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v / s FOREWORD , -

3 -~

\ - . ! S
Millions of Amerlcans have acqulred useful knowledge

-

and skllls of high quallty during theLr serv1ce experle\ée

- through education programs offered on mllltary bases by

* [
c1v;11an 1nstitutlons. For many it is the onily postsécon—

aQ

da edycatlon they -have had. -For others it prov1ded the
Z

wndation for further-education 1nc1ud1ng the,hlghest

. 1 . . _ . t -
~professional levels in medicine, law, and teaching, just’to
) {

¢

cite a few. . - . -

The Council on Postsecohdary Accreditation's case study;

of educatldi offered on m111tary installations has” made an

1ndepth study of 25 bases including a11 branches of the armed

I3

'forces., _The stuﬂy involved 54 different evaluators, all

'profess;onal educators drawn from postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns-w‘

throughout the Un1ted States.~'Wh11e the report tends to T

-

\ - e
»

focus on the weaknesses found there are a1so many strengths

‘present in the onwbaSe programs offered by civilian insti—»r
. .
tuthns - Indeed there has. not been enough said about the

.truly good . educatlonal programs and courses ‘hat have been

-

- PR
-

of fered on mllltary bases. over the pasdl 30 years.
d>tlon

" My own personal experlence with mllltary edu

“*hegan *in 1942 while I-was in thewArmy Alr Force at Urbana,
_ . ) : . N
r . ’ T - : : : . T &
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I1linois. I was impressed then, as I am today, with the -, N

guality of - educatlon that was belng prov1ded by our colleges

‘ f Y ; . o +
and universmtles for service personnei, in many . ins ances :
0 i . ! . ‘. .

' at great-expense to the 'institution or;\at best, with a

[}

-

. _ mlnlmug ©of monetary neturns.

In 21 years as the chlef'executlve offlcer of one of
the regional accrediting commiss1ons of h1gher educatlon,zi*

-

hhve been personaliy 1an1ved in the evaluation of education
offered by accredlted fnstitutions for all of the mllltary

.- -services. While I have seen most of the questlonable practlces
’ ’ ~

_1dent1f1ed by the current crltacs, instaneces of such practlces

‘* are rather few in number 'd&nd relatlvely 1ns1gn1f1cant to the. -
> . . ol )

4 * ’ * L -

whole. . . . - T

s This case study was. desrgned to gather the facts concern—'

‘1ng the strengths and weaknesses of mllitary base education.

’ Thls report presents a summary of these flndlngs and the con- .

-

~ *~ clusions and recommendations'based on them.

Is

. .
The evaluatlon process for education offered on mlﬁatary.»

¢

ingtallations. does not end here. ,Rather, this study is the
- s s "l
R ' }v

beg1nn1ng oF a neW'and contlnulng evaluatldn Jprooess. It is

3 =,

my 1ntent, and the intent of the study, to encourage and

1mprove the good and to ellmlnate the bad, in order tevassure .

-

that Amerlcan service personnel recelve quallty educatlonal

L

prodrams provided by regnonally accredlted pOstsecondary
{ educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns- : _ iy ' " " -
- V ) v V= ’
} g . Goxrdon W Sweet !
< . _Chaixman of the dv1sory Commlttee co |
~ ', o * . ~ l . S . - . . . .
< A R ' : '
> t . \ii ’ }
“, ‘ 5-, - . k,
- - ! 4 - . /h »




. s
‘ i X :
’ r / ¢ .
Pl - .- - - i -
. ~. » o L &'f',
. . ‘ ' - ~
ton . g
. - ).\ - » ' -
‘ -t
¢ » . . _
> | PREFACE ° B : . C
- e ] ‘ ) P
Until a few years ,agQ, college-level instruction for . C
v » ) . - < . - ‘. - M .

- < ® - v LN e N

service personnel offered*on,military bases was,conducted/.

[N bt ‘¢

) by only ‘a few 1nstitutlons *and control pndumonltorlng were. o
relathely 31mple: It was easy.to_flnd $ut” who was d01ng ‘, 7
4, . 0 7 . *
what, where, and»for)whom. ﬁuringfthe seventies‘the number ' .

'r’- -

) and varlety of 1nst1td/ions 1nvolved i the on,base edu- . s

I&
catlonal enterprlse has 1ncreased 51gn1flcantly, Almost -

every k1nd of postsecondary educational 1nst1tut10n is ; A

- rl .

represented among‘the host of prov1ders that offer an un- .,

Ve

’ -

11m1ted varlety of courses and degree programs at all

‘e

“

levels from.certlflcaﬁe programs through the doctorate. " -

This rapid expan31on of’educat&onal activ1ty by popt-
secondary educational 1nst1tutlons and theglnc ased number -

.

, of m111tary students enrolled in on—base programs and courses

have trlggered a great deal of concern about the operatlonal ' .

procedures used and the qualLty of the - programs offered. ’
In response to the percelved problems and cr1t1c1sm » the

R S - N Department of Defense contracted with- the Council on
A ° ! . ‘ -’ ’ A - ‘. ) .
-Postsecondary Accreditation, to conduct a case study. on qff— - . .~
e L ) : ‘ . N o - o oy
campus postsecondary educatiop om military bases. The cast | /

.
»
t i

-

s . study was implementedJWfth the cooperation of, the six -

\ - LI N

- v ’ . ’ v

w . - . . L
-.FRIC . -
\"' Provide c 4
r




by

reglonal,accredifing associatlonsv.all branches of the ..

. L4 ’ ..’

mllltary serv1ce, and a representat1Ve number of thé qpl~

- W

leges and unlver81t;es that. 6ffer~programs angd courses on,
.) % e /:( M

1 -
* - ) ¢ . -

military 1nstallat10ns. - | . ; - A L

In achieving the.Pukposesgof the study, we were able -’ .

~ 4

g » ot

‘ to 1dent1fy and; place into proper”perspectlve the issues *© </ «, - -

+

and problems that have emanated ﬁrom m111tary~base educatlon

t

- - —

L

'.in'recent vears. The study has cqnflrmed that.these problems 7

E

and issues do, indeed ex1st. Based on the magnltude of the S

AY

enterprlse—~numbers of 1nst1tutlpns 1nvolved programs offered, R
« [ 5 .\‘.,:_\4

a - LI ’ Y

""and students enrolled&hand the dlspersed nature “of . the operaL

‘tlon, however the proportion of " poor'programs and practlces

- L . » B

that ex1st in felatlon to, the good and acceptable is probahly

”

no.greater for off-campus activities than it 1é;for on—-campus
{ ) ’ ' b N : o

operations. This conclusion in no way justifies the existence | ,
-~ ‘ ) , '
of guestionable programs on military bases. wIhere can be no- .

'rationa}.or,apceptable justification for poor—éuality acadenmie |
. ' ' - ]
Thus, the recommendatjons_ . = ..

~ . ‘ 3 -

r. ’ .
programs on bas€, Or on campus.

]

contained in this report are designed, if implemented{'to ©7

1mprove the quality of academic programs pffered on m111tary ;

bases without d1m1n1sh1ng access to an apprdprlate varlety of.

’ s
o A\

programs for mllltary personnel. . - v

.

There are ambiguities sufflclent to algfw ahx one of the

pr1nc1pal constltuent partners in on~base educatlon to point

the quality'finger at'another'and not see or admit’ its own o

L

A ¥
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N
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¢ .
r e - .

snprtcomings. If. ~.such happen&

/1t bgten happens.

4 Y

wa égkfto\31ngle out partles for blame, bu

- o -,

personnel academlcally acceptable and respectabl

R ' L

it will be'mfortuhate;
. . N e

\«

The purpése of the. dase study approach

< ' i

. document the roles, relatlonshlps, and tesponsxbllltles of

- ,'

The

ﬂfto\ldentlfy and }

"allﬁln maklng,the whole educat ohal enterprlse for mllltary

e

Yetir».

3y

.

—~—

i‘

mllltary ‘student deserves th;s, and all partles——the mllltary,

*
PR 1

" edutational’ 1nst1tutlons,

and federal agencies involvefl--share in -the responsibiiity.;

accrediting agen01es,

#

Part I wf the repbrtvtraces the background for \and.

[ 4

-

development of the case study ‘and presen§3'the‘gda1&‘and,\
N . : 1

and the state .

~

objectiVes'for the project.,:Part II{presents ihformation on N

the de31éh of the study, hpw it was structured and organlyed
’ »

-

)

\

and 1dent1f1e3fthe strengths and weaknesses of the - study

hN

Part JIX presents a summary of the findi

r?gs frpm ‘the

€

@

g

varlous site v151tat10ns and draws general conclus1ons from -

~ [ 4

-these findings concerning,lnstitutlonal purpose "and goals,

»

A -

organization and adminisgratién;

.struction and quallty assurance,l

<

phy31ca1:&unllt1es, student serv1ces, and financial resources. ' A

Spéc1f1c findings related to the m111tary, reglonal accredlt—

ing\agéncies,~the states,
-

also -presented.

Part IV”presents'the'cpnclusions.and recommendations that

¢

have ,evolved from the case study as a

admissions,

learning resources and-

° - »

LY
3

%

>

whole. Jhere are 24

curriculum, rn§

N4

and the Veterans Admlnlstratlon agre

°



- . . - 8

recommendat1ons made dealing w1th major problems and Assues_

that have been

- -

-

1dent1f1ed as a result of the case study.

~

There .are two general recommgndatlons that address the

\ .

pr1n01pbe—and phllosophy of mllltary—base educatlon- N

There are
’ r 4

11 spe01flc recommendatlons concerngd with

the instjtutions that @ffer programs on military instal-

lations. Six recommendations are presented for action by

the military, -including the DOD and the various branches

’ ’

~

of service. Three recommendations address the concerns and

. .
- . P .

. .. . -
résponsibilities of regional accrediting associatipns, and
1] 1 .

-

13

tration.

Part IV_poprudes by~idth;fying’three major areas.

J H
for evaluation

deVelopmenE.of

! -

ohe each is presented for the states and ;he Veterans Adminis-

-

~ -
~

-

.for further, study:' (l) tﬁé case-study approach as/a'model N

of military-base educational programs[,(Z)‘thé
a data system of éssential-guantitativg factors

~-

]
concerning quality, and (3) continued st@dy to determine if

there is a need for special criteria and standards for mjli-

tary-base education.- . . -

. Ty

\ »-

Part V proposes g“national policy statement to provide a .,

coficeptual base and consistency in operations in the pro-

.

o - .

visfion @f postsecondary éducational prOgrams for military

-
..l R

personnel on military 1nstallat10ns among the varlpus partles

responsible in

.ﬁa% that there

< -

the endeavor. majar finding of the case study

S~ v )
1s,§o common foundatlon upon which a "program"

A

-




-’

<

of education for military personnel can be built. In the
;absence of ‘such a conceptual framework for program develop-

<\ ment and-implementation, poor practices, inferior quality,
’ v Vi - NS ) )
» ' ineffective evalatidn, and unhecessary competition have

emerged in the military-base edudational enterprise. -

-

The” proposed policy presents a general concept of

r [d

philosophy for military-base education and then prov1des a

o

' A
conceptual frameWOrk by identifying and defining the roles

. and responsibilities for the mSjor parties involved--the

institutions, the military the" accrediting agehcies, the

N states; and the Veterans- Administrafion. The case study has
- . _ ’ . W
‘been successful ‘in identifying the major rotes to be performed
\

by those involvedf&n education_offered on base. The true

-

. measure of success of the study Will come when the parties

-

.

.involved take pOSlthe action to remedy the/problems and

« -
resolve the issues that have been identified. The recommen-

1 - N 4
«

<

rd .
7 » . » .
framework for resolution l el A . -
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'résources for the Sucqpssful implementation of'thercaSe study.

Th%s would incfude specifieally‘the presidents‘and their staff
\ memhers who participated}in}the study and supplied complete
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A ! ‘ ’
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I A & . -

*“ dations presented-and'the-proposed national policy provide the -
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PART I:" INTRODUCTION
« - _ | -

Background ) | ‘ .

In February 1977 at the Council on Postsecondary 4

»

Accreditation's (COPA) mid-year meeting jn New Orleans,
' Louisiana, Colonel R§bert S. Zimmer, director of Post-

o secondary Education for the United States Department of~

t

Defense (DOD):addrégged?the'executiye officers of the .

various éccrediting agencies to discuss a critical con-

cern of the DOD ané the military in general over the

"jf quality of‘éducétional’programé offered on military instal- | .
1étions,by civilian postsécbndary institutions. Col. Zimmeﬁ’s

remarks placed responsibility§?n'the'aqireditiné.community !
. ”for thfa quality of edug;a_.tion o:E‘fered; at milit'arz-"in.sta" N W
tions. However, it wés the cdnsensué of the group present a ;'
that the responsibility’forzqualitf aséhrance iéﬁshérgﬁ by »
a number of involved parties: the,militarx——ihélud;ng £he3 § '(
v Department-of Defense, the respéctive braﬁqﬁeg,éf £he.serﬁiceéf

-

the local ?ase commanders, and the‘educationér service'

officers—-the posésecondary ingtitutidns, the'accfkditing,<. )

- %

agencies, and in gome situations the states. - e e

b Subsequent discussions foﬂlowing’tﬁe Z immer preseh— o

O e atand P

tation at the COPA meeting led {to the idea of developing, =~ > . *
S A ‘ . . -~ R »

P




a case—study approach to evaluate educational operations

~

- and sgograms offered on mllltary 1nsta11atlons by 01villan
postsecondary institutions. The .approach would be patterned
. ~

after the evaluation model used by-the regional(accrediting .

bv ‘ ) ) ) . '3

commissions. DOD officials expressed interest in funding
' A v

such a(;g:dy if COPAfdeveloped an acceptable plan for iﬁ§1e4
mentation. |
A -

-

the council would undertake the task of developing a case

Dr. Kenneth E. Youno, president of CO?A, agreed that

study of military base education. Dr. Grover J. "Andrews, ¢ U

associate executive secretary of the Commisgion on Colleges

-

of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools; was'

K

asked to coordinate the efforts for 'GOPA.

An ad hochommittee was appointed in the spring of
1977 to begin'prelimina‘ry‘ work on developing‘té concept.
This committee was oomposed of Dr. William L. Flowers, Jr.,

associate dean, ExtensionvDivision, Virginia Polytechnic
)

p’- Inséitute and State Unlver31ty, Dr. Samuel L. “Myers; former
pre81dent of Bowie State College, Dr Mllton Grodsky, dean,
University College, University of,Maryland; and Dr. Armand
N Galfo, professor of higner'education, College of Willfym' . ) »ﬁ%
and Mary. This commi ttee developed a'condeptkpager by fall |

. 41 - -
of 1977 which provided thejrasis for early discussions and
r,reviews of.the;caee—study.idea among institutionfal, accredit-

s

ing, and military educational offigials. S

) . . /,———/‘_-—“_’ . +
. r

. - Y ‘ -
v Q i ST 3 \ , v R
SERIC - s s . o
- S U VSt P : SRS D U e wras e b e e e A e T T SO NS ——
AT CL . IR PP - P . R L ek L R . oI e
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In the summer of 1977 an advisory committee for the

Fd N -

project was appointed. The committee included each of the

. .
- ¥

LA = . . -

executive officers of the nine regional accrediting com- : N

missions of postsecondary education- and a representatlve of

“
- . ¢

each of the branches of mllltary serv1qe, the office of the
secretary of defense, and the Council on Postseco\da;y Co :
Accredrtatron‘ }Mr. Gordon W. Sweét, executive secretary of | -
. A" the Commlss1on on Colleges of<the Southern Assoc1atlon of
Colleges and Schools,,was app01nted chairman of the advlsoryﬂ

. ‘committee.. A list of-advisory}committee members.iS*included )
’ _(\* An Appendlx A. B ‘ [ -.;'- _

| Meetings- of the advlsory committee were held in con-
- Junctlon with regularly scheduled COPA conferences in

4

"August Y977, January 1978, August 1978, and January 1979.

¥

~

“At these meetings of the advisoryfcommlttee the operational
plans for "the case stgﬁy were reflned and approved The final
meeting of the adv1sory commlttee'Was held on September 7, 1979.

‘g/’ | Staff work for- the progect was prov1ded by Dr. G. Jack

Allen~” and Dr.- Andrews of the Southern Assoc1atlon. Adminis-=
T N
trative support services were prov1ded to COPA for'the projeckt s

» . . s
by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of ;g
L b N . N R .

- Colleges 'and Schools. . . . | ,

A detailed prospectus entitled mA Case Study of Off-
™
Campus Postsecondary Educatlon on- Mllltary Bases" was- prepared

by the prOJect staff and served $* the basis for funding of

A

PSR

’ A A . , : : E “ S
\)4 . ‘ N -// ’. v ‘ \ 1 4 . e ‘_ . ‘:
B s




the project by the office of the secre%gry of deéfense in

. . - . . Ed
February 1979. A copy of the prospectus is included in
t Appendix B. Operationél guidelines'for'imﬁiementation of
> the case study were prepared by the staff and include the.’ -
* c . * L .

- following: 1

° Report of Military Bases Selected for Inélusion'
- in the Case:-Study of Off-Campus P®stsecondary
Education on Military Bases, .

e Instructions for the Instltutlonal Report for S
the.Case Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary . ‘
Educatlon on Mllltary Bases,\'

- i . .
~ ® Guidelines for Mllltary Base Case Study VlSltlng
\ . Committees; and g . -

v "

w ) e Instructions for the Committee Report.’
Copies of thése operational guidelines and the various letters

of invitation (to military base commanders, institutional

-6 ) .
. v .

o headé,Aand visiting committee membegs) are included in S

Apbendix C. : v T _ ‘ \

*-

The nature of the study as it emerged in its final form

)

can best be described as "holistic."—That is, the case study
. v . : . N .
was designed toasséss college-level education provided by .

a

$ ' -
civilian institutions on military installations by an indepth

‘review of all sdéh educational programs offered on.a military

v Pl -
~ A - . . . o ! )
v

installation.°'Case—Study sites were selected which involved

v

. 25 installations:<% Air Force, 9 Army, 3 Marine, and 7 Navy.

i

Institutions offering degfee program at 311 levels (associate,
1@11

baccalaureate, master's, and doctorate hepe included, as
s as certain certificate and non-degree programs. The sites '&;
» N X > N !
- ® 15 . ¥

v . : . . PORIERe=":
e - . . o \13\'{
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v . y > -

4 .t - * »,
visited and the institutions involved ére listéed in
.‘ ° N ’ ’
Appendix D. - o | \ 3 ~

\., Eacﬁ_regional association had primary responsibility

for on-site visits to the military ihsfallations located

¢

-

Y

within its dbogfaphiéal territqry.' Membgré of the on—s;pe;'
. @ visiting c?mmitteés wére!exé;nienéed, volunteer evaluators"
| used by the regional accrediting commissioné. Fifty—foui
‘different evaluators, some of whom served on'moreiﬁhaﬁ‘one"
' . R B
team, were called upon to form the case spudi deanis.” A list

of evaluators is included in Appendix E., *

I
- - !

&,  Evaluatorsg from each.regional served on committees ds - | T
] omm . |

~ ¥ ;
follows: L : ‘ ' L i

~

4 Ve
- oo L

: , - Locations
- No. af visited within
Association No. of teams Evaluators ~ each region

A\

Southern Association 9 22 : 5

» K;;estern Association 7 : 12 : 1
orth Central Associatipn 5 S 6 . . 1

Northwest Association 3 ’ 5 ' 1
Middle States Association 3 6 vl
2

4

New Engiand Association

< "

( o N
The teams were more national in scope than may normally
4 - .
A}

be found in a regional ,accreditation on-site review. Each’
N . - AR
. J\ .

team had at least two regionalﬁaccg%diting commissionséiepre—'

sehted f; itsﬂmembers@ig. Three teams had four régggghls

-

- | ] & ) | v u | | ) ) | ‘.
P I ) SRR . v..'.-:,:,-.:,' ’ "-"w;.'*f'.'.';. <~':‘.‘; R x‘ ‘ FTRT - T R | . ..k - N
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1

‘represented, and three teams had three, of the regionals . -
~contributing to the eémpolition of the team. Complete
. . vt

® N ) @ - et ' : -
details on the opérational procedures used in the case .
‘- ' . . v
» & L)

study are presented in Part II. . - L

s .. ) . . o ) . ' , \L
’ gur pose ‘ . ‘
1

- The specific purposeé of the case study were deveidped

Y

-

: .k . -
from three basic assumptions: , « .

1. Military personnel should be provided off-duty
L. P educational. opportunities during their tour of
~ - duty for: improv1ng their value to the military
. service; preparing for' a. future career upon A
\ : return to civilian’life; and upgrading thei%™ own
a k 'eggcational background _ . E
"2. On-base non—military education programs beyond
the high school level can best be offered by
accredited Rpstsecondary educational instifutionS..e . - .

3. The responsibility for the quglitj of postsecondary ° a
' educational programs offered y institutions on : '
military bases is a respopSibi}ity which is shared
by the institution, the military, and the appro-
priate reglonal accrediting commiSSion o

~

The general»purbose gf the case study was tg-make a
comprehen§ive,aesesement of the pesteecondary, degree;granting
educational‘programs offefeq[By colleges and universities on
military installations for service persiﬁ?el,in alebranches;

The study *was to inplude\anxan7lysis and evaluatiomg,of the
various and coﬁplex roles, formal and informal, of the
| ?rincipal partners affecting the qlhiality of the pfogrems
offered and the‘educational experience:of the miiitary service .
‘ student.‘- oy : | | g '
oo, | o 17

'3 -

LR
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. The recommendations made as a result of the case study
N - s ) o —
. - N o
‘ are designed to improve and strengthen the educational) . ' *

1

b

exRErience-formilitary'personnel::;:>aqhieve a greater level.
ity\in‘the'educhtional T

. . of commitment and consistency of qu

A .
. N A

programs Wlthln and among the various branches*of the military,

b3

todefine clearly the roles and responsibilities of- the

-

princiBal partners in the edudational enterprlse for the
thilitary; and to prov1de the framework for a reasonable, work-
N . ‘o R . «
sz ablef,and reliable system for quality assurance of educational

programs and courses offered on mllitary 1nstallations by ~ Sy
J . . _ :
colleges and uniwversities. A o o

n -

v Rationale for the Case Study
Therd .were many compelling reasons for an assessment of |

/ -

postsecondary education on military installations to be made

a& this partigular time in history, any one of Wthh prov1ded

“~_adequate j tification and reasonable rationale for the case

study. Amo thewreasons Were the £01llowing: . | T s
° “The gfowth and size of the Civ1lian-sponsored
postsecondary education enterprise for military

o : personnel since World War“TQ\ : ',

° he variety of edutgtional programsygnd,levels
£ degrees offered—--associate, baccalaureate,
‘master’s, and doctorates--on military instal-"
lations. _ : S . ¢

- e The adaptation of néntraditiongl modes and : ,

ya ' methods of instruction and credi valuations ’
: - by institutions Operating on militakXy 1nstal—

A < lations./

A . . E . - . O

Q . M : - e [ i

w - * ' ‘

EMC ¢ . . . - ~ . . Co DIV '-.'-«
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/%, + 1is shoddy and lacking in academic qgalltytgy a

¢e [ o A growinﬁ\national contern as to the quallty
' of the 7ducation being received by military .
personnel in programs offefed on military
1nstallations. s - . y 4
2 R : 7 ' -
° A‘legitimate questioning by ‘the UJ S. Depart- .
ment of Defense, Congress, ang other gevernment
officials&whether the value: received is a reason-:
able return on the dollar expended. for. educational *
fpurposes for military personnel.
~ -r -
o' Thé use of educatlonal oppdrtunlty" by thé
~ - military services as a motivating factor for .
'~ enlistments in the voluntary servrces.. v/ .
e . An_ unclear deflnltion of appropriate roles and
\ relationshrps for the major (partners (e. g-,
. military, 1nst1tut10ns, accrediting wgencie
- states) in Qrovidlhg education of guality to
' personnel® in m111tary service ¢
/M/ . o
. e " The variation in purposes and goals
T © among_ the: brfnches of the mlllphry se v1ce -and
T the DOD.

,
*

e . The need to verlfy or. refute charges that on-~
base postsecondary education for military personnel

o/

comprehenglve, indepth assessment By a na onally:
representative gyoup of peers from the post-
secondary educatlon community. %

The rationale for the case/étudy'includes each of

. . 4

,

these issues, and®in i ementiﬁg £he project each of these

issues has been addressed if not wholly, at 1east in part.
The 1ncrea31ng de81re of the U.S. mllitary serv1ce§
to prov1de educatlonal opportunitles for “their personnel has

been met* in recent years by a correspondlng w1111ngness on

A

the part of many civilian postsecondary'educptional insti-

o [

tudions to extend their programs to milltary 1nsta11at10ns

locally, n atlonally, and internatlohally. Becognlzlng the
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. need for theseépfggrams, regional'accredltlng commrss1ons
J - )

have encouragedbmember institutions to cooperate with military

> " services h providlng’approprlate undergraduate and graduate ; -

- \/ ‘l . . 3 * . o ¢
programs. , L .- =, . p - .

_ { . : : . o
/ Educational needs and purposes may vary consideramii; .

“ ., : . ¢ »
* ~ v

from base to base. Programs and courses should provide
educational, experiences Wtich:'A(l) contribute to increased

- . e

effectiveness in a presen or .future military occupation, .- <
- : : VA . : . o
. ’ @ . A//" d f v ’ 1
. (2) provide skills for & second career, or (3) are for
- / _ s

) . personal enfichment 7% the pr' ess of-meeting'thesefvarying

(J;) needs, institutions have usuilLy modlfled the tradltlonal ) » -

concepts - of campus r331dence, the ﬁhy51dal settlng, and the -

x

methods of credit accumulatlon in order to develop programs !

-

- -

‘ that serve off-duty service‘personnelfi\gpwever, dlfferences o

in administrative practices should not reduce }hejquality of
B A

>

the educational experience.

The ,availability of educatlonal opportunities has become
%

a maipr recrﬁitment tool of the military services. If man-
N - .

power needs for volunteer service personnel are met, as many

. ~ T . R '

&

- : ! :
as one-fifth of this country's high school graduates may
initiate their postsechdary education'whileVin'the military.

Some mllltary bases have become major eduqatlonal centers

-

in terms of the rangd of programs, numbers of students, and

the'variety’andnnumber of postsecond?ry institutions {%-

volved. As many as 14 institutions have provided programs
| & -
or courses on a single base.

. L
) N . . .
~{ 2 O ' *
b P W - ~
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»

i

A

The majam respon51billty for programs on mllltaryf' NP

bages is shared by the approprlate m111tary authorlty and

R

the 1nst1tutzons-1nvolved‘ There must be a mutual under—‘

l

standlng as to the objectlves and needs not only of the

2

m111tary, but also of the studénts and of the 1nst1tuglons

~ o . M : -

prov1d1ng educat;opal experlences. All parties must/be

. ) . ) .
[ . .
goncerned with program qualltyg\~$ﬁwaddition, there -must

be cooperation With apprOpriate accrediting”cOmmissions,

EStlmates that about 250 000 m111tary persogﬂﬁh.currently

r state agen01es, and the Vetenans Adminlst*af’on, which

4

on active duty will use their VA benefits before discharge.

&
@

Over the years it has been generally assumed that
b . - ’ * : . "

regionally acdredited institutions were offering quality

L1

programs on m111tary bases. Recent1Yi however, some edu-

-

cators, 1nc%pd1ng thoie from the reglonal accredltlng

comm1331ons, have exp

(

essed ‘concern about the quillty and
\

effectlveness of on-base programs. This ®&oncern has grown

-

with the expansion of some ‘programs to locations thousandé“

of miles from the parent institution and the problems in-

volved in evaluating’such programs.

Rggional accreditation applies to the institution

L]

commission. 4@n the’recent’past, accreditation .did not

Ve

means that the institution is in compliance with(

necessarily. imply that anlinstitution ‘had the resources'

C

'necessary or the capablllty to dellver its educational

4

£

[
: .
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. programs_oﬁ off-éampus'§ites- Verification of the insti--
,tuﬁidn;s ability to offer quaiity érograms in off~é;mpué Lo
' geth@ngs—ééUld not'bé,made unléss‘the,prdgrams anq'locatiogs'
in qﬁestion“had been evaluated by‘on—site:visitihg1bommi£tee§
® féém fLe agcrediting body . 'Mili;ary‘Officials haVevhadra |
- difficult task determining the hoi&stiﬁ value of thé qﬁQ{ ﬁ

'( LR - ) - v -

N . 5 >
base educational prggrams because of the present individual

. evaluation of 1ﬁst1;Lt10ns on a base by accrediting agencies —
- ( N . A s "

and the lapse ofltime pefore all institutions and'ﬁrdgrams
iﬁévﬁ’beénuevaluéted. Furéherﬁore, R;ogram approval.%yfstate
'SGencies‘has'béen;uHeven due to a lack ‘of pfobegures and .
. : v R )
_becausditheopfogfams are'provided on fedefal‘instafiatiohs,
) .
;hich are usual%y not under state jurisdiction. :

- . . . . - '
Contributing to the probleﬁ is the ' decentralized nature

bf mil;tafy‘education} In some serViceé, progyram develabment
is 1ef£ RFiW?rily.to bége égthbrities. Base comm?naers‘ ‘
edugation officers, cheg mi1i£ary-off@cialsd and éon erned
individ&als in‘the office of the secretary of
. it difficﬁlt tgrcompare the quality of proﬁfﬁmé, except in

| numbers of students and Courses, with thpse of other bases 3
’// _ having/é;milar bharédt"létics. Little has been done gby the | )

Ax’q..; 'miliiary to determink systematically the apprapriate edu- <

cational programs for a particular base or ‘branch of service.

4

-

Q

These factors hdve made appropriaté an indepth study

of'the'qualitj of postsecondary education on military bases,
. "‘ K

v~
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egpecially those which offer a variety of degree. programs \
- P . )
ihvolving a significant number of institutions. The case ’ )
] BN . :

A ‘

',studQ is an attempt-to provide anlaccount'bf the current

. . . . 4 . . ’ oY
situation at one point in time. The recommendations in . .
' . PR : e e s .- '
Part V,qpé designed to assist the military,*the inst tutiions,
) . ) _ ) : . , P
_anid the accrediting agencies te reexamine present rples and
3 . S ‘ -
prod¢edures -and to plan for improvqments‘in policy “and program
implementation. » ‘ TR
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PART IX: THE CASE-STUDY APPROACH -
- . . ' ' ‘ ' . e L

Design of the ‘Study | ' '

- N -

P -

This study of0§%stsecondar§ education offer’ed on [

military- installations was conducted under the aegis of

the Council ‘on Postsecondary Accredztation by/the;nine

: Ly :
regional postseconaary accrediting commissions for the
U.S. DepartmentAof'Defense:' The study used the case-study

- ' ' A
method with on-site committees of peer evaluatord visiting
4 ~ : . M
selected sites representative of all branches of the armed

-
1 * , . *

services. ’ o
Building upon the threé basic.assumptions for the

study as stated in Part I, the following specific objectives

+

for the case study were developed:
<17 To make an assessment of postsecondary, degree-
. : - .
grafting pr§§rams'offered by regionally
accredited institutions on military bases.
¢ .

2. To evaluate. the effectiveness of civilian, post- e
secondary .educational institutions in the , C
delivery of degree programs. for personnel on : N
selected military hages. . A : | '

. . Y P : b Y Lo

3. To identify the current roles of: (1) post- - .¢ i
secondary institutions, (2) military organi- .. g
‘Zations ;and personnel, (3) the states, (4)

- regional accrediting commissions, and (5) other

' organpizatdions or agencies involved in the pro-
vidion of on-base, postsecondary &ducational’

programs by civilian ingtitutions.

LY

K4

- ey




-

_ 4. To identify and make recomméndations concern-
. ' ing the functions essential for an on-going
. } system of quality control in on-base, post--
' secondary educational programs provided by

civilian institutions. ,

5. To make recommendationg concerning the proper ' ’

.mm roles to be performed by-each of the partici- e

L pating organlzatlons 1dent1f1ed in 3. above. E
.

6. To provide a reservoir of data about post-
secondary educational programs provided for
military bases by civilian institutions for

e use by the military (base commanders, edu-
cation servicek officers, and Department of | "
Defense personnel), institutional personnel, = . , S
and accrediting commissions in the development of
*cﬁ'approprlate»pollcles and procedures for
such programs.
The case-study method was selected to meet the objectives
of the study: The design of the case study included on-site,
. o 2
~ peer evaluation as developed by the regional accrediting
commissions for postsecondaryyinStitutions. Though some -
of the "procedures and criteria used in the case study were
. : ' -+
similar to those used in the evaluation of academic insti-
“tutions, it was clearly emphasized that the study did not
directly involve the accreditation status of any of the
participéting colleges or universities.
. Information for the case study was gatheredlfrom insti-
tutions participating -in the éducationai programs on selected

military installations, frqp the DOD educational represen- . ; - o

" tatives for the various branches of service, and from

‘on-site committees of institutional'peer evaluators.
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' " The report frog the institutjion provided basic¢ in-

~formation on its total off-campfis' involvement in military

>

-+
¢

education and specific data oh the programs offered at
: —t o7

military installations to be v151ted in the study. The
report included pertinent dajf on the following tOplCS‘

1. Administration and finance -

2. Curriculuym '
3. 'Advanced placementopolicy and procedures
t Fdculty and staff \ :
. . Evaluation systems - b
- 6. On-baSe quality assurance prosedures of the-’
parent campus
7. Equipment and faC1}1t1es on base.

A copy of the form used to gather institutional data

is included in Appendix C, Part 2.
- ‘ i

3 .

Information provided by the educational representatiues
of the various branches of the military included facts and

procedural data on the following:
Procurement of on-base degree programs

Program requirements - -
Space allocations '
~Budget. allocations
. Student services

. Evaluation )

r

*

.

-

U b W N
*

These reports were prepared by the base education services
. . . . ‘
officers for the DOD educational representatives and, in most
! - o
A i .
cases, were made available to the visiting committee at the

. : .
el .

time of the on-site evaluation. iThe report prepared by

_each base* and each instithution cpmbined to provide essential
information on the total educatibnal program of a military -

l

AN

installation for the case-study v1Sit A copy of the compléte

- a

i
i
]
i
{

]
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outline of information provided by the military is included

" in Appendix C, Part 4. \N\EN

The third type of report, which completed the bas1c
¢

\1nformation gathered in the case study, was the written
. 'ﬂ “
evaluation of the on-site visiting committee.‘ These reports

provided factual information on the effectivenessvof the

" educational program at the military installations visited and

P - .
'included a professional opinion as to the appropriate roles

that should be perf%rmed by the various parties (. e.r

'1nst1tution, military, accrediting agenc1es, states, Veterans

g

Administratibn) in the selection,'development! and delivery

F -

-

of quality education for military persopnel

These three sets of-reports, as well as written responsés
from the participating 1nst1tutions, prov1ded the ba81s for
'g 98819{559 the summary report on milltary base education. The
summary report includes the'major findings from each of the
11 case studies, the general conclusions and recommendations,
~;and proPosed pilic1es for* education offered on military

1nstallationSf or service personnel by colleges and univer51ties.

Compos1tion of the\Teams

am

The on- site visiting committees ta the military 1nstal—

~flations were composed of evaluators used by the various . *

regional accrediting,commissions for postsecondary~education. *

p Each of the regionals provided a list of trained and experienced °

o ‘{

evaluators considered to be appropriate for the case study.
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{ o . ) »

. Among’ those recommended were many individuals ekperienced
in chairing visiting committees as well as those experienced
in evaluating the various academic disciplines and career

7 fields and adminfstrft;ve processeSY,

g P R PR

By - ) :
¥ . » R . . - . .
- In most cases the regional actrediting association

responsible for the geogrephica% area in which the nilitery
installation was located assumed a primsry role'by providing
the chairman for the visiting team;” Each team was composed
'of'represehtetives of two or more of the regional accredit-\
, ing commissions taking part. T | ' '
‘Each committee inclnded a.chairmanz a financial officer,
‘and a number of program speciaiists. In a few cases a )

librarian was included to evaluate the learning resources

of the base. Because other organlzatlons and agencles have

1

significant respon81b111t1es for‘the educational programs »

‘on military 1nsta11atlons, a*humper of observers.were invited

-

to accompany each team. At the onset of the case. study it

was agreed that the observers should play an important role

"during the study as resource persons; however, the humber e

of observers should be limited to no more than four on any '

Fy

one visit. Represented as observers on at least one case

study visit were the office of the secretary of defense, the

v

various m111tary services (Army, Alr Force /Marines, and Navy),

the Vete{gns Adminlstration, SerV1cemen 8 Opportunlty Colleges, : a

the Education_Comm;ssion of'the Stetes, the U.S. Office of S ,é

x, &

L. L P
R AR A YD
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- Education, éqd a state licensing officef. A list of the .

I . 5

observers may be found in‘Appendix F.
The visiting teams were charged to provide a professional

opinion, based on their analysis of the reports and the find-

-

ings of the on-site visit, aboﬂt the appropriate roles in
the development and'delivery of on-base, postsecondary

educatlon for 1nst1tutlons, milltary officials, accrediting %

\

,agen01es, and the states. A copy of the aGuldellnes for
Military Base Case Study Visiting Committees" may be found

ip Appen@ix c, Pag§ 3. : | _ a

AY

- Fifty—-four evaluators, ihcluding representatives of all

+

six of the regional eCcreditingfassociations, and 25 observers,m
\\‘ representing lq;different agencies participated in the on-site
. visits. 1In addition, five accrediting commission staff mem-

bers accompanied visiting committees..
g

L

Nature of the Reports : o >

Visiting committees were asked to use the "Guidelines

for Military Base Case Study Visiting_Committees"'and.the,
. ’ . )

«

"Instructions for the Committee Report“ (Appendix C, Part 3)
-in breparing their reports, They were 1nstructed to efscrlbe o

and make an assessment of the overall postsecondary education

-,

program,on the base and how it was incorporated izto the

B!

purposes and goals of the service branch. The c ittees

were also asked to descrlbe and make a profe581onal ‘assess-—

‘< . L
Y ¥l

ment of each 1nst1tut10n s programsﬁoffered on the base in




terms of currently accepted and recognised good practice.
)

This assessment was to be aooomélished without applying ¢
the particular standards of any regional .or specialieed"
accrediting agency. :Specifically, this visit was not to
-be anvevaluation for accreditationn

In aédition, the committees were.asked to describe"the?
actual roles played by the institutions, the various military

components, the regional accrediting commissions, the state
agencies, and any other organization that might effeot the’
educational process. Finally, they were to make xecom-
mendations as to the'éppropriate-roles for these organi-
zations and institutions. |

Repor?s on institutionsl‘programs prepared_by the insti—;
tutions themselves were to be furnished@ in advance of each
visit to those committee members whose;academic expertise
' was appropriate to'these programs. The chairman of the com;
mittee was to confirm the institutional assignments of the
committee members and make additional assignments at the on-
site o?ganizational meeting; General instructions to the

committees requested as much description and narrative as

time permitted to cover those areas of concern found in the’

ﬁGJideiines." Observations of factual matters, based on ; o

institutional reports, military reports, class observations, . ”E

. and interVieWs could stand alone. Committees were then asked‘ ;ﬁ
to evaluate and assess their findings, draw conclusions, e

. : o3

A
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\ ' A :
and make recommendations. These assessments and recomn-—

mendations were to-represent'the consensus of the ‘entire

committee. "

N

Committee meméers were to submit to the chalrman drafts

of their parts of the report at the end of the visit. after N

R 255N

[ editing by the chairman.and circulation ambng the committee

5 members, each report was to be sent to the project staff

- -
B

and then forwarded to the appropriate base commander and o e

&

1nst1tutlons for cofrectlon of factual errors. These cor-

e
fE] S

rectlons; as judged approprlate by the commlttee chalrman

were to.be inoorporated into the flnal draft” of each report
The reports received by the progect_staff were 1engthy,

with the format varylng slightly accordlng to the style of

the committees. Each report contalned many suggestlons and Y

récommendations based on the flndlngs. ;Though differences -

3

did occur, generalvconclusions'and~recommendations were, for

' ¢ athe most part, similar among committees that visited bases

i 2 .Operated"by'the same service branch. .
& ' - '
i _Strengths of, the Approach ' [
u - g 3 v ~ :
1J One of the strengths of the case—study approach .
- Was the enthu81astic involvement of a large number of edu— o -lFQ

cators. Although tyere was no compensation prov1ded except
v T o '
for actual expenses,_almost without exceptlon those contacted

were eager to participate. VSome'individuals made extra-

ordlnary efforts to fit the visits imto their schedules and;
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. . k4
}f‘ his was not possible, asked to be considered for‘future
serVice. Members of the committee that evaluated progfaﬁs

\in Alaska and the Pac¥¥ic were required to take 12-days
out of their sch%dules, a considerable sacrifice bf time
and energy} ! ’ o : k'

The idea of having one small group of evaluators visit
2L the sites was rejected. While this approach might hgve
produced greater consiéﬁéncy in }he feports and in the find-
ings and recommendations, it would also have made pefs;nal
biases consistent. A degree of consistency‘in procedure

- » ) . Vg
and ﬁprmat was maintained.by having some committee membBers

A

EY

«

"\ and chairmen serve on more than one committee and by project

*

staff involvement. The overlapping of members and chairmen

A .
. \ . .
was achieved on seven of the committees.

13

2. The experience and qualifications of committee

_members was an obvious strength. All of.the members were

experienced ZP college teaching and/or administration, and all ).7

had servaé accrediting teams. A minority of the evaluators

had previously been on visiting committees to military bases.
Some might- consider it a weakness of the study that many of

the committee members had not been involved in the assessment
or administration of military education programs. Others._
.

might see_jthis as a strength. All committees, however, in-

cluded'at least one and ‘'sometimes as many as three members.~

. with experience in the assessment of programs on military

‘ v’ . ~

~




bases, usuaIly including the chalrman. Observers from the
mllltary services were: avallable as reSOurce persons to the

committees as were the progect staff. . _

3. A further stﬂength of the study was the willing

i

cooperation “and assistancé of the follow1ng people: (1)  the

: o TR Py s
service branch representatives in the DOD; (2) the command-
* ’ K ’ - ;., 7t
ing officers, educati®n services officers (ESOs), education k\//
. . . " - . ’ -
®

officers, education speeialistsy and suppogxt personnel at . o

the-baaes vigited; and”(B) the institutional personnel,

L

inclu&%ng.presidents,'deans, directors, coordinators, and

- other representatlves involved in postsecondary educatlon on ' .
v ""*"—“—-—‘W e e s = 2+ e e e

militayry 1nstallat10ns~ With few exceptions, comm;ttees were

Al

provided bhe needed 1nformat10n and had access to records, .to
students, and to key mllltary and institutiognal. personnel at
o ’ the 1nstallat10n55‘ Concerted efforts.vere made to prov1de - ;h}
' the support necessary for the committees to carry out the1r. |
evaluations in an effecﬂive and efficient manner. .. |
B The’natureaéf'the evaluations’was somewhat'difﬁgrent ///f\\f{
from what most ca@mittee members had experienced‘in a typical
'accrediting visit. Instead of examining one'institution and o
its varlous programs and components, the committees were ‘
challenged to evaluaté the organizatlon and educational efforts

élég\a number Of institutions operating on a ‘site remote from - o

the home camp%§es. In addition, Fhe committees had to examine

and Assess how. these edUCatigwﬂl operations meshed with the -

® - : ¥




institution's militéry'prdgrams. This rgsource helped
make the task of the committees easier and contributed d

. ~ - ‘.. A )
to more accurat eports. Ideally, the base visits should

23 /

N

s

military operations on/ggse. For this reason{:each ingti-
« N - R

*

;
d

tution was asked to haveﬁprﬁgent at the site at’ieast‘one

representati&e fr the home campus who was knowledgeable

about and responsible for?the aireCt operation of that - —

have been supplemefited Wiph visits to the home campuses; -

Y

however, that was done only in several instances when the \ﬂ‘ '
» , :
home campus was not far from the base. : : , R

Y

The usual procedure for dividing the committee workload

was accomplished by assigning one or more committee member

%

to describe and evaluate a particular:institution's'pro—

gram{s). If the program was' narrowly focused, for example,

+

on an MBA, perhaps one person--with the appropriate academic

" . - .
specialty--was given the assignment. Several persons were

™

ﬁsometimés,aSSighed'to institutibns with mpre}than one. program
or a broad uh&érgraduate curriculum. PerSohai bias as a '’ o
facto: (}.e., a ggle evq}uatér of'arprogram might be pafficf

ularly harsh on thatAinétitution, and a single évaluator . -

for. a program might be reticent to be over%y cpitical)'was §

reduced significantly by the group nature of the effort. The
findings and recommendations regarding each institution were

discussed bylthe committee meeting as a whole and appro%ed_'

-~

by the group. o .
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"Weaknesses of the Approach

o8
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b ) : | i , |
4. Another strength of the study. was reported by com-

mittee members. Since the evaluata&ns were not for the purpose

3

of éccreditation, there was orten an atmosphere of openness
L

on the part of the 1nst1tut10nal personnel toward committee
<.

_members, espec1ally after the first day of the¢v181t

3

o

1. Some problems resulted from the restrlcted time
V’

frame of the-study. For some of the early v131ts there was

only a short time available\tg\prepare tHe 1nst1tut10nal

4

questionnaire. In severglﬂcases these completed questionnaires.

did not reach the’ committee members prior to the visit. Com-

mittee members, however, did obtain necessary information on
* " 3 ?‘ ‘
their arrival.
2. The case-study process has not been used before as
an evaluative format for postsecondary education on military

bases. Improvements,in +he process would certainly be made

in subsequent uses. . Division of responsibility for on-base
=l ’ N . » .

education ¥s considerable. The armed servites, VA, states

and individuél institutions are all involved and in many

instances the interactions are not well defined. ’y

Achievement of PrOject Goals

The flndlngs and recommendations contained in this :
report and in the 1nd1v1dual case reports indicate thst the

goals and objectives of - the pr03ect have béen effectlvely
[N\ .

achieved in large part.

- PACCOGINCES L S 228 O BER S s e et e 2 e e et T
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» :
The first two objectives--to make an assessment of
postsecondary degree programs offered'by regionally-accredited

¥

institutions on military base?\and to evaluate the effective-
4 w »

ness of these programs--were accomplished with regard to

~particu1ar programs-@nd also the totality of programs.

Objectives three‘and five were to identify the current roles

t
<

. and make recommendations concerning the proper roles of:
(1) postsecondary institutions, (2) military.organizationsﬁ
and personnel, (3) the_gtstes, (4) regional accrediting
commissions, and (5) other organizations'or agencies invoived
in the provision of on-base poStsecondary educational proiA:
grams provided by ci&ilian institutions. TheSe objectives 7
were accomplished although with reSpect to the states’and ﬁ%
other organizatlons and agen01es the committees usually had
1nsufficlent 1nformation to comment in any great detaii.

i

An important aspect of the study, objectite four, was
to identify and make'recommendations'concerning the functions
essential for a contiﬁuing system of quélity control-in the
on-base postsecondary_educational progrqms proyided by
civilian'institutions. ﬁach committee-—while taking into
consideration the flexibility required'on base--identified
and recommended those elements of’quality control that'are '
essential in providing adeéuate collegiate education.

The last objective was to provide a’reservoir of data

- about postsecondary educationﬁI‘programs offered on military

P ) "“ . ‘ 36
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bases. ﬂﬁ{é objective Wasiaccomplished to some extent.

Thé repprté‘from the institutions, bases, and the visiting

. } S . |
cOmmittees provide COnsiderable,détéfﬁseful to all parties

Future collection of such data from ‘institutions and the
* ° » . N : ~ . .

o

military would require development of a standardizéd iy
y , .

.system.

b
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JPART III: FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The following summary of findings is drawn from the
reports submitteayby‘the visiting-commitﬁ%es and is limited

.to information contained therein., The summary is not .

A

intended to 31ngle out "bases that were experlenc1ng problems

in prov1d1ng postsecondary educational serviceskor those

which were exemplary; Similarly, there is’no intent to

e S

" identify in this report the excellent=programs conducted by 5.01h_.3l‘§
faﬁéjlggtlgngigné—ar those considered def1c1entf1;30ne or ’ % b
more aspect. Detailed evaluations and recommendationscare s ¥

: : : Lo

.contained in the individual base.reports/provided to the o \ig

_office of the secretary_of defense. I ‘.' ' \i%

s o
. . ! I
Y

Postsecond-ary Institutions . | . 2

‘In reporting their, findings concerning postsecondary
‘_institutions,_visiting committees examined institutional -

e . « -

policies and practices in the follow1ng areég with reference

to on-base programs: o . : o - : , -
Instltutlonal Purpose and Goals
Orgahization and Administration
Admissions @ -, . . -
.Curriculum . '
Instruction and Quallty«Assurance

Learning Résources and Physical Fa01lit1es U
Student Services . N | - RNV
‘'Financial Resources . A

-
[y

\)

1
2
3
4
5.
6

7
- 8
1.

)
LA

] L]
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As has been stated, committees were asked to determine
whether or not- 1nst1tutional pollc;es and practlces were in
accord with recognized good practice and whether or “not they
were s1m11ar to pOllCleS a?d practices on the home campus.

In the summaries of 1nst1tutional findlngs that follow, —?%
the general conclusions in each section usually precede a |
11st of examples of practlces——some encountered very infre-
quently—~wh1ch were viewed w1th concern by the vigiting com -

mittee. ThlS llstlng was not 1nc1uded merely to be cr1t1ca1

but to be 1nstruct1ve. Examples are drawn from’ a11 of the base

répaftg“éﬁa'ao”hof“§6fffEY‘théwSfﬁfé"OfNPrUgramSmon“anY”One“”“"‘““"”ff;
base. Furthermore, the commlttee reports are not quantltatlve
.in nature. That is, they do not say how many 1nst1tutlons
'engaged in, this or that practice. Each committee commented
upon those aspects of 1nst1tUtlonal programs that 1t deemed

n

important, and there was some variation frgm commlttee to

. commlttee.'

6T - In the summary report nelther 1nst1tutlons nor 1nd1v1d~ %1

uvals are mentioned by name. - A - ’
T 1. Institutionai Purposes and Goal;;;;%e committeesA

purpose and goals of

> generally found'that the statements
1nst1tutlons serving m111tary installations pfov1ded for thlS

particular outreach and were congistent with the aims of’the

>

" voluntary education program of the military. There was

{ : . A L _
usually an attempt to mesh the goals of the military and

-

those of the institutions.
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In most instances programs were considered hppropriate
for military personnel, although military needs and objectives
’ A;;/}he base level were riot always precisely stated. The

jectives of some of the prograﬁs“Were cited as especially |

appropriate. For ekample, one graduate'program offered on

.égmme than 60 installations was found to be closely related
// to the needs of its target clientele.
There are, nonetheless, areas of potential and actual L 3é

problems between the military and civilian institutions in

regard to purpose and goals. On some bas¢s there are edu-
'~ cational needs that can be satisfied with“short—term programs
. LY
of higher education. Operation of such programs, however;»rs

generally. 1ncons1stent with the. traﬂhtlonal educatlonal pur—

pose and m13810n of colleges and un1Ver31t1es Wthh seek to

\\

~? ’
Il

build»long—range, stable programs.

In credit and'degree programs on their home campuses,
postsecondary institutions attempt to pr e students wiyh a
comprehensiye_learning-experience. The/ notion of a “credit"

course itself implies a goal, a "program," toward which‘this‘

credit is being applIEH On military installations it is

AY sometlmes difflcult to discerd a patter*pr comprehen81ve learn-

ing experlﬁnces. Many excellent courses are offered whlch do

T T

not comprlse a sequenced program leading dlrectly to a degree

For: example, approx1mately 90 percent of the students in the

! M ) - ..-.ﬁ

-

undergraduate courses of ‘an 1nst1tut10n serV1ng a large ngmber

» 2

of personnel were not degree candidates. The questlon to be

4]
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- asked is not, Are these courses worthwhile? Fn most cases

_they aré. The-question is, In offering a potpourri of

. courses that on a‘college campus, would normall§ be seQuenced

!
parts of a comprehenslve learnlng experlence called a

"program," do the goals of -the fhstitutlons and the mllltary

coincide? If #it is desired by the drmed serv1ces;and the

institutions that military personnel'should have the oppor -

\

tunlty to sample‘a wide variety of courses for ind1v1dual

satisfactlon w1thout being enrolled in a program with deflnlte‘~

objectives, then offerlngs of thlS.kln% may be appropriate.

The importance of academic counseling in ekplainihg to students
) ) ’ . . i ) R 1
the credit applicability of such courses to a comprehensive

degree program was noted'by the committees for the insti-

e

tutions and the military allke.}

S 2. Organlzatlon and Admlnistratlon—-mhe commlttees
v

considered good administrative practjice for on-base operations

to include the following elements: (1) The final approval'

for the hiring -of individual‘faculty should be the responsi-
: . . £

bility of the appropriate department heads or deans oﬁ_the

home campus. (2) Final decisions on curriculum should be.
‘made by the approprlate confmittees and ‘academic personnel

"on the home campus. (3) Adminlstratlve personnel should

poéseSs appropriate, qualifications.' (4) There should be input

ment. (5)- Therexshould be clear lines of authorlty 1n the

. ¥
e

D
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administrhtion of on—base programs and effectlve continulty -?

S

and communlcatlon requiring frequent visits by campus -

academlc administrators.

»

-‘Most~postsecondary programs offered on military instal- .
A i i . f

S »

lations appear to be adequately administered fgom the home .

campuses in'regardvto the first three elements. For example, _
one institution-required approval of ¥ll of its oversea?;f

core and adjunct faculty and the oourses.they coltld teac by

the academic departmen;s at its home campus: Course offer-

ings, except for a few spec1al topic courses, were reviewed -
and approved by the academlc departments on the home campus and
also by an academic.council of the institution. Administrators
for this institution were appropriately qualified and highly

competent.

~ 4L
<

‘ Academic faculty and deans at other 1nst1tut10ns, however,
weréﬁsbmetlmes not in the approval chaln, and imr a few cases,
base program directors lacking appropriate credentials were

called upon to screen prospective faculty. o
- . R - SR
In regard to (4) and (5) deficieng&es were noted. . e
. . ' ‘ |
. Except in the case of institutions that used instructors from

~

the home campus, on-base faculty had little or no voice in .

o

curriculum.development.'_Tne administration oflmost prOgrams .
was characterized by clear l}nes of authority, adeqnate con-—
tinuity of personnel, and adequate administrative communication.

However, the,committees‘foundrthat,for many programs the fre- 3

quéﬁcy of visits to-basee by campus administrators was

AY
»~

Wl 4 » L L N N
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aot ) 4

‘ingufficient for them to be fully informed of the strengths

L3 ~

and weaknesses of programs and instructors and of the needs
of military students.

There 'were a number of questionﬂble practices noted
' ‘ ' . J
by the committee. TIllustrative of these are(Fhe following: ~ L

Several institutions allowed lqcal'base program directors

- >

to teach cburses—~one allowed twd courses per term=-a possible Y

- conflict of interest cohsideriﬁg the fact that these.persons

1.5 sk
o I-/A 5

also counsel students in respect to their course selection.

o

°

One local prograﬁ director was élso employed by anothef insti-
tutiénlserving the basé. On.one base the administration of
\arr institptidn's program had deVoived upon the base ESO and
his staff, an abdicaﬁion o instit}n_:ionallreSponsibilityt
The office of educationa services recruited and enrolled .
students and performed related lbgistical funétions. A half- ,é
time,liaison officer for the inséitupion waéﬂrecfuited by B P
the ESO, who also directed his activities. |

3.. Admissions—-The admissions policies and practices

)

of institutions serving military installations.with associate

and baccalaureatehdegree_prOgrams were generally found to be
adeguate and.also consistent‘with policies and practices

folloﬁed on home campuses. Admiésibns policies and practices ' S
at the graduafe-level, however, were often not sufficiently

rigorous.

The committees found that, for the most part, admissions”

to associate and baccalaureate programs were open, usually

-

-y
B
WY

- .. . . o
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id - '
requiring a high school diploma or the GED. This pélicy

| waé generally consistent Qithlfhat used on the‘home campus.
With respedt to insfitﬁtidnal.undergraduate‘admissions
policiés and practices, committees found‘much to compliment,

- and thete were very few négative'comments.- One institution
serviﬁg numerous béses‘did not, in praétice, require high
school transcriptsvdr proof of success on the GED, The
prospectiveistudent mérely signed a statement affirmihgyGED o ,i@}é
or diploma completidnm" Severai’institﬁtions tranéferréd

courses in which a grade of "D" had been earned.

>

Institutions offering the better graduate prograﬂs pro-—

#

vided for adequate screehing of students/isﬁpugh selective

GPA and test score requirements. One of fhese institutions

normally required a GPA of 2.5 or higher on a 4-point scale
for the final 60 units -of ‘undergraduate work and a combined
score of at least 1000 on the Graduate Record Examination.

)

The committees expressed concern, however, over the signifi-

P
S
Xl

;
]

cant number‘of instifutions oRefating with essentialiy open
admissions at the graduate level. WéakneSses identified here'
included: (1) the requifement of iny an undergraduate degreef
with no GPA or test score minimums for.admigsion, (2) the
requirement,of.a Ibw G%ﬁ as the sole criterion} a défiéiency‘
made more ious in a éime of grade ipflation; and (3) thel
aé:jigriate course prerequisites for éntrgnqe:into

lack of

graduate programs. In addition, several institutions used
j £




v

off-campus admissions criteria different from those used

Moo

on the home campus. s’ C-

: ‘Curriculum-rThe committees found that the curricula

. N . . .
of programs offered were appropriate for the majority of 4

institutions but that there were many significant deviations

"o A \

from what is con81dered sound practlce, egpe01a%ly in the
area of credit granted (ﬁr prior learning.

In_general, the curxlcula of undergraduéte progréms wére
found to be'appropriafe for the cfedentiélsagranted iﬁ fespeég
to course requireﬁents and-described content, Nevertheless,
several‘baccalaureate programs were deémed.té‘be inadequate
because they did not incorporaté a recognized core,and identiQ
fiable concentration as a major. In essence they were con-

sidered‘substandara extensions of associate programs which N
Afguld present a false imprébsioh tb educators and prospective
- A BN » : ' -

employers and cause difficulties -for students trying to go on

Lt

to gréduate programs. One committeé questioned as inappropriate

the awarding of a BA in Liberal Arts with a concentration in

real estate. Students in programs offered by dne‘community

college c&%plaiﬁéd that there was no hands-on work in some

. . .
laboratory courses. BecausSe of thgk@bsence or inadequacy of
laboratory facilities, many courses, such as the natural

o

sciences, that are normally an essential pgrt of‘college

offerings, even}fér liberal art stu&ents, could not-befoffpred,

x,

3
Ve . 5
v
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There were significant problems wifh the curricula ek

i

of many graduéte'programs.‘ A genegal concern was the
3 .
. — - -4
frequent lack of prereéiigites for graduate programs,

~egpecially in busf%éss. ‘Thié‘situation forces instrgctors o

o o C N

to deal with students of such varying backgrounds hat “g
much time must be spent on whét is essentially ﬁn.er— '

: A o

_graduate instruction. The problem is' compounded by e . ; §£

fact that ﬁany df.the,qxaduate programs are no@.cbnrse—& ' ;;g

sequenced; that is, students can bedin at any point. This

t .
RS §
SN

produces unavoidable repetition if students with no pre-

requisites are to bg)given“adequate'background and - , »fg
inevitably reduces the level of educational outcomes for
a particular program.

. Y - .
The committees also noted that many graduate courses

were not really graduate in content, but were fifth year

¥

baccalaureates, and that several gfqgrams were misleading

in title and degree designation. Some course descriptions \ ;%
were identical in the undergraduate and graduaﬁe categorxés. , &5
N A prograﬁ designed to prepare gtudentsdfor “administrative E
leadefship" incorporated only nine of 36funits_re1ated to o ,@ﬁ

administration. Another graduéte program had no common core
of study and the curriculum did not appear to bevdesighed to
provide the knowledge‘andiskills'implied by itsg title. The

committees noted, too, thatiseveral programs were offered on

base that w?xe ﬁot,aVailﬁble'on thevhomeicampus.

"Wv,‘.)
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The committees noted many instances of what they

i

et
g

7 - considered the potential for

gervice, CLEP, corres- 3

tialllearning."The following

arg examples of practices duestidned by the committees:
At one institution it was possible to accumulate all
credits for a'primgéy,concentration (major) through CLEP,

, and cdéggspondence without taking<a courge in the

»

concéntra idh‘from that institution.

. ‘ - Several institutions granted credits for experiential
-léarning'for studenté in off-campus programs, but did not
for students at the home campus.

Students at several institutions could obtain{a BA

} Vg . Z . . . -
v)fnth no more than 30 semester hours in residence in the

institution's on-base program. Several institutions offer- - '*,'@%
ing*associate programs had minimal réquirements for hours o
taken with the college. One requixed only 10 quartet hours
for studéqts in the on~-base program, while 24 were requiréd'

on campﬁs. v

The requirements for an associate degree at one

&

- institution could be completed by taking only five of 90

o

.,
4 :

S : T )
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quarter hours from that institution.s Seventy hours could

bé completed throﬁgh CLEP, agsessmentvdf military training,

&>
TREe,

career experience, etc. ' Only 20 hours in traditional course-
- - . . ] N ) ) -
work were required, including the five hours in residence.
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‘ In one in:tange,'ekaminqtibns of- a stﬁdént’%iie showed
thét credit'given for QEEP subjgcts overlapped with credit,

given for coursework. This same fiie noted thqt a math CLEP
,score wq§ coﬁsidér d too low, sSo the st dent wag advised to
submit the'écofe to the New York Board df Regents for vali-
dation. If validated, the score woﬁid then.be accepted as

transfer credit; |

In one master's program more than gne-half of the total

hours could be fulfilled by transfer credits.

}Committees suspectedthatpthere.pr éompetition_byv
._institutions in granting CLEP and other'credifli;fordér to
build_enrqllments. Several committees [expressed concerh that
an extreﬁely liberal policy on the granting of credit for
CLEP and other pesps, tfaining, militdry service, and
experiential 1eérﬁing could chaﬁge the chéracter of insti-
tution from that of a school--commuriicating a cohergnt body
of knowledge to and developing an; ytical skilis of{sﬁu—
dents--to an inappropriate role éé}a credéntialligg office
that evaluates—-—-or has some bthg& agency evaluate--the fraqg-
' mented‘educatiohal experienceg/;mparted by others. °*

The committeés wére'als?/concérned that, in some Oﬁ*

. N ‘ ,
base_situations,'considerapie numbers of students were taking

- / . :
" courses that had no disggrnible pattern or overall coherence,

a development.mentioned under Institutional ?hrposés and Goals.

”
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5. ‘Instruction and Quality Assurance--The quality of - 5

- most undergraduate programs was'adequate and, on occasion, aé

- . » B

excellent. Both faculty credentials and the-xlgvel and rigor v;

or'instruction ufgeogenerally acceptable.‘ Regardiag‘draduate— ;ﬁ;

| . &

level programg’on the other hand, committees expressed. . . \iﬁ%

. y g i .

- reservations'concerning both the credentials of the faculty %

in -some programs'and thevlevel and rigor of instruction." - L ?

The.wioely disperSed:nature of} the educatiOnal effort on f- _ \;

military bases has made iqsti_utioﬂal mouitoring of program o :E

. o quality difficult and has reduced_the academic atmosphere ‘; k' i%

to a minimum. Not all instjitutions have made sufficierdt I 'jé

efforts to develop innoVative_sjstems of quality assurance f‘ A-Q;

' " to owercome these difficulties. ) | ) ) .

X The}matter of faculty éualifications was examined

closely by the committees. For the ﬁost part, faculty ) °

members were hired with the approval‘of department heads ) '%

or acadeuic deans at the home campus; a practiceastrongly | ”:

supported by these visiting.committees. There were, however, E%

some glaring examples of bad practice in the hiring of{faculty, f;z

One community college allowed instructors to teach one‘terﬁ ,;

before presenting prbof ofvtheir qualifications and a second ;f%

" term while paperwork was being, evaluated Some of these -ié

instructors were not qualified ‘j S ,é;

Qualifications of instructors Varif?.according to the . f%

programs or the institution, the base, and sometimes within : :%é

). S .-r"lk“n ot
o ety Z
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~in the undergraduate business faculty at anginstitution.J

~essential in any pattern. Institutions offerlng programs at

clusively. One institution‘offering programs abroad used IR ,Q

39
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4

- “the same program offered on several bases. Generally, . fé

undergraduate faculty members were deemed quallfled, but

some programs were sing}ed out for improvement. For example,

offering a baccalaureate in,economics, only two of 14 in-

structors had doctorates. It was found, particularly in

graduate programs, that considerabligfewer of the adjunct

oA éf‘w‘;’-“s_

faculty had terminal-degrees than did the full-time‘faculgy. ™

At one base,lnone of the faculty teaChing for an institution .

-

in a graduate management program had a terminal degree in

- business or management. - A situation that surfaced occasionally

A ]

uas one in which'wellﬂqualified people were teaching outside .
their fields of expertise.' An‘extreme example was the case

of four undergraduate instructors in one program, each of

whom had taught»eeven differegr courses in 135%—78. “In a
very‘few cases, off—campus'instructors were perhaps more : 3

As might‘be expected the pattern of faculty employment

qualified than those on campus.

and development varied considerably. No one pattern was
endorsed by the commlttees, but quality control was deemed(

the aSsociate and baccalaureate level tended to rely prlmarlly .

-

on adjunct faculty; some institutions used/them almost ex-

annually appointed core faculty along with term-appointed R

L e
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faculty.‘{Another‘institution brought in fuflftime faculty_
for an intensive weekend format. Several-institutions
rotated faculty members, from base to base. At the graduate
level therelwas,}again, considerable vdfﬁat'on.‘ Some insti-

tutions used adjunct faculty exclusively in their graduate

offerings; others used.bothjfull—time’and‘adjunct instructors.

¢+ -

At some bases only full-time faculty were used by certain -
institutions. = |
The committees had seri s!yeservatlons concernlng the
extens1ve use’ in most programs of adjunct faculty, m thy of
¢ '

whom had had no previous teaching_experience. In many cases

adjunct~faculty'members had little academic contact with the

>

home camhpus or with other instructors in their particular pro-

gram. Interaction with colleagues wa%ﬁminimal. Adjunct faculty

members—trad little knOWledge of or insight into developments
at the parent campus and played almost no role‘in normal
faculty functions, such as curriculum development and policy
determination. Attempts to create a college "community?l

resembliﬁg that found on a campus were seldom found. Some’

~institutions were taking p051t1ve steps tOWard the: academlc

development of the1r adjunct faculty by arranglng frequent

faculty meetlngs, conductlng teaching technlques workshops,

prov1d1ng faculty development publlcatlons, and making funds

available for attendance at profe851onal conferences,

"
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> The dispé?sed nature of on-base programs cqbtributed s

to another p:oblém.' The academic deans andidépfftmeﬁt~r
chairmen who-are‘rgaponéible-for the quality‘ogﬁclassroom
instrgction on tﬁe(parent campus usually played little rolg} ;
in mbnipbring quali€; oh military bases. The maﬁo; instru-

" ment for_évaluating on-base instruction was%Ehg)evaluation

+

of the instructor by students. . There was little classroom

visitation by qualified academic personnel, and there was no

significant attempt to comparé student achievement in_off~

’

campus programs with that -in programs n &?pus. Institutions

operating on military bases rarely made use wf ¢ on exams s

Ve
P
-

to'assess,studént outcomes,
Most institutions used compressed schedules to accommodate

the military student. Committees questioned whether” students *

~ i

meeting, in the case of one program, for a total of 36 hours

.

duriﬁg two weekends (Friday-Sunday, usually one or two weeks -

apart) could master the indepth knowledge .and analytical skills

L

necessary to be awarded three semester hours of graduate credit.

An instfﬁ%tor for§a Friday c¢lass (6-10 p.m.) in this example

assigned homeworxk to be turned in by 8:00 a.mi the following

<«

morning. This not ‘'only makes difficult the consolidation of

learning, but also eliminatés the necessary £ime_for study and
research‘a?tivitf.

. |

Althoﬁ&h instructional quality was considered to be generally «sy

h
-,

adequate, ‘committee. members had only limited time to examine D
_ , _ . . , . ' L
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syllabi, observe classes, and. talk with. students and in- o
structors. However, several problems were observed and o

~

noted:
} E
Grade inflation was evident in most undergraduate pro-

/ " - grams, although it was'recognized that this is sometimes
true of on-campus programs.

R Information and syllabi from parent campuses frequently

\ éaye too little guidance to instructors. If anything, more
guidance is needed in on-base situations.L
Provisions for make~up work by absent students were

inadequate in some 1nstances. Often there were no formal

- 3
»+ ~ procedures.

v

Graduate study was, 'in too many cases, confined to-

d tegtbooks and books of readings. ‘Research skills and other

1

. - traditional aSpects'cf "scholarship" were neglected.
*Course .instructors often had poor working relationships

.‘/- : - . .
with base librarians, contributing to the inadequacy of
library support for programs. : . Iz

3 : .
In some graduate programs students were exposed to a

very limited number of faculty members,

"

' . Theﬂxemedlal ‘problems of students accepted into pro- L

R Lo
RERTL - N X

\ | .
"\' grams were sometimes ignored. ESOs we;e often ‘called upon to

\\ . . -

\ identify these students. : . o

-6. Learning Resources and Physical Fac111t1es—-The

o .committees found that, on the majorlty of bases, phys1cal

I

i : L
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facilities were.inadequate to support many of the programs

provided. Neither the-amount of~space allocated}nor~th%¥
condition of classrooms and offices was conducive to learn-—
£ '
ing or the effective operation of the programs. Though the
. ' \ . C '
memoranda of agreement between the service branches and

L R i

institutions provided that the‘military make available ///J(

"appropriate" facilities, institutions were” not insistent

L

that these‘facilities be appropriate. Learning resources

. . » ‘ '
. were marginal at best for undergraduate programs and were so

v

grossly 1nadequate for graduate—level work that thlS 51tuatlon

should preclude the offerlng of most graduate programs

- Committees found that space ;ilocatlon for classroom ‘and
- offices and the maintenance of these facilities was dependent

to a large degree on a comblnatlon of factorS° 4(1) the interest,

N

understandlng, and cooperation of commanding offlcers,‘(Z) the

o~

per51stence and personality of/the educatlon services officer,

(3) the funds made available by the service branches, and

R

-

(4) the extent to whlch 1nst1tut10ns were w1111ng to accept

N - “

what was prov1ded In general phy51ca1 facilities on Air

/

Force and Marlne 1nsta1Latlons were con51dered mlnlmally : s

\

adequate and sometimes good——not fancy, but structurally safe

¥

'and soqu Fac111t1es on Army'installatrbns were geﬁerally

t

(but not in all cases) 1nadequate, and those provided by the

. ’. "

13

NavyLWere_often.hnacceptable. "Phe following are some negative

- : i ‘5
. - . T
u A
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comments recorded. concerning Army educational facilities:

L _ S
® Classroom facilities are "substandard," "delapi-
dated and depressing," "unattractive and crowded."
@ Classrooms are "hot in summer and cold in winter."

e Office space is small and shared, making confi-
dential converSatlons almost 1mp0351b1e ‘

° Equlpment for vocatlonal technlcal programs could
not be used because of lack of facilities.

For the Navy the situation generally was worse as indicated

-by.these~recorded comments:

courses in business, a serious deflClency.' o ' .

1

e Physical facilities are "atrocious," classrooms
"dirty, unkempt... with some windows broken."

e Rooms are too small, chalkboards too small, a lack
of chairs, with support facilities so poor as to
be classified non-existent. -

@ A critical shortage of office and classroom spade
precludes a reasonable implementation of the off-
duty education needs and requirements.

e One course was held behind a folding screen in the
- food-and-drink vending machine room and lounge.

e Aboard ship in ‘one program, "lack of space for

- storage of books, equipment, laboratories, and
other materials is ¢ritical. Minimally acceptable,
learning conditions are not being provided. There
are small classrooms, poorly ventilated, insufficently
lighted, apd entirely too noisy for even a minimally °®:
adequate learning experience to take place." «

©

Sc;ence laboratory facilities were almost universally

Y

1nadequate, as was computer access ‘for upper-level and graddgte

i

- . Y
0 ;

With regard to learning resources the committees found

that, with a few exceptions, institutions were providing little

N
~

support for their programs in terms of books, reference materials,

S
b

P
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periodicals, and primary source materials. ' Such institu-

. lAv
¢ tions did provide for limited purchase of resources and&?‘

r

limited reserve collections.and personal materials. Overall,

materials in base liQraries were found to be insufficient

- ST

to-support'many uppér—levél programs and almost all graduate .
:programs where training in research is essential.

Library buildings ranged from small and cramped to ¥

modern and spacious faéilities, In order to add new books,
some librarians had to weed collections drastically because

of space limitations.

L S

Studentsriq the United States  had varying degrees of

y access to local public libraries and to institutional libraries. =

-

One of }he arguments for the extension of college programs to
. - - \L———’_) t
%bases, however, has been that many potential students would

N #' R ’ .
not become A@ctual students unless programs were brought to
« N . N
their doorstep. Using this rationale, '‘the committees deemed the

use of local and institutional'libraries——unless they were in
- / “ . .
very close proximity to a base--to be 'an inadequate substitute

for on—basellibraries, Using outside library resources is a S B

v

special difficulty for students without transportation.

Extensive interlibrary Lgan'systems were often available

-~ to base librarians in the United States, Germany, and the Pacific,
and several institutions were equipped to send materials from ‘ ﬁ
their home campuses. onelinstitution had devised a system L

whereby students could use a WATS line ‘to order books or copies




of journal articles directly from the parent campus. The

-~

committees considered these systems to be a definite asset,
but only a partial subétitute for locally avgilable resources.
On-site availability of materials is especially critical in
courses wifh compressed scheduling. For graduate students \\
th%”bpportunity‘for hands-on éXperience in én adequate library
is important. |

Other problem areas noted were:

@ Not all base libraries had professional librarians,
or librarians with backgrounds enabling them to
deal with academic collections.

~
Y

e Most base librarians were not available and the
libraries were not open during the hours when
needed by college students. .

e Some libraries had funds available for academic
purchases, but institutional personnel often did
not communicate their requests. .

e There waé almost no space available for library
collections aboard Navy ships.

-

7. Student Services--The committees found .the student

services in respect to counseling and record keeping to be
adequaté to)good for most institutions. Stﬁdent records were
usually well méintained bywinstitutionél offices on base.

In some instances full student records were maintained on base
and at the home campus. ig\oéher_instances minimum records
were kepf on base and more complete records at a regional
cenéer. It was noted, however, ﬁhat(ﬁnsfitutional records
were often kept in files that w;re not fire-proof and thét

were not secured in accordance with HEW requirenments relating

to confidentiality,

-
~I
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B ) ) .#'I .
The committee recognized that the full range of student

services}!equivaleﬁt to thosé that exist in a campus setting,

, however, existed,in.the atea of student services:
r
e There was a lack of trained counselors on some
bases. -

l\

e There was little oounseling available to Navy
students aboard ship where instruction aCtually
takes place.

e In some instances students complained about the
slow response of business offices at the home
campus in processing checks and making credentials
available.

e There was often a shortage of office space where
confidential counseling}can take place. !/

. » .

® Most institutions made no attempt to collect

follow-up information.on graduates.

EN

8. Financial Resources--Analysis of the limited and

possibly insufficient financial data available indicated that,

. ¥

for most institutions, expendltures in support of programs dld‘

not greatly.exceed revenues generated. Tuition was often the

-
2

total support of the oh—base programs for those costs beﬁgnd
the classrooms and utilities provided»by the military.~ As
might be expected, the greater the distance a program was
from the home campas, the larger the portion of tuition and
fees that must'be iﬂvested in travel, admihisttation, ahd
commugzcationsu

Data'availabie indicated that some institutions spent

less per FTE student\on military bases than per FTE student on

wag not necessarily needed in a military setting. Some prob-
928

.15&
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campus. The level qf.expenditures for learning resources
was considered too 1ow by the committees. It ;as found that
institutions need to obtain adequate resources for off-campus .
‘programs and identify them separately in the budget. There
- was no'uniform financial form'that could'be completed by each

institution for each base so that the financial arrangements

to support educational programs could be determihed and analyzed.

The committees found a wide variation in tuition chefges////

- e

&

among institutional programs, Those institutions that ysed
local, adjunct faculty almost exclusively tended to pay.lower
per-course salaries, thus keeping costs,down. W?at appeared to
be some highrquality programe had a higher cost factor and

charged a higher tuition, but appeared to bE financially viable,

Programs on some bases were operpting at a loss, apparently .

because the progpﬁﬁgd;ere,in the initial stages or because an
institution was offering a program on numerous bases te enhance
transfe;, and there were insufficient students to support the
program on some bases. One institution serving a_lafge number
of military students was losing large amounts of money in un-—
collectible debts from students.‘

.Q »In some 1nstances the off-campus programs of 1nst1tut10ns
ébv !e&%&OO percent of ‘costs by revenues, while operational
‘deficits on the home campus were made up by fund-raising and

ifﬁg? eﬁdowmeﬂgfg*ﬁlso7vfhe tuition charges of some institutions were |

higher on base than on campus. Institutions justified this

LS : -

; ‘Q""‘ yady)

o . . ,
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situation on the grounds that they either did not receive
state funding for off-campus, out-of-state students or they
were not permitted to allow in-state tuition for military

students. : : \\\_ ‘;g

There were several additional problem areas identified

P

by the committees concerning financial resources:
Often institutions paid adjunct instructbrs according .
to the number of enrqllees in their courses, leading to the
- possibility of underpaying instructors in the case of sméll
classes and to the possibility of instructors catering to
5‘§ students to incfeése enrollment. In at least'oné instance a s
resident ai;ector was also teaching courées on this basis.
Institutional reliance almost completely on income from
tuition in their militafy off*caﬁpus pfograms”causgd some
concern about the depth aﬁd‘pegménence of commitmént; although
it was recognized that it would be difficult for many iﬁsti—

tutions' to subsidize these programs.

»
[

Military Organizations E ////

Although the military services have performed a great
service_in supporting_and making possible a significant and A
generally successful postsecondary‘educationalbeffért on |
military bases, there is serious question as'to the priority
given to this type of education. Major weaknesses were
‘idehtified in the.plannipg, procurement, and~administxation ‘ S

of these programs.
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The committees found on most bases a confusion between

~——r

education and training and between offering'random courses
and a comprehensive learning experience. This problem begins

in the contractihg_system'which is left to the education

services officer for educaﬁion specialist). After determi-

nation of the needs. of the servicemen--an informal process -

usually involving judgments by the base commander and the

ESO? perhaps coupled with a survey?—the'ESO procures an

institutionvwhiéh can supply a program, a'pieceVOf a college.

The programs, courses, and the number of students who qttend

them and -graduate are mechanicqlly<p0unted by the milit

in assessing the effectiveness of the base postsecondary

ary

educational effort. There is no master plan for any of the

service branches that provides for effective guidance and

planning in the area of needs assessment-and that sets forth

. . ]
a method of determining which institutions should be invited

on post. There is no national selection proceés, nof
a standérd’memoranddh of agreement ' contract, which
be modified to take into accoun ial needs.’

After an institution is inyited onto a base, the

deals with the institution unilaterally. Despite the

At

ment and quality of most ESOs,-they have not:normally

connected with a college campus in which thére are faculty,
students, and admihistrators involved full time in educational

development surrounded by laboratories, classrooms, libraries,

-

61
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and other acaéemic strucdgges. These7individuals are
»ealled upon, nevg}theless,,to perform dqties that resemble
those of a dean on a college campus, with considerable con-
trol over classes, programs, and activities.» The ES0 has
a‘crucial(Fole in determining which programs should come
on base or leave, However, the ESO operates without out-
side academic consulting help-—although all institutions
must be accredited——and is not gualified to be an edequete
judge of reliable quality, |

ESOs also have a difficult time ih obtaining adequate
classrooms and other physical facilities. Their success
usually depends on the support ef.posteecondary education
giyen by the base commander, a situation that makes commit-
- ments to the program uncertain over the long Eermf The low
ériority often given_meang_funds for faeilities must be
diverted from some other source or purpose on baee. - Physical
fac111ties, as a result, are often less - Fhan adequate.

The problem of resources is compo&nded by weaknesses in
the usual memorandum of agreement @etwee£ the military ‘and
the institution. Agreements are often teo brief and extremely

vague in dellneatlng the respon31billt1es of each party for
P ‘
prov1d1ng physical fa01lit1es or learnlng resources. Descrlp—

tions of facilities and resources and the quality expected are

noticably lacking. ' Again, learning resources were often

- deficient. - - '_ ‘{

oo PN o e e e 1 0
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Another point of concern was the lack of an éppropriate

educational community on base. Not only was there, in many

cases, a lack of contact between faculty and personnel and

the home campuses and little interaction among institutional

faculty, but there was no significant interaction among the

ESOs and the educational institutions. It was difficuit to

find an instance in which the ESO, the institutional repre-

sentatives, and librarians operating on a particular site came

together to help establishithe goals, objectives, and edu-

»

cational climate for that particular site.

Areas of concern noted by commiétees_also included the

L4

&,

following:

Unnecessary competitlon and duplication of programs
were allowed on installations. This could lead to
a lowering of quallty to attract students

l

Clear llnes of authority were lacking for accompllsh—

ing vital support needs. Much that was helpful

occurred - ‘because sensitive and capable officers acted
without real authority to help the educatlon mission.

Institutions had a tenuous existence on many bases
with no long-term statud. Assurance of permanence
would encourage institutions to increase financial

_support of ¢these programs.

There was n formal process for renewing memoranda
of agreement in terms of quality.

On occasion KSOs had been enrolled in courses ayer
which they exiercised superV151on.

Regional Accrediting A encies . o »

The committees found that military authorities and base

education services officers relied to a éreat‘extent on the

1Y y

63 .

T Y . L e s L. R , Jo N !
AL y & ~“7J'vr‘ N R CYA T Ry Tt Ct ASE S e
; T g . K R AP !

?




' o : : 53
o A : , ‘ \\
accreditation of the home campuses of institutions by the / - eQ

' regional accrediting comissions as ah assurance of quality for . a?

’

programs on base. Unfortunately, programs remote from, the

paiint campus operating wit@ uncertain futures, often relying
‘ L
. . - .
on part-time faculty, and experiencing major fluctuations in

enrollment can decline rapidly in quality. In a situation where o

careful monitoring is called for, infrequent evaluation is too

often found.f

- -Much is 1eft to be desired in the area of evaluation and

monltorlng of quallty i* on-base prohrams. The commlttees noted
RY

that some programs had never been egaluated by the regional

accredltlng commission serving the yeglon in which the home : '

campus was located. In some instances accrediting teams had

visited'home campuses close to the bgses; but had not included

on-base visits to base programs in their evaluations. Conversely,
some had been examined in recent years, several more than once.
The record of evaluation of programs at the time of the re-

affirmation of &an institution’s accreditation was spotty. The

VLot -, L

regional commissions'have-recent}y'taken cooperative steps to
increase their scrutiny of these programs. Most institutions
have informed the regional commissions of the existence of '@

their programs.

J

The committees noted that there were no°provisions for

ESO communlcatlon with the reglonal accreditlng commissions A

when programs are brought on base or when agreements are renewed. ,Mfﬁﬁ

N P : PV
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on individual programs or to assess the effectiveness of a

_total base program. Such consultations could be used to

54

In essence, there was little contact between the ESO and the

commissions on academic matters\TmM111tary officials never »
w.

requested advisory committees from the regionals to give advice

monitor program quality, initially and continually.

Other Agenc1es and the States | N

1. State;~—The commlttees found that state governlng

\ / s : “E{‘

boards, departments of educatlon, and approval agencies w1th

some authority over postsecondary education generally pro- . 'ﬁ

vided limited oversight of programs on military bases and that

LS

this involvement varied in significance from state to state.
States werle limited legally by the fact that state authority

does not ge rally extend to federal enclaves. , : j

3
P 4

1 /

State boards of higher education did not appear fo be {

interested in encouraging their institutions to extend their

programs to bases, and they maintained closer supervii}on over

 in-state institutions than those operating from outside state

boundaries. -State systems and 1ndiv1dual state 1nst1tut10ns

"also varied in thelr commltment to prov1d1ng postsecondary

education on military bases.
Unwillingness on the part of local state institutions to

of fer programs on military\bases COntribdtea'to the problems

. . \ )
- of base education officers who had to turn to 6ﬁtiof~state

institutions. ‘Some states opposed the entrance of out-of-state

h 6 E ; . e
i . * : s . .
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institutions’even when the host gtate was uhwilling to make
programg available. One base was surrounded by three state
colleges, none of which was providing significant educational

services. These institptions sometimes justified their stance

b¥ maintaining that they disiiked the competition of programs .

alyready on base. | , ' ¢&';

2. Other Organizations or Agencies--Veterans' benefits
1 |
forgéraduate education were used to a great extent by service

personnel. The Veterans Administration itself'hasrhad little

: | . :

control over program monitoring, the eﬁercisgﬁof this function
legally devolving to éppropriate state approval agencies,-which
devote ohlylminor efforts.to postsecondary education. It was
fo&ﬁd that additional VA personnel wére needed in some lééations
to coordinate and counsel military students. about VA benefits

and procedures. Students were experiencing difficulty in

determining and obtaining their VA benefits.
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. -~ PART IV: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
General'Conc1USiens B '
'The major findings of the case study presented in the
previous chapter and the synopsis of the eleven cases pre-
sented in Part III would appear to validete'the.first two
basic assumptions as stated at the beginning of the project.
These assumptibns'were- )
) 1. Mllltary personnel should be provided of - ~duty
educational 0pportun1t1es during their tour of
duty for: (1) improving their value to the ' ) -
militaxy service, (2) preparing for a future - e
career upon return to civilian life, and (3) oy
‘upgrading their own educational background.
2. ~On-base noh—mllltary educatlen progfems beyond
. the high-school level can best be . offered by N
. . accredited pqstsecondary educational 1nst1tu§;ons, "
3. The responsibility for the quality of post-
| _ secondary educational programs offered by™
’ institutions on military bases is a responsi-
bility which is shared by the institution, the
- mllltary, and the appropriate regional accredit- .
1ng commission. N ‘
There continues to be a major opportunity for post- , "é
secondary educational institutions to provide degree programs é\e,g
and courses for the hundreds of thousands_of military service .
“*?personnel,- The education 6ffered-needs to be of the highest g
'qualityhand should provide enough variety for students to . v

Mnxé‘:&-ﬁu nsifi .wi,_l Lot 5%
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achieve one or more of the three basic geals stated in the "

first assumption. A review of the case—study/reports prepared . Q?f%
by the visiting committees_shows substgntial_eVidence of |
sincere attempts on the part of colleges and universities}toﬂ_ . %ﬁ
provide the-neededieducﬁtional opportunities.. Thngh in a R }é

number of institutions the quality of the programs and courses
offered was quéstidnable, this problem will be addressed with

specific recommendations in this chapter.;_

Assumption two clearly states the belief that accredited

institutions of the postsecondary education eommunity are in
the best‘position to offer college—level degree programs and~
courses on military installations for service personnel.
This assumption was %ui)stantia.ted by the visiting commtittees;
however, several serious qualifying factors need to be prer .
sented and discussed, | o

First, a basic premise needs to be stated‘and understood.

Though many providers of postsecondary education have emerged

in the United States, especielly during the past decade, there

is strong support, from both within and outside the educational

community, that dellegiate education is best when provided by
professional e ucetors working from the established,and recog-
nized colleges and universities. The experience of thesel.
institutions in the delivery of education,y’ombined with,their
ability to select and asSign mature faculty members to mili- o
tary organizations, can prOVide better quality programs. The y%

hY

basic gquestions are have tﬁey, and will they.do so?

637 ¢




A second factor that must be addressedﬁls the meanlng of

accredlted status. At present, the fact that an institution

was reglonally accredlted ‘has prlmarlly served as the "qualityv "5
\\/’

assurance factor. An understandlng of what accredltatlon

gt
\

'means s essent1a1 to understand the current 31tuat10n concern-—

J,%ng off—campus educatlpn offered on military installations

by accredited colleges and universities. Generally, regional

L . A S L , -
‘accreditation attests to the meeting of minimal standards or .

driteria by & vollege or university.’ Compliance is determined
’by a perlodlc review and evaluatlon made in the context of the g

R 1nSt1tut10n s’ sbated purpose, goals, and obJectlves. If an -

\<
2

s 1nst1tdt1dn¢has had as a purpose the serving of military

»

students at oﬁf—campus sites, its on-base programs probably

",have been~eva1uated in some form.

| spec;flc standards or criteria and p011c1es for frequent and

H

"g‘regular review of off —campus operations, 1nclud1ng mllltary

P B o

Hdwever, only. recently have all of the reg10nal accredlt- . s

. . T 'v. PP

ng commlss1ons for postsecondary institutions dveloped

¢

o l(lnstallatlons, for accredltatlon RUrposes. Premiously the -

fact that an institution waSwreglo“ﬁlly accredited did not

. o e L : . ’ . -
e L . ) ¢ o . N ] 3 . » -
neceSsarily mean that the institution was capable of deliver- . . ¢
ing quality degrees and courses off'campus.‘ When the new

+

policies and procedures have been fully implemented, reason-
ﬂFble assurance of such quality»Can;be expected. Yet, some
form‘of monitqring“will always be needed to insure.that actual

“

performance equals institutional capability.
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'geographibalsdistanceSa Committeegmembers did not find\thatf

these and other éuality assuranCe factors cannot be carried . owpe”

59
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A third factor has been implied, if not openly suggested,

'-by the critics of the current delivery of:eduoation on mili-

tary installations by colleges and universities. Simply stated,
it is the idea that traditional colleges and universities can-
not deliver programs of the same or equivalent quality as

those on the-parent campus at remote sites. Further, critics

*

contend'that,the greater the distance from the main campus‘

@

location, the poorer'is'the quality-of the programs'offered.

~

The’contentﬁon'folloWs_that some other method should be devised

for -such programs.

The visiting committees did not find evidence to support
this idea: While no scientific-correlation study was made of

the relationship of distance to program quallty, it was the

v

_professional judgment of the .on—-site commlttees that, per se,

there 1s no correlatlon of dlstance to quality. What the

committees did find was that some of the factors related to

Aquality-fi.e., faculty.and coursebapproval by home campus

units, program evaluation, and administrative direction--are -
- ' s ~ . L.
more costly.ang‘sometimes complicated~because of greater .

A .

—

CEEN . e

out in %nxappropﬂﬁate and effective manner at on—base locatlons.

0 ~

In fact, programs of excellenﬁ quallty were fouqd operated at

o

» o
> e

great,dlsiances-from the»parent:anstltutioﬁk NPEE R
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The case-study ffhdings and visiting committeés stro?gly

support the proposition of assumption three that the responsi-
bility for quality assurance of educational prograMS offered

by colleges_and universities should be’ shared equally by the

institutions involved, the military, and the regional accredit-
ing commissions. However, it was found that: the parties con-
cerned are not currently working cooperatively or aggressively

for the assurance of quality of military base programs. Fully

e
Ui
ok
Lyt
TN

shared. responsibility for 'quality, in practice, will mean
a gfeater role for the military in the administration of its
‘ . ' . I's
educational enterprise and a more active role for the accredit-

ing associations in the review and evaluation of these programs

- 4 »

\
and courses..

14

Postsecondary institutions operating off-campus degree  / “g
programs and courses on military installations have the responsi-

bility to offer educational programs of the highest quality

. for military personnel. Mhe quality assurance system of'the

. £ :
main campus must accept that, responsibility before courses are

‘offered. Course and program content, the depth and breadth

.of the educational expérience, and the faculty instructional

expertise must be adequate for the level of courses and degrees
to be offered. It is also the institution's responsibility to

see thaﬁbthe necessary library and other learning resources. are
2 . T . w

- ERE )

)

available and readily accedsible.
The responsibilities of the military are more complex

because of the organizational structure and diversity that

o
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exists among and within the military and its various
branches.

The office of the gecretary of defense has the
, N .

major responsibility for setting and implementing educational

b

policy and priority for all of the services to insure con-

sistency and equity of educational opportunity.

In accord-
ance W1th this DOD policy, each branch of service has the

-

responsibility to operate the gducatlonal program for its
constituents with commandvsupport'at'allblevels and appro-
priate assistance at each military installation involved.

' Financial support fa01li:ies, library and learning regources,
and personnel are critical areas for prlority commitments if
the military lé'to fulflli its responsibility in the quallty

assessment and assurance of on-base educational degree pro-
grams and courses.

Regional accrediting commissions have a major share of
the regponsibility for quality assessment.

: Determination that
an institution has the capability to deliver and maintain

1

. J :
y related to the accreditation process
and isApart of an iﬁgz;\ i

tution's accredited staﬁus.

: The
accrediting associations must adapt their normal evaluation

degree programs and courses of acceptable quality in off-campus
settings is direct
base educational programs.‘

processes for a regular and more frequent review of military-

. Other agenc1es and Qrganizatlons that have an important

role to play in the educational enterprise for the military

o i ot e -~ - e e s e
S A W e e Tl oot .
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are the state approval and licensing bodies and the Veterans

A

Administration. Specific recommendations concerning -the role

of these agencies are.discussed in ghe next section of the

report.

1
#

General Recommendations

«

- The recommendations growing out of the case study fall

"
)

ik

into two categories: general recommendations, dealing primarily
at the policy level, and specific recommendations for edu-
cational institutions, the military, accrediting aesociations,
and others such as the states and'the Veterans Administration.
1. . Because-citizens who make up the United States Armed
Forces are entitled to anqtdeserving of postsecondary edu-
cationalfopportunities.equal to those available to civilian
students thfoﬁgh accredited colleges and universities,vit_is ¢

7

recommended that such institutions provide appropriate degree

A

programs and courses,.in SOW;aféae such activity’is consistent
with the institution's,puréose and mission and is scpported

by academic strengths and resources sufficient to deliver and
maintain programs of hich quality.

2. "To achieve high qualitx&and consistency in educational
programs offered on military installations by colleges and
universities, it is recommended that the policy'prdposed'in
Part V of tﬂis repo;t be implemented by the Council on Post-

gscondary Accreditation in conjunction with the other organi-

zations and agencies involved.

73
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Specific Recommendations

Educational Institutions r

The information and data produced‘in the case study con-
gerning the opérations 6f'the accredited colléges and "
universities involvéd in‘postsecondary edudation for service
personnel offered on mili}ary installations has led to a num-

ber of specific recdﬁmendéﬁions.,

1. Commitment‘to Serving Military Educatioh~eBy the act

of providing postsecondary.education to service personnel on
a military installation, an-insﬁitution has as a part of its
purpdvse and miésion, in stétement and fact, a comﬁitment to
serve the military'student. Such aycommitment requires the
allocation of appropriate insEifutional iésourcesf—including

o~

administrative and faculty personnel, learning resources, and

financial support--to provide program stability and continuity

o ,,A_.,..,_\l.,{‘

N

and to assure fhe integrity and quality of the degree prograﬁS§¥é—\\\

A}

and courses bfferéd. The short- and long-range plans for the’

institution must’ reflect and clearly define the role that on-

base education plays in the present and future educationél

4
.

mission of the institution.

- 2. Organizational Relationships—--In fulfillingpits .
B Y ) - . . . ) . , . )
commitment to military-base education, an institution must

develop and implement édequate and appropriate administrative,
. . . ® 5

)

academic, and organizational relationships between the home
campus and the off-campus site to assure the integrityﬂahd

quality of the academic program offered. These relationships

RSP RSO TS U S
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shall be gsuch as to assure regular and frequent contact

between administrative and academic personnel at the parent

. "'
campus and on-base institution_l:pérsgnnel. Operational
e BT »

decisions concernlng such mattgw” ’ladmissions and graduation

requirements, quallflcatlons and approval of all personnel

. (full- and part-time faculty and admlnlstrators), curriculum
and eéurse coqtent, and program evaluation shall involve the
hoﬁevcampus.. Part;time or adjunct instructors and full-time
instructors without on-campus teaching.experience shall have an
on-campus orientation to the‘instructional expectations of the
institution involved, and shall have regular and frequent |

contact with'appropriate academic personnel from the parent

campus .

3’. Resource Allocatlon——Any instltutlon involved in
military-base education shall have and must allowkte support
resources adequate to assure the integrity and quaﬁiry of th
programs and courses offered, ,The'principle Qf}"fulfiliing
the educatienal miesion" of the institution should rule.
Tuition and fées for programs of%ered should be directly
related to inetitutional coste.‘ i

4; Instructlonal Erograms——On—base 1nstruct10na1 pro-

o

grams shall meet all criteria and standards normally required

at the parént“campue and shall be in keeping with nationally ;

o X . . . o

accepted practices for'specified'fields of study and particular
. . Lo

degree levels and designations. = RN




T e T N A e Rt o Bl S

. on-base, edurational programs.

b
All degree programs bffered.on military'instailations
shall be so designed, sequenced, and cohesive in nature as
to provide edﬁcational experiencés of integrity and acaéemic
quality for service personnel. Whe#e appropriate curricular
requirements for the depth and breadth of the educational

experience cannot be provided, the program should not be

offered.

L . : L .
An institptlon must determine the aptitudes and achieve-

-

ment levels of prospective students, the ébecial requirements

1

of military lif%, and the kinds of delivery éygtems possible
in a military s%tting before offering degree ptograms and
courses on a.milﬁtary'base. New and appropriate teaching -
strategies consoﬁgnf with intefrupted learning, basic-skill

deficiencieé, aduit learners, socio—cultural-disadvantage;
and other faCtOrsxpu5£ bé created when necessa;y.
. L
5. Student Sérvices;;An ingtitution offering military-
base educatiogxépafﬂ pro&ide student servi:es appropriate'to
_ \ T ,

&

the particular needs of the military student. Such services

must include a comprehensive program of academic counseling

+

by qualified professionals for miiitary personnel enrolled in

0o , ' N

. _ \ ‘ :
6. Library/Learning Resources—-The institution involved

shall accept full}respgﬁsibility for assuring the provision of
. , . > .

'adequate and readi1y accessible learning resources to stport

its programs offered on military installations. Close coordi-

o

i

nation with home-campus learning resources as well as cooperation

A s b s

o
ik
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/ .
with base libraries, other :institutions operating on the’

) . 4 .
base, and local learning resources near the site is essential

for an effective program. : . ' 2

: S : '
7. Physical Facilities--An institution should not accept

inadequate, inappropriate, or poorly equipped facilities for
on-base instruction. While the quality of the educational
experience is more directly related to the quallty of the
faculty and the abillty of the student, an adequate phy31call
environment conducive to learning is also essential.

8. Faculty--An institution offering degree programs and
courses @n a mllltary base must provide the following: (1) an
adequage core of .full-time faculty ‘members with approprlate
-academxe\credentlals for the curriculum offered, who are ‘
experienced in teaching campus-based programs and who can
bring depth and breadth to the educat10na1 experlence of the’
military student; (2) consistency and stability in curricular
and course‘content; and (3) adequate opportunity for intel-

lectual exchangeEbetween students and faculty members.

9. Graduatd‘ roarams-—Graduate degree programs and

courses shall not beioffered on military 1nstallat10ns by .an

institution unless.lt can clearly demonstrate that all of the
essential elements are available and in pface for the delivery
of qualit;igraduate education. These eleﬁents include senior‘

faculty W1th appropriate quallflcatlons;'adequate libraxry and

other 1earn1ng resources, including speciallzed research

7
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a

J

materials and equipment necessary to the curriculum; and a
schedule that allows sufficien£ time for an indepth education
experience involving review and research of the literatu

and regular and frequent discourse with experienced graduate

o g e s
FE e

facuity and other graduate studehts. 5
Degree programs beyond the master's shall not be.offered

ept in unusual circumstances.

»

10. Quality Assurance--Quality assurance .processes used on -

the home campus shall apply eqﬁally to on-base degree programs
_ . ~ ’
and courses. Additional policies and procedures for quality

control and assurance may also be required.

Quality assurance processes for on-base activities shall

-

include at least the following:

-® Admission and gfaduation requirements comparable
to those for the same or similar programs at the.
Home campus.

\
e Common policies and procedures for awardlng. credits
for prior learning w1th those of the home ‘campus.

e Common qualifications for on-base admlnlstratlve
- and faculty personnel, full or, part time, with
those for the home campus in the same or similar
positions. , . .

/ e Common requlrements for degree programs and courses o

L (reading, projects, research, writings, and éevalu- B

: ations) with the same or similar programs and : L

courses on the home campus. " '
A3 .

e Approval by the home campus academic processes
(departments, faculty committees, graduate councils,
deans, -etc.) of on-base academic matters such as

... degree programs and courges to be offéred, faculty

- appointments, admissions standards, degree program ,
. . and course requirements, the awarding of credits
for prior learning, and methods for evaluation of
student accomplishments and program effectiveness.




»

2

'secondary'edﬁcational opportunities for its personnel has

68

® Regular and systematlc evéluatlon of the.
quality and effectiveness of the on-base
military education programs and courses using
the home campus and outside peer- evaluators.

11. Service Opportunltyf—An lnstltutlon offerlng degree

prbgrams and courses on mllltary 1nstallat10ns for service

personnel should consider this activity as an exceptional

opportunity for service and should exercise utmost care to

provide education of the_higheSt qﬁality. In every way
, ) i -
possible, institutions serving military .students should work

cooperatively with one another and avoid unnecessary dupli-

cation and competitiveness.

‘Military Organizations . !

The interest of military officials in providing post-

.

significantly increased  since the advent of the all-volunteer

armed services. While the offer of further education to

’recruits is one attraction to men and women for a military

’

career, it 1s not the oﬁig reason why the mllltary has increased
its emphasis on education. Another motlvatlon is the need for

better—~educated service personnel in eral to carry,out

complex tasks involving today's soph cated/technologies.

In the case study several factors essential to strengthening
and impréving educational opportunities for service per sonnel

P

were identified in the area of reéponsibility of the military.

LRy
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Specific recommendations are as follows: o - . - LR

1. Commitment tg'Education—fThe office of the'secretary

- of defense must review and, where necessary, .strengthen its

commitment to previding quality educétion;l opportunitieé to
military persoﬁnellby clearly defining the role and pufposes.

of postsecondary education. Such a statement of purpose Should'
clearly delineate the DOD policy for and commitment to education
er the militarx,in general?and should provide the framework ’ . leé
for a eonsistent_educational pfogram. Appropriate flexibility ’
should exist in order for each branch of military service and
eaeh'eommana to pursue theiachievement’of the‘objectives'
established by the Departmene/pi Défense. The eonceptvof
commitment;rpriority, and Qperatidhal authOriey are essential
and must be fully defined Sy the DOD. _ f:ﬁ%

2. Organizational Relationships-—the office of the secre-

tary of defense and each branch‘of ihe service should review

~ and redefine their organizatioﬁél structures for education to
echieve more uniformdaﬁdrconsistent_structures:and, thus, pro-
Vide a more effective edﬁcaﬁional'prdgram fbr'miiitary service
personnei,' Current organiza§§0nai structures fof education
within»the~militafy establiéhﬁent are too_cohfusinéﬁand eumber~
some to allow effective pianning, prograﬁ stability, and
coeperative ventures amoné neiéhboring basee of the same or

different branches of the military. . o
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3. Resources Allocations--In accordance with the level
of commifment to education by_thevDepartment of Defense and
the various branches of the military, adequate financial and.

other resources must be allocated to support quality degree

programs and courses. Resouﬁfes would include tuition assis- '.f@%

*

tance for the military student; physical facilities and

equipment; educational service office support staff, materials,

[O——— 4

adequate professionally trained staff for collection develop- '

and equipment; and 1ibrary/1earning resources, including
ment and services. . " ;- * ik

A uniform funding-support plan is needed for resource.
allocation. It should be based on a cost-effec§ive analysis
done cooperatively with thé institutions involved.

, o ' . P
4, Instructional Program--Operating within policies SRR

.
various branches of the military should work cooperatively With

postsecondary lnStltuthﬂgltO develop and maintain short-+ and
long-range plans for educational programs and courses to be
provided on military installations to meet the educational

goals of the military and the military student. At the same

time, it must be recognlzed that the final determination on SRR

Y
degree programs and courses, adm13510ns, completion require—

ments, transfer'of‘Credits, and curriculum COntent is the-
§01e prerogatlve of the institution involved in accord With

recognized good practices in the academic community. ' R

81
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5. Procuring of Educational Programs-~The office of
the secretary of defense should - review and revise the cur-
rent practices for procuring the services of educational

institutions to provide programs on militarY'instéllatidhs,

\
)
t
[

- -

A sophisticated approach based on an assessment of the
educational needs of personnel is needed for all branches af
the military. Such a system must be fair and eqﬁitable and

must treat the institutions as equal partners in-the militaxy-

3y . T

educational enterprise. Competitive bidding on price alone -

&
-

must be discontinued. Also, such a system needs to encourage

T zr

partnerships between bases and local institutions.

6. OQuality Assurance--The office of the secretary of

defense should develop & gystem to help assuré the quality
—_ : ‘ M

of educational programs on military bases.

{

63\ Such a system should include at least the‘following:

® Verification with the appropriate.regional accéredit-
ing commission that an institution has the capa-
bility--and the commission's approval--to deliver
- quality, off-campus degree programs and courses on
military ‘installations should be required before a

/ ' program is established. Such verification should
also require regular, on-site evaluations by the
appropriate accrediting commission. S "

° Spengic criteria and standards must be established _

- for ciyilian and military personnel assignqd to the

() educaﬁ&dna&’service offices on military installations.
Such individuals should possess appropriate educational
degrees and should have had on-campus experience related
to the tasks to be performed. Training programs and '
- internships should be esta lished with postsecondary S ,
institutions for.base educkional personnel a#d must be s
e . required of.those who have SR
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.® A comprehens1ve career and personal counseling
program for service personnel interested in
education should be prov1ded by qualified pro- -

fess1ona1 counselors.,

° Plannlng and evaluatlon of,the mllltary instal- -
lation's total educational enterprise should be
done systematlcally and regularly by the ESO in
cooperation with the institutions - involved. There
should be periodic external review by educational
‘. pegrs. - Base commanders should be appropriately .
' 1nvolved 1n the plannlng and evaluatron rocess.

Accrediting Commissions .. . : N \

Since the‘barly 1900s, voluntary reglona accrediting

‘t) A - - '

. assoc1atlons have verified educatlonal quallty by a process

-

of peer review and eval&gtlon that assures that an insti-

. )
tution is in compllance w1th Spe01f1ed minimum standards or

criteria. The role of regional accredltlng ass001atlons has

been thevalud};)and accredlt 1nst1tutlons as a whole, whlle

v
- 1

specialized accredltlng agen01es evaluate and accredlt particular

components and programs. . v T

" Until recent years only a few reglonally accredlted,lnstl—
Y o 4

# «

. tutions dellvered their educatlonal programs off campus._ Theree

fore, llttle attentlon was g1ven in the accredltatlon process -

-

to off- campus 51tes, 1nclud1ng mllltary base operatlons.' With

the advent of extens1ve ‘off—~ —campus degree programs and courses,

DO Y

the reglonal accrediting ass001atlons have recently developed
> <.
new pOllGleS and procedures to S;nclude these operatlons in the

S / P ’ o
accredltatlon process. In the future, off campus degree

4programs and courses of accredlted 1nst1tutlons offered on

»

Id

A
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military installations must be reviewed and evaluated on a

o regular basis.

[4

) Because the regional accrediting commissions have an .

- _essential‘role‘to play in assuring. the ‘quality of military-—
base;education, the following specific’recommendations are

made concerning their area of responsibility:

A 1. Institutional Capability-—The regional accrediting | \pf

commissions “for postsecondary institutions must use the
) : . 8 - -
accreditation process to verify that an institutdion has the ,

. _ . : :

-

capability'to deliver high qualityvdegree programs and courses

. 1n off—campus settlngs such as mriltary installations. .
2. Evaluatlon of Milltary—Base Educatlon——Reglonal
— : \
. commissions must'include the eva%uation of military-base

| - .
| . - o)

CoWERT W0t e

educational programs in the regular seif—study and reYiew

oo

cocess” for accredited institutions. - Furthermore; because

'-on—base programs change quickly and service personnel—move

frequenE}y, accre&itatlon reV1ews of on-base act1v1t1es must‘

[ . N

Y

be made mong rrequently than is normal for on-campus programs.
¢ .
This process should anlude regulaf visits to the parent-

campus to aSSure thatlthe'necessary administrativefand acadenic o
peredures are belng adequately and properly applied to o ' i

% mllltarbiase programs. ‘ . S
E%// | The eValuation of-military~base education must.verify ) ‘ -

Y

the quallty of the educatlonal program through an assessment

of program depth student - achlevements, faculty and adminis-
« \ ) -

trat1Ve qualificatlon, adequacy of learnlng resources and the #

. A - R VT
T TP R e @ 4
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"educational environment,’acceptaqagityfof admissions and

degree—completion requirements; and financial stability and
integrity. |

If a program is the first offering of an institution ;
on a particular base, it must be evaluated in the first year
of its operation,to ineorporate the new.programs into the
institution's aécreditation. In the case of an institution's -
initral involvement in on-base military education, the parent' .o~ \
campus must also be v1s1ted to‘evaruate the quallty assurance

processes as they apply to military-base education.

3. The Case~Study Model--When approprlate, the case-

study model developed and used in this study should be applied
: “ ! ) -
- by the regional aCcredltlng commissions to achieve a holistic -

F

review and evaluation of military-base ‘educational programs.

. . ,

Other Organlzatlons ‘and Agenc1es l -~

b

The Veterans Admlnrstratlon and state licensing author1t1es

4+

and higher edu?atlon coordlnatlng agenq;es have 1mportant func—"
tlons to'perfoﬂﬁ in the military-education enterprise. . - .
The Veterans Admlnrstratlon, through ;tsuprogghm of ; .
flnan01al as51stance to current and former service men and
women, provides a significant percentage_of the educatlonal
dollars sbent by the, federa} gouernment on‘education'for*i
,military personnel. The VA has a legitimate concern that ;f_

.the monies allocated,aré‘properly spent -on quality programs.
N ” h ’ { i
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Al s

The state‘licensing authorities and higherledocation
coordinating agencies have the right to approve and authorize
institutions to operate within their territory.. They also
have the responSibility to prOVide,appropriate support for
the education of their citizens.

The folloWing'recommendations are made in an effort to
define more clearly the roles and responSibilities of the .
Veterans Administration and the states in military—base edu-
cation: ‘ ki
, . