meet for the required time all become much

more difficult at off-campus centers than at main
campuses. 40/



Faculty

1. Two-thirds of all faculty teaching off campus in
Westchester County are part time; at some centers

nearly all faculty are adjunct. 41/

2. Faculty at off-caspus centers do not have a close-

workieg relationship with the main campus. Their

teachtng is not closely supervised by academic

departments at the main campus. They rarely serve on

committees or participate in curriculum development or

review. 42/

3. Adjunct faculty are paid on the less costly part-time

basis; they do not enjoy fringe benefits, snd they are

not eligible for Lzaure. 43/

4. The academic credentials, teaching experience, and

research and publications records of adjunct faculty

are less impressive than.those of faculty serving in

the departments of main campuses. Their professional
experience, however, is much richer. 44/

Commentary

New faculty, hired to teach off-campus courses, are not

given the orientation they need. While such faculty
typically work at some distance frne a main campus, they

nevertheless need to learn able:he curricula and

policies of their academic depar s and institutions.

Beyond that, some adjunct faculty require guidance in

establishing and keeping close contact with the parent

campus. Faculty who themselves spend little time at an

off-campus site often need help in devising ways to meet

with students who commute. In Westchester, furthermore,

most students at off-campus centers are adults. Some

faculty members, full time as well as part time) have no

experience teaching adults, who may have different needs

from younger college students or different academic

preparation from traditional students. It may be
necessary to orient faculty in teaching and advising these

older students. 45/

Curricula

1. The curricula offered at off-campus centers are mainly

professional or vocational. 46/

4 0
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2. The courses and methods of teaching are traditional.

47/

3. Course offerings, particularly electives, are fewer in

number than for corresponding. programs on home

campuses. 48/

Commentary

Business curricula enroll more students than any other.

Some are associate programs, but the great majority are in

baccalaureate programs. 49/

Both off-campus students and off-campus programs are
popularly referred to as "non-traditional." However, it

is only in the times and places at which they are offered--

nights, Saturdays, and Sundays, in a variety of settings--

that these curricula are not standard. Although students

may merit the label "non-traditional" because they are

older and typically hold full-time jobs, the curricula in

which they are enrolled do not. 50/

Students and Student Services

1. Students are largely adults, living in Westchester

County, who hold full-time jobs and have family

responsibilities. The students are ambitious and
eager for credentials to promote their careers. The

relatively small number of students not employed *are

either housewives returning to school in middle life

or recent high school graduates who have not yet found

jobs. 51/

2. Off-campus students generally attend part time. Their

time for study is limited; they are reluctant to

travel any considerable distance to attend class or

use library facilities. 52/

3. Adequate academic advisement and other counseling

services are usually not available to off-campus

students. 53/

Commentary

Institutions do not provide off-campus students with

advising, counseling, or special activities that are

equivalent to those they provide students at main

campuses. Many institutions contend that they fulfill

41
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their responsibility to provide services by ashng
students to obtain them at their main campus. The study

has found, however, that students do not visit main

campuses unless they are quite close. Student services at

some main campuses, for that matter, are geared to a nine

to five schedule; only a small staff works at night when

adult students are most likely to come. S4/

Many institutions contend they do not provide personal
counseling because the adults who make up their off-campus

student body do not aped it. Interviews with students,

however, not only suggest that many do need such
counseling but also reveal that certain problems are

common to adult students: apprehension about returning to
school after long absences, the concern of some women to
handle studies and family responsibilities, and the stress

of holding a full-time job, haading a family, and going to

school all at the same time. Although their lives are
different from those of traditional college students, the

need of adult students for counseling may be just as great.

55/

Library and Physical Facilities

1. Physical facikities$ including classrooms and

laboratories, are adequate. 56/

2. Library resources available to off-campus students
generally appear ivadequate to support the programs

and courses offered. 57/

Commentary

For library support, most off-campus students are left to

rely on public libraries or resources at main campuses.

58/

Officials at most institutions contend that the library

needs of off-campus students are satisfactorily met. They

believe that their obligation to provide off-campus

students with library resources is significantly lessened

by the availability of public libraries and the libraries

of other colleges. Some also contend that the courses
offered by their institutions do not require students to

use libraries extensively, so that public libraries--or
the small collections of reserve books assembled at some

off-campus sites--are sufficient. One or two noted
further that the availability of interlibrary loans also



reduces an institution's obligation to provide students
with books at the sites. 59/

The public library, as already noted, is the most

important library for off-campus students. However,
dependence on public libraries for the support of college
programs raises many problems. In the first place, some
public libraries are already concerned about the demands
that college students are making on their overworked
collections. Further, the quality of public libraries in
the County varies widely. In northern Westchester, in
particular, public libraries reportedly are small and
their resources are incapable of supporting academic
programs. Public libraries were never meant to serve in
lieu of academic libraries or to support extensive
research. The typical public library, for example, is
unlikely to have the journal resources needed for academic

work. 60/

In the Summer 1979 issue of its official publication, P.S.,

Postsecontiary Education in New York State, the State Education
Department published an extensive summary and review of the
Westchester study, noting that the expansion in off-campus
operations posed something of a dilemma for both the Regents and the
Department itself, one that officials in California may find
familiar:

The problems associated with off-campus instruction pose a
dilemma for the Regents. In the simplest terns, the rapid
expansion of off-campus instruction appears to favor
access at the expense of quality. Moreover, in a period of

overall contracting enrollment, one institution's effort
to reach out to a hitherto underserved population is
frequently seen by neighboring institutions as a raid on
their students and wasteful duplication of effort. The
solution, then, must strike a balance between access and
quality, between new ventures and established interests.
61/

In a series of new regulations, the New York State Education
Department has moved to resolve that dilemma by establishing a three-
tiered system for off-campus education: (1) "extension sites,"
which will have fewer than 12 courses or 300 course registrations;
(2) "extension centers," which can have at least 300 registrations or
12 courses; and (3) "branch campuses," which are larger operations
offering complete academic programs and appropriate support
services. The smallest of these--the "extension site"--requires no
approval from the Department to operate, but the larger ones do.
Further, an "extension center" may operate under that definition for
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only three years, after which time it must either become a branch

campus or revert to an extension site. The feeling seems to be that

the extension centers are "neither fish nor fowl" and that it is in

the best interests of both student access and quality to have such

operations go either in the direction of maximum access and, minimum

quality--the extension sites will be numerous but will have
virtually no support services and few regular faculty--or minimun

access and maximum quality--branch campuses will be few in number, a.

fact that will diminish access, but will have a full range of support

services and large numbers of regular faculty. Thus, for the New

York Education Department, the answer to the access/quality question

is that it is impossible to have both and that a choice must be made.

Such an answer may eventually have far-reaching implications

nationally.

From the data and other information developed in Chapters 3 and 4, it

is possible to make a few generalizations about studenta engaged in

extended educational programs and about the programs themselves.

1. The fact that off-campus operations have experienced an

explosive growth at the same time that campus enrollments

began to decline is probably not coincidental. To a great

extent, the decline in the 18-24-year-old student population

provided a strong incentive to find new clienteles.

2. While the decline in student population doubtless was a major

cause of the off-campus explosion, that movement could not
have reached as far as it did without a number of other

important causes. These include the society-wide movement for

equality for various groups that had not participated fully in

previous decades, including older citizens, persons employed

full time, women, and most minority groups.. Also, student

activism called many traditional educational forms into

question and provided a catalyst for experimentation and new

ideas.

3. The democratization of American higher education has changed

the fundamental rationale of education beyond high school from

one of quality for the select few to one of access for all,

with the term "quality" being obscured almost into nonmeaning.

4. The term "higher education" has lost meaning in recent years.
The democratization process has made the term "postsecondary

education" more descriptive.

5. A profile of external degree students developed by the Bureau

of Social Science Research (BSSR), though limited, shows that

the typical student is white, employed full time, and over 30.

The BSSR profile of external degree graduates shows that they
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are more likely to be male, more likely to be white, more
likely to be employed full time, and will average 36 years of

age.

6. Of the graduates surVeyed, approximately one-third had already

completed at least an associate degree prior to enrolling in an

external degree program.

7. The primary reasons given by graduates for choosing an

external degree program rather than a campus-based program

were logistical, and inc;eided.the need to maintain a regular
working schedule, the chance to be in a program with flexible

scheduling, the ch4nce for part-time Study, and the lack of

requi nts for on-campus study. Opportunities for receiving

credirifeor prior life experiences, military training, or job

experiences were not considered important by the students.

8. A majority of external degree graduates financed their

educations through personal earnings and other personal

sources, such as savings, personal beak loans, and

miscellaneous household income. A significant amount also

came from the GI Bill*(22%), but it is probable that this

percentage has dropped, since benefits have expired for most

veterans of the Vietnam conflict.

9. The most Important reasoUs cited by external degree graduates

for neekiig their degrees were "To have the atisfacti)on of

having tit degree" and "To obtain prerequisites for entry into

a higher level degree program."

10. The overwhelming majority of external degree graduates at both

the associate and baccalaureate levels experienced benefits as

a resealt of their earning a degree. _These benefits ranged from

promotions or salary increases in just over half the cases, to

increases in status and respect in nearly three-fourths of'the

cases. From this, it appears that the external degree was a
definite aid'in securing, career advancement, as well as

enhancinz self respect and personal satisfaction.

11. External degrees were found to be A.NI,eptable credentials by

most colleges ari universities when students applied for

admission to advanced degree programs.

12. A distinction should be made between "external degree

programs" and all of the iudividual courses Offered off ,

campus, which are not necessarily part of a formal degree

program. New York, Miss. uri, and Washington, all make that

distinction and have im'icated concerns over the quality of

off-campus course offerings that are not part of a formal
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degree program. New York in particular appears to have
concluded dist it is not possible to have unlimited access and

high quality at the same time. It has opted for a system
whereby degree programs must be assured of quality,. while

course offerings that are not associated with degree programs

and which are offered in amall off-campus centers may operate
without formal assessments of quality.

13. Jurisdictional problems, especially between public and

independent institutions, were specifically noted in the

Washington study. Recommendations were made for state-level

coordination of these problems.

**
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CHAPTER 5

OFF-CAMPUS AND EXTENDED DEGREE PROGRAMS IN CALIFORNIA

California's efforts to provide off-campus and extended degree pro-

grams are more extensive and comprehensive than those of any other

state in the nation. In this chapter, the dimensions of the off-

campus empire are examined, with specific descriptions of the

efforts iu each of the four segments. Not all of the data are as

specific as might be preferred, but through an examination of the

Commission's 'off-campus Inventory 62/ and a demographic study

undertaken by the Association of Independent California Cialeges and

Universities (hICCU) a picture emerges which is useful in defining

the kinds of off-campus education tisat exist and in pointing.the way

to future coordination and administration.

THE INVESTORY OF OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS AND PROGRAMS

Section 66903(13) of the Education Code requires the Postsecondary

Education Commission to "maintain and update. . .an inventory of all

off-campus programs and facilities for "education, research, and

public service operated by public and private, institutions of

postsecondary education." Three such inventories have been
completed, the most recent of which, based on Fall 1978 data, was

presented to the Commission in Decesd?er 1979. In 1973, just prior to

the 'creation of the Commission there was also &preliminary inventory

affecting only the Community Colleges. .The most recent Commission

inventory is included in this report as Appendix B.

The 1978 inventory clearly demonstrates the magnitude of off-campus

operations throughout the State. Approximately 4,000 locations are

involved in providing at least one course under the auspices of 172

different campuses, over half of which are Community Colleges. The

inventory reveals that the overwhelming majority of these locations

are very small, with less than 10 percent offering more than ten

courses, and 65.5 percent offering only one or two. Yet even though

most are small, nearly 450,000 course registrations were reported.

This figure does not represent the actual auaber of students
enrolled, since some students take two or more courses. It seems

probable, hummer, that the headcount enrollment is in excess of

300,000, inasmuch as most students enrolled off campus, generally

take only one or two courses at a time. It would have been helpful to

obtain actual headcount enrollment but it was discovered in the early

stages of the survey that most institutions simply do not collect

such data.
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The inventory was designed to provide a picture of the extent of off-

campus operations, and information on such things as the number and

type og programs offered, the type of facilities used, distance from

the parent campus, and level of degrees, where offered.

Additionally, each campus which was asked to provide information on
off-campus operations to the Commission was asked to list the zip
code for every location at which three or more courses were offered.

These locations represent 53.1 percent of the 4,000-plus locations,

and 79 percent of the nearly 450,000 course registrations. Several

maps showing the distribution of locations, by segment, are included

in the report in Appendix B.

The principal findings of the 1978 inventory were:

1. A comparison of the Fall 1978 and the. Fall 1976
inventories reveals that there was a 9 percent drop in
the overall number of off-campus locations in the past
two years, with 390 fewer locations in 1978.

2. The great majority of off-campus locations are quite
small, offering only one or two courses per term.
Moreover, while the overall number of off-campus
locations is decreasing, those that remain tend to be
smaller and offer fewer courses.

3.. The total number of off-campus credit registrations in
the four segments dropped by 47,693$ or by 13 percent,

since Fall 1976. Although all four experienced a
decrease in credit registrations, the decline was most
severe in the State University where the number of'
credit registrations dropped from 20,938 to 12,513, or
by 40 percent.

4. The University of California and the independent
institutions have increased their non-credit
registrations dramatically in the last two years. In

the University, non-credit registrations at off-campus
locations jumped from 5,489 in 1976 to 12,896 in 1978:

in the independent institutions, they increased from
2,089 to 6,560 in the same period.

5. Unlike the four-year segments, the Community Colleges

experienced a marked decline in non-credit

registrations. In that segment, non-credit
registrations Plunged by 75,198 between Fall 1976 and
Fall 1978, a drop of 39 percent. Almost half of these
non-credit losses occurred in three districts: North

e San Diego, and Santa Barbara.
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6. Overall, the.Community Colleges experienced major

losses, both in non-credit registrations and in credit

registrations. Their total off-campus registrations
dropped by 108,254, or by 23 percent in the last two

years.

7. Only' 10 of the 268 locations operated by the
University, 26 of the 526 locations run by the State

University, and 197 Of the 2,507 locations provided by

the Community Colleges offered as much as one degree

program. Furthermore, the evidence fromthe Fall 1976

Inventory strongly suggests that instead of

increasing, the number of off-campus locations where a

student can eventually take at least half of the

courses needed for a degree has declined in both
relative and absolute terms.

One of the major attractions of the relatively
expensive off-campus credit courses provided by
independent institutions is that most of them are

offered as part of a sequence of courses that could

lead eventually to a bachelor's or master's degree.

In fact, 83 percent ofthe off-campus locations with

three or more courses operated by iodependent
institutions offered at least one degree program in

Fall 1978. This compares to 24 percent, at the

University, 32 percent at the State University, and 21

percent in. the Community Colleges.

9 Among the four segments, programs in business and

management are the most frequently offered followed by

social sciences, education, engineering, and public

affairs and services.

10. All four segments use a wide variety of facilities for

their off-campus courses and programs. Elementary and

secondary schools, however, are the most commonly used

type of off-campus facility.

11. Very few off-campus facilities are actually owned by

the institutions offering courses there, and the

number is decreasing. There has been a significant

decrease in the number of donated facilities, however,

and a marked increase in the number of off-campus

facilities that are leased.

12. Very few of the locations operated'by independent

institutions are close to their campuses. In fact,

more than half of the independent institutions'
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locations are more than fifty miles away, and nearly
one out of every tea of them ig more than one hundred

miles away.

13. The Community Colleges have the vast majority of their
off-campus locations clustered quite close to their
campuses. In all, 1,141 locatioas, or 46 percent of
Community College off-campus locations, are within
five miles of the parent campus, and 72 percent are
within ten miles. By comparison, 17.2 and 35.7
percent of the locations for the University and the
State University, respectively, are within ten miles.

14. Forty-six (581,) of the State University's seventy-nine
off-campus locations with three or more courses are
located in just four commies: Los Angeles, Orange,
San Diego, and Santa Clara. While it is true that
these are the four wst populous counties in the State
with more than hiif of its total population, they are
also the home of three University, eight State
University, 44 Community College, and 57 accredited
independent campuses.

15. For the most part, the off-campus operations of the
independent institutions are located in the same
counties as those of the University and the State
University. The overlap with the State University is
particularly striking, with the vast majority of the
independent institutions' off-campus locations also
clustered in the four most populous counties.

These findings raise a number of important questions. For example,

the decline in enrollments in the Community Colleges (Findings 5 and
6) and the increase at the University of California and,

particularly, the independent institutions (FindiniN4), suggest that

Proposition 13 has had a dramatic Lmpact on off-campus education.
This interpretation is reinforced by the increase in leased
facilities and the decrease in donated facilities, a phenomenon that
probably reflects the tightening of local school district budgets
and the consequent inability to continue a policy of fiscal altruism 4,

towards Community Colleges. In addition, the fact that most off-
campus locations are Ln areas already well-served raises major
questions about duplication of effort as well as jurisdiction
between public and independent segments. The fact that the Community
Colleges have over 1,000 off-campus locations within five miles of
,the parent campus raises questions about the interpretation of
"isolation," especially at a time when a great many Community
Colleges have excess capacity on campus. Finally, there is always a

question of educational quality at a location which offers only one
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or two courses or one at which a formal program is not offered, a

situation which applies in almost 87 percent of the locations

statewide and 93 percent of those in the public segments. The idea

that it is virtually impossible to offer a high quality curriculum at

a very small off-campus center has been accepted in New York,

although it is also accepted that such small centers provide a level

of access that is beneficial to the public interest.

OFF-CAMPUS AND EXTENDED DEGREE PROGRAMS, THE SEGMENTS

University of California

Off-campus operations and extended degree programs at the University

of California can be divided into two categories, University

Extension and The Extended University. The former has been'in
existence since 1893 and is currently in a period of considerable

growth; the latter was created in 1972 and is being phased out of

existence.

University Extension began as a self-supporting enterprise just

before the turn of this century and had established as many as 19

off-campus centers by 1910. During its early years, Extension

suffered from financial constraints and was not fully integrated

into the parent institution. As part of a reorganization in 1913,

State support was provided in an annual amount of $25,000 under a

special budget item which, in 1919 was increased to $50,000. This

arrangement continued until 1947 when the University agreed to

include the Extension appropriation as part of its annual support

budget. By that time, State support bad increased to about $300,000,

which represented approximately 13 percent of Extension's total

budget of $2.3 million.

In the early fifties, the University presented a new financing plan

for Extension whereby the State would pay most administrative costs

up to 25 percent of the total budget. The effect of this change was

to increase State support to $628,265 in 1955-56, which represented

18.9 percent of the total Extension budget, and to higher amounts in

the subsequent decade as Extension entered a period of substantial

growth and fiscal stability.

Unfortudately for the program, this stability was short-livedan

austerity program initiated by then Governor Brown iu 1959 proposed

that the entire State subsidy for Extension be eliminated. During

the four years after the new financing plan was instituted, Extension

had grown markedly and State support rose to meet that growth. The

proposed cut for 1959-60 was $1,178,000, a reduction which prompted

Clark Kerr, then President of the University, to remark that "a 100

percent cut in Extension's subsidy would almost ruin the program."

The Extension Director was more emphatic than that:

51
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. .we are asked to make educational decisions on the
basis of what the traffic will bear instead of on the basis

of educational and social needs. The reputation of
University Extension cannot and must not be divorced from
the international distinction pf this University. 63/

As a result of conferences with the Governor, State funding was

raised from zero to $544,984, an amount 53 percent below the
University's request and 40 percent below the 1958-59 appropriation.
Although not disastrous, the reduction led not only to an increase in
student fees,,but also to the letting of a precedent that would
eventually make Extension completely self-supporting.

In 1963, the Coordliating Council for Higher Education recommended
that the negotiated support level of 9 percent (resulting from the
1959-60 budget discussions) be continued on the grounds that:

University Extension possessed the only Statewide
orsanization for Continuing Education programs capable of
mounting program* in the complete range of public higher
education. Because of this matpre organization, it is
able to produce, on its own initiative, specialized or
general course ,t!ferings for the benefit of many groups
and publics'. 64/

In spite of this vote of confidence, both the Department of Finance

and the Office of the Legislative Analyst continued to recommend
reductions in State support for University Extension. From a high of
$964,718 in 1966-67, State support was reduced to $626,000 in 1967-

68, despite a request for $1,893,300, and then eliminated entirely by

the Legislature in 1968.

The result of the fiscal challenge was a complete reorganization of
University Extension's administration, with control decentralized
from the President's Office to each of the nine campuses. Each

campus was assigned a service area and local deans became responsible

for the fiscal viability of their programs. The Dean'of University
Extension is now responsible for overall coordination and policy and

for the direct administration of statewide programs. Support now

comes almost entirely from student fees, although some additional .

revenue is realized from gifts, contracts and grants, Regents'

funds, and special State appropriations. At the present time,_all of
these sources combined produce approximately $37 million in support, .

90 percent of which is from student fees. According to the

University, approximately 400,000 students were enrolled in
Extension activities during 1977-78, with equal numbers in credit
and noncredit courses and other activities. Of this number, there is

no indication of how many were enrolled on or off campus, but it is
clear from institutional estimates that the vast majority are
enrolled on campus.
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The functions of University Extension were well defined in the Uni-

versity's Academic Plan, 1974-78:

Continuing Education in the Professions - University

Extension hss.already developed an extensive program of

continuing and recurrent education for professApnals in a

number of fields, in cooperation with professional
schools, associations, and individual members of the

professions. Instructional programs for professionals and
paraprofessionals are now betng offered in the health

sciences, law, engineering and technology, ecological and

environmental sciences, the behavioral sciences, and other

professional areas.

Teaching Programs_ Directed Toward Social Problems -

Drawing on University research and other resources,
University Extension is increasingly active in providing

special courses which focne on such- issues as

unemployment, race and poverty, land use, drug abuse,

environmental concerns, and problems of youth in minority

and low-incorat rommunities. Many of these programs are

planned and presented in cooperation with city and county

planners, other public agencies, and volunteer organi-

zations. Special emphasis is currently being given to
public service programs for segments of society that tend

to be "left out"--courses to help these segments upgrade
their knowledge and skills in career areas and to be fully

aware of their rights.

Instruction for an Informed Citizenry - The complexities

of modern society require a sophisticated electorate, and

University Extension offers courses of a broad array of

local, state, national, and international issues for
individuals who want to learn more about matters on which

they may bave to help reach decisions.

Courses in the Liberal and Creative Arts - In a state which

already has a high average educatioaS1 level, University

Extersion programs ia the liberal and creative arts focua

upon the use of innovative media to help advance
appreciation of and creative contributions to these

fields.

Programs Directed Toward Self-Awareness and Identity - In

response to widespread demand, University Extension is

providing more courses and seminars which deal with

various aspects of interpersonal relations, coping with

alienation, and finding identity and meaning of the

context of the strenuous demands of modern life.
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In the Falk of 1976, the University conducted a survey 65/ of
Berkeley Extension students to determine their general demog...phic

characteristics. The most significant findings from this survey are

shown below.

TABLE 11

Item percentaps

Sex:
Male 50.6%

Female 49.4

Age:
17 - 24 8.2

25 - 38 61.0

39 - 66 \ 28.9
Ethnicity:

Caucasian 88,3

Minority 11.1

Unspecified 0.6

Marital Status:
Married 54.9

Single 45.1

Children:
At least one child 47.5

No children 52.5

Employed:
Full Time 72.2

Part Time 10.5

Unemployed 17.3

Occupational Group:
Student/None 7.4

Service 19.1

Teachers 19.1

Quasi-professionals 41.4

Professionals 13.0

Family Income:
$ 2,000 - $10,000 19.0

11,000 - 20,000 37.9

21,000 - 30,000 24.9

31,000 - 40,000 10.9

41,000 - 97,000 7.3

Level of Education
(formal sthooling)

Less than Bachelor's
Degree 22.3

Bachelor's Degree 40.1

Professional, Master's,
Ph.D. 37.6
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What clearly emerges is a student profile that is largely white,

employed full time, married but childless, over 25 years of age,

relatively affluent, and about equally distributed between men and

wamen. This is very similar to the profile developed by the Bureau

of Social Science ReseLrch, discussed in Chapter 3, as well as that

developed by the Association of Independent California Colleges and

Universities (AICCU), which is discussed later in this chapter.

In addition to Extension, the University also maintains the Extended

University, a program begun during the 1972-73 academic year that is
currently in the process of being phased out. The purpose of the

program was to provide educational opportunities for upper division

and master's degree students who were:

. .effectively denied access to formal University study
because of work, family obligations, finances, cultura/
and geographical isolation, family or home responsi-

bilities and/or similar impediments to full-time,

residential study. 66/

In this sense, of course, the Extended University was typical of

outreach programs everywhere. What made it different from those
operated by the California State University and Colleges and by
iLdependent institutions was the fact that students were charged

only one-half of the fees charged to regular University on-campus
students, considerably less than the fees charged by the other four-

year segments. It may have been due to this inequity that the
Legislature decided to terminate State support iL 1975, a decision

which led to the phasing out of the Extended University.

There is considerable evidence to support the view that the

University's effort to extend its traditional approaches into

nontraditional and off-campus areas was a partial response to
criticism that the University was au "elitist" institution,

unconcerned with new instructional techniques, with part-time study,

and with older and underrepresented clienteles. Another reason for

the establishment of the Extended University undoubtedly was the

genuine concern among many members of the University community that

the criticism had some validity. What also seems clear, however, is

that the University's commitment to the concept of the Extended

University was not as strong as that of the California State
University and Colleges, whose efforts are discussed next. The fact

that the decision was made to phase out the program once State

funding was terminated by the Legislature rather than attempt to

continue it under an alternate funding arrangement, such as higher

student fees or the use of inte4pal University resources, indicates

that the program occupied a relatively low priority. The fact that
University Extension was so well established, and the fact that much



of what the Extended University purported to do could also be done

through Extension, probably contributed to the decision to abandon

the program. Should funding return, this attitude might well change,

but it appears quite safe to state at this juncture that there is

little will or desire at the official levels of the University to

continue formal degree programs beyond the confines of the

traditional, campus-based setting.

Calife,rnia State University and Colleges

The California State University and Colleges offers four distinct

approaches to off-campus and extended degree opportunities: (1)

Extended degree programs; (2) the Consortium of the California State

University and Colleges; (3) State University Extension; and (4)

miscellaneous courses provided at off-campus locations.

Administratively, extended degree programs and Extension offerings

are operated under the auspices of State University Extension,
miscellaneous courses through the campuses, and the Consortium

through its own administration and governing board.

Off-campus programs began within the then State College system in

1932 with the offering of extension courses in agriculture through

Fresno State. Following World War II, programs expanded

considerably with the influx of returning veterans, so much so that

the Strayer Report called for the public segments to define the areas

of adult education each would serve.

In 1953, the State Advisory Committee on Adult Education, originally

established in 1944, was reactivated and submitted its

recommendations. Among these were that a committee consisting of

appointees from the State Board of Education and the Regents of the

University would appoint local committees which would assign:

.
.responsibilities for the adult education 1...7ograms

among the different public education agencies operating

in. . .communities where difficulties now arise. . In

cases where agreement cannot be reached, the chief local

school officer may appeal to the State Advisory Committee

on Adult Education, whose decision would be accepted as

final. 67/

/a 1955, the State *Department of Education released a report on the

needs of public higher education. Generally referred to since as

"The Restudy," it clearly established the precedent of restricting

the senior segments tp the upper division level in offering off-

campus and extended education:
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. .in the allocation of services, the junior colleges

should confine their course offerings to the 13th and 14th

grade level in their day and evening programs and to Adult

Education offerings clearly appropriate to their function;

. . .the state colleges and the University of California

should not offer any courses through their evening or
extension divisions which are clearly lower division

courses and which unnecessarily duplicate appropriate
offerings of the local junior colleges. 68/

With the issues and territories now defined more clearly, extended

educational programs in all segments experienced a gradual growth.

Within the State Colleges, a strong emphasis on in-service t 'ining

for teachers soon emerged.

In 1960, the Master Plan was offered to the Legislature. It con-

tained a number of observations and recommendations, including the

following:

1. The staff which prepared the 1948 Strayer RepOrt and

The Restudy recognized the impossibility of spelling

out completely and finally the differentiation of
functions in the field of adult education. This

conclusion was supported by a report of a subcommittee

of the first State Advisory Committee on Adult
Education, and subsequently approved by the Committee,
which included the following statement:

It is the opinion of the subcommittee that no workable

set of categorical rules governing relationships

between and among the public adult education agencies

in the State of California can be formulated at this

time, which would eliminate all conflicts or

duplications in programs. 69/

2. In the long-range plan for providing opportunities in

higher education to the people of California provision
for adequate state support of adult education services

be assured. However, in this determination of what

the state should support, effort be made to

differentiate between those enrollees who are pursuing

a stated, planned program with definite occupational

or liberal education objectives and those who are
enrolling in single courses for which matriculation or
prerequisites are absent. 701

In his very recent report on off-campus education, George E. McCabe

makes two important observations with regard to the Master Plan

effort:



Nowhere in its report does the Master Plan Survey Team

distinguish between on-campus and off-campus programs,
except for a parenthetical reference to the fact that at

that time all extension programs of the state colleges

were conducted off-campus.

Clearly, the call of the Master Plan for a differentiation

in funding between enrollees pursuing a stated, planned

program of definite occupational or liberal arts

objectives 'and those enrolling in single courses for which
matrieulation-or prerequisites are absent is a call which
has been ignored in the funding of community college

evening and off-campus programs. 711

For the next several years, clear policies for the development and

administration of off-campus activities in the State College system

were not in evidence. There were no explicit guidelines concerning

State support. Even self-supporting extension activities were
hampered by the fact that any and all surplusses from these programs

had to be returned to the State General Fund at the close of each

fiscal year, a fact which made program development difficult and

which also created the curious phenomenon of students supporting the

State instead of the other way around. In 1965, this began to

change.

As of the 1963-64 academic year, enrollments in State College
extension courses totaled 45,600, mostly at the four large campuses

at Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Francisco, and San Jose. In 1965,

the State Committee on Continuing Education issued a report which-

recommended that a special fund be established which would permit the

campuses to retain surpluses, a recommendation which was accepted by

the Legislature in 1967 (SB 408) with the establishment of the State

College Extension Programs Revenue Fund.

By 1970, there was considerable evidence of further growth:

At the close of fiscal year 1970, more than 3,700 classes

were offered throughout the system, of which approximately

90 percent were credit earning. The total generated

revenue exceeded 3.6 million dollars, the balance exceeded

1.1 million dollars, and a surplus of approximately
$300,000 was provided for future growth and development.

In October 1970, the State College Advisory Committee on
Continuing Education approved expenditures of $290,000 of

accumulated surplus for the support of innovative

extension programs at eleven colleges. By 1970-71,
extension course enrollments had increased from 45,745 in

1963-64, to 118,057 exclusive of foundation program
enrollments. 72/
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In 1970, summer sessions were included in the same funding mechanism

with extension. The special fund created by SB 408 became the State

College Continuing Education Revenue Fund, with administrative

direction given to a newly.established statewide dean who reported

directly to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

With the internal systems thus established, Chancellor Dumke

presented a document to the Board of Trusteei in 1971 in which he

called for a major expansion of off-campus and extendecleducational

opportunities. Noting the perceived "rigid system," which primarily

served students in residence, he called for an alternative that

included "television, correspondence courses, self-study combined

with short-course on-campus programs, taped lectures with study

guides to comprise programmed learning, as well as classroom
instruction on or off campus," 73/ all to be on a self-supporting

basis.

Chancellor Dumke's call for expansion in the nontraditional sector

was endorsed by the Board of Trustees with the establishment of the

Commission on External Degree Programs in 1971. Marcia Salner

described this development as follows:

Subsequent endorsement -f these goals (stated by Dumke) by

the Board resulted in the formation of the Commission on

External Degrees which was charged with the establishment,

on a pilot project basis, of policies and procedures for

implementing off-campus degree programs. The activities

of the Commission resulted in the concept of the "1,000

mile campus" and the CSUC system now has established
policies which govern the development of external degrees.

74/

At present, external degree programs are developed by the individual

campuses and, after review by the Chancellor's Office, are forwarded

to the Commission for approval. These programs are fully self-
supporting, although a small amount of funding is provided for fee

waivers. By the fall of 1975, enrollment in these programs had

reached 3,733.

In 1973, the Consortium of the California State University and

Colleges was established as the result of another recommendation by

the Commission on External Degree Programs. Its purposes were to:

serve the needs of highly mobile adult students, who
through circumstances are required to transfer from one

college to another, thereby losing degree credit.

develop statewide or regiona;t externfl degree programs to

serve sparsely populated geágraphical areas, or students

with special interests who are dispersed over a wide area.
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conduct.programs in geographic areas where the local CSUC
campus is unable to meet the need with its own resources.

encourage.reciprocity or residence credit and core degree:,
requirements between campuses and to begin building toward
the development of a common "credit bank" or curricular
records for students.

develcip strategies for assessing the prior learning
experiences of adult students whose varied backgrounds of
work and schooling make admissions decisions more eomplex.
75/

AS of 1977-78, total FTE enrollment in the Consortium was
approximately 500, a figure that has been reduced to an estimated 300

for the 1979-80 fiscal year. Although originally supported by the
Legislature ($46,252 in 1972-73 with increasing amounts to $200,000
in 1976-77), it is currently self-supporting according to a

memorandum from the Chancellor. 76/ The Western Association of
Schools and Colleges granted full regional accreditation to the Con-
sortium in 1976.

In 1973, in the first major study since the establishment of the

Master Plan Survey Team, the Joint Committee on the Master Plan for

Higher Education released its report. Several of its

recommendations are pertinent:

1. Equal accessibility [should] be provided for persons
regardless of age and geography. 77/

2. Proposed general admissions criteria applicable to the
three public segments ". . .shall not necessarily be
applied to innovative programs designed to service
adults beyond the noroal age of college attendance."
78/

3. The public segments, with the approval of the proposed
Postsecondary Education Commission, have the

discretion to modify general admissions criteria for
several cited purposes including the needs of a geo-
graphic area. 79/

4. Family income, geographic location and age, among
other listed factors, should "no longer impede the
access of any citizen who can benefit from higher

education." 80/

Some of these recommendations were incorporated into the legislation

establishing the Postsecondary Education Commission. Others,
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however, such as the call for equal acessibility regardless of age

and geography, are probably impossible io Lmplement fully, although

it is clear that progress has been made by both the State University

and the Community Colleges. Similarly, the call for maximum
utilization of facilities seems quite contradictory to the call for

access, since the latter requires the offering of courses and
programs away from the campuses, an act that can only serve to reduce

utilization of existing buildings, not increase it. The fact that

Lhe most recent inventory of eff-campus locations and programs shows

so many off-campus locations close to the campuses constitutes at

least prima facie evidence that this recommendation has been met with

less than strict adherence.

Following the effort
commissioned a number
released in 1975. II/
this study called for
actions, however, did
would soon be met.

by the Joint Committee, the Legislature
of udditional studies, one of which was
As with the report by the Joint Committee,
additional access and funding. Legislative
not provide encouragement that these goals

Nevertheless, the State University continued to expand off-campus

programming, joining with the University of California to open the

Ventura Learning Cer,er in 1974 and its own Stockton Center of

Stanislaus State College the following year in which 731 students

enrolled in 28 courses (4 additional courses were offered in Merced).

During the 1975-76 academic-year, all-nineteen campuses of the State
University system were engaged in external degree programs.

Since 1975, the State University's efforts have been marked by a

series of studies and by negotiations with the Governor and the

Legislature for more generous funding. In 1975, the Trustees
requested $750,000 for baccalaureate-level external degree programs,
a request designed to make student fees for off-campus programs more

comparable with those for on-campus programs. This request was

denied. Nevertheless, State support was provided for certain off-
campus classes which, by 1977-78, served 1,002 FTE students. In

addition, 1,122 FTE students were enrolled in external degree
programs, all of which were self-supporting except for fundidg for a

small number of fee waivers, Finally, the Consortium had an
enrollment, also self-supporting, of 423 FTE students. Thus, the

total State University enrollment off-campus was 2,547 FTE students.
In 1978-79, this total rose only slightly to 2,585, with 925 in

State-supported individual courses, 1,160 in external degree
programs, and 500 in the Consortium. There were no changes in the

funding arrangements in that year.

During the 1978 legislative session, the Chancellor's Office again
presented its case to the legislative fiscal committees. The

presentation was made by Assistant Vice.-Chancellor Robert O. Bess



and was based on the reports published over a twenty-year period by

various agencies.

Dr. Bess's conclusions included the following:

The vast majority of students being served are essentially
the same demographically as the high proportion of part-
time adults we have traditionally served through on-campus
late afternoon and evening programs.

Numbers to be served are significant but relatively small.
We estimate it will not exceed 5 percent of total
enrollment ia the foreseeable future, perhaps 16,000
students.

Availability of instructional support services at off-
campus locations represents a significant limitation on

our ability to provide off-campus instruction. Most

evaluations have expressed concern about limited library
resources available at program sites.

Movement from self-support to state-support will require
that consideration be given to allocations for fleculty

travel and workload recognition for those who must travel

excessive distances as well as for critically needed

instructional supliort.

Should regular State-supported instruction be offered to
matriculated students at off-campus locations? We believe
this should no longer be considered an issue. Other

segments have not differentiated on the basis of location

alone. We believe it appropriate that we do likewise.
Geography should not be a basis for charging instructional

fees. 82/

What emerged from Dr. Bess's testimony was a clear statement of State

University policy, one that had considerable support from the

commissions, task foces, and legislative studies that preceded it.

Nevertheless, the Legislature did not accede to the State

University's requests for funding.

In 1976, the Assembly Permanent Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education had urged a major study of the subject of extended
education. Although not acted upon by the Legislature at that time,

the idea was resurrected in 1978 since it seemed clear that a final

decision on the question of funding or not funding off-campus

instruction would soon have to be made. The State University had

spent several years studying the problem and had published a number

of reports from its various commissions and task forces, all of which
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had concluded that State funding waS a logical course of action. The

fact that two of the Legislature's own committees had made simila

recommendations (the Joint Committee on the Master Plah

Assembly Permanent Subcommittee on. Postsecondary Education)

strengthened the State University's position. Subsequently, the

Legislatares Conference Committee on the Budget Bill approved

language which called for the present study.

California Community Colleges

Of all students enrolled in the four segments of postsecondary

education in California, the majority are in the California

Community Colleges. According to the Commission's most recent
inventory of off-campus locations and programs (Fall 1978), 62.4

percent of the off-campus locations and 81.3 percent of the course

registrations are in that segment. Although this is a decrease-from

the 1976 figures of 67.7 and 84.8 percent, respectively, the

Community Colleges are still clearly the principal providers of off-

campus educational services. The figures are' also dramatically

higher than the total,rvorted by the Coordinating Council for Higher

Education in the fall of 1972. 83/. At that time, the Council

reported 1,363 off-campus locations of all types (large and small;

owned, leased, rented, etc.) with an enrollment of 190,000 students,

over 98 percent of them part time. By contrast, ahd although they

ar e.. not directly comparable, course registrations four years later

were 472,153, and six years later, 363,899. The 1,363 locations

reported in 1972 had grown to 2,985 in 1976 and then dropped to 2,507

in 1978. Thus, it is apparent that something caused a dramatic .

growth in enrollment between 1972 and 1976, and that something else

caused a decline between 1976 and 1978.

Jerome Evans, in a report on Community College Einance prepared for

the Commission in 1977, discussed the growth phenomenon of the 1975-

76 ?cademic year.

The reasons for this unexpected incIease are.,.not

altogether clear, but it is likely tha l`.! a weakened job

market, a sharp increase in state ail, and aggressive

advertising by college officials were important factors.

84/

During the 1976 Legislative Session, SB 1641 was approved and signed

by the Governor. The bill had a dramatic effect.on Community College

finance in a number of ways, not the least of which was the
elimination of the "defined adult" category wbich had previously

resulted in differential support for young, full-time students on

the one hand and older, part-time students un the other. Prior to

the passage of this legislation, all apportionment foosulas had
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different methods of computing aid for these two groups; persons 21
years of age or older and taking less then tea credit hours of work
received substantially less State support than students who were
under 21 or taking ten credit hours or more. Districts received full

support for students who were under 21 regardless of the number of
credit hours for which they enrolled and full support for students 21
and over if.they were enrolled for at least ten hours. Thus, age
seemed to be the principal determinant of State support and a case
was made that Community College districts were suffering financial

discrimination to the extent that they attempted to,provide classes
for older citizens. As Evans noted:

Another major change in the new legislation (SB 1641) is
the elimination of the distinction between "adult" and
other students in counting units of ADA. The distinction
was originally adopted in 1954 in an attempt to

distinguish between the cost of instruction for adult
students and that for all other students. This

distinction has never been very popular, however, because
adult students--defined as students over the age of 21
taking less than 10 hours ,per week--are as costly to
instruct in regular graded classes as are other students.
It is the type of class rather than the type of student
that has the greater influence on instructional costs.
For thii reason, there has been steadily mounting pressure
to eliminate the distinction, an action that until this
year (1976) seemed blocked by the probable cost to the
state of doing so. .

Virtually all of the available materials on the subject of off-campus
education offer the view that Community Colleges were not looking
towards off-campus locations to any significant degree prior to
1965. The Commission's inventory of off-campus locations and
programs for 1975 indicated that of the 2,698 locations reported to
be in existence for that year, only 88 (3.3%) were in existence prior

to 19b0, and only 156 (5.8%) prior to 1965. Another 254 were started
in the subsequent five-year period, but the real growth came in the
early 1970s. From 1970 to 1975, 2,274 locations began operation,
62.1 percent of them in 1974 and 1975. This 'is not a totally
reliable'figure, of course, since many locations in existence prior
to 1975 may have begun operation and then closed before they could be

reported, but the figures are certainly indicative of the type of
growth the Community Colleges experienced in the first half of thr.

1970s.

In order to obtain a picture of the type of programs Community
Colleges offer off campus, a questionnaire was sent to twenty
colleges of varying size, geographic location, and commitment to
off-campus operations. Of these, fourteen responded in time for this
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report. (See Appendix C). ney provided complete course lists,

times of day courses were offered, fees charged (if any), whether tbe

courses were offered for credit, what type of faculty taught them

(full time or part time), and the length of time each was held. The

total number of courses reported equaled about a fourth of the total

reported in the Commission's inventory and should provide a

representative sample of the State as a whole.

Table 12 shows the number of courses, type of courses, and type of

faculty. The faculty are categorized as "Full-Time, On-Load,"

"Full-Time, Off-Load," or "Part-Time." The first of these refers to

regular, full-time faculty who are teaching an off-pampuA course as

part of their normal assignment. "Full-Time, Off-Load" refers to

regular, full-time faculty who are teaching an off-campus course in

addition to their normal assignment. "Part-Time" means individuals

who are not regular faculty members with full-time teaching

contracts but persons hired on a course-by-course basis.

TABLE 12

COURSES AND TYPE OF FACULTY TEACHING AT SELECTED
OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FALL 1979

Courses

Colle;e Ti51---tri417FTcW=GRITIE

A 254 228 26

Et 110 71 39

C 767 194 573

D 231 210 21

E 119 100 19

F 453 277 176

G 226 33 193

H 72 34 38

1 445 435 10

3 480 39 441

K 226 226 0

L 113 109 4

M 56 34 22

N 108 100 8

Totals 3,660 2,090 1,570

Percent 100% 57.1% 42.9%
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Faculty
On-Load Off-Load Part-Time

71 11 172

6 11 93

149 10 608

71 5 155

15 2 102

9 5 439

26 11 189

1 2 69

96 9 340

22 9 449

39 8 179

0 2 111

1 4 51

13 0 95

519 89 3,052

14.2% 2.4% 83.4%



As Table 12 shows, there is virtually no consistency among the
fourteen colleges as to the distribution of credit and noncredit
classes. "College X" offers all of its courses for credit, while 92
percent of "College Vs" courses are in the noncredit category.
Similarly, "Colleges C" and "G" have 75 and 85 percent of their
courses in the noncredit area, respectively. Of the fourteen
colleges, ten have a majority of credit offerings while four have
most classes in the noncredit category. The fact that one of these
institutions also maintains both the high school adult program and
the regular Community College program helps to explain the
preponderance of noncredit offerings, but this is only a partial
explanation.

Of greater inierest is the fact that part-time faculty are currently
teaching 83.4 percent of the off-campus courses in the fourteen
coleges. Over the years, many Community College representatives
have placed the total number of part-time faculty at about two-thirds
of all Community College faculty on a headcount basis. While this

may be true of the entire system, it is certainly an understatement
when only off-campus classes are considered, so much so that it seems
fair to state than off-campus classes are not taught by regular
faculty to any significant extent. Given the urgings of the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges (Chapter 6) for greater use of
regular faculty in off-campus programming, the implications of such
overwhelming reliance on part-time instructors are significant.

Table 13 shows course lengths and fee charges in the 3,660 courses
noted in Table 12, above.

TABLE 13

COURSE LENGTH AND FEES CHARGED IN OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES
IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES, FALL 1979

Item Number Percent

Course Length:
2 Weeks or Less 93 2.5%

2 - 19 Weeks 490 13.4

Over 10 Weeks 2,795 76.4

Unknown 282 7.7

Totals 3,660 100.02

Course Type and Fee Status:
Credit

Fee Charged 169 4.6

Fee Not Charged 1,850 50.6

Non-Credit
Fee Charged 311 8.5

Fee Not Charged 1,220 33.3

Unknown 110 3.0

Totals 3,660 100.0%
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Table 14 shows the length of course offerings in the fourteen

districts.

TABLE 14

COURSE LENGTH IN OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES IN
FOURTEEN SELECTED CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FALL 1979

Institution

2 Weeks
or Less

2 - 10
Weeks

Over 10
Weeks Unknown

A 2 15 113 124

8 0 0 71 39

C 27 81 659 0

D 2 49 180 0

E 0 0 0 119

F 16 47 390 0

C 0 21 205 0

H 0 39 33 0

1 4 100 341 0

.3 24 97 359 0

K 6 6 214 0

L 0 0 113 0

M 1 17 38 0

N 11 18 79 0

Totals 93 490 2,795 282

Percent 2.5% 13.4% 76.4% 7.7%

Community Colleges use off-campus facilities to conduct classes very

similar in format to those offered on campus, either during the day

or in the evening. This format is the standard lecture/discussion

system that,has been used throughout postsecondary education for

centuries. The fact that 76.4 percent of all classes are quarter or

semester length certainly indicates the similarity with on-campus

programming. The fact that about 16 percent of the classes are not

of a traditional length is interesting and may well show the

flexibility of the Community Colleges in meeting special needs.

Of the 583 courses reported to be of shorter length, 312 of them are

offered for credit and 271 are noncredit. Fees for these courses

vary to a remarkable extent as ahown in Table 15.



TABLE 15

FEES FOR SHORTER COURSES OFFERED OFF CAMPUS BY
SELECTED CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FALL 1979

Less Than 2 Weeks 2 Weeks To 10 Weeks
Student Fees Credit N-on-tredit ZFRTE---IFTFIFFTE

No Fee 39 29 238 133
$ 0.01 - $ 1.00 0 3 3 2

$ 1.01 - $ 5.00 1 7 6 15
$ 5.01 - $ 10.00 3 5 8 17
l$ 10.01 - $ 20.00
.$

3 6 3 47
20.01 - $ 50.00 1 0 1 6

$ 50.01 - $100.00 0 0 0 0

$100.01 - $200.00 0 0 4 0
Over $200.00 0 0 2 0

Totals 47 50 265 221

This table shows first that Cc-mmunity Colleges do charge for a number

of credit offerings, substantially in several cases. Second, a great

many noncredit offerings do not require fees although it should be

noted that many of these occur in one district that also administers
the high school adult programs, all of which are noncredit. However,

if the list were expanded to include all 3,660 courses surveyed, it

would be clear that there is little consistency among districts in
terms of the type of courx.:.:s for which credit is offered and fees are

charged.

Since student services are a major concern in the off-campus area,
each of the colleges surveyed was asked to provide information on the

extent and type of student services provided. Several of the

responses are quoted below:

Services such as counJeling, testing, placement, library
facilities, etc., are difficult to provide the further
distant the off-campus location happens to be, at least in
comparison to those services provided to students on
campus. Off-Campus centers where large numbers of classes
are offered, of course, provide more services such as

counseling and testing. These kinds of services vary in
their importance for off-campus instruction. They are

very important to those who are degree candidates but for

those who are essentisllY continuing education students,
we find that these services, ttieugh somewhat desirable are

6 s
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not absolutely necessary. However, it is believed that

the existence of library facilities is very desirable in

all cases.

There are very few student services provided to the off-

campus locations. Before Proposition 13, we did have same

counseling service occasionally. However, counseling

service is only available on campus for evening students.

Off-campus students may make an appointment and travel to

the campus to meet with a counselor. At- the present time

having counselors available off campus is not economically

feasible.

No student services are provided off-campus students other

than off-campus registration and off-campus book

purchasing. The loss of library facilities is probably

the most serious disadvantage of such classes although the

lack of collegiate atmosphere is also important.

The absence of counseling services is not considered to be

serious because it is assumed that off-campus students

will become on-campus students within a reasonsble length

of time. The off-campus program is not large enough to

permit a student to complete a course of studies off

campus.

The only support service offered at the locations is that

of admission and enrollment. However, other support

services are available on campus in the evenings and the

library ir open weekends to serve students from off-campus

locations. The cost of providing support services at each

location would be prohibitIve.

Counseling on a limited scale has been provided. Our

experience has shown that most of our off-campus students

do not expect or demand services more commonly utilized by

full-time day and evening part-time students. We do

encourage instructors to read weekly bulletins to their

classes and encourage students to take advantage of on-

campus services. I believe that there is less need for

these services off campus, but for certain classes and

locations the need is there.

What emerges from the colleges' comments is generally consistent.

Host stated that there are very few services provided at locations

offering only a small number of courses; sev-eral noted that the

potential cost involved was the reason. Thost alleges that main:-.ain

larger centers, however, all reported that a range of services was

provided which, if not exactly comparable to those found on campus,
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was at least sufficient to meet students' basic needs. Several

colleges appear to feel that the availability of services on campus
is sufficient for off-campus students as well, a claim that should

probably be questioned on the grounds that if students were able to
go to the campus, there would be little need for off-campus courses.

Finally, the most consistently deficient but possibly the most
important service, is the library. Of the twelve colleges that
commented on student services, only six mentioned libraries. Of

these, none claimed to provide comprehensive library services, and a
few noted that students were expected to use either the local public
libraries or to travel to the campus. One college noted, "The loss
of library facilities is probably the most serious disadvantage of
such classes. . .."

The surveyed colleges were also asked to provide "any studies of the

costs of off-campus instruction, either independently or in

comparison to on-campus costs." Among the respondents, only one
provided any data. This college's report is shown as Table 16.

TABLE 16

REPORTED INCOME FROM STATE SOURCES IN
ONE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FALL 1977

Location
Number of
Classes

ADA
Worted

Income from
State Sources

Profit to
District

Loss to
District

1 2 4.19 $ 2,803 $ 481 $ --

2 1 2.46 1,646 466 --

3 1 2.28 1.525 569 --
4 1 1.91 1,278 -- 1,088

5 19 58.10 38,882 12,878 --

6 13 36.20 24,218 6,906 --

7 6 9.57 6,402 -- 484

a 1 1.09 729 -",- 212

9 4 10.75 7,192 41436 --

10 17 48.28 32,299 4.313 --

11 11 12.80 8,562 -- 10,627

12 1 2.00 1,338 268 --

13 1 1.46 977 284 --

14 1 1.91 1,278 402 --

15 0 0 0 -- 131

16 J. La. 769 -- 62

Totals 80 194.15 $129.898 $27,513 $12,604

Net Profit
to District $14,909

....1=1=0.11M.

Obviously, it is hazardous to draw conclusions based upon data from

only one of the over one hundred Community Colleges in the California

system. Nevertheless, some tentative observations can be made. The

college in question is of both average wealth and student population.
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It maintains an off-campus program that is smaller than average--16

locations versus the statewide mean of 25.1. The college conducts

its off-campus courses almost entirely with part-time faculty (98

percent), which almost certainly has much to do with the fact that it

is able to support them without using local funds and still show a

surplus from State apportionments. In districts employing greater

numbers of full-time faculty, it is certainly possible that this

surplus would be smaller or nonexistent.

A major consideration is the fact that these data were reported prior

to the passage of Proposition 13, at a time when State support for a

district of this relative assessed valuation would have received

less than half of its total support from the State. In this case,

the district received $669 per unit of average daily attendance, an

amount Ohich has more than doubled since 1977-78. This fact alone

appears to provide some Community Colleges with a powerful incentive

to employ more part-time personnel since it is often possible to

conduct such courses for less money than is received from the State.

This question may be applicable not only to off-campus education, but

to courses offered on campus that are taught by part-time faculty as

well.

Just as Evans noted that the finance formula which provided different

amounts of support for adults and non-adults made little sense, so

too does any formula based strictly on location. Logic may

eventually lead to a system whereby districts are supported on the

basis of the type of faculty teaching the courses rather than on

either the type of students enrolled or the location at which they

are taught.

This discussion leads naturally to a consideration of the faculty

members themselves. Earlier, Table 12 noted that in the fourteen

colleges reporting data, 83.4 percent of the courses were taught by

part-time faculty. Thirteen of the colleges also reported salary

schedules for these faculty. For full-time faculty, salaries are

based on both years of service and educational level and are reported

on the basis of a full teaching load of fifteen units. For part-time

faculty, compensation is based either on a dollar amount paid per

class hour taught or on an amount per semester/quarter unit. Table

17 shows the hourly rates for the reporting colleges. All are for

instructors in lecture classes (credit) with a master's degree and

one year of experience.
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TABLE 17

HOURLY RATES FOR PART-TIME INSTRUCTORS AT THIRTEEN

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1979-80

College Hourly Rate

A $18.85
18.99
17.72
15.25
18.61
14.05
23.35
16.00

1 19.62
13.40
19.89
19.89
25.61

The mean hourly rate for part-time instructors in Table 17 is $18.55.

Assuming each unit of work involves sixteen hours of class time and a

full load represents fifteen units of work, the annualized salary for

a part-time instructor (with a master's degree and one year's
experience) teaching credit courses in a lecture format is $8,904 per
year. The salaries paid to regular faculty teaching the same type of

courses and with the same educational preparation and experience is

as follows:

TABLE 18

ANNUAL SALARIES FOR FULL-TIME COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY
WITH ONE YEAR'S EXPERIENCE AND A MASTER'S DEGREE

1977-78

College

A
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Annual Salary

$15,709
12,942
15,580
14,385
13,382
14,660
15,842
14,660
15,339
14,735
14,?30
15,117
15,808
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The mean of these figures is $14,806--$5,902 per year more than the

annualized salary of the part-time instructor. This means that it

would cost only about 60 percent as much to hire part-time

instructors as full-time, a difference of such magnitude that off-

campus classes might be prohibitively expensive if districts were

required to use regular faculty. However, the fact that the figures

shown above in Table 18 are for the 1977.-78 year, while those ia

Table 17 are for 1979-80, means that the'salary distance between the

full-time and part-time faculty is now even greater. Also, part-time

faculty receive very few fringe benefits, a fact that probably

reduces the cost of such faculty to less than half that of full-time

faculty. This subject will be explored in.;greater detail in the

Commission's final seport on faculty salaries for 1980-81, which

will be released in May 1980.

The breadth of offerings in off-campus operations in the Community

Colleges can only be described as staggering. Virtually any subject

in which people might be interested is offered somewhere. Not only

are there the standard academic subjects of English, history,

mathematics, economics, scienpes, languages, government, and the

like, there are also special ftraining programs for nurses, police

officers, fire fighters, and the full range If trades. Literally

hundreds of the 3,660 courses reported by the fourteen responding

colleges include subjects in personal development, physical fitness,

practical psychology, and hobbies of every description. The listing

of 283 courses in Appendix D :s presented for illustrative purposes

and was derived by taking every tenth course listed, excluding

duplicate sections of the same course.

There can be little doubt that many of the courses offered at no

charge by the Community Colleges are similar to those offered for

substantial fees by the extension divisions of both the University of

California and the Cal4fornia State University and Colleges. For

example, where English as a Second Language is offered free at most

Community Colleges, UCLA Extension conducts intensive courses in the

same subject for as much as $360 per term. Similarly, courses in

various aspects of the real estate business are offered at many

Community Colleges, generally with no fees. At UCLA, such courses

are offered at various fees, usually ranging between $65 and $95. At

CSU, Hayward, the fee is $40 for the course, plus $28.50 for books.

Accounting is another course typically offered in many Community

Colleges and the extension divisions. None of the Community Colleges

in the survey charged a fee for 4its accounting courses. At the

University of California, San Diego, the fee is $85. At San

Francisco State University, it is $150.
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Quite clearly, t7his very brief list could be expanded greatly but
such length should not be necessary to make the point. It is very

clear that the Community Colleges have a decisive competitive
advantage in a number of course areas, a fact which doubtless
contributes significantly to their domination of off-campus
instruction. The fact that the extension divisions of the four-year
segments are as successful as they are probably due to their
inventiveness in offering courses that are not provided by the local
Community Colleges and to the fact that many students are willing to
pay the higher fees in order to benefit from what they may consider
to be the greater selectivity or prestige of a four-year institution.
Both factors may go far in explaining the success of the independent
colleges and universities as well.

Indepenut Colleges and Universities

The primary factGr that distinguishes off-campus educational
activities in the independent colleges and universities from those
of the public segments is the emphasis on degree programs. As noted

in the discussion of thc Commission's inventory of off-campus
locations and orograms, almost 40 percent of the locations
maintained by independent institutions during the Fall of 1978
offered degree preprams, compared to the percentages of 3.7, 4.9, and
7.8 in the University, the State Universitli, and the Community
Colleges, respectively. Also noted in the inventory was the fact
that moot of these programs were within four disriplines: 195 in

business sad management, 139 in education, 122 in the social
sciences, and 94 in public affairs and services. These four
disciplines represented 75 percent of the total programs reported by
the independent institutions, a higher percentage than for any other
segment.

The inventory also showed that the independent institutions are
heavily involved at military bases, with 16.4 percent of their
locations so situated; this is more than twice the percentage
maintained by the State University and over three times that of
either of the other two public segments. The independents were also

using hospitals and office buildings far more often, pro-

portionately, than the public institutions. As with two of the
public segments (the notable exception being the University of
California), most of facilities were donated (73.9 percent).

Another major difference between the independent and the public
segments was distance from the parent campus. This is shown in Table

19.
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TABLE 19

DISTANCE FROM MAIN CAMPUS TO OFF-CAMPUS LOCATION

BY NUMBER OF LOCATIONS AND SEGMENT

Fall 1978

Distance
in

Miles

UC

Percent
CSUC
Percent

CCC IND Total

Percent Percent Percent .

0 - 10 17.2% 35.7% 72.5% 12.6% 53.3%

10 - 100 65.7 56.9 26.9 53.7 38.2

Over 100 16.8 5.3 ,a-.6- 30.8 7.7

Out-of-State 0.4 2.1 0.0 2.9 0.8

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

This table has been compressed from Table 12 of the Commission's

inventory (Appendix B) to provide a more graphic illustration of the

distance factor. Clearly, very few of the off-campus locations
maintained by the independent institutions are close to a main

campus, a fact which shows the efforts they are making to develop

statewide constituencies for their programs.

Although this report has not attempted to analyze off-campus

operations in the independent sector to the same extent as in the

public institutions, one report developed by the Association of

Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU) does

deserve specific mention. ,This is a survey of faculty and student

characteristics for lifelong learning programs that was conducted by

Dr. Leo Richards of the University of Southern California School of

Education. Dr. Richards examined a number of independent colleges

and universities that maintain continuing education programs of

substantial size. While not all of these were conducted off-campus,

he offered the view that off-campus locations were probably in the

majority, a fact which makes his study relevant to the present

effort. Tlid responses (in percentages) are shown in Appendix E.

The data from Dr. Richards' survey help to provide a profile of the

type of students involved in continuing education programs at the

independent institutions, and it is interesting that the profile
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does not differ markedly from similar surveys undertaken by the

University of California and by the Bureau of Social Science
Research. Although there is great diversity within this student
population, it does appear that the typical student involved is a 32-

year-old white male United States citizen, who is married with not
more than one child, employed full-time at an income of approximately

$20,000 per year-and probably owns his own home. He has already
earned an Associate of Arts degree and is studyinl for a bachelors
degree on a part-time basis, an objective which he believes will
advance a career that is established but where further advancement is
not likely with his present credentials. This is especially true if

he is employed in a management capacity, which is probable. It is

also likely that he is paying for the course without the benefit of
scholarships, grants, or loans, although he may be getting some help
from his employer and, if he is a veteran, from the Vet-trans
Administration or the GI Bill. Most likely, he heard about the
course through a prior association with a postsecondary educational

institution, since the most commonly mentioned ,sources of

information are word-of-mounth, a recommendation by a counselor, or
a bulletin board flyer. If he did not hear about the course on
campus, it is probable that the campus may have done some advertising

through the media or distributed flyers at his office. He took the
specific course in question because he believed that it was not
available anywhere else and because it was offered at a convenient

location. His round trip travel to the course is proba:Ily not more

than fifteen miles.

The instructor survey conducte; by Dr. Richards for AICCU sheds
additional light on the type of courses offered at independent
institutions, as well as on the qualifications of the people teaching

them. Appendix F shows the results.

This survey fills in many of the previous data gaps concerning
independent institutions. For example, the survey confirms several
widely held opinions concerning the nature of continuing education

programs in all segments. These programs are offered in traditional

formats (lecture/discussion) with traditional grading systems at
late afternoon and evening hours during the week. In these
particulars, they are little different from continuing education
programs in the public segments. The vast majority of these programs

are offered off-campus (76.9%). While the information on degrees
held by continuing education instructors is interesting, a lack of
comparable data for the public segments* makes comparisons

impossible. What does emerge, however, is the fact that the
independent institutions icre strongly oriented towarda degree
programs and courses that carry degree credit. This fact was
suggested by the data from the Commission's inventory and appears to
be confirmed here, with almost 90 percent of the courses being

acceptable towards a degree in the twelve institutions surveyd.

7G
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Because of this, it is certainly possible to conclude that the

independent insZ.itutions are conducting their off-campus and/or

continuing education activities in a very different way than their

public counterparts, with the notable exception of the State
University Consortium which is similarly oriented towards degree

production.

To summarize this discussion of California's higher education

segments, a few observations are in order. Although the data are

limited, it does appear that all four segments are serving similar

groups of people in terms of their demographic characteristics but

doing it in slightly different ways.

The University of California's off-campus courses are offered almost

entirely through University Extension, with a majority in the

noncredit area. During the 1978-79 academic year, the University
recorded a total of 379,452 course registrations in Extension, 59

percent of which yere noncredit. Although the attempt was made to
establish the Extended University, thzt effort has been abandoned

primarily due to the cutoff of State funds.

At the State University, extension programs are maintaiued in much

the same way as at the University with a great diversity of interests

being served on a self-supporting basis. The State University also

maintains a large off-campus credit program, however, which the

University does not. This is condacted by way of external degree

programs which are totally self-supporting; individual credit

courses which are generally State supported but which are normally

aliplicable for degree credit; and the Consortium which is, again,

sell-supporting. Probably the most important distinction to bT made

between the two four-year segments is that of commitment to off-

campus degree programs; it seems reasonably clear that the
commitment is very strong at the State University and virtually

nonexfstant at the University. The reasons for this difference are

not entirely clear, but may result simply from a difference in the

respective philosophies of the central administrations.

The Community Colleges operate the largest number of off-campus

courses, about three times as many as the other three segments

combined. In terms of course registrations, 447,684 &ere reported

for the Fall of 1978 for all four segments, 81.3 percent of which

were in the Community Colleges. Unlike the four-year segments, the

Community Collevs enjoy the benefits of tuition free course
offerings for the Arast majority of their courses, a fact that

undoubtedly contributes to the Large enrollments they attract. The

courses cover a vast array of subjects and are offered at
approximately 2,500 off-campus locations, most of them in elementary

and secondary schools, office buildings, or storefronts. Financial

support from the State appears to be generous, since the overwhelming
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majority of off-campus courses are taught by part-time faculty, who

are paid only one half to two-thirds as much as regular faculty, and

since support services at off-campus locations are minimal in most

cases. A possibility, confirmed by one Community College, that needs

to be explored is that State spportionments to districts generally

exceed the amount needed to finance off-camp'us instruction. As with

the other segments, a complete array of stUdent services seems to be

available only in the larger, permanent centirs that are either owned

or leased by the districts operating them.

Independent institutions concentrate more heavily on degree programs
than do the public segments and much less on courses that fall under

the genewil headings of "recreational" or "community service" in the

public sector. Further, almost all courses offered by the
independent institutions carry degree credit, whether or not a
complete degree can be earned at a single location. Of the 3,329

courses reported by independent insti;;utions for Fall 1978, almost

90 percent were countable towards a degree. This compares to figures

of 55.6 percent, 82.7 percent, and 72.4 percent at the University,

the State University, and the Community Cclleges, respectively.

An examination of limited demographic data compiled by the
University of California, the Association of Indotpendent California

Colleges and Universities, and the Bureau of Social Science
Reearch, as well as conversations with segmental representatives,

indicates that all four segments are serving populations with very

similar demographic characteristics. For the most part, they are in
their thirties, work full time, go to school part time, earn more
than either national or State average incomes, and are married and

supporting small families.. Although men predominate, the margin is

narrow;also, virtually ail students contacted indicated that they

had had some prior postsecondary educational experience, though few

had completed as much as a bachelor's degree.
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CHAPTER 6

THE ISSUES: ACCESS, FINANCE, QUALITY

ACCESS

In its original Five-Year Plan for postsecondary education in Cal-

ifornia, the Postsecondary Education Commission articulated a number

of State goals. First among themwas "Access and Retention," a cate-

gory which included the following subgoals:

1. Insure that all persons have convenient access to

educational and career counseling ill order that they

be encouraged to make informed choices from among all

available options.

2. Maximize physical access to educational institutions,

centers, programs, and services.

3. Insure that all learners be provided adequate student

support services to enable them to participate fully

in postsecondary education.

4. Foster postsecondary education services which allow an

individual to pursue educational an0 career goals

throughout life. 86/

The first of three updates to this plan was published the following

year, and it maintained access as the State's first priority;

although with a slightly different emphasis:

Pririty I: Equal Educational Opportunity: Access

and Retention

State Goals

Work toward the equitable participation of ethnic
minorities, women, the economically disadvantaged, older

adults, and the handicapped ia the admission and
retention of postsecondary-education students.

Foster a ted system of programs and services

in postsecondary education which is responsive to

individual educstion needs, in order to provide the

opportunity for students to progress at a rate

appropriate to their abilities.
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Maximize physical access to educational institutions,
centers, programs, or services. 87/

Not only was access still the first priority, the second priority was
"Lifelong Learning," a goal which included the following:

Priority II: Lifelong Learning

State Goals

Determine the need for new services to part-time adult
students and the best means for meeting this need.

Maximize physical access to educational institutions,
centers, programs, or services.

Provide maximum flexibility in the mode and format of
instruction and in instructional media in order to
encourage and '--rjitate individual learning.

Encourage postsecondary education to develop a

comprehensive system of valid measures for knowledge
gained both inside and outside formal academic programs.

Work to eliminate financial barriers which prevent
students from selecting and pursuing the educational or
occupational program for which they are qualified. 88/

The 1978 and 1979 updates may have revealed more about the state of
access in California by what they did not say than by what they did.

Both concentrated on access and retention for selected populations,
particularly ethnic minorities, women, low-incmae students, the
handicapped, and the elderly. In doing so, the Commission clearly
recognized a fact that has become obvious to most people; access for
Californians is now almost universal as well as affordable.

The fact that special problems of access remain, as they surely do,
may well speak more to this State's success than to its failure,
since the traditional tendency in government has been to serve
broadly based constituencies first. The entire developmental
process of California higher eduLation clearly demonstrates this.

The Mastei Plan was not directed at the specific kinds of groups
mentioned im the Commission's Five-Year Plans and its updates, but to

the entire population of the State. It was only after the
realization that those who were in less fortunate circumstances were
not participating that special programs to serve them emerged.

Such special programs are not as common at off-campus locations. The

available demographic information leads to the conclusion that the
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average off-campus student is less likely to be a member of a

minority group and more likely to be in good financial circumstances

than the ayerage on-campus student. As the Bureau of Social Science

Research noted:

It is also important to point out that the degree

completers we studied are a fairly select group--men and

women with considerable prior traditional education who

were relatively affluent. The programs they completed

were designed for older students, for whom residence

requirements and cla5sroom attendance present major

obstacles, but who are quite capable of dealing with

.traditional academic requirements. While the external
degree option appeared to be an attractive one for

motivated and well-prepared men and especially women who

missed out on completing cftllege earlier in life, we feel

it is unlikely to be viable for adult degree-seekers who

need to overcome serious educational deficits or who seek

radical academic alternatives: 89/

Thus, if access is defined as the provision of services at the

greatest number of locations over the widest span of time during the

day and on weekends and at no or modest cost, few could successfully

argue that California does not have virtually universal access, both

on and off campus. It is true that some very isolated communities do

not have programs available, but it is also trre that most of those

communities could not generate sufficient students to make such

programs economically viable. Even with this minor difficulty, the

argument for the existence of nearly universal access remains very

much intact.

If, on the other hand, access is measured by the degree of partici-

pation of ethnic minorities and the poor, the71 off-campus education

is probably doing a less satisfactory job than on-campus education.

Equally probable is that the majority of off-campus programs will

continue to be less satisfactory for the foreseeable future. As

defined by the Five-Year Plan, access may well involve aggre3sive

attempts by the institutions themselves to bring disadvantagt-4 stu-

dents into academic programs, and to meet their special needs after

they have enrolled. These needs certainly include educational op-

portunity programs with components of extensive counseling,

tutoring, testing, and the like, as well as generous amounts of

student financial aid and even the application of alternative

admiss.jiads criteria. Experience on campus has clearly shown that

such services are essential if poorly prepared students are to be

successful, a fact that probably renders most off-campus operations

less useful to the disadvantaged.



In the Community Colleges, there is virtually uo demographic data on

off-campus students. In conversations with Community College admin-

istrators, however, it appears that students for whom access has been

most difficult, such as the handicapped and ethnic minorities, have

gravitated to the larger off-campus centers if they have

participated at all. One Community College administrator stated the

problem in very strong terms:

It has been our experience that while off-campus classes

can meet a real need in some circumstances and many times

are the only way of meeting that need, in general such

classes are inferior to on-campus classes. Off-campus

classes involve many administrative and communication
problems, are usually in lesser facilities, have very few
support services, provid only limited contacts for the
instructor including evaluation contacts, are plagued by
passing trains, drunks, flies, etc., etc., and do not
convey any sense of association with the c911ege to

students or to teachers. The only way to overtome these
difficulties, it seems, is to establish a sufficiently
large single location program, which virtually is a
second campus.

CA-tainly, not all Community College administrators would agree with
this statement, but)the indictment may be sound in many respects. To

the extent it is ,true, off-campus education does not encourage
participation by students who are not.highly motivated and
reasonably self-sufficient. Thus, while off-campus courses and
F..ograms provide opportunities to many who, for various reasons,

ce..anot attend on campus, they may do little for those who need

out-of-class :;L:pport to achieve in-class success. This problem is

related to both financial support for the needed services and to the

overall quality of off-campus education.

FINANCE

Although the ways in which the on-campus programs of the publ:c

segments of higher education are financed by the State are certainly

divec se, they nevertheless fall into two basic categories: (1) the

block grant, which is based on an allocation formula written into

statu-e; and (2) the direct appropriation, which is based on detailed

budget review by both executive and legislative agencies. For the

latter, most funds are allocated on the basis of enrollment-driven
formulas, with legislative discretion exercised over not more than

10 percent of the total funds. To this extent, the funding
mechanisms for the three segments are fairly similar for at least 90

percent of the appropriations.

8g3
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Such similarity, however, is not present with respect to programs of

continuing education and/or lifelong learning, most of which are

conducted off campus. At the University, all continuing education is

conducted through University Extension and all of it is self-

supporting, even those courses which are offered for degree credit

and are transferable. There are no State appropriations for the

support of these courses or, since funding for the Extended
University was eliminated, for any courses offered off campus.

Students enrolled in the Extended University do not pay full self-

support fees, but that is only because State support has been

replaced by Regents funds until students currently enrolled have

completed their programs. Course fees in University Extension vary

widely but most are in the range of $80 to $90 per course.

State University Extension is r-pported in approximately the same

way as University of California Extension. It is a totally self-

supporting operation maintained through a pecial revolving fund

over which the Trustees have virtually total control. Students are

charged full fees for courses offered, and it is the Trustees'

responsibility to insure that the special fund continues to be

solvent. In this sense, there is little difference between the two

four-year segments in the financing of continuing education

programs.

The real differences come with the fact that there is a considerable

amount of State support for off-campus education in the State Univer-

sity where there is none at the University. The State University

offers courses in several categories, in addition to those offered on

campus as part of regular programs. These categories include: (I)

courses offered off campus to regularly qualified students; (2)

courses offered as part of a complete external degree program; i3)

courses offered as,part of a degree program sponsored by the State

_University Consortium; and (4) courses offered through State

C.University Extension, some of which are for credit and are

transferable. Degrze credit may also be earned through summer

sessions which are totally self-supporting, but these are almost

always conducted on campus.

At the present time, the State provides full support for all courses

offered off campus to regularly qualified-students, provided they

are not enrolled in State University Extension, a campus external

degree program, orthe Consortium. If they are, they must pay full

fees for the course or courses in which they are enrolled. At

present (1979-80 academic year), fees for external degree programs

average approximately $45 for each unit of credit--an average of $675

for a full course load. By contrast, students enrolled fcr a full

load on campus.pay about $100 per term.
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The Ventura Learning Center provides an example of how differential
funding arrangements may operate at a single location. This Center

is operated jointly by the University and the State University. It

offers both individual courses and complete degree programs in a
variety of fields, all of which can also be found on most campuses of

both systems. Students who are regularly admitted to CSU,

Northridge, pay fees of $87 if they are enrolled in from one to six
units of work, and $102 for more than six units. If they are not

admitted to CSU, Northridge, but enroll through State University
Extension, they pay $40 per unit. If they are enrolled in an
external degree program, also sponsored by CSU, Northridge, they
will pay between $55 and $70 'per unit, depending on the program. If

they are regularly admitted to UC, Santa Barbara, they will pay
$192.20 for one class, $198.20 for two classes, and $248.20 for three
classes if they are undergraduates, and $256.70, regardless of the
number of classes, if they are graduate students. Thus, it is
certainly to the student's advantage to take courses after being
admitted to the Northridge campus and to avoid formal affiliation
with the external degree program. The courses will still be
available for credit and applicable toward the degree. The only
difference is that it will be much less expensive to enroll.

The Consortium is similar to campus-based external degree programs
but has a separate administrative structure. Although it has no
physical facilities, the Consortium is nevertheless considered to be
the State University's twentieth campus since it has the authority to
award its own degrees and carries separate accreditation fram the
Western Association of Schools and Zolleges. Consortium classes may

be offered either on or off campus and are fully supported by student
fees, which currently average about $50 per semester unit, slightly

higher than for external degree students. Thus, the student charges
fo'r various aspects of State University programming are as follows:
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TABLE 20

STUDENT FEES FOR A FULL-TIME
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

(1978-79 ANNUAL COSTS, 30

Category

STUDENT AT
AND COLLEGES
UNITS)

Regular, On campus
Off Campus (courses for students)

(admitted as regular)
(students as sponsoring
campus)

Off Campus (external degree
CSUC Extension (On- or Off-Campus)

Consortium

Fee

$205

$205

1
students) $1,350

2
$1,110

3
$1,500

1. Based on an average of $45 per

2. Based on an average of $37 per

3. Based on an average of $50 per

semester unit of work.
semester unit of work.
semester unit of work.

In the California Community Colleges, there are virtually no fees of

any consequence for courses, whether on or off campus, credit or non-

credit. The only major exceptions to this rele are certain pk.ograms

in police science and dental technology, wb,,re fees of up to $240 are

charged. Of the 3,550 cL-durses surveyed by Commission staff in four-

teen Community Colleges, 85.6 percent had no fee. 90/ Table 21 shows

the distribution for both credit and noncredit courses.

TABLE 21

COURSES FOR WHICH FEES ARE CHARGED IN
FOURTEEN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FALL 1979

Fee Charged Fee Not Charged

Type of Number of Niqmber of

Course Courses Percent ,xourses Percent Total

Credit

Non Credit

Total

210

302

5.9%

8.5

1,809

1
t
229

51.0%

34 6

56.9%

43.1--
3,038 35.6% 100.0%512 14.4%

This, however, may be somewhat misleading since even in cases where

fees are chargel, they are normally minimal, as imdicated in Table

22.



TABLE 22

FEES CHARGED FOR OFF7CAMPUS COURSES IN FOURTEEN
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FALL 1979

;ft Category

Credit Courses Non-Credit Courses
Percent
Totals

Number of
Courses Percent

Number of
Courses Percent

$ 0.00 - $ 1.00 65 12.7% 7 1.4t 14.I2

$ 1.01 - $ 5.00 65 12.7 79 15.4 28.1

$ 5.01 - $ 10.00 14 6.6 75 14.7 21.3

$ 10.01 - $ 20.00 17 3.3 _99 19.3 22.6

$ 20.01 - $ 50.00 15 229 41 8.0 10.9

$ 50.01 - $100.00 2 0.4 1 0.2 0.6

$100.01 - $200.00 4 0.8 0 0.0 0.8

$200.01 sad Oyer 8 1.6 0 0.0 1.6.

Totals 210 41.0Z 302 59.01 100.01

In many cases, the fees charged are not course fees at all but labo-
ratory fes or fees for supplies and equipment to be used in the
course. Nevertheless, since they are part of the cost of taking a
particular course, they have been included.

As the table shows, 63.5 percent of the courses for which a fee is
charged cost $10 or less, while 86.1 percent cost $20 or less. When
all courses are analyzed, it may be stated that 90.8 percent of the
off-campus courses surveyed in the fourteen colleges have a fee of
$10 or les while 85.6 percent have no fee. Compared to the other

public segme ts, and even more so with the independent colleges and
universitie4, the Community Colleges .are a demonstrable bargain for

California,s dents.

Although much less.fee information is available for the independent
institutioias, thc following fee schedule is in effect for the 1979-80

sacademic year. I
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TABLE 23

UNDERGRADUATE TUITION PER UNIT OF

CREDIT AT SELECTED INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

1979-80*

Institution Tu:tion

St. Mary's College $114.20

Chapman College 113.33

Golden Gate University 54.00

Occidental College 158.40

Pepperdine University 143.00

University of Redlands 106.67

University of Santa Clara 118.10

University of Southern California 140.00

United States International University 108.0e

Average per unit of credit 117.30

*The tuition fees listed are all from the 1979-80

catalogs of the respective institutions, with the
exception of those for Chapman and Golden Gate which are

from 1978-79. Where costs were indicated as off campus,
extended uuiversity, continuing education; or similar

appellation, tley were used. When no differomtiation
between regular and alternative courses was made, the

single fee listed in the catalog was used.

To summarize the fee structures oi the four segments, it is clear

that the independent segment is by far the most expensive for the

student, more so even than the self-supporting programs of either

University of California Extension or the State University
Consortium--in some cases more thaz triple the amount. The reasons

for this are not entirely clear, but could result from greater

success by the public institutions in obtaining facilities at,lower

costs through cooperative agreements with other public agencies such



as the public school system. In acidition, the public institutions

have shown no reluctance to use piert-time faculty, who are less

expensive. Finally, the independent institutions may not view their

off-campus programs as strictly self-supporting in the same way the

publics do, but may regard them as revenue generators. A similar

motivation may be present in some Community College districts as

well.

The phenomenon of off-campus education as it has mushroomed in the

1970s has spawned a number of theories of causality, one of which is

what Lewis B. Mayhew of Stanford University has termed "declining

industry" behavior. In a paper presented to the National Forum of

the College Board in October o. 1976, he outlined his thesis:

The real problem is that after 1968 for some reason or

reasons, in a time of slowdovin of resources, higher
education sought to expand its services, in many
different ways to many different groups of people. Not

only should blacks be served, but so also should the aged,

the infirm, the person in mid-career and the person who in

middle age just wanted the personal satisfaction of

having a college degree.

. . (an) explanation . y_ti which must be considered is

that beginning in the ,lite 1960s American higher

education began to take on a number of the

characteristics of a declining industry--declining at
least relative to the prior period of expansion. The

indexes were clear. Financial support, enrollments,
public regard, all began to falter and a time could be

anticipated when absolute declines would be the rule.

There were more teachers than positions and that
situation would worsen. Already unused physical plant

capaci had appeared here and there, especially in
priv institutions.

Generally, when industries begin to decline they begin to

do and experience specific acts and conditions.
Leadership begins to age and to lose the joy which comes

from expansion. More potential workers are available for

the declining number of positions and the surplus hunt

for, or try to create positions which are close to or
resemble the mainline positions now closed to them.

Institutions begin frenzied activities to invent new
products and to find new clients or to reattract clients

rho ceased to seek service. As the decline deepens, there

comes widespread distrust of the previously prevailing
ideology and a search for new beliefs ..LfAx might

recapture the magic of earlier, happieeand expanding
(I
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times. Older myths are called into question, frequently

on the ground that they failed because they had grown too

remote from external vexities.

In declining industries those who have jobs seek to hold

them and to deny new people from entering. And this is

clearly illustrated by the growth of unionism. A meeming

contradiction is the phenomenon, Which developed at about

the same time, of rationllizing and using part-time an6

untrained people in professional capacities. Some of

this is institutional response to the cost question. It

is cheaper to use part time and less qualified people than

to use full time and appropriately credentialled ones.

The economic element can be obscured by the.,claim that

such 1;eople can bring more relevance into the classroom.

Thus the classic instance of threat of decline, producing

economies, justified by rejecting an old myth and
replacing it with a new one. 91/

Mayhew's argument is interesting and undoubtedly warrants serious

consideration. He has made at least a prima facie case that eco-

nomics have played a very large role in the expansion of off-campus

courses and programs, a theory that may have particular

applicability to the Community Colleges and the independent

institutions. If it can be finally demonstrated that off-campus
programs at two-year institutions are less expensive to offer chan

the State support provided for them, Mayhew's case would be

strengthened substantially.

While doubtless controversial, Mayhew is not the only one to make the

declining industry argument. Ward and Templin have stated:

The .sudden and rapidly 3rowing interest in lifelong

learning, which only recently has captured th2

imagination of American teachers and educational leaders,

is burn in a time of crisis for educational institutions

facing declining enrollments, spiraling costs, and waning

public support. The discnvery that, in the recent past,
iucreasing numbers of adults have been enrolling as part-
Lime students is being heralded as the future economic

salvation ,i many schools, colleges, and universities.

Juxtaposed against the growing demand of adults for
learnin g! opportunities are schools now facing declining

enro!....ments among their traditional students. Declaring

the growing population of adult learners "open game,"

many community schools, community colleges and technical

institutes, and colleges an6 universities are scrambling

to attract theie new students, thus hoping to offset the

prospect of fewer students. 92/
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Whether or not this "demand" is real, or me: ly the result of aggreE-

sive advertising and minimal enrollment fees, is a matter that

warrants extensive examination. With little question, those

students enrolling in the very expensive programs offered by

independent colleges and universities .may be considered as

"demanding" educational services, with the possible exception of

those whose fees are,paid for by either their employer or by the

military, a situation which occurs in some cases. Equally real is

the demand *lehavior exhibited by persons enrolling in courses and

programs sponsored by public institutions where no public funds are

involved and full fees charged. A similar claim may be made for

students enrolling at proprietary institutions. A lesser claim may

be made for State University students enrolled in off-campus classes

where the fees are similar to those charged on campus. While these

fees are not they may be sufficient to discourage potential

students whose educational motivations are weak and who might only

consider taking a course as an alternative to some other recreational

pursuit.

But in the Community Colleges, a real question inevitably arises. As

noted earlier, 90.8 percent of the classes surveyed by Commission

staff charged fees of $10 or less to enroll. Additionally, many

Community College districts engage in highly visible advertising

campaigns. Finally, Proposition 13 led to the institution of a

number of modest fees in courses for which no fee had previously been

charged, an action that led to a drop of 108,254 )urse registrations

between 1976 avd 1978, 70 percent of them in tLe non-credit area.

These cfh-cumstaLcus tend to encourage the belief that mariy students

may have only a cAsual interest in educationsi pursuits.

In a recent article, Jacob B. Michaelsen discussed the behavior of

school and Community College districts over the past several years

with regard to lifelong learning activities. He notes that in one

northern California school district:

. . the enrollment-driven funds opened the possibility

of the emergence of au excess of incremental receipts

over incremental costs so substantial that it could
insure that there woul4 be no finanLial limits to

expansion. In fact, the expansioa of adult enrollments
began . immediately after the passage of the new law

and, by the beginning of the 1975-76 school year, had

almost tripled. Program costs consumed only 60 percent

of revenues, leaving the remaining 40 perce4 for use in

programs elsewhere in the district. The incentive for

expansion is clear.

Thus, without an explicit or even implicit mandate,

California school and Community Corlege districts
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dramatically increased adult learning opportunities in

the form of tied entitlements to whatever courses and

programs they mounted. The districts were guided in what

they mounted only by the very general stipulations of

pre-existing law which turned out to have very little

force. 93/

The funding law currently in effect for Community Colleges (AB 8)

differs in several important respects from previous apportioament

formulas. It provides for a maximum annual &mount of state money

that districts can receive with the previous year's ADA funded at one

level and all growth ADA funded at a lesser amount. There is a

specific amount budgeted by the State for growth, which means that

the greater the enrollment increase, the less each district will

receive per ADA. Nevertheless, some districts may conclude that even

the lesser amount provided for growth is still greater than the cost

of providing courses taught by low-cost part-time faculty. It is

only when all districts come to the same conclusion, and growth

becomes FO grest that the amount provided for each new ADA becomes

very small, that economic disincentives will emerge. Although this

is risk which administrators must consider, such fiscal

necessities as the requirements of collective bargaining agreements

or any of a number of on-campus needs may lead to the conclusion that

such risks are _acceptable. Thus, while AB 8 does not provide the

expansionary incentives inherent in the open-ended formulas of

previous apportionment laws, it has not entirely eliminated those

incentives either.

The counter argument t:o the view that off-campus education in the

Community Colleges has grown to its current size purely as a result

of attempts by administrators to generate additional State
apportionments has been stated by Richard Jons, x:

Clearly, there are unmet needs in thE provision of
learning opportunities for aclults and in the access of

adults to those opportunities. Equally clear, lifelong

learning does not simply describe what colleges and

universities do in response to the prospect of dwindling

enrollments. 94/

Jonsen, of course, is entirely correct. There can be no question but

that all segments of higher education have attempted to respond to

societal needs that many feel are both unmet and pressing. Where

some programs and courses may have been created through the
advertining campaigns of school administrators, it is also true that

many people have been served who desired education but were unaware

of the opportunities. Further, it is not enough to say that
differential student fees among the segments are inherently unfair,

since it has long been public policy, at least implicitly, that the
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University of California should be the most expensive of the public

segments and that the California Community Colleges should be

tuition free. While.many may argue that such a principle should

apply only to basic academic subjects and to vocational education

programs, Jansen offers a mild rebuttal:

. the broad scope of the community college mission may
make the dispinction between credit and non-credit less
sharp tham it is at the four-year level. It is perhaps

easier to identify course activities as legitimate
credit-producing activities in the latter situation. In

community colleges the scope of what is considered

credit, and thus to be subsidized, is broad. This is
substantiated by the fact that some states note that
their community colleges give little or no non-credit
work. 95/

It is also substantiated by the fact that, in California, a number of

Community Colleges offer all their off-campus classes for credit.

What may emerge from this mid other discussions of the role and func-

tion of off-campus education is a policy that will affect lifelong

learning in general, whether on or off campus. Such a policy should

establish categories of educational activity that are clearly in the

public interest and ..herefore deserving of taxpayer support. Those

that are perceived to lie outside of the defined categories should be

placed on a self-supporting basis. In addition, financing systems,
particularly those based on the institutional grant approach

historically employed for the public schools and the Community

Colleges, should be arranged in a manner that will provide neither

incentives to expand for purely fiscal reasonsainor disincentives to

supply.needed services. To be sure, this is a fine line, but it does

appear that the'present system provides a clear incentive for the use

of part-time faculty in the Community Colleges, whether on or off

campus. This is not a problem at the University, since Extension is

a self-supporting. activity. At the State University, substantial
numbers of part-time faculty are used. However, they are on the same

salary schedule as full-time faculty except that the released time

afforded to full-time faculty is not granted to part timers, a fact

which results in an approximate 20 percent savings per full-time

equivalent faculty position when part-timers are employed. Also,

there is an added savings involved in the use of part-time faculty

since they are not permitted to rise to the higher salary levels

through merit adjustments. They do receive the range increases that

are granted to all faculty by the Governor and the Legislature in

most years, but the overall effect, especially in a steady state

market with full-time faculty moving to higher ranks and few new

people being hired at the lower ranks, is to provide an incentive for

the employment of paig.-time faf-ulty.

-85-



QUALITY

Standard 9 (Appendix G) of the Western Association of Schools and

Colleges (WASC) states:

Off-campus educational progr4ms and degree or n9ntgegree

courses are integr.-4l parts of the institkitiorThir
functions, goals, and objectives must be consonant with

those of the institution. The institutien should

maintain quality control of all aspects of the program

and provide appropriate resources to maintain this

quality. 96/

The standard continues:

The qualitylbf off-campus programs and courses in terms

of.resource materials, faculty, level of instruction,

adequacy of evaluation, and student services should meet

the s.tandards of quality which the institution sets for

on-campus programs and courses. The appropriate,on-

campus resources should be adequate to support the
programs or courses offered at each off-campus site, in

addition to resources needed for on-campus activities.

97/

Therelare also a number of subheadings to Standard 9 which WASC in-

dica s are "some, though by no means all, components of [the

sta

]

Jiard." In all, there are sixteen of these subheadings, five of

which are quoted below:

9.A.5. Competence an4 credentials of instructors in off-

campus programs and courses should be commensurate with

those for on-campus instructors.

9.A.9 Student Services appropriate to the clientele and

their need's should be provided to students involved in

off-campus programs ind courses in a manner commensurate

with those provided off-campus students. Students should

be advised of the availability nf these services.

Learning resources, including library

facilities, laboratories, classrooms, study areas,

offices, and other equipment and facilities, should be

adequate to support the programs and courses offered at

each off-campus site. The institution should document
the availability of these resources to students.

9.A.11. Sufficient finadcial resources in addition to

those required to support on-campus activities should be



committed to ensure comparable supdort of off-campus
programs and courses.

9.A.14. Pay, recognition, benefits, and workloadsfor
full-time and part-time faculty and staff involved with
off-campus programs and courses [should be] . . .

commensurat4 with those received by comparable personnel
at the home campus, with any exceptions justified. 98/

These five standards fall generally into two categories: (1)

faculty; and (2) support services, including libraries. WASC be-

lieves that there should be broad parity between the competence,
credentials, and compensation of both on- and off-campus faculty.
Concerning support services, the standard calls for a similar com-
parability, although such caveats as "appropriate to the clientele"
and "adequate to support the programs.and courses offered at each
off-campus site" are listed. How institutional administrators in-
terpret the words "appropriate" and "adequate" may, to a great
extent, determine the true educational'viability of off-campus

operations.

With regard to faculty, a strong clue as co how Standard 9 is

implemented in practice comes from the ItErt of the Evaluation Visit

to the Consortium of the California State University ond Colleges,

issued by WASC in 1976. Comments from the evaluation,team included
the following;

The team finds that the program proposal, review, and
approval process is strergthened by the intensive and
extensive involvement of regular faculty of the various

CSUC campuses. The Consortium has, in our opinion,
succeeded to a remarkable extent in involving regalar,
campus faculty in the curriculum planning and

implementation phases of program offerings.

We stress this matter of faculty involvement because we
believe that this characteristic, more than any other
single dimension, insures extended degree programs of
academic integrity. Because the conferral .1f accredited
status legitimizes the degree-granting autfu.rity of an
educational institution, it is essential that an
accreditation process inquire into the capability of the
institution.to set, maintain, and evaluate standards of
academic quality. Traditionally in the area of higher
education in the United States, the credentials and
commitment of regular faculty members have been the
devices upon which we have depended for the maintenance
of standards. 99/
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With regard to libraries and support services in the Consortium,

other comments are germane:

. library resources appear to be adequate, and this is

pareicularly true in those Consortium academic programs
closely related to established campus degree programs,

.and where Consortium students have access to campus

resources. 100/

It is apparent that the Consortium has given careful

thought to student support services. This area, which

has been so deficient in many standard campus operations,

becomes especially critical in externally offeked

programs. There is special urgency to provide adequate

program information and diagnostic setvices to stUdents.

Opportunity must be available for students to discuss

program options with knowledgeab)e persons, for

consultation with faculty ia regard to academic matters

and program planning, and for at least an occasional

convening of students in the program. These'services are

a significant part of the success of the program, and add

to the cost of the program. 101/

What emerges from the WASC report is, if not a definition, at least a

general description of the elements of academic quality. The clear

implication ic that quality rertres the presence of persons who are

formally trained in the subject matter being taught; who have contact

with others similarly trained, albeit in different fields; and who

have given considerable thought to the learning process. Quality

should also involve certaih physical amenities, including classrooms

that are comfortable, well lighted, and relatively free cif external

noise or vi-mal distractioes. There must also be physical equipment

appropriate to the courses taught, equipment that may only include

furniture and a chalkboard in some cases, but which may also include

modern scientific equipment, including audio-visual devices, in

others. Other factors are equally importalat including a library of

appropriate size with trained staff to meet the needs of the teaching

faculty and the students. Such a facility i1l vary greatly in both

size and type depending on the purposes of the institution, but there

are certain minimums that apply to each level of instruction from the

freshman year to postdoctOral study.

WASC noted that there should be opportunities "for at least an oc-

casional convening of students in the program" and, in so doing,

recognized the importance of studeat-to-student contact in the

learning process. Anyone who has ever attended" a campus as a
resident student for as littl as a single term will readily admit

that much of the learning process occurs during "bull sessions" witb

fellow students. Although sometimes overlooked in discussions of
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the components of academic quality, the basic intelligence and
motivations of the students themselves :re frequently an important
determinant of the worth of the institution.

Quality also rests on the shoulders of the administration. It is

obvious that any quality col1,:16e or university must have sound
management in order to prevent the kind of administrative disorders
that can destroy the tranquility of the learning environment; it is
equally obvious that students have special needs that counselors are
hired to address. These include a vast array of financial problems
that can be met only by people knowledgeable in the intricacies of
financial aid programs or 1.71-.o may be conversart with part-time jobs
in the immediate area. In addition, counselors can administer
ar.itude tests, assist in developing a stuoent's academic program,
provide advice on housing, and help with placement when the student
nears graduation. All of these activities 'aaad to enhance the
quality of any institution.

In looking at academic institutions, it is very clear that quality is
determined by such factors as administration, faculty, su2port ser-
vices, physical facilities and equipment, and students. Those with
the best of these are universally recognized as the most prestigious.
To a great extent, of course, quality is determined by the amount of
money available; it is certainly no accident that the best
universities and colleges are those which have received the greatest
financial support over a period of years.

The question of quality to be addressed in this report has two parts:
(1) Do programs offered at off-campus locations meet minimum
standards of quality? (2) Can off-campus programs maintain high
standards of quality, or are there inherent difficulides that pre-
vent such standards from being met. Richard Jonsen offers a comment:

What is the government iaterest in the maintenance and
improvement of quality in the provision of learning
opportunities for adults? Recent activity at the state
and federal levels to increase the monitoring and contrel
of certain kinds of postsecondary institutions
illustrates that, as one moves further away from the
formal educational core, controls over the quality of
learning activities weaken or vanish altogether. The
maintenance of an open market, respoAse to currently
unmet needs, and reasonable protection of educational
consumers are objectives not easily reached in concert.
102/

In New York, the State Education Department addressed the matter in
unequivocal terms:
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In recent years, college work offered at off-campus sites

has proliferated at a rapid rate, The New York State
Education Department has been concerned that the

maintenance of quality in these programs has not kept

. pace with the success of colleges in erpanding delivery

'systems to new student populations. The dilution of
quality in off-campus operations has been signaled by
several indicators;.heavy dependence on adjunct faculty, .

who are frequently marginal in qualifications and who

carry excessive overall workloads; lack of supervision

and qualiby control by the parent _institution; and

deficient levels of academic advising, counseling,

library and laboratory facilities, student aid, and

placement services. 103/

As noted earlier in this report, New York concluded that the
requirements of broad actess and the requirements of high quality are

irreconcilable and that a choice must be made, between the two. Ac-

cordingly, where degrees in that State are to be conferred, it will

only be at the major off-campus centers where more permanent faculty

teach gad a reasonable number of support servicesarevrovided.

In Ca4fornia, the situation is not significantly different from New

York dAcept that many more off-campus locations are operating. In

both states, there are a number of major off-campus centers which are

almost mini-campuses in their own right. The State University

centers at Stockton, San Francisco, Ventura, and northern San Diego

County and the Community College centers at Woodland, San Francisco,

Placerville, Delano, Fresno, and Bakersfield are examples. The

University of California also has several large Extension centers.

But as the Commission's off-campus inventory clearly showed, these

large centers constitute a very small percentage of the total number

of locations in operation, especially within the State University

and the Community Colleges. In.the smaller centere, those offering

ten or fewer courses (98.8 percent of the locations in the State

University and 88.3 percent in the Community Colleges), it is

probably almost impossible to provide the kinds of services called

for in the WASC guidelines. As one of the Community Colleges

surveyed by Commission staff noted:

In most instances our off-campus locations are used to

offer one or two courses per quarter. It would not be

cost-effective to offer a full array of services at these

locations.

The logic of this comment is inescapable: it isksiiply not possible

to maintain a full array of services at all locaeions, and it is not

possible to maintain a reasonable level of q.ality without them.

David Cole, a faculty member at Occidental College in Los Angeles and

9 m4
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the WASC representative on the Commission's Technical Advisory
Committee for this report, makes a similar point:

It is here, however, that a distinction may be made
betWeen programs and courses. While WASC does not make a
distinction in the quality it demands, between courses
and programs, it seems inevitable that with limited
resources, off-campus programs are going to receive more
attention than are isolated off-campus courses. Simply
the logistics dictate that attention will correlate with
magnitude of operation. Therefore, rather than making
categorical statements regarding comparative quality
betwcen off-campus programs and off-campus courses, I
think) it is more Valid to say that it is logistically
easier to maintain scrutiny of the quality-of off-campus
programq than it is for off-campus courses. This could
establish a sound rationale for funding the former but
not the latter. 104/

Of course, resources required for lower division instruction or for
recreational courses are not as great as those required for upper
division or graduate study. Similarly, there are a number of special

programs conducted at off-campus locations which have lengthy
traditions and which have maintained high standards of quality for
many years. These include such programs as the University of
California's Cooperative Extension, Stanford University's
instructional television network for engineers; and California State
University at Chico's cooperative television network with the
Northeastern California COnsortium. Other examples are continuing
education programs in law, nursing, and medicine, although these are
truly special cases and do not fall within the confines of the
general discussion of quality contained in this chapter.

For the overwhelming majority of courses, however, some standards
must be applied, as WASC asserts. It is doubtful that any institution
which uses part-time faculty exclusively for its off-campus programs
could meet any reasonable interpretation of the WASC standards.

The issue may well be joined if the Governor and the Legislature are
forced by economic circumstances to establish State priorities for
educational finance. If the choice emerges between access at the
expense of quality or quality at the expense of access, as it did in

New York, what guidelines can be employed in making a decision? One
might rely on the fact that it is difficult to conduct a degree
program without the expenditure of considerable funds, probably in
amounts similar to those required for on-campus programs. As has

been noted, this is not cost-effective at locations' offering only a
few courses. In New York, policy makers felt that a location could
not begin to think about offering degree programs until it had at
least 12 courses and 300 registrations in any given term.
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If priorities must be set, it is probably more reasonable to assignca

higher value to degree programs than to individual off-campus

courses (with thepreviously noted exceptions), whether applicable

towards.,a degree'or not. If the fundamental purpose of postsecondary

education is to develop educated citizens to conduct society's

affairs, it seems reasonable to grant a preference for those pursuing

an organized piogiam leading to A degree or. certificate over those

who take courses occasionally for reasons of personal interest.

While there is certainly nothing wrong with the latter motivation, it

can be argued that such educational pursuits are not entitled to as

high a priority As regular programs which lead to a demonstrable

level of competence in a specific field. ,

40M
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CHAPTER 7 \,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has surveyed a part of postsecondary education that is'

virtually invisible to all but the most careful observers. Off-

campus. eclucation ,.taanot be identified by its tall towers and sprawl-

ing campuses, or by athletic teamsthat draw attention to themselves .

through various media. It is a quiet enterprise and the task of even

identifying it, much less analyzing its strengths and weaknesses is

complicated by the fact that much of it is administered infotmally,

often with less attention to detailed record keeliing than is normally

the case with on-campus students and programs. The fact that very

few public or independent institutions operating off-campus programs

of any si2e provided the 'Commission with an" overall fl.gure for

unduplicated headcount, is indicative of the problem. Moteover,

only one'of the twenty Community Colleges survexed provided eitheera

estimate of the cost of instiuction in its off-campus programs or a

comparison of on- and off-campus costs.

In spite of these'difficulties, however, there is a vast amount of

literature'on the general:subject of lifelong learning. This report

has reviewed such of it, most notably the analysis of external degree

graduates by the Bureau of Social Science Research and the study of

student and faculty characteristics by the Association of Indepen-

dent California Colleges and Universities: While both research

efforts were restricted in scope, they nevertheless provided

important data concerning off-campus education.

It is clear that many of the problems of access, financing, and

quality are not ,unique to California. The three major studies ex-

amined--from New York, Miss'ouri, and Washingtonall noted that the

maintenance of quality programs at off-campus locations is very

difficult, and each contained discussions of duplication of effort

and of jurisdictAonal problems among public and independent insti-

tutions. These problems'were stated succinctly by the New York State

Education Department:

The problems associated with off-campus instruction pose

a dilemma for the aftents. In the simplest terms', the

rapid expansion of off-:campus instruction appears to

favor access at the expense of quality. Moreover, in a

period of overall contracting enrollment, .one

institution's effort to reach out to a hi,therto

'underserved population is frequently seen by neighboring

institutions as a raid on their students .and a wasteful

duplication of effort. The solution, then, must strike a

balance between access and quality, between neW ventures

and established'interests. 105/

-93- l OG



The study of Westchester County by the New York State Education De-

partment was by far the most interesting of the three state surveys

because it led to the most definitive aonclusion: it is,necessary to

compromise between the issues of access and quality;. it is difficult,

if not impossible, to have both:. That, conclusion led to the

promulgation of regulations ,in York which provided that those who

would offer degrees at off-campus locations must demonstrate the

ability, to provide comprehensive.programs with a full array of

support services such that a student coUld complete =entire degree

program 'at the off-campus location.

While the importance of these factors should not be underestimated,

there was another that enjoyed at least co-equal standing. That-was

the reduction in the size of the 18- to 24-year-old age group, a
Zeduction that led to an intense search for new students. Hady

adminiatratOrs, particularly in the independent institutions and the

Community Colleges, quickly recognized that the financial solvency'

they enjoyed during the 1960s would be difficult to maintain without

new revenue; or at least as much revenue as had been available

previously. If the'student,population was shrinking, the number-of

faculty members would have to be reduced proportionately, and sinte

layoffs within the academic community had been rare during the growth

era of the 1960*, the prospect was most utiWelcome. Accordingly,-

survival strategies quickly emerged, with colleges and universities

venturing iito new markets, finding new clieUteles and generating

revenues they would not otherwise have had. Since the costs of off-

campus instruction were lower-in most cases due to the widespread

use of lower salaried part-time faculty and the abience of many

administrative and support services--these strategies appeared

promising.

It soon became clear that off-campus education had many advantages.

It was usuany less expensive than on-campus instruction am.4 could

even provide revenue for campui needs that might not otherw.ise be

met. It helped to counter the criticism that colleges(and uni-

versities Were aot serving such groups as the employed, the; geograph-

ically isolated, the elderly, the handicapped, and minority groups.
It also provided opportunities to experiment with new educational

techniques.

In spite of the obvious benefits to the institutions, however, as

well as to many students, some hard questions remained unanswered,

such as who should pay for services, how much access can the public

afford, and what standards of quality should be required? Such

questions prompted,this study, and all of themtave been discussed

within the body of the-report. What has emerged is an attempt to

cachieve a perspective, a reasonable judgment that may be useful for

the next few years. That perspective is contained in the following

observations:
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1. All of the evidence discussed in this study indicates that, in

terms of their acceptability to employers and educational

institutions to which Students may apply for further study,

external degrees are just as valuable as on-campus degrees.

This is especially true where the standards of the Western

Association of Schools and Colleges (Appendix G) are followed.

The term "quality" as it relates to off-campus instruction, is

difficult to define. Nevertheless, based on the available
evidence, including the study by the Bureau of Social Science

Research, the review of the State University Consortium by the

Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC), and

.information provided by the segments, it does appear that a

distinction can be made between off-campus degree prosrams and

off7campus courses. As WASC has stated, "quality" generally
requires a comparability between on- and off-campus operations

in program planning; regular, full-time faculty;,and support

services. These attributes, while sometimes found at small

locations at which only i few or even a single course is

offered, are far sore likely to be found at larger off-campus

centers.

3. Standard 9, developed by the Western Association of Schools

and Colleges, is a clear indication of a concern for the qual-

ity of off-campus offerings, and .the Association should be

commended for approving it. The fact that a weakness in off-

campus offerings can undermine the accreditation of the entire

institution should be considered seriously by all

postsecondary institutions.

4. There'are several advantages to using part-time faculty. They

often bring experiences and knowledge of a practical nature to

bear on various subjects that might not be available from
regular, full-tipe faculty. They are almost always paid less

than regular faculty and frequently teach courses that could

not be offered if regular faculty had to be used.. The use of

part-time faculty permits academic planners a flexibility in

both scheduling and curricula that might not be possible with

full-time faculty.

In spite of ihese advantages, however, overuse-of part-time

instructors can result in a dimunition of quality; they do not

have as much time to meet and discuss course materials with

students and are usually not intimately involved in the formu-

lation of institutional policies or planning for degree pro-

grams. Because they rarely havea long term commitment to or

personal involvement with theLinstitution, part-tim.e faculty

contribute little to the smile of community that often con-

tributes so much to academic excellence.

-95-



3.

5. At the present time, Californians probably have more access to
postsecondary educational opportunities, both on and off
campus, than the citizens of any other state in the nation.

Although not all curricula are available throlighout the State,

the coverage ig such that moststudents have little difficulty

finding.either a campus or an off-campus center at which to
enroll: The availability of courses and programs is further
enhanced bythe fact that, for a mgjority of students at the

California State University and Colleges, fees are nominal; in
the ComMunity Colleges, there are no lees for most courses.

6. As noted in the Commission's inveitory, most off-campus edu-

cational services are /ocated in,iipproximately the same geo-
graphic areas as campuseC, This is appropriate since it is
these areas which are able.to produce sufficient entqllments
to justify the c9pt of the services provided. The.i.aventory

also showed thatr the segments have made attempts to:offer
courses and programs in some locations which are 'at a

substantial distance from urban centers and which are not .

served by campuses, actions for which they deserve

commendation. Fran these findings and from the discussion of
access in Chapter 6 of this Aport, it may be concluded that,
while residents of remote or isolated areas are entitled to
expect some educational offeiings, it is not reasonable fbr

them to expect a range of postsecondary services equal to those
found in more densely popultted regising.

7. Except at the Califoriia State University and Colleges, finan-
cial and enrollment data on off-campus operations.are ex-
tremely limited. At the present time, it is not possible to
.davelop complete enrollment figures on either a hea4count or

full-time-equivalent basis. None of the segments provided
data to thq Commission on the cost ef off-campus operations;
consequently, there is -virtually no way to ascertain

comparative costs for on-2 and- off-campus programs. In

addition, there is a need to standardize the definitions of
full-time students so that intersegmental comparisons can be
developed.

8. The California State University and Colleges collects con .

siderable more, comprehensive and usable enrollment data, on
both a headcount and a full-time-equivalent basis, than do the
other public segments. In addition, several studies under-
tvgken by faculty within the State University !lave provided in-
formation about on- and off-campus costs that is useful. These

studies indicate that off-campus degree programs that include
a reas9nable level of support .services (including librariep
and counseling services) are not markedly different in cost
from on-campus degree programs. This 6onclusion, however,
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must be regarded as tentative until a study of the cost-of-

instruction has been completed.

9. gased/pla the .survey of fourteen California Commaaity Colleges,

it seems probable that the cost-of-instruction for off-campus

.courses in that segment is considerably less than the cost for

on.campus courses. This is due to the fact that part-time
faculty, who are paid at a much lower rate than full-time

faculty, are used to teach the overwhelming majority of off-

campus classes, as well as the fact that very few support

services are available.

10. When all four segments of California higher education are con-

sidered, it is clear that there are many examples where

students are charged markedly differmt fees for courses that

are substantially similar. Such situations have been found to

occur in both the credit and non-credit areas.

11. Since all four segments of California higher education are in-

volved in off-campus educatiou, it is inevitable that some

competition will result. This situation is evidenced by the

fact that most off-campus courses are.offered ig urban areas.

It is not unusual to find'all four segments conducting classes

in relatively close proximity, especially La the State's ten

most populous counties, where approximately three-fourths of

the State's citizens reside. In many of the cases where there

is a heavy concentration of off-campus programs involving more

than one segment, there may be little uanecessary duplication

of effort since different programs are offered. Even where a

clear case of duplication can be made, if the segments involved

are all charging students the full costs of iastruction, the

competition may well be advantageous to the student, since the

number of choices is enhanced. However, if one institution is

required to charge full tuition to the student while another

institution eajoys State funding and therefore can afford to

levy low fees or no fees at alX, an unfair advantage will
naturally accrue to the latter institution. In such cases, the

State has an Laterest in resolving ,iatersegmental juris-

dictional disputes so that the public interest may be served

better.

12. In cases where two or more segments are La conflict with regard

to the offering of off-campus courses or programa, the Post-

secondary Education Commission is the logical agency to
resolve such conflicts since it is the one agency with

intersegmental planning and coordinating responaibilities..

13. The current practice of the University of California and the

California State University and Colleges of only offering off-



campus credit courses and programs at the upper division and

master's levels has diminished unnecessary duplication of
effort and is commendable.

RECOMMENDATTgS

1. In providing funding for the off-campus programs of the Uni-
versity+of California and the California State University and
Colleges, the Governor and the Legislature should give pri-
ority to:

a. Degree programs, ia preference to courses not leading to
a degree at a single locale.

All of the evidence reviewed in the developiaent of this
report supports the idea that off-campus degree programs
are generally maintained at.a high level of quality and

that the graduates of those programs are as successful as
on-campus graduates in securing employment or admission
to academic programs foisubsequent degrees.

b. Upper division courses, in preference to graduate
courses.

Graduate programs generally require a greater array of
resources than upper division programs. Many of the
support services that are very expensive to provide,
particularly libraries, are more important for graduate
students than for undergraduates. Also, upper division
programs serve greater numbers of studeats. Thus, for a

given amount of resources,,it is possible to serve more
people effectively at the upper division level than at
the graduate level. Also, as a matter of public policy,
higher priority shoulg be given to the needs of people wilo

have not yet completed a baccalaureate program. It

should be specified, however, that activities which
originate on campus, such as field trips and stuBent
teaching activities, should not be considered as off-
cwspus programs.

c. Geographic areas and educational needs not presently
served by accredited independent colleges and

universities.

As has been stated in many reports by responsible
agencies, a strong and healthy independent system of
higher education is of great benefit to California and
should be maintained. With respect to off-campus
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programs, the public segments enjoi a competitive

advantage in tilat their fees are gsaerally lower thin

those charged' by most iodependenk colleges and

universities. If expanded State funding for "off-campus

degree programs is approved, as recommended in this

report, that advantage will increase. Accordingly,.it.

may not be in the public interest'to permit the public

segments to establish new programs in close proximity to

already established, similar offerings of accredited

independent institutioni.

2. In the California State University and Colleges, consistent

with Recommendation 1, State suppOrt for external degree pro-

grams should be limited to thelollowing numbers of students:

1980-81 1,600 Full-Time-Equivalent Students

1981-82 2,100 Full-Time-Equivalent Students

1982-83 2,600 Fall-Time Equivalent Students

The exact dollar amount of this support per FTE student should

be negotiated,amoag the Governor, the Legislature, and the

State University Board of Trustees, but should be sufficient:

(1) to insure that students in State-supported external degree

programs Will be charged fees comparable to those for on-

campus students; and (2) to provide an adequate level of

support services. The limits specified above should include

all FTE students in the State University Consortium, and in the

four major off-campus centers in Wfmthern San Diego County,

Stockton, San Francisco and Ventura. (See Appendix ff.)

Establishment.of any additional off-campus centers will

continue to be subject to Commission review and recommendation

undcm the requirements of Section 66904 of the Education Code.

Within the annual limitations on State supported FTE students

specified above, the Trustees should be permitted to determine

the mix among external degree programs, Consortium programs,

and off-campus, degree-related courses with the understanding

that the primary emphasis will be on degree programs; courses

that are not part of a degree program to become self-supporting

within three years. The Trustees should report to the

Governor, the Legislature, and the Postsecondary Education

Commission by January 1983 on their progress in directing

State support to external degree programs. In addition,

beginninvin September 1980, the State University should

report annually to the Commission snd the Legislature, current

and projected off-campus FTE students by campus and by

category (Consortium, external degree programs, miscellaneous

courses, and major centers).
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3. Where degree programs at off-eampua locations are involved,
the segments should endeavor to use regular, full-time faculty

to a much greater extent than for individual courses at lo-

cations where degree programs are not crtfered. In this way, it

may be possible to achieve a greater consistency in the type

and quality of both on- and off-campus degree programs.
TI

4. In conducting external degree programs, all segments should

insure that the qualificationa of part-time faculty are com-
parable to these of full-time faculty. They should also en-

deavor to provide adequate levels of support services, in-
clliding libraries, counseling, advising, and administration.
In addition, all segments should follow closely the tenet:. of
Standard 9 of the Westera Association of Schools and Colleges
for-off-campus instruction4 e-vecially where degree programs
are involved.

5. At present, all proposals for new degree programs to be offered

by the University of California and-the California State Uni-

versity and Colleges are,submitted to the Postaecondary Edu-

catiog-Coimmissign for review and comment. These proposals are

reviewed to determine their educational meritsk,the need for

trained personnel in the field proposed, and refated'matters.
Where off-campus degree programs are proposed, the review is
not generally as detailed as for on-campus-programs since akj.

such programs are currently offered on a self-supporting
basis. lathe fgture, tf off-campus degree programs are funded
by the State, as recommended in this report, the Commission
should consider not only the educational merits of suoh
programs but also the possibility of duplication of effort
with other colleges and universities in the area for which the
new program is proposed, including those in the independent

segmeat.

6. All California independent colleges and universities should be
requested to advise the Commission concerning their plans for

new degree programa which are to be offered at off-campua

locations.

For the Postsecondary Education Commission to consider
questions of intersegmental duplication, it will be essential
that a complete inventory of external degree programs be main-
tained on a regular basis. At present, the locations of
existing external degree.Programs are known through the
receniAy completed report, Recent Trends in Off-Campus

Education: A Preliminary Analysis of the Fall 1973 Off-Campus
Inventory. Each of the public segments currently submits all
proposals for new degree program:alto the Commission for review
ind comment; the completeness of the inventory will therefore
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depend on the extent to which independent caleges and
universities are willing to make similar submissions to the

Commission.,

7. To aid in State decision making, each of the public segments

should endeavor to improve its recordi-ketping efforts,

particularly in regard to the maintenance of data on
unduplicated headcount in off-campus courses and the cost of

off-campus courses and programs.

8. Creditinstruction at the lower division level should continue

to be exclusive with the California Community Colleges, except

in cases where agree emnts are reached between the Community

Colleges and one or both of the public four-year segments.

9. The Chancellor's Office of the California Community Colleges

has very recently released a preliminary report, entitled

Credit and Noncredit Courses in the California Community

Colleiges. This report was completed pursuant to a legislative

directive in Assembly Bill. No. 8 of the 1979 Regular Session ,of

the Legislature. At present, the Chancellor's Office, through

a committee appointed to study the sdbject, is continuing its
examination of this issue and will submit a subsequent report

in June of 1980. Accordingly, the Governor and the Legislature

should delay consideration of any funding changes with regard

to credit and noncredit courses until the Chancellor's Office
has completed its work and the Commission has had the oppor-

tunity to review it, since it deals au extensively with Com-

munity College off-campus operations.

.0°
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A

RECENT TRENDS IN OFF-CAMPUS EDUCATION: A PRELIMINARY.ANALYSIS OF THE

FALL 1978 OFF-CAMPUS INVENTORY

The EducationCode directs the Commission to "maintain and update

. .an inventory of all off-campus programs and facilities for

education, research, and public service operated by public and

private institutions of postsecondary education." [Section

66903(13)]

Commission staff, conducted its first inventory of off-campus

instruction in 1975 to determine where such instruction took place,

how many courses were offered, how many students enrolled, what kinds

of programs were available, and how such instruction was financed. 1/

fl second, more complete inventory.was compiled by staff in Fall 1976.

Since the results of these first two inventories were not strictly

comparable, a summary of the information collected was reported

separately to the Commission on each occasion. (Commission Azendoe,

September 1976 and March 1978)

As Commission staff prepared to conduct the 1978 update to the in-

..

veatory, interest in off.-campus education increased. The desire of'

sae to expand off-campus educational opportunities and the concern

rf others about the growth of such'coursca at a time when enrollments

on campus are beginning to stabilize or even decline have sparked

debate. In the 1978 session, the Legislature directed:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission, in

cooperation with the University of California, the State

University and Colleges, the California Community

Colleges, and the independent institutions shall define

and study the various kinds qf devee oriented programs.

Such study shall address.questions of access, support,

student needs, and quality.

Although several of these questions are touched upon briefly La this

report, it is concerned.pristarily with an analysis of inventory data.

A more comprehensive xamination of the questions raised by the

Legislature will be forthcoming in the larger Commission study of

off-campus education.

In Fall 1978, as part of this larger off-campus study, Commission

staff conducted the most extensive survey yet of off-campus

education in California. Questionnaires were sent to every

accredited or State-approved, degree-granting college and university

in the State. The survey forms were edited carefully by Commission

staff after they were returned, and many corrections were required.

The data were then key-punched and prepared for computer processing.
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Eight of the nine campuses of University of California cooperated

fully with Commission staff. Although it reportedly has one of the

largest, most successful iitension programs within the University,

the Los Angeles campus did 'not return the survey forms in 1976 and is

just now responding to the Fall 1978 survey. The San Francisco

campus replied this time, although it did dot return its

questionnaire in 1976 either. 2/ For the sake of comparability with

the 1976 survey results and because of the unique nature of most of

its off-campus instruction, data for the San Francisco campus for

Fall 1978 are omitteditrom this summary, rather than presented with

those from the other Ualversity campuses.

All nineteen campuses of the State Uaiversity and Colleges completea

the off-campus questionnaire, although Humboldt State University

reported no off-campus offerings. All State University caspuses

also completed the Fall 1976 inventory.

One hundred of the State's one hundred six Community Colleges

reported that they were engaged in providing at least some off-campus

instruction, two fewer than in Fall 1,76.

Of the State's 154 accredited or approved independent colleges and

universities, 148 responded to the survey. Forty-seven of these

reported that they offer instruction at off-campus. locations as well

is on their campuses. Almost the same number were involved in off-

campus education two years earlier.

The tables that follow summari4e some of the major dimensions of off-

campus education in California for'Fall 1978. Nearly every accred-

ited or State-approved institution that is involved actively in off-

campus instruction is included in the last two, Commission

inventories. Since the data in the Fali\T8 inventory gegerelly are

comparable to those foe Fall 1976, they ie used for thq first time

to make comparisons and aisess trends in off7campus education.

Table 1 shows the number of locations at which"off-campus instruction

was provided in Fall 1978. Comparisons with the Fall 1976 inventory

reveal that there has been a 9 percent drop in the overall number of

off-campus locations during the past two years. The drop was 11 per-

cent for the University, 11 percent for the State University, sad 16

percent for the Community Colleges. Budget ditlocations *tempting

from the passage of Proposition 13 may, in part, explaikthe greater

percentage drop in the number of Community College Oft-campus

locat.:ons, but the drop in'the other two public segments and the 35

percent increase in the number of locations operated by independent
institutions suggest that other forces are at work as'well. Sone of

these will be developed later in this report. In any event, both

total number of locations and the average number of off-c

locations per campus declined in all three public segments bet een

1976 and 1978.
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TABLE 1

RANGE IN NUMBER OF OF1CAMPUS LOCATIONS

BY CAMPUS AND SEGMENT, FALL 1978

Item Number of C. uses b S nt

UC CSUC CCC IND Total

Number
of Lo- Num- Per- Num- Per- .;Num- 'Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-

cations k..* cent ber att kt: oat cent her cpnt

1 - 2 0 0.0%

3 - 5 2 28.5

6 - 10 0 0.0

LI - 15 0 0.0

16 - 25 1 14.3

26 - 35 1 14.3

36 - 50 1 14.3

51 - 75 1 14.3

76 100 1 14.3

ovsr 100 0 0.0

Total
Campuses 1978 7 100.0%

Total
Campuses 1976 7 100.0%

Total
Locations 1978 268

Total
Locations 1976 300

Average Number
of Locations
per CAMPUS

1978 38.3

1976 42.8

*1 5.6: 2 2.0%, 14 29.8% 17 9.9%

1 5.6 12 12.0 12 25.5 27 15.7

2 11.1 16 16.0 8 17.0 26 15.1

3 16.7 12 12.0 3 6.4 18 10.5

244 11.1 21 21.0 1 2.1 25 14.5

4 22.1 15 15.0 3 6.4 23 13.4

2 11.1 11 11.0 3 6.4 17 9.9

3 16.7 7 7.0 0 0.0 1.1 6.4

0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 2 1.2

0 0 0 3 3.0 3 6.4 6 3.5

18 100.0% 100 100.0% 47 100.0% 172 100.0%

19 100.02 102 10000: 46 100.02 174 100.0%

526 717 4,018

592 2,985 531 4,408

29.2 25.1 15.3 25.3

31.2 29.3 11.5 25.5
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Table 2 classifies off-campus locations according to the number of

courses offered at each location. Clearly, the vast majority of all
off-campus locations are quite small, offering only one or two

courses pek term. Nearly seven out of every ten locations used by
the University, for example, offer only a single course: only forty-

two locations, or 16 percent, offer three or more courses. The

pattern is similar in the State University. In the Community
Colleges and the independent institutions, a smaller percentage of

location* offer a single 4ourse, but about 80 percent of the

locations in each of these segments offer five courses or less.

Moreover, comparing these figures with those for 1976 indicates that

the trend in all four segments is toward more small, one- or two-

course locations rather than toward larger off-campus centers.

Overall, the number of off-campus locations is decreasing and those

that remain tend to be smaller and offer fewer courses.

Table 3 shows the number of off-campus credit and nonsotredit
registrations generated in each segment. It also shows how many of

these registrations were at small, one- or two-course locations and

how many were recorded at larger off-campus locations. 3/ The actual
number of students involved is undoubtedly fewer than the number of

registrations because some students register for more than one
course. Record-keepimg practices at many off-campus locations make
it almost impossible to secure reliable information on the actual

number of individuals enrolled. The problem is particularly severe

in the Community Colleges.

As Table 3 shows, there were more than 306,700 registrations its off-

campus credit courses in Fall 1978. The table also reveals, however,

that the overall number of credit registrations has dropped by

47,693, or by 13 percent, since Fall 1976. This decline suggests

that a change maybe occurring in the kinds of courses that appeal to

off-campus students. Substantially fewer of them appear to be
interested in the more traditional academic course offerings. While

a decrease in credit registrations occurred in all four segments, the

decline was most severe in the State University. Between 1976 and

1978, the total. number of credit registrations in the State

University's off-campus courses dropped from 20,938 to 12,513, or by

40 percent. It is not clear at this time why its credit
registrations suffered so much 'sore than those in the other segments.

What makes this drop particularly puzzling is that almost all upper

division, credit courses offered by UniverLity Extension and by

independent institutions are" supported by student fees while at

least some of those offered by the State University were converted to

State support in the past several years.

Table 3 reveals that registrations in off-campus non-credit courses

varied widely. The University and the independent institutions
dramatically increased their non-credit registrations in the last
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TABLE 2

NUMBER OF OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS BY COURSE RANGE AND SEGMENT

FALL 1978

Item Number of Locations by Segment

Range in
Number

of Num-

Classes ber

UC

Ntlm-

ber

CSUC CCC

Per-
cent

IND

Nun-
ber

Per-
cent

Total

Per-
cent

Per-
cent

Num-
ber

Nwn-
ber

Per-
cent

1 187 69.8% 333 63.3% 1,124 44.8% 242 33.7% 1,886 46.9%

2 39 14.5 113 21.5 463 18.5 134 18.7 749 18.6

3 - 5 22 8.2 6 11.9 412 16.5 209 29.1 706 17.6

6 - 10 15 5.6 11 2.1 213 8.5 64 8.9 303 7.5

11 - 15 3 1.1 1 0.2 88 3.5 22 3.1 114 2.8

16 - 25 1 0.4 4 0.8 85 3.4 22 3.1 112 2.8

26 - 35 0 0.0 1 0.2 42 1.7 13 1.8 56 1.4

36 - 50 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 1.0' 7 1.0 33 0.8

51 - 75 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 1.1\ 4 0.6 32 0.8

76 - 100 0 0.0 0 0.0, 16 0.6 0 0.0 16 0.4

Over 100 1 0.4 0 0.0 10 0.4 0 0.0 11 0.3

Total Num.
ber of
Locations 268 100.0% 526 100.0% 2,507 100.0% 717 100.0% 4,018 100.0%



TABLE 3

TOTAL CREDIT AND NON-CREDIT REGISTRATIONS BY SEGMENT
. AND BY SIZE OF LOCATION, FALL 1978

Item UC CSUC CCC IND 'Total

Credit Registrations

Locations with Ons
or TWo Classes 4,780 6,958 33,858 7,481 53,077

Locations with Three
or More Classes 4,994 5,555 213,576 29,570 253,695

Total 1978 9,774 12,513 247,434 37,051 306,772

Total 1976 11,692 20,938 280,490 41,345 354,465

Non -Crodit Rsgistrations

Locations with One
or Two Classes 5,758 3,165 27,095 4,981 40,999

-Locations with Three
or More Classes 7,138 1,826 89,370 1,579 99,913

Total 1978 12,896 4,991 116,465 6,560 140,912

Total 1976 5,489 3,144 191,663 2,089 202,385

Total Rogistrations

Locations with One
or Two Classes 10,538 10,123 60,953 12,462 94,076

Locations with Three
or More Classes 12,132 7,381 302,946 31,149 353,608

Total 1978 22,670 17,504 363,899 43,611 447,684

Total 1976 17,181 24,082 472,153 43,434 556,850

3-6
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two years. In the University, non-credit registrations jumped from

5,489 in 1976 to 12,896 in 1978, an increase of 135 percent. In the

independent institutions, non-credit registrations in off-campus

courses increased from 2,089 to 6,560, or by 214 percent, in the same

period, and those in the State University's non-credit courses

climbed from 3,144 to 4,991, or by 59 percent. The Community

Colleges, on the'other hand, experienced a serious decline in non-

credit registrations. Non-credit registrations in that segment

plunged by 75,198--from 191,663 registrations in Fall 1976 to

116,465 in Fall 1978--a drop of 39 Percent. Almost half of these

non-credit losses occurred in the North Orange, San Diego, and Santa

Barbara Districts although the San Francisco District; which also

had a large number of adult education courses, erperienced almost no

drop in non-credit registrations.

Several factors appdar to account for the dramatic decline in non-

credit-registrations in the Community Colleges. Proposition 13 had a

major effect on their off-campus, non-credit offerings. First,

budget cuts and dislocations stemming from the loss of local property

tax revenues prompted the colleges to offer fewer credit and non-

credit courses both on campus and off. Second, and probably more

important, the number of non-credit courses eligible for State

support was reduced. The loss of State subsidies required that many

of these courses charge a nominal fee. Under these terms, however,

substantially fewer Community College students proved willing to

enroll in .the remaining lung-credit courses.

The equailly dramatic growth in non-credit course registrations in

the four-year segments cannot be explained by a shift of, former

Community College non-credit students to the four-year institutions'

off-campus offeringi. Non-credit courses in the three four-year

segments are supported almost entirely by student fees, and in nearly

every case significantly more expensive than fee-supported courses

in the Community Colleges. Some former Community College non-credit

students may have decided that if they had to pay fees they would pay

a bit more for the added prestige of a major university's non-credit

c..urse. Some of the growth in non-credit registrations in the four-

year segmena, however, undoubtedly stews from an increase in
mandatory continuing education requirements for doctors, nurses, and

other professionals. These developments along with other evidence

suggest that the enrollment preferences of non-credit students are

affected by their income level, with fewer upper-income students

attracted to the Community Colleges.

The marked variations in the segments' experience over the past two

years are also reflected in the total off-campus registration

figures in Table 3. Because the dramatic _growth in the University's

non-credit registrations more than offset the drop in credit

registrations due to phasing out the Extended University and to other
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factors, total off-campus registrations iucreased by 32 percent over

the past two years. In fact, the University was the only segment to

experience any appreciable increase in total off-campus

registrations. In the independent sector, the dramatic increase in

non-credit registrations simply offset losses in credi"t

registrations, so their total registrations, remained virtually

unchanged. In tha State Univeraity, total registrations dropped by

27 percent because the modest growth in. non -c dit registrations was

not sufficient to counter the substantial 40 p nt dvp in credit

registrations. The Community Colleges experienced majorlosses in

non-credit registrations and less severe losses .in credit

registrations. Their total off-campus registrations dropped by

108,254, or by 23 percent.

Table 4 shows the range.in the number of registrations generated at

off-campus locations offering three or more courses. The figures are

presented by segment and are largely self-explanatory. It is worth

noting that each segment has a different cluster of typical-sized

locations. In the Unpersity\ more than half of its locations have

,between 101 and 500 registrations each. In the State University,

more than half of the locations have from 26 to 100 registrations

each. Among the independent institutions, 58 percent of the
locations with three or more courses have from onts to fifty

registrations. In, all, there are twenty-three locations that

generate more than two thousand regiatrations each, and twenty-two

of these are operatet13y Community Colleges. No direct comparisons

with Fall 1976 are possible becauseof differences ija survey design.

Table 5 shows average class size and number of off-campus courses by

size of location and by segment for Fall 1978. .Comparisons with Fall

1976 are possible only for the average class size of all courses

offered by a segment and for the total number of courses each

offered.

Table 5 Shows some extremely important variations among the segments

in average class size. in general, the average class size for credit

and now*credit courses is higher at locations with'one or two courses

than at locations with three or more courses. Though this pattern

holds in every segment, the very large average class size for non-

credit courses at the one- and two-course locations operated by the

University and by the independent institutions is quite striking.

For these segments, the large average size of.their non-credit

courses makes further expansion into the non-credit arei quite
Attractive and helps to explain the growth of non-credit instruction

and the proliferation of one- and two-course locations in these

segments. The similarity La the average class size for non-credit

courses in the University and the-independent institutions also

suggests that they may be directing such dourses toward.similar
clienteles or, at least, Ausing similar mechafisms to deliver the

instruction:.
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TABLE 4

TOTAL NUMBER OF REGISTRATIONS AT OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS
WITH THREE OR MORE comp BY SEGMENT, FALL 1978

Item
UC CSUC CCC IND Total

Range of
Registrations Number Number Number Number Number

1-25 4 15 18 124 161

26-50 4 18 71 72. 165

51-100 8 27 232 66 333

101-200
/

14 15 244 46 319

201-500 9 3 203 23 238

501-1,000 . 2 2 88 7 99

1,001-2,000 0 0 42 3 45

2,001-5;000 0 0 21 0 21

Over 5,000 1 0 1 0 2

Total Number of
Locations. 42 80 920 341 1,383

Mean Number of
Registrations
Pet Location 605 219 396 128 .326



TABLES

AVERAGE (MEAN) CLASS SIZE AND NUMBER OF OFF-CAMPUS CLASSES

BY SIZE OF LOCATION AND SEGMENT, FALL 1978

Segment

1 or 2 3 or More Average

_Classes Classes 11A21/
Aver- Num- Aver- Am- Aver- Hum- -

age ber age ber age ber

Class of Class or Class of

Type of Class Size Class Size Class Size Clas(-

University of California

Credit 28.4 168 22.1 226 24.8 394

Non-Credit 61.9 93 32.2 221 41.1 314

Average (Ness) 40.4 261 27.1 #47 32.0 708

,
/

California State. Univer-
sity and Colleges

412
1 Credit 15.4 451 14.8 374 15.1 825

0 Non-Credit 26.8 118 33.2 55 28.8 173

Average (Nean) 24.5 569 17.1 429 17.5 998

California Community
Colleges

Credit 26.1 1,295 22.5 9,487 22.9 10,782" Non-Credit 32.4 836 27.5 3,276 28.5 4,112

Average (Newt) 28.6 2,131 23.4 12,763 24.5 14,894

Independent Colleges
and Universities

Credit 14.3 525 11.2 2,644 11.7 3,173

Non-Credit 65.4 76 17.0 80 40.6 156

Average (Mean) 20.8 601 11.4 2,728 13.1 3,329

129S.
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Probably the most important figures in Table 5 are those for the

average class size for credit courses offered by the University,

State University, and the independent institutions. In each of these

segments, most, if not all, of the off-campus credit courses are

self-supporting; that is, they are financed by the revenues from

student fees. Average class size, therefore, reVhals a great deal

about the economics of offering off-campus credit'instruction in

each segment and about the relative competitive position of each.

Institutional prestige or reputation, the range of course offerings

and programs, the proximity of competing off-campus programs, and

other factors can serve to modify a segment's relattve economic

advantage. Quite often though, each segment tends to get locked into

a particular competitive position that is difficult for it to change.

Larger avfrage class sizes permit lower per tudent charges (or

higher institutional earnings from off-campus operations) which in

turn tend to attract more students, aad so on. The Community

Colleges, of course, are largely free from such constraints since

their credit courses are State supported. This factor, along with a

formal understanding among the public segments, explains why thee

Community Colleges enjoy a virtual monopoly on lower-division, off-

campus instruction.

Table 6 shows the range in average class size at off-campus locations

with three or more courses. The figures are presented by location

and segment and include both credit and non-credit courses and

registrations.

More than half of the University's locations-with three 'or more

courses have average class sizes of Letween sixteen and thirty-five.

More than two-thirds of the Community Colleges' locations have

/average class sizes in the same range. More than 55 percent of the

independent institutions' locations, however, have average class

sizes of ten students or less, and another one-fourth have classes

that average from eleven to fifteen registrations. The distribution

at the State University's off-campus locations reveals two, somewhat

separate clusters of locations. The largest single concentration
(twenty-nine locations) has average class sizes between sixteen and

twenty-five registrations, but a second large cluster (twenty-ao

locations) has average class.sizes of less than ten students.

The large number of independent institutioni operating locations

with small average class sizes is not too surprising. The high

student fees that small, self-supporting classes require are quite

common already among independent institutions for both their on- and

off-campus offerings. Furthermore, twenty-four of these locations

are operated under contract on military bases with some of the cost

of the program and the cosOto the student paid for by the federal

government.

B-11
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TABLES

RANGE IN CLASS SIZE FOR COURSES BY OFF-CAMPUS LOCATION AND SEGMENT,

FALL 1978

(LOCATIONS WITH THREE OR MORE COORSES)'

Number of Locations by Segment

Average
Class
Size

UC

Per-
cent

CSUC CCC

Num-
ber

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

0 - 10 5 11.9% 22 27.5% v2 6.8%

11 - 15 3 7.1 15 18.7 117 12.7

16 - 25 14 33.3 29 36.2 389 42.3

26 - 35 9 21.4 12 15.0 241 26.2

36 - 50 7 16.7 1 1.3 83 9.0

51 - 75 3 7.1 0 0.0 24 2.6

76 - 100 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1

Over 100 1 2.4 1 1.3 3 0.3

Total
Courses 42 100.0% 80 100.0% 920 100.0%

B-12

Num-
ber

189

83

57

4

3

1

2

_I

341

IND

Per-
cent

Total

Num- Per-
ber cent

55.4% 278 20.1:

24.3 218 15.8

16.7 489 35.4

1.2 266 19.2

0.9 94 6.8

0.3 28 2.0

0.6 3 0.2

sit .6 7 0.5

100.0% 1,383 100.0%
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Tbe fact that 28 percent of all Stat/University off-campus locations

with thrse or more courses have al/erase class sizes of under ten

students is somewhat unexpected. If the courses at these locations

were self-supporting, the fees charged students would be higher than

those for larger off-campus courses, and much higher than those

charged part-time students on campus. 4/ On the other hand, if these

courses were State supported, the cost to the State to provide such

small courses would be higher. Both possibilities raise a number of

questions about the characteristics of these locations, their course

offerings, and their students.

Most of these smell State University locations offer five courses or

less. That is, they have both limited course offerings and low

enrollments per class. Compared to other State University locations

with larger average class sizes, these small-class locations offered

fewer specialized graduate courses, not more. They also offered

fewer non-credit courses. In fact, more then 90 percent of the

courses at State University locations with small average class sizes

were offered for credit, and more than three-fourths of all courses

offered were at the undergraduate level. Further, only three of

these twenty-two locations offered any degree programs, and neither

the limited number of courses nor the limited enrollment per course

appears to explain this pattern.

Since the kinds of courses offered, their level, and the aumber-of

programs do not appear to explain the existence of **many locations

with small classes in the State University, perhaps the geographical

location of these centers was a factor. The hypothesis that the

small average class size of these twenty-two locations might be the

result of their serving sparsely populated, rural or mountain

counties was tested by checking the zip codes of all State University

locations with three or more courses.. Only two of the twenty-two

small-Pclass locations, however, were in sparsely populated counties:

these were in Shasta and Siskiyou. On the other hand, sixteen of the

small-class centers were located La the four most densely populated

counties La the State: Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and Santa

Clara.

The percentage of courses that are entirely student-fee supported is

slightly greater among the small-class locations than it is among

State University locations in general, but the difference is slight.

Eighteen of the twenty-two courses at the two rural locations were

student-fee supported, and so were all but four of the courses at the

three locations offering programs. In contrast, none of the courses

receiving State support was offered at locations that had programs,

and most of these State-supported courses were at locations in Los

Angeles, Orange, or Santa Clara County.



Table 7 shows the number of off-campus locations that offer degree

programs and the nUmber of programs each segment offers. An off-

campus program is defined as one in which 50 percent or sore of the

courses required to complete it are, or will be, available at that

location. The most striking aspect of this table is just how few

off-campus locations operated by the public segments offer any

degree programa. Only 10 of the 268 locations operated by the

University, 26 of the 526 locations run by the State University, and

197 of the 2,507 locations provided by the Community Colleges offered

as much as one program in 1978. Furthermore, the evidence from the

Fall 1976 inventory strongly suggests that instead of increasing,

the number of off-campus locations offering degree programs has

declined in both relative and absolute terms.

This trend is hardly auxprising in the University because of the

decision to phase out the Extended University and the increasing

emphasis on non-credit courses. Indeed, there are limits on the

number of units of extension course work that are acceptable toward a

University degree.

In the State University, however, no such restriction exists. In

fact, the provision of extended degree programs has always been a

major justification for much of its off-campus activity.

Nevertheless, in Fall 1976 only one out of every eight of its off-

campus locations offered such programa, and by Fall 1978 that ratio

was reduced to about one out of every twenty locations.

It was assumed that all locations with only one or two courses could

not offer programs. If the number of locations with programs is

compared to the number with three or more courses, the percentage of

those with programs increases. Yet the percentage of public institu-

tions' locations with three or more courses and at 1 east one program

in Fall 1978 was still low: 24 percent in.the University, 32 percent

ia the State University, and 21 percent in the Community Colleges.

The independent institutions are the exception. Clearly, one of the

major attractions of their reletively expensive off-campus credit

courses is that met of them are offered as part of a sequence that

could lead eventually to a bachelor's or master's degree. In fact,

83 percent of the off-campus locations, with three or more courses

operated by independent institutions offered at least one program in

Fall 1978.

Table 8 shows the number of programs by academic subdivision that

were offered at off-campus locations in Fall 1978. Although

differences in emphasis exist among the segments, there is little

variation in the types of programs mast frequently offered off

campus. Overall, programs in business and management are the most

common with social sciences, second; education, third; engineering,

fourth; and public affairs and services, fifth.
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TABLE 7

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS* BY OFF-CAMPUS LOCATION ANO SEGMENT

FALL 1978

Item.
Number of Locations by Segment

Number of
Programs UC CSUC CCC IND Total

0 258 506 2,310 435 3.503

1 5 19 76 . 189 289

1 3 28 32 64

3 1 1 24 9 35

4 1 0 18 7 26

5 1 / 11 4 17

6 0 0 9 .8 17

7 0 1 4 7 12

8 1 1 6 .3. 9

9 0 0 6 4 10

10 0 0 2 4 6

11 - 15 0 0 , 14 19

16 - 20 0 0 5 3 8

Over 20 0 0 3 0 3

Total %ober of 268 526 2,507 717 4,018

Locations

Total Number of
Locations Offering
Programs 10 26 197 282 515

Percentage of All

Locations with
Programs:

1978 3.7% 4.9% 7.8z 39.32 12.8%

1976 10.7: 12.22 8.9% 74.62 17.42

Total Number of
Programs 27 48 767 733 1,575

* An off-campus prosram is defined as one in which 50 percent or more

of the courses required to complete it are available at that loca-

tion. It is assumed that all locations with o..15, one or two courses

do not offer programs under this definition.

5-15
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TABLE 8

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS BY ACADEMIC SUBDIVISION OFFERED AT OFF-CAMPUS

LOCATIONS, FALL 1978

(SO percent of the course requirements for the o'rogram must be

completeable at off-campus location)

Academic Subdivision UC CSUC CCC IND . Total

Agriculture and
Matural Resources

Architecture and
Env/rollout:al Design

Area Studies
.4

.BioIogical Sciences

Business and Manage-
ment

Commgnications

Computer and Informa-
tion Sciences

Education

Engineering

Fime and Applied Arts

Foreign Languages

Realth Professions

Some Economics

Law

Letters

Mathematics

Physical Sciences

Psychology

Public Affairs and
Services

Social Sciences

0 0 5

1 0 2

0 0 2

0 0 21

9 7 291

0 0 2

3 0 20

0 9 6

2 2 86

0 0 1 15

0 0 15

1 3 43

1 1 3

0 1 0

0 0 31

0 0 17

0 0 7

1 0 23

4 12 84

4 5 53

a 5

0 3

0 2

0 21

195 501

2 4

1 24

139 154

27 117

1 c 16

0 3.5

35 82

0 c

0 1

1 32

1 18

1 8

72 96

94 112

122 184

Theology o o o 9 9

Interdisciplinary 0 8 40 34 82

Total Programs 27 48 766 733 1,574
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In Fall 1976% business and management programs were the most popular

programs, too. They were followed by education and then public

affairs and serg:ices. The latter two program areas have slipped in

popularity during the past two years. Education programs probably

declined because of the sagging demand for most types of new teachers

and because of changes in the delivery of in-service education. The

diminished interest in public affairs and services programs
apparently reflects the impact of Proposition 13 on career choices

and on public sector employment opportunities.

Table 9 shows the number of programs available off-campus by degree

level and segment. For the most part, the distribution of programs
among the Public segments reflects the differentiation of function

outlined in the 1960 Master Plan. The University, for understandable

reasons, offers its doctoral programs on campus. The certificate

programs listed under the University and State University, moreover,

are different from those offered by the Community Colleges. In the

Community Colleges, a Certificate Program is normally i series of

courses in a particular specialty that require the equivalent of one

year of full-tise study to complete. In the case of the University

and State University, most of the certificates refer to a more

limited number of courses, in some cases even a single course, taken

by professional people to meet the requirements of mandatory

continuing education laws.

Table 10 shows the types of facilities used for off-campus education

by segment for locations with three or more courses. Two points

stand out. First, all four segments use a wide range of different

types of facilities for their off...campus courses and programs.
Second,.elementary and secondary schools are the most commonly used

type of off-campus facility. They are particularly popular sites for

the off-campus operations of the State University and the Community

Colleges, suggesting that a substantial degree of cooperation exists

between these institutions and local school districts in sharing

facilities.

Table 11 shows the number of off-campus locations that were owned,

leased, and donated for Fall 1978. Several trends are evident in the

comparisons with Fall 1976 data. First, very few off-campus
facilities are actually owned by the institution offering courses

there. Further, the number of these facilities is diminshing,
particularly in the State University and the Community Colleges.

Seconrl, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of off-

campus facilities that are leased, and in every segment except the

independent sector there has been a corresponding decrease in the

number of donated facilities. This trend apparently stems from the

aftershocks of Proposition 13, and the decision by local school

boards and other public agencies to charge for the use of their

facilities rather than to continue to donate them. It is difficult



TABLE 9

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS* BY LEVEL, FALL 1978

TYpe of Degree UC CSUC CCC IND Total

Certificate 13 3 251 4 271

Associate 0 0 502 2 504

Bachelor's 5 27 0 346 378

Master's 9 18 0 363 378

Doctorate" 0 0 0 12 14

Unknown 0 0 13 6 19

Total 27 48 766 733 1,574

* An off-campus program is defined as one in which 50 percent or more
of the caur3es required to complete it are available at that loca-
tion. It is assumed that all locations with only one or two courses
do not offer programs under this definition.

13s
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TABLE 10

TYPE OF OFF-CAMPUS FACILITY BY LOCATION AND SEGMENT, FALL 1978

(Locations with Three or More Classes)

Number of Locations by Segment

TAW of Facility
Num-
ber

UC

Per-
cent

CSUC CCC

Num- Per-

ber cent

Num-
ber

IND

Num-

ber

Total

Num-
her

Per-
cent

Per-
cent

Per-

cent

At Another College or Uni-
versity Campus

Elementary or Secondary School

Church

Military Base

Hospital

Library

Storefront

Governmunt Building

Office Building

Priaon

Museum

Hotel

Civic Center

Other

Total

2

7

o

2

1

0

4

2

2

0

1

8

5

8

42

4.8%

16.7

0.0

4.8

2.4

0.0

9.5

4.8

4.8

C.0

2.4

19.0

11.9

19.0

12

23

3

6

6

0

2

6

4

0

0

8

1

9

15.0%

28.8

3.7

7.5

7.5

0.0

2.5

7.5

5.0

0.0

0.0

10.0

1.3

11.2

11 1.2%

304 33.0

54 5.9

44 4.8

65 7.1

4 0.4

86 9.3

101 11.0

40 4.4

15 1.6

2 0.2

1 0.1

54 5.9

139 15.1

14

44

27

56

43

2

5

11

42

1

0

15

5

76

4.1%

12.9

7.9

16.4

12.6

0.6

1.5

3.2

12.3

0.3

0.0

4.4

1.5

22.3

39 2.8%

378 27.3

84 6.1

108 7.8

115 8.2

6 0.4

91 7.0

120 8.7

88 6.4

16 1%2

3 0.2

32 2.3

65 4.7'

232 16.8

100.0% 80 100.0% 9101,400.0% 341 100.0% 1 383 100 OT



TABLE 11

NUMBER OF LOCATIONS OWNED, LEASED, AND DONATED--BY SEGMENT, FALL 1978

bonership ebtegory

Num-
ber

UC

Num-
ber

CSUC CCC

Num-
ber

IND Total

Per-
cent

Per-
cent

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

Per-
cent

Num- Per-

ber -cent

OWNED

Total Locationa 1978 3 1.12 0 0.0% 29 1.2% 8 1.1% 40 1.0%

Total Locations 1976 4 1.3 3 0.5 100 3.4 11 2 1 118 2.7

',RASED

Total Locatioda 1978 186 69.4 176 334 765 30.5 176 24.5 1,303 32.4

Total Locations 1976 68 22.7 70 11.8 567 19.0 63 11.9 768 17.4

DONATED

Total Locations 1978 73 27.3 349 66.3 1,701 67.8 530 73.9 2,653 (6.0

Total Locations 1976 211 70.3 491 82.9 1,980 66.3 '374 70.4 3,056 69.6

UNSPECIFIED 1978 6 2.2 1 0.2 12 4.8 3 0.4 k2 0.5

UNSPECIFIED 1976 17 5.7 28 4.7 338 11.3 83 15.6 466 10.6

Total Locations 1978 268 100.0% 526 100.0% 2,507 100.02 717 100.0% 4,018 100.02

Total Locations 1976 300 100.0% 592 100.0% 2,985 100.0% 531 100.0% 4,408 100.02
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to tell at this time what the full impact of this trend is likely to

be, but it will probably increase the costs of providing off-campus

instructioa somewhat. For self-supporting courses, student fees-may

be raised slightly to cover the added cost of leasing facilities.

For State-supported courses, it seess likely that'increased costs.

will reduce the differential between what the State provides per FTE

student sod what it costs the institution to provide off-campus

instructian. Unless the added lease costs significantly reduce this

differential, however, it does not appear likely that the State's

cost will increase ia the short rua.
1_

One of the basic reasons for expanding off-campus education in

California was to provide educational opportunities for people who

lived in places where it'was difficult, if not impossible, for them

to commute to campus. This was a problem, particularly for older

students who worked during the day but hoped to attend college and

complete their degree in the,evenings. Then, too, the proliferation

of non-credit, extenoion courses stemmed from the desire of the

Commonnity Colleges to serve their entire community and of the four-

year institutions to enhance their public service functions.
-

While the number of off-campus locations, courses, and programs

provides ons important measure of the extent of instruction beyond

the campus, the actual distance from campus and the geographical

distribution of off-campus locations, courses, and programa provide

bet:.-er indications of the availability and accessibility of

educational opOortunities th...oughout California.

Information on 110,17 far students have to travel from work or home to

*ttend classes at.off-campus locations is not available, but Table 12

faidicates how much further they might have bad to travel if the

courses were available only on campus. It shows the distance froo

the main campus to the different off-campus locations. It should be

painted out that distances mean different thiags La different

circumstances and contexts. Five males in ma urban area, fot
exempla, might involve'as time -:onsuming a commute as would twenty-

five miles in the open countryoide. Furthermore, rapidly rising fuel

costs are ftcreasing the expense of long commutes dramatically. For

those without cars or adequate bus service, even a few miles could)

prove tobe a serious obstacle.

Table 12 reveals Vast more than half of the University's off-campus

locations are from eleven to fifty miles from the campus. Very few

of its locations are vithin five miles, but one out of every six of

its locations is more then one hundred miles from campus.
N.

In the State University a greater percentage of its locations are

within five miles of campus. Nevertheless, more than one-half of all

its locations are from sii to twenty-five miles away from campus.
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TABLE 12

DISTANCE FROM MAIN CAMPUS TO OFF-CAMPUS LOCATION
BY NUMBER OF LOCATIONS AND SEGMENT

FALL 1978

UC auc CCC

Distance
in Num- Per-

Miles ber cent

0 - 1 8 3.02

2 - 5 14 5.2

6 - 10 24 9.0

U. - 25 68 21.4

20 - 50 77 28.7

51 - 100 31 11.6

Over 100 45 16.8

Out-of-
State 1 0.4

Total
Percent 100.0%

Total
Loca-
tionS 268

Num-,

ber
Per-
cent

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

Nur-
ber

9 1.7% 208 8.3% 22

61 11.6 933 37.2 21

118 22.4 677 27.0 47

154 29.3 471 18.8 105

84 16.0 142 5.7 131

61 11.6 60 2.4 149

28 5.3 16 0.6 221

11 2.1 0 0.0 21

100.0% 100.0%

526 2,507 717

B-22
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INO Total

Per-
cent

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

3.1% 247 6.1%

2.9 1,029 25.6

6.6 866 21.6

14.6 798 19.9

18.3 434 10.8

20.8 301 7.5

30.8 310 7.7

2.9 33 0.8

100.0% 100.0%

4,018



The independent institutions engaged
rn.se further afield than any of the
their locations are close to campus.
independent iestitutions's locations
and nearly three out of every ten of
miles from campus .

cor

in off-campus education clearly
public segments. Very few of
In fact, more than half of the
are more than fifty miles away
them are more than one hundred

The Community Colleges represent the other extreme with the vast
majority of these off-campus locations clustered quite close to
their campuses. *Indeed, 46 percent of all Community College
locations are within five miles of the campus, and 72 percent are
within ten miles. True, 100 of the State's 106 Community Colleges
reported that they were iovolved in off-campus education in Fall -

1978, and the size of most Community College districts is modest in
its geographical extent. Under the circumstances, it is hardly
surprising that fewer than one out of every ten Community College

off-campus locations are more than twenty-five miles from campus.
Nevertheless, neither'the number of colleges, the size of mast
districts, the possible overcrowding of on-campus facilities, nor
the obstacles to access that distance can impose appear to explaia

the need for so many off-campus locations so close to campus. In

Fall 1978, there were 208 Community College off-campus locations
within one mile of the campus and 1,141 locations within five miles.

Moreover, the trend over the past two years appears to be toward a

greater proportion of all Community College off-campus locations

being placed close to campus.

Distance figures, though helpful, are, sometimes deceiving. In

coogested urban areas, an off-campus location ten miles from campus
might he within several blocks-of another campus or another off-

cawous center. Then, too, some of the distant locations used by
independeit institutions and occasionally by a public institution
are in urban centers served by other institutions rather than in

remote rural or mountain areas. For example, in Fall 1978,
California State University, Los Angeles, offered three non-credit
courses at a location 450 miles from its cwspus; the location used

in.this instance was a hotel in San Francisco. Another example would

be the courses offered by the University of Southern California and

by Golden Gate University in Sacramento.

Actual county by county summaries of the distribution of off-campus
locations, courses, and programs provide a clearer picture of the

availability of off-campus education. Complete summaries aad maps

will be included in the Commission staff's final report on off-campus
education. At this time, only county maps of ihe four-year
institutions' off-campus locations and their off-campus programs are
provided as an illustration of the potential of this approach.



Figures 1, 2, and 3 show the distribution of off-campus locations

operated by the University, State University, and the independent

institutions. Although some of these locations offer non-credit

course work, most of them provide upper division and graduate

instruction. Those locations offering just one or two courses are

omitted because the survey forma did not requireinstitutions to

report the zip codes of small locations. Although a large number of

off-campus locations unfortunately are omitted from these maps as a

result, most of these small locations are probably found in the same

county as the campus using them or offer prtimarily don-credit

courses. Moreover, the majority of off-campus courses and
registrations are su locations offering three or more courses, and

these are the only locations that are in say position to offer

students a sequence of courses leading to a degree.

Figure 1 reveals that eight of the nine counties where University of

California campuses are located also have one or more off-campus lo-

cations with three or more courses. In addition, University
Extension also operates off-campus locations in five other counties.

Overall, the thirteen counties with University off-campus locations

are among the most densely populated counties im the State. The

service area appears to be predomonately urban or suburban, and tends

to be concentrated in the same counties where University campuses are

located.

Figure 2 shows that the State University's off-campus locations with

three or more courses are found in twenty-four of the State's fiftY-

eight counties. Five additionsl counties also have State University

campuses within their boundaries, but no off-campus locations with

more than one or two courses. The efforts of the Chico campus to

provide off-campus instruction in sparsely populated Lassen,
Mendocino, Shasta, Siskiyou, and Tehams counties is particularly

noteworthy. It reflects one of the main purposes of off-campus

education which has been to make higher education accessible to

interested people in geographically isolated areas of the State.

The importance of one- and two-course locations to the State

University's overall off-campus operation makes generalizing about

its case more, difficult. The overall pattern in the State

University, however, seems to be to concentrate off-campus
operations in the most densely populated counties- -a pattern also

common to University Extension and the independent institutions.

Forty-six of the State University's seventy-nine off-campus
locations with three or more courses are located in just four

counties: Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and Santa Clara. While it

is true that these are the four most populous counties in the State,

with sore than half of the State's total populations, they are also

the home of three University, eight State University, and scores of

independent college and university campuses. These same four

counties also have forty-three Community Colleges.
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Figure 3 shows that, with few exceptions, the off-campus operations

of the independent institutions are located in the same counties as

those of the University and Stete University. The overlap with the

State University is particularly striking. Independent institutions

operated off-campus locations with three or more courses in thirty-

four counties. Only seven of these counties do not also contain a

State University campus, off-campus location, or both. Further,

there are only four counties served by the State University where in-

dependent institutions do not have at least one off-campus location

with three or more courses as well.

As with the public four-year segments, the vast majority of the inde-

pendent iostitution's off-campus locations sre clustered io the four

most populous counties. In fact, 190 of the independent

iastitution's 338 off-campus locations with three or more courses

are located in Loa Angeles, Orange, San Diego, end Santa.Clara

counties. It would appear that the more than 11.6 million residents

of these four counties enjoy an abundaace of on- and off-carpus

educational opportunities and a wide range of institutiooa,

locations, and courses to choose from.

The information in Figures 1, 2, and 3 indicates that there are other

counties in California whose residents are less well served.

Nineteen of the State's fifty-eight counties have no public four-

year college or university campus and no off-campus locations with

three or more courses operated by a public or independent four-year

institution. Most of these counties are sparsely populated, have no

large towns, and are located in the Sierras, theiCentral Valley, or

the northern sections of the State. Altogether,fthese counties had

an estimated population of 378,300 people in 1977, and only two of

the nineteen had a single town with 10,000 people or more. Although

these counties encompass 38,012 square miles, or 24 percent of the

State's total land area, they have less than 2 percent of the State's

total population.

Figures 4, 5, and 6 show the distribution of off-campus locations

optrated by the University, State University, and the independent

institutions that offered degree programs io Fall 1978. As noted

earlier, there are a large number of locations offering credit

. courses, but substaatially fewer that offer enough courses in a

sequence to permit students to complete at least half of the xourse

work needed for a bachelor's or master's degree. Those locations on

military bases offering programs only to base per:camel are excluded

from these maps because such programs are not open to the county's

civilianyesidents.

4111/4

Figure 4 simply confirms point made earlier that degree-oriented

instruction within the University of California system is offered

primarily on campus to full-time undergraduate and graduate

/
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FIGURE 4

TME DISTRIBUTION OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS WITH DEGREE PROGRAMS

BY COUNTY, FALL 1978
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students. Uuiversity Extension offers a wide range of ....edit and
non-credit courses, and it plays an important role in in-service

teacher training and ia providing continuing education courses for

professional people. The main purpose of Uniyersity Extension,

however, is not degree production.

Figure 5 slums that some State University degree programs are avail-

able at off-campus locations in seventeen counties. Seven of these

counties also have at least one State University campus within their

boundaries. Several of the other counties where degree programs are
available are in the sparsely populated northern sections of the
State, and several arel,n the predominantly rural Central Valley. In

addition to these sevei4en counties, there are seven others that
have State University caapusea, but no off-campus locations offering

programs.

Figure 6 shows the counties wb.ere residents can enroll at off-campus
locations operated by indepen ant institutions and eventually cpm-
plete at least half of the cokirse work required to earn a degree.
Again the. overlap with' the iStste University is, striking.

Furthermore, most of these locakions are in counties that are among
the most densely populated in the State. Indeed, 1,7 of the 220
independent institutions' locations offering degree programs to the
civiliao population are in either Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, or

Santa Clara County.

TWenty-four of the State's counties have neither a public four-year
institution within their boundaries, nor degree programs at off-
campus locations run by four-year institutions. Nineteen of these

counties are the ame ones that had no off-campus locations operated
by fodr-year institutions. The reasons for this, as noted earlier,
were that these nineteen counties were in sparsely populsted, remote

regions, and few bad any large towns. Altogether, they accounted for

less than 2 perceit of the State's population. The five additional
counties are generally of the same type, although twil of the five
have at least one taunt/4th 10,000 people or more.

The questions explored in this report do not exhaust the list of
those that the Commission's off-campus inventories could help to
answer. Stored in machine readable form, the vast array of
information contained in these inventories represents the largest,
most complete collection of data on off-ciispus education in

California. Further, the data in the Fall 1976 and Fall 1978-
inventories are generally comparable. While refinements and

ridditions will undoubtedly be incorporated into future Commission
surveys of off-campus education, every effort will be made to insure

comparability in order to enhance the value of the inventories for

policy research.
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FIGURE 5

THE DISTRIBUTION OF STATE UNIVERSITY

OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS WITH DEGREE PROGRAMS

SY COUNTY, FALL 1978
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Among the major findings uncovered in this analysis of recent trends

in off-campus education are the following:

1. A comparison of the Fall 1978 and the Fall 1976 inventories

reveals that there was a 9 percent drop in the overall number

of off-campus locations in the past two years, with 390 fewer

locations in 1978.

2. The great majority of all off-campus locations are quite

small, offering only one or two courses per term. Moreover,

while the overall number of off-campus locations is

decreasing, those that remain tend to be smaller '=-0 offer

fewer courses.

3. The total number of off-campus credit registrations in the

four segments dropped by 47,693, or by 13 percent, since Fall

1976. Although all four experienced a decrease in credit
registrations, the decline was most severe in the State Uni-

versity where the number of credit registrations ropped

from 20,938 to 12,513, or by 40 percent.

4. The University and the independent institutions have
increased their non-credit registrations markedly in the

last two years. In the University, non-credit registrations

at off-campus locations jumped from 5,489 in 1976 to 12,896

in 1978: in the independent institutions, they increased

from 2,089 to 6,560 in the same period;

5. Unlike the four-year segments, the Community Colleges ex-

perienced a marked decline in non-credit registrations. In

that segment, non-credit registrations plunged by 75,198

between Fall 1976 and Fall 1978, a drop of 39 percent.

Almost half of these non-credit losses occurred in three
districts: North Orange, San Diego, and Santa Barbara.

6. Overall, the Community Colleges experienced major losses

both in non-credit registrations and in credit regis-

trations. Their total off-campus registrations dropped by
108,254, or by 23 percent in the last two years.

7. Only'10 of the 268 locations operated by the Univeriity, 26

of the 526 locations run by the State University, and 197 of

the 2,507 locations provided by the Community Colleges

offered as much as one degree program. Furthermore, the

evidence from the Fall 1976 inventory strongly suggests that'

instead of increasing, the number of off-campus locations

where a student can eventually take at least half of the

courses needed for degree has declined in both relative and

absolute terms.

5 ti
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8. One of the major attractions of the relatively expeusive
off-campus credit courses provided by independent
institutions is that most of them are offered as part of a

sequence of courses that could lead eventually to a

bachelor's or master's.degree. In fact, 83 percent of the
off-campus locations with three or more courses operated by
independent institutions offered at least one degree program

in Fall 1978.
4

9. Among the four segments, programs in business and management

are the most frequently offered, followed by social
sciences, education, engineering, and public affairs and.

services.

10. All four segments use a wide variety of facilities for their

off-campus courses and programs. Elementary and secondary
schools, however, are the most commonly used type of off-

campus facility.

U. Very few off-campus facilities are actually owned by the

institutions offering couraes there, and the number is

decreasing. There has been a significant decrease in the

number of donated facilities, however, and a marked increase

in the number of off-campus facilities that are leased.

12. Very few of the locations operated by independent

institutions are close to their campuses. In fact, more than

half of the independent institutions' locations are more

than fifty miles away, and nearly three out of every ten of

them is more than one hundred miles away.

13. The Community Colleges have the vast majority of their off-

campus locations clustered quite close to their campuses. In

all, 1,141 locations, or 46 percent of Community College

off-campus locations, are within five miles of the campus,
and 72 percent are within ten miles.

14. Forty-six of the State University's seventy-nine off-cempus

locations with three or more courses are located in justIour
counties: Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and Santa Clara.

While it is true that these are the four most populous

counties in the State with more than half of its total
population, they are also the home of three University,
eight State University, and scores of independent college

and university campuses. These same four counties have
forty-three Community Colleges.

15. For the most part, the off-campus operations of the.

independent institutions are located in the same counties as

154
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those of the University and State University. The overlap

with the State University is particularly striking, with the

vast majority of the independent institutions' off-campus

locations also clustered in the four most populous counties.
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FOOTNOTES

1/ There was one earlier off-campus survey by the Coordinating

Council that'should be noted. See, Coordinating Council for

nIgher Education, Postsecondary Educational Services at Off-,

Campus, Locations:. Report 1, A Survey of California Community'

Colleges,, Council Report 74-3 (February 1974).

2i UCSF's off-campus courses are unlike those of almost all other

institutions. Its credit courses are actually hospital-based

specialty training for fourth-year medical, dental, and phar-

macy students, and many of its non-credit offeringa represent

internship and residency training.

3/ The survey questionnaire asked institutions to summarize the

information for all their off-campus locations with one or two

courses and the information for each location with three or more

courses Neparately. The intent was to simplify the burden

placed on institutions in responding to the survey, but one of

the unfortunate results was the loss of discreet information on

each small off-campus location. Survny design, therefore,

produced the distinction between small one- or two-course

locations and "larger" locations with three or more courses.

4/ Fees for State University off-campus/ courses vary, but they

vary within a fairly narrow range. Furthermore, the fees are

not set for a particular course after the enrollment process is

completed, but before the course is offered. For some small

classes, however, the State University sometimes offers the

instructor the option of teaching the'class for a redpced salary

or cancelling the course. /a this manuer, some last mdnute
adjustments are possible to insure that low enrollments do not

produce deficits in self-supporting courses. Of course, if the

enrollment is too low, the course is often simply cancelled.

B-36

1 5 c



APPENDIX C

LIST OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES (14 INSTITUTIONS)

nAT PARTICIPATED IN CPEC SURVEY



APPENDIX C

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES REPORTING USABLE DATA

1. Santa Ana College

2. Los Angeles Harbor College

3. Yuba College

4. Santa Barbara City College

5. Mt. San Antonio College

6. San Joaquin Delta College

7. Santa Rosa Junior College

8. College of the Desert

9. Chabot College

10. American River College

11. Foothill College

12. Bakersfield College

13. Pasadena City College

14. Los Angeles Valley College



APPENDIX D

A LISTING OF COURSES OFFERED AT

OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

BY COURSE TITLE, CREDIT STATUS AND FEE STATUS

FALL 1979



APPENDIX D

A LISTING OF COURSES OFFERED AT

OFF-CAMPUS LOCATIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

BY COURSE TITLE, CREDIT STATUS AND FEE STATUS

FALL 1979

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit

Fee

gIERti

Physical Education C None

Administraition of Justice C None

Business
C None

Home Economics C None

English
C None

Art
C None

Physical Education
C None

Business Education C None

Biology
C None

History
C None

Spanish
C None

Hose Nozzle and Fittings C None

German Conversation
C $ .50

Psychiatric Nursing: Hosp. & Comm. C None

Flight Simulation and Navigation C $24.00

Financial Planning and Investments C None

Irtroduction to Career Development C $ 1.00

Beginning Swimmtng C $ .50

Psychology Looks at Women C $ 1.00

Physical Fitness C None

Small Business Management C None

Introductory Guitar C $ 2.00

Beginning Folk and Ethnic Dance C None

Latroductory Painting C None

Judo Defense Tactics
C None

Introductory Guitar C None

Carpenters Apprenticeship Program C None



APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Drywallers Apprenticeship Program C None

Auto Mechanics Apprenticeship
Program C None

Electricians Apprenticeship Program C None

World of Stitchery C $ 1.00

Arrest/Search/Seizure C $ 2.00

Basic Police Academy C $218.50

Advanced Criminal Investigation
Techniques' C None

Self Development C None

Anthropology/Field Archeology C $ .50

Understanding the Female Body NC $ 5.00

Arts and Crafts NC None

Social Skills NC None

Social Skills through Games NC None

Community Orientation NC None

Community Involvement NC None

American History NC None

Beginning Ballet C None

Woodwind Choir C $ 5.00

Celestial Navigation C $ 2.00

Self Help Skills NC None

Sensory/Motor Development NC None

Exploring Music NC None

Personal Management NC None

Socializing Skills NC None

Pre-Vocational Training NC None

Self-Help Skills NC None

Group Counseling C None

Nursery School Hea3th and Safety C None

Physical Therapy Aide .
C None
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Accounting Math C None

Clerical Training, Disabled Persons NC None

Conversational French NC None

Technology of Geneology NC None

Beginning Driver's License NC None

Water Color NC $ 2.00

Beginning.Ceramics NC $ 7.00

Hand Wrought Jewelry NC $ 10.00

Beginning Harmonica NC None

Microwave Cooking NC $ 15.00

Creative Writing NC $ 4.00

Aesthetic Sights Abroad NC None

Choral Singing NC None

Lost Wax Jewelry NC $ 10.00

Basic Oil and Acrylic NC $ 2.00

Beginning fiano NC None

Folk Guitar NC None

Resilient Floors NC None

Calligraphy NC $ 2.00

Machine Cuisine NC $ 8.00

Creative Fiber Art NC $ 4.00

Sign Language Workshop NC None

Chinese Cooking NC $ 13.00

Body Weight Mastery NC None

Office Skills NC None

Simple Macrame NC $ 5.00

Ancient Civilizations NC None

Plumber's Apprenticeship Program NC None

Teachable Momenta NC None

Is Peace Possible NC None



APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged.

Emergency Care NC None

Antiques NC None

Advanced Ornf,thology NC None

Lip Reading NC None

Advanced First Aid NC None

Wildflowers of Santa Barbara NC None

Early Pregnancy NC None

Intermediate English as
a Second Language (ESL) NC None

Beginning and Intermediate Sewing NC None

Learn to Relax NC None

Moving with Eaae NC None

Beginning Shorthand NC None

Coping with Criticism NC None

Alrican Dance NC None

Partners in Learning NC None

Beginning Piano NC None

Color Slides NC $ 2.00

Preparation for Citizenship NC None

Aeronautics C None

Nursery School C None

Earth Astronomy Laboratory C None

Cosmetology C None

Typing C None

Checker Training C None

Sculpture C None

Expectant Parents C None

Food Service Orientation C None

Conversational Spat'sh C None

Prevocational Learning Skills C None
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Basic Educational Handicaps

Principles of Accounting

English ap a Second Language

Concepts of Chemistry

Elements of Mathematics

Business Law

American HiQtory Patterns

Ceramics

Communications

Creative Writing

Arts and Crafts

Fundamentals of Volleyball

Hobby Crafts

Typing

Child Family Communication

Elementary Economics

1 Introduction to Dramatic
Literature

Expectant Parents
z
Inz.roduction to Spanish

Introduction to Agri-Business .0

Pesticide Applicator Certificate

20th Century Art

Introduction to Business

Typing

Civil Service Training

Occupational Work Experience

La Reza Litqature

Schwol Menu Plan

Introduction to Humanities

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

$ 10.00

None

None

'None

None

$ 15.00

None

None

None

None

None I

None

None

None

None.

None

None

None

None

None

None

None



APPENDIX 0 (Continued)

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit

Fee
Charvd

Creative Writing C None

Fundamentals of Tennis C None

Introduction to Sociology C None

Intermediate Vocational Skills C None,

Physical Fitness C None

Water Exercise C None

Arts and Crafts C None

Welding NC None

Health C None

Office Administration C None

Real Estate C None

Spanish C None

English C None

Spanish C None

Acupressure NC $ 20.00

Greek Dancing NC $ 10.00

Stress Reduction NC $ 20.00

Photography Workshop NC $ 20.00

Bookkeeping and Accounting C None

Human Relations (Developing
Supervisory Leadership C None

Principles of Marketing C None

Written Communications for
Supervisors C None

English as a Second Language NC None

Clothing Construction/Tailoring NC None

ABC Stenoscript NC None

Career Development NC None

Planning for Travel NC None

Functional Living NC None

Ceramics NC None

Woodworking NC None
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Course Title

APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Current Literature NC None

High School Diploma NC None

Microwave Food Preparation NC None

Family Stress & Child Abuse NC None

Walking Infant (Parent Education-
Preschool Observation) NC None

2 yrs. (Parent Education-
Preschool Observation) NC None

Preparation for Motherhood NC None

Taxation and Exchange C None

-Radiation Protection C None

Fundamentals of Motorcycle Rt!pair C None

Agriculture/Principles of
Water. and Irrigation C None

Apprentice Carpentry C None

Apprentice Surveying Practices C None

Health and First Aid C None

History - United States C None

Family Studies NC None

Beginning Typing C None

Principles of Health Education C None

Bawling C None

General Psychology C None

English C None

Composition in Relation to
Painting . NC None

Physical Fitness NC None

Latroduction to Data Processimg C None

Office Procedure C None

Readings in American Literatire C None

Topics in Child Development C None
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Fashion (Grooming in the
Business World) C None

Interior Design (Interior Drawing) C None

Fundamentals of Electricity C None

Communication Skills C None

Slimming/Trimming C None

Advanced Officer Training C None

Introduction to Sociology C None

Women's Studies (Assertiveness
Training) C None

Art (Drawing) C None

Business (Accounting) C. None

Business (Marketing) C None

Business (Shorthand) C None

Business (Travel/Conference
Arrangements) C None

Drama (Theater Arts-Appreciation) C None

Fundamentals of Electronics C None

Creative Writing C None

Health (Cardio-Pulmonary
Resuscitation) C None

Intermediate Japanese C None

Math for Electronics None

Aquatic Fitness None

Social Dancing C None

Tap Dance (Intermediate-Advanced) C None

Real Estate (Legal Aspects) C None

Semiconductor Processing
(Photomasking) C None

Spanish C None

Study Skills (Vocabulary Improvement) C None

Supervisory Management Techniques C None
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APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Travel Careers C None

Glassblowing Workshop NC $ 20.00

Sheet Metal NC None

Accounting C None

Living History and You C None

Crisis Prevention/Suicide
Prevention C None

Assertiveness Training for
Older Persons C None

Stress: Manifestations & Control C None

Business Law C None

Camera Repair C None

Home Economics (Nutrition) C None

Management Communication C None

Introduction to Psychology C None

Work Experience Laboratory C None

Administration of Justice
(Advanced Officer Training) C None

Raku Workshop C None

Creative Writing C None

Health (Pre-Natal Care) C None

Opera for Everyone C None

Nursing (Clinical Refresher) C None

Yoga C None

Ice Skating C None

Rhythmic Movement NC None

Religious Studies (Book
of Revelation) C None

Oil Painting C None

U.S. History C None

History of Western Civilization C None



APPENDIX D (Continued)

Fee

Course Title Credit/Non-Credit Charged

Mineral Deposits/Prospecting C None

Nursing Fundamentals Laboratory C None

Introduction to Wildlife C.. None

Introduction to Mathematics C ;None

Medical Assisting C None

Principles of Economics C -s None

Introduction to Goverument C None

Ceramics C None

Introduction to Art C None

Principles of Bank Operation C None

Business Mathematics C None

t

Developmental Math C None
%

Autamobile Brake Systems C $ 5.00

Upholstery C $ 10.00
,

Basic Spoken Spanish C None

Reading Improvement C None

Creative Oil Painting NC $ 15.00

Beginning Disco NC $ 16.00

-0
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APPENDIX E

RESULTS OF SURVEY OF STUDENTS IN CONTINUING EDUCATION

AT INDEPENDENT CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

FALL 1978
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APPENDIX E

RESULTS OF SURVEY OF STUDENTS IN CONTINUING EDUCATION
AT INDEPENDENT CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND UNIVERSiTIES

Fall 1978

Response

Sex

Male 53.8%
Female 45.4

No Response 0.8

Marital Status

Married 60.5

Unmarried 38.3

No Response 1.2

Student Status

Part-Time 69.7

Full-Time 29.0

No Response 1.3

U.S. Citizen

Yes 91.5

No 7.4

No Response 1.1

Course Available from
Another Source?

Yes 32.8

go 63.4

No Response 3.8

If yes, why did you Choose
This Particular Course?

Tr4vel Convenience 53.0 (Total Adds to More than)

Type of Credit 48.3 (100 percent due to multi-

Quality of Course 25.1 ple responses.)

Instructors Reputation 15.8

Friend Taking It 4.1

Other 31.4
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Item Response

Employment

Employed Part-Time 16.2%

Employed Full-Time 69.1

Unemployed 13.2

No Response 1.5

Ethnicity

American Indian 1.5

Asian/Pacific 6.1

Black 19.2

White 68.0

Alaskan Native 0.4

Hispanic 3.2

No Response

Extent Self-Supporting?

0 - 19%
20 - 39
40 - 59
60 - 79
80 - 99

13.7
5.9
8.3
3.2
6.4

100 61.3

No Response 1.2

Residence Status

Living with Parents
Own Apartment or House
Leasing or Renting
Military Housing
Dormitory or Living Group
Employer Furnished
No Response

Highest Degree Held

8.9

53.5
21.7
9.9
4.2

0.9

0.9

None 6.5

High School Diploma 28.4
Associate of Arts 29.2

Bachelor's 29.4

Master's 4.8

Doctorate 0.5

No Response 1.2

1 7 4.,
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Item Response

_umber of Dependents

None 42.7%

1 15.5

2 15.3

3 13.8

4 7.4

5 3.0

Over 5 1.7

No Response 0.6

Why is Course Relevant?

New Skill Acquisition 6.6

Personal Interest-
Recrention 10.2

Professional Advancement 24.3

Refresher-Update 2.4

Certification 3.8

Degree 48.7

Occupational Requirement 3.0

No Response 1.0

Career Status

Beginning First Career 23.7

Mid Career-Established 30.7

Mid Career-New or
Changing 21.1

Nearing Retirement 2.9

Retired 1.9

Military 15.1

Military Freretirement 2.5

No Response 2.1

How Far do You Travel
(round trip) to Attend

(miles?)

0 - 5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - over
No Response

-1 7,3E-3

29.2
18.2
10.0
9.3
7.4

5.5
5.3

13.8
1.3



Item Yesponse

How are you Financing
the Course?

Self/Spouse 36.6%
Parents 7.5

Private Loan 2.0

Government Loan 2.5

Grant or Scholarship 6.6

VA or GI 27.1

Government 2.7

Employer/Company 10.3

Foundation 0.2

Military 3.2

No Response 1.3

How did you First Learn
About the Course?

Press 3.4

Radio/TV 1.2

Home Mail 6.6

Office Mail 5.3

In Another Class 8.0
-Bulletin Board Flyer 15.5

Professional Journal
or Meeting 2.7

Counselor Recommendation 18.1

Word of Mouth 23.2

Other 14.6

No Response 1.4

Household Income Level
(Gross)

Below $6,000 8.3

$6,001 - $9,000 9.8

($9,001 - $12,000 category
was accidentally omitted
from the su-vey)*

$12,001 - $15,000 12.

$15,001 - $20,000 18.2

$20,001 - $25,000 15.6

$25,001 - $30,000 10.2

$30,001 - $40,000 11.4

$40,001 - $50,000 5.0

Over $50,000 4.9

No Response 3.9

E -4
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Item

Present Employment

Academic
Sales

Response

17.4%
Li

Office/Clerical 10.2

Management/Executive/
Supervisory 24.1

Technical/Engineer 8.7

Arts 0.9

Skilled/Unskilled Trade 5.3

Service (Community) 8.8

Homemaker/Housewife 3.4

Other 15.1

No Response 2.4

*Dr. Richards commented as follows regarding the omission:

The typographical error of omission in the household income

category was unfortunate. However, the distribution'reems to

peak in the 15-20 thousand dollar interval. The curt?e appuars

rather flat. It would appear that a wide range ot income situ
strong participation in all categories is a characteristic of

the student population.
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APPENDIX F

RESULTS OF SURVEY OF INSTRUCTORS IN CONTINUING EDUCATION

AT INDEPENDENT CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Fall 1978

asm

Highest Degree or Certificate
Earned

atVonse

None 0.3%

Associate Degree 0.0

B.A./B.S. Degree 6.3

M.A./M.S. Degree 50.9

Ed.D./Ph.D. Degree 36.2

License/Certificate 2.5

No Response 3.8

Type of Credit

Degree 89.4

Non-Degree 5.9

Non-Credit 2.8

Non-Credit for Certificate 0.6

No Response 1.3

Grading System

Pass/Fail 2.8

Grade 87.5

No Grade 6.6

Mixed 3.1

No Response 0.0

Duration of Course

One Day/One Weekend 3.7

Short Series 12.5

Quarter 7.5

Semester 65.3

Year 9.4

No Response



Item Respone

Time of Day Course is Held

Day 11.6%

' Late Afternoons/Evening 84.7

Varies 3.1

. No Response 0.6

Type of Course (Prima:rily)

Correspondence
Classroom
Field
Television
No Response

Location of Course

0.3
98.1
1.6
0.0
0.0

Main Campus 22.8

Branch Campus 14.1

Off-Campus. 20.9

Military Base 41.9

No Response 0.3

Course Relevance aopulation)

General Public 32.2

Specific Group 20.3

Company In-Service 0.0

Military 4.7

Degree Candidates Only 41.6

No Response 1.2

Part of the Week Course
is Held

Weekdays 89.1

Weekends 7.2

Mixed 0.0

No Response 3.7

Is Course Offered as Part of
a Sequence or Group of Related

Courses?

Yes 69.7

No 26.9

Don't Know 3.4

No Response 0.0
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Item Response

Is This Course a Pre-
requisite for Another
Course?

Yes 27.5%

No 65.3

Don't Know 7.2

No Response 0.0

Does This Course Have a
Prerequisite or Require
Consent of the Instructor?

Yes - 33.8

No 62.5

Don't Know 3.7

No Response 0.0

Did you Originate or-
Develop This CAIrse?

Yes 25.3

No 72.8

Dont. Know 1.9

No Response 0.0

F-3
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FROM
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WESTERN ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities

Box 994p, Mills College, Oakland, California 94613

(415)632-5000

STANDARD NINE: SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Staneard 9.A.

Off-campus educational(gio&r.ws and degree or non-degree credit

courses are integral parts of the institution. Their functions,

goals, and objectives must be consonant with those of the institu-

tion. The institution maintains quality control of all aspects of

the _program and provides appropriate resources to maintain this

qualitK.

The Commission regards off-campus educational programs and courses

for degree credit as extensions of the institution's educational

services, within the institution's overall mission and purposes.

The institution is responsible and accountable for all asptcts of

its off-campus programs and courses.

The.quality of off-campus programs and courses in terms of resource

materials, faculty, level of instruction, adequacy of cvaluatioa,

and student services meets the.standards of quality which the insti-

tution sets for on-campus programs and courses. The appropriate

on-campus recources are adequate to support the programs or courses

offer at each off-campus site, in addition to resources needed for

on-caml.::, activities.

In initiating or significantly expanding off-campus programs and

courses, the institution complies with CommiPsion policy on "Sub-

stantive Change," including prior notification, page 102.

Because the Senior Commission of WASC accredits institutions, the

evaluation of off-campus programs and courses for degree credit is

part of the evaluation of the institution as a whole. However,

under certain circumstances--when nlw programs are being planned

or serious questions have been raised about existing programs--off-

campus programs may be examined separately.

Since accreditation applies to an entire institution and not to

specific programs and courses, an institution does not state, under

any circumstances, that a particular program, course, ce:tificate,

or degree offered on or off campus is accredited by WASC, but uses
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only the language prescribed by the Commission in its statements
regarding candidacy* and accreditation.** Since an institution is
accredited in its entirety, weak programs can undermine the entire
accreditation of the college or university.

Some, though by no means all, components of this standard are:

9.A.l. The functions, goals, and objectives of off-campus programs
and courses are consonant with those of the institution.
If off-campus !=ograms or courses are initiated which differ
in purpose or procedure from those offered on campus, the
differences are justified or their connection with the
institution's mission clearly specified. See Policy on
"Substantive Change," page 102.

9.A.2. Aamission, retention, certificate, and degree requirements
for off-campus programs and courses are qualitatively con-
sistent with those in effect on campus. Credits toward a
degree earned off campus have the same value as credits
toward a degree earned on campus and require comparable
amounts of class time and student preparation or justified
alternatives. The amount of credit awarded and type of
credit unit used for any course are clearly stated in all
descriptive and promotional materials and in all student
records regarding course ':redit.

9.A.3. Off-campus programs and courses are administered, under
established instAtutional policies and procedures, through
a clearly defined organization in a,'cordance with the mis-
sion of the i.ztitution under a respoasible administrative
officer.

9.A.4. On-campus administrators and faculty with expertise in
relevant academic fields participate in planning, approval,
and on-going evaluation of off-campus programs and courses,
and in selection of instructors, to assure quality in these
programs and courses.

9.A.5. Competence and credentials of instructors in off-campus
programs and courses are commensurate with those for on-
campus instructors.

9.A.6. Re'quirements (including time and competencies) for award of
credit and for granting of certification an:a degrees conform
to on-campus measures or to justified alternatives.

*See Policy on "Institutional Recognitio,- by and. Reporting to the
Commission," (b). Candidate for Accredita.ion, page 97.

**See Policy on "Institutional Recognition by and Reporting to the
Commission," (c) Accredited Status, page 99.
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9.A.7. Credit awarded for prior non-academic learning experiences

is carefully evaluated and fully justified as to amount

and designation of credit recorded, in compliance with the

Commission's policy on "Credit for Prior Learning Exper-

ience," page 130.

9.A.8. Individual student records, which document credits, certif-

icates, and degrees awarded through off-campus programs,

are maintained by the institution in perpetuity.

9.A.9. Student services appropriate to the clientele and their

needs are provided to students involved in off-campus pro-

grams and courses in a manner commensurate with those

provided on-campus students. Students are advised of the

availability of these services.

9.A.10. Learning resources, including library facilities, labora-

tories, classrooms, study areas, offices, and other equip-

ment and facilities, are adequate to support the programs

and courses offered at each off-campus site. The iastitu-

tion documents the availability of these resources to stu-

dents.

9.A.11. Sufficient financial resources in addition to those re-

quired to support on-campus activities are committed to

ensure comparable support of off-campus programs and

courses.

9.A.12. All conditions governing off-campu, programs and courses

are fully disclosed in appropriate catalogs, brochures,

announCements, and other promotional materials, including

tuition charges, refund policies, admission, and academi6

requirements. These published materials include accurate,
comprehensive descriptions of student services and learning

resources. Exceptions to on-campus conditions are indi-

cated clearly. Publicity to prospective students is faC^tual

and consistent with services actUally provided.

9.A.13. As in the case of all part-time and adjunct faculty, insti-

tutions retaining in their off-campus c-urses and programs

full-time faculty of other institutions have adopted pol-

icies regarding the amount of outside work and the use of

institutional resources and facilities. Such faculty are

asked also to conform to their full-time employer's stan-

dards with respect to amount of outside work and use of

the latter's resources aed facilities.

9.A.14. Pay, recognition, benefits, and workloads for full-time and

part-time faculty and staff involved With off-campus pro-

grams and courses are commensurate with those received by

comparable personnel at the home campus, with any exceptions

justified.
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9.A.15. Programs and courses offere&off campus are scheduled in a
manner to encourage content Mastery as well as course con-
tinuity, and to enable students to complete the entire pro-
gram as announced.

9.A.16. The institution identifies any credit courses not part of
a degree program as "not to be used for degree credit."

Reporting and Prior Notification*

1. Addendum to the Annual Report. An institution is expected to
report to the Commission, as they occur, in a special.addendum
to the annual report:

a. Programs or courses which continue to be offered off campus
in locations previously reported.

b. Courses given off campus, which are offered in the Western
Association's region, but which have not been previously

reported.

2. Notification at the Time of Initiation. An institution is ex-
pected to provide the Commission with notification at the time
of the initiation of:

a. A course at any location outside the Western Association's
region, whether or not that course has been previously
covered by that institution's accreditation as an offering
inside the region.

b. A program which has been previously covered by that insti-
tution's accreditation, at a new location in the Western
Association's region.

c. A new program, not previously included in the institution's
accreditation, at a location within the Western Associa-
tion's region.

3. Prior Notification. An institution is expected to notify the
Commission of its intention to offer programs outside the
Western Association's region, sufficiently in advance to allow
Commission review before the program is iuitiated.

4. Forms for Prior Notification and Notification at the Time of
Initiation are provided on pages 190 and 192.

wDoes not apply to non-credit offerings.
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Standard 9.13.

An accredited institution entering into any contractual relationship

andcotieree andncforcreditroramsiIo gither-
sons or non-accredited asencies dr organizations ensures that aca-

demic and fiscal res onsibili and control remain with and are

The Commission recognizes two kinds of contractual arrangements:
(1) degree and certificate programs which devolve from a prescribed

pattern or group of cuurses, and (2) courses that are not necessar-
ily part of a paLtern or group but may be arranged on an individual

basis and accepted as electives, general education, or applicable

toward on-campus majors and certificates.

Any contract drawn to implement such arrangements must make clear

that.academic and fiscal responsibility and control remain with and

are exercised by the accredited institution. Any delegation to a

contracting agency does not relieve the institution of its respon-

sibility and accountability. Normally, the academic contribution

of the contractor should complement and supplement that of the

accredited institution. Contractual arrangements designed to expand

the scope of an institution's programs must include provisions for

regular, independent evaluation by appropriately qualified personnel

of the accredited iastitution.,

An accredite;d institution pidaning to offer a contractual program or

course for the first time, significantly modify an existing contract,

or substantially Increase the number of contracts must do so under

the provisions of the Commission's Policy on "Substantive Change."
Institutions should always check proposed changes in their contrac-
tual programs or courses against the Policy on "Substantive Change,"

page 102.

The evaluation of contractual programs and courses will be part of

the evaluation of the institution s a whole. Hawever, under certain

circumstances, when new contractual programs are being planned, when

existing ones are significantly modified, or when serious questions

are raised, contractual programs and courses may be examined sepa-

rately. Costs for such examinations will be borne by the institu-

tion. If serious deviations from Commission policies are found in
an evaluation of a contractual program or course, the candidacy or

accreditation of the entire institution may be subject to review.

Since atc-_ditation applies to an entire institution and not to
specific programs and courses, an institution or a contracting

*As used in Standard 9, "program" may refer to organized groups 9f

courses as well as to "program" as defined in the Glossary, page

176.
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individual, agency, or organization wily not state under any cir-
cumstances that a particular contractual program or course is

accredited by the Commission, but will use only the language pre-

scribed by the Commission in its statements regarding candidacy*

and accreditation.**

Some, though by no means all, components of this standard are:

9.3.l. The accredited institution possesses appropriately qualified
faculty and administrative resources adequate and assigned
both co administer the cooperative program and to evaluate
it on a regular basis.

9.B.2. Degrees, certificates, and courses to be offered, and the
level of credit or competence required for the successful
completion of these are determined in advance of the signing
of the contract by the accredited institution in accordance
with established institutional procedures and under the
usual mechanism for faculty and administrative review. All

degrees, certificates, or course credit offered are awarded

by the accredited institution.

9.3.3. Curricular requirements and content are established by the
accredited institution in accordance with regular institu-
tional procedures. Educational resources, such as library
and instructioral materials, meet thi same standards as
those used for comparable non-contract educational programs.

9.3.4. Instrxtional personnel at the non-accredited institution
teaching in the cooperative program meet standards set by

Illthe accredited institution. To teach in the program they

are subject to the same screening\procedures as are faculty

of the accredited institution. The accredited institution
has the authority to prevent any faculty member at the non-
accredited institution from teaching in the contractual
program.

9.3.5. The accredited institution makes a prior review of all ad-

vertising material concbrning the contractual.program and
has veto power over the use of any such material. The

accredited institution is responsible for the represents-
tions irade either by its own field representatives or by

*See Policy on "Institutional Recognition by and Reporting to the

Commission," (b) Candidate for Accreditation, page 97.

**See Policy on "Institutional Recognition by and Reporting to the

Commission," (c) Accredited Status, page 99.
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those of contracting agencies or 13rsons. It is the respon-

sibility of the accredited institution to confor% to the
laws.and regulations of each of the states in which it
operates or recruits students, and in particular to see that

each of its field representatives working in a state is

properly licensed or registered as required by the laws of

the state. The non-accredited organization or the contract
individual is bound by any or all catalog statements of the

accredited institution.

9.13.6. The accredited institution determines the eligibility of

those admitted into the program as matriculating students.

The accredited institution is responsible for actually
evaluating previously earned credits that are submitted for

transfer toward the contractmel program, degree, or certif-

icate. If credit is awarded for prior learning experience,
the determination of the bass for such credit must conform

to Comission policy on "Credit for Prior Learning Exper-

Lance," page 130.

9.3.7. The accredited institution maintains direct control over and

accountability for the fiscal operation of the program. All

fees are directly payable to the accredited institution.
All elarEes incidental to the contractual program, including

refund policies, are published, and students are given this

information before registration.

93.8. The accredited institution establishes criteria for and con-

ducts evaluation of student progress and is responsible for

student counseling.

9.3.9. The accredited institution is respr ksible for matriculation

and registration of students, for tile recording of all

credit, and for the issuing of all transcripts. The accred-

ited institution maintains current records on all students
in the contractual program and has rights of access to addi-

tional records of the non-eccredited agency or contract
individual. Whatever records may be kept by the contractor,
notwithstanding, the accredited institution is responsible
for having a full and complete record of each student

contractual program at all times.

9.13.10. All policies, standards, and guidelines applicable to the

eocredited institution apply equally to the non-accredited
agency or contract individual whenever a contract program
or course is involved.

9.3.11. All accredited institutions consider the following in the

preparation of contracts:



a. The :ontract specifies which state or territorial laws

govern the contract.

b. The contract prohibits assignment (i.e., transfer to

another contractual institution or agency) without

prior consent.

c. The contract is executed by duly authorized officials
of the accredit d institution and their counterparts
in the non-accredited agency.

d. The contract for the contractual program is developed
both to implement the standards for contractual pr(4.,ams
and to establish clearly the responsibilities of the
respective parties for fulfilling the contrect. It

would be wise to submit the contract to legal counsel
for review.

e. If there are transition periode during the contract
program development or implementation when special pol-

icies will be in effect, these policies are listed and

the transition period delimited.

f. There is a clear statement of what student services,

if any. are available to students who are in the con-
tractual program. e.g., health care, financial aid,
counseling facilities.

g. Provisions for use of all physical &!cilities in terms
of arrangement, security, and charges are stated.

h. The contract specifies the assignment of liability for

damage to persons or property, the terms of indemnifi-
cation, if any, and the agreed method of resolving
claims among the parties.

J.. As a rule, cintracts are drawn for a specific term with

appropriate provisions for earlier termination. Modi-

fications, extensions, and waiver of various contractual
provisions are agreed upon in writing by both parties.

j. A process for arbitrating disagreements over the intent

of the contract might be considered by both parties.

k. The right of either the accredited institution or the
non-accredited agency or contract individual to partic-
ipate ot. not participate in competing contractual ar-
ranement is made clear.
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Standard 9.C.

.orarasenIesameacademicstandTravel-studrIEslit2.25Lrelt_a_ze-

ments as regular projrams of the institution. Academic credit is

not awarded for travel per se.

This standard regarding travel-study programs has been prepared to

alleviate existing confusion regarding.these programs azid to provide

the academic standards needed to maintain travel-study courses at a

level equivalent to on-campus programs of instruction. Policies

and standards from other sections of this Handbook may be applieable

and should be applied to travel-study programs to the appropriate

extent.

Academic credit may be granted for residence or travel courses which

involve an academic experience supp- mented by seminars, readings,

reports, and similar academic activities, but shall not be permitted

for travel per se. Credit and non-credit travel-study courses shall

meet the same academic standards and requirements as those of reg-

ular campus and off-campus courses of the institution.

Some, though by no means all, components of this standard are:

9.C.1. Credit for full-time travel-study courses is limited to a

maximum of one semester unit of credit per week of full-

time study. Credit is awarded for academic achievement
and performance within program objectives, not for visits

and tourist activities.

9.C.2. Credit for preppratory and follow-up activities is, under

normal circumstances, part of the credit offered for the

course and falls wlthin the standard described above. When-

ever these activities are, in the estimation of the insti-

tution, above normal, a maximum of one additional semester

unit may be included with the travel-study course credit.

Thus, a three-week travel-study course would, ander normal

requSgments, provide a maximum of three seMester ,anits of

credit. This could be raised to four when substantial
preparatory and follow-up activities are required.

Preparatory and follow-up activities,include readings, papers,

course evaluations, local visitations, and pre-travel and

follow-up meetings.

Whenever preparatory or follow-up activities are greater
than those normally required for one semester unit of credit,

*As used in Standard 9, "program" may refer to organized groups of

courses-as well as to "programs" as defined in the Glossary, page

176.
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the institution will plan and conduct separate courses for

this purpose. When preparatory courses are listed as pre-
requisites for travel, they are not considered part of thc
travel-study course itself.

9.C.3. Academic credit awarded for participation in travel-study
courses ioLbased on the same standards of achievement re-
quired fot regular on-campus courses as presented in other
sections of this Handbook.

9.C.4. Non-credit travel-study courses meet the standards of
achievement stated in Standard 9.D. below.

9.C.5. Travel-study courses are under the saa!e institItional con-
trol and subject to the same instructional review as other
courses. In the event that an.individual or non-accredited
agency, such as a travel agency, performs cm: arranges edu-

cational functions beyond travel and logistic arrangements
as directed by the institution, the Commissibn standards
and policies for contractual relatJnns apply.

Standard 9.D.

Non-creditagsullssLaVallakm:LAAnmApd educetion are inte-
gEal to the educational mission of the institution and are char-
asterizedbthesa_m_m_lin.andinstruction as found
in credit psommil:

Non-credit instructional programs described in this section are
designed to meet a variety of adult education needs including:
professional and in-service education, career change or advance-

ment, liberal and cultural education, special societal needs (ener-

gy, etc.), avocational education, or individually identified needs.
These programs may consist of either single courses of instruc-
tional units or they may provide an organized sequence of instruc-

tion leading to a certificate or other recognition.

The Commission regarde these programs and cowses as integral parts

of the institution. As such, they are to be extensions of the
institution's educationai services within the institution's overall

purposes. The institution is responsible for all aspects of these

programs in the same manner that responsibility is required and

maintained for regular offerings.

Non-credit programs maintain the same quality of planning and in-

struction maintained for credit programs. When a unit of measure-

ment of recognition of participation is desired, the Continuing

Education Unit (CEU) is normally used. Special measurements and

recording standards which might be devised by individual institu-

tions are discouraged.

G-10
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The purposes of non-credit programs of continuing education and

extended education are consonant with the stated purpose and objec-

tives of the institution, and consis...ent with the institution's

ability &:f provide the necessary level of iastruction.

Since accreditation applies to an entire institution and not to

specific programs and courses, an institution will not state, under

any circumstances, that a particular program, course, or certificate

on or off campus is accredited by WASC, but must use only the lan-

guage prescribed by the Commission in its statements regarding

candidacy* and accreditation.**

Some, though by no means all, components of this standard are:

9.D.l. Institutions using the Continuing Education Unft (CEU) for

purposes of recording a.ld recognizing student accomplish-

ment follow the national standards lad guidelines estab-

blished for this measurement. ':.'nese standards define one

CEU as betng equivalent to ten hours of iytruction appro-

priate,to the objectives aad purposes of the course, and

provided by an instructor qualified in the subject area.

9.D.2. As an alternative to the CEU, non-credit programs may be

recorded by title and enrollment, or not recorded. Any

recording of student accomplishment or hours of participa-

tisn should utilize *he CEU rather than institutionally

developed measurements.

Institutions maintain records which show the level or quan-

tity of service provided through non-credit instcuction.

9.D.3. Campus administrators and faculty are significantly invol-

ved in planning, maintaining, and evaluating al/ non-credit

progiams of continuing and extended education.

9.D.4. Faculty have competence in the field in which they teach

and have appropriate academic degrees and/or experience.

Screening and appointment procedsires identify faculty who

have the knowledge and ability to maintain the academic

standards of the,institution.

Student servtces consistent with the needs and special char-

acteristics of part-time students are provided to meet the

( academic and counseling needs of the students in the program.

*See Policy on "Institodonal Recognition by and Reporting to the

Commission," (b) Cand:.date fdr. Accreditation, page 97.

**See Policy on "Institutional Recognition hy and Reporting to the

Commission," (c) Accredited Status, page 99.
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9.1).6. All conditions governing non-credit programs are fully dis-
closed in catalogs, brochures, announcementsand other
promotional materials. This information includes fees,
refund policies, admissicn procedures, program standards,
and requirements to co%splete the course or program.

9.D.7. Learning resources, library facilities, laboratories, class-
rooms, study areas, offices, plus other equipment and facil-

ities are adequate to support the programs or courses
offered, regardless of locatian.

9.D.8. Adequate financial resources are committed to support these
programs and courses.

9.D.9. In accordance with standard practices under institutional
control, clearly defined budgets void financial records are
maintained for non-credit purposes.

9.D.10. These programs are administered under appropriate institu-
tional policies and procedures. These programs report
through a clearly defined organization to an appropriate
administrator.

1 9
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ESTIMATED ENROLLMENTS IN OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAMS
AT THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES,

1979-80 TO 1982-83

The FTES (Full-Time-Equivalent Students) limitations were derived
from existing ,e,nrollments in State University off-campus operations
in 1979-80, with growth factors spread over the three-year period
beginning in 1980-81. These enrollments are shown in the table below
with State and self-support indicated foseeach category. It should

be noted that the figures shown for 1980-81 through 1982-83 are
estimates only and that the actual allocations of FTEs by category
and by years-should be the responsibility of the State University
Trustees.

Exfsting and Projected FTES Enrollments in Off-Campus Operations
at the California State University and Colleges

1979-80 Through 1982-83

Category, 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

Consortium:
State Support -0- --0- 250 350

Self-Support 170 200 70- -0-

External Degree Programs:
State Support .0- 865 950 1,150

Selflupport 830 -0- -0-

Major Centers (North San
Diego, San Francisco,
Stockton, and Ventura)
State Support 265 390 450 550

Self-Support 135 -0- -0- -0-

Nigcellaneous Courses:
Degree Related:

State Support 300 350 450 550

Self-Support , -0- -0- -0- -0

Non-Degree. Related:
State Support 250 -0- -0- -0-

. Self-Support -0- . 250 350 450.

Totals: .

State Support 815 1,605 2,100 2,600

Self-Support . 1 135 450 350 450

Grand Total 1,950 2,055 2,450 3,050

II-1 94; 4.
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The changes from fee support to State support are.based on
Recommendation 1: that off-campus degree programs should be
given a higher priority for State funding than miscellaneous

off-campus courses. As shown in the table, all external degree
programs and all Consortidt degree programs are curreotly fee
supported; while miscellaneous courses are all State supported.
The vdcommendation proposes to reverse this funding arrangement
and to provide for modest groCith over the next'three years. ND
State funding is provided for thd Consortium until 1981-82
because of the State UniVersity's belief that one year will be
required to convert the Consortium to State support. Only a

portidh of the FTE in 'miscellaneous courses (currently State
supported) is to be converted to self-support since many such
courses are actually part of existing degree programs.

Retommendation 2 proposes an overall limitation of State-
supported, off-campus FTES for two reasons:

1. Commission staff believes that the development of external
degtee programs should be.controlled and orderly and that
tile State University should demonstrate, through its
report required to be submitted in 1983, that the proposed
growth'is warranted and that standards of quality can be

maintained; and

2. A single figure for pll off-campus operations is proposed
(the alternative would be individual limitations op each
aspect of State University off-campus operations) so that
the Trustees will have sufficient flexibility to manage
effectively.

It should be noted that the State University is currently
'budreted for 1.000 ETES ,(815 of which are currently being
supported) for the 1979-80 fiscal year, while the systemwide
enrollment .for the same year is 230,860. The proposed increase

by 1982-83 of 1,600 ETES Tepresents-an increase of 0.7 percent
from the current budgeted figure for off-campus operations,
just over 0.2 percent per year for the three-year.period.

II-2
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State University, Hayward, Fall 1979.

84. Cal Poly Extension, Fall 1979, Bulletin of the extension divi-
% sion of California Polytechnic State University, San Luis
>Obispo.
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and Colleges.
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103. Minutes, Meeting of the Academic Senate AdVisory Committee of

the Consortium, November 8, 1977, California State University

and Colleges.
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105. Minutes, Meeting of the Academic Senate
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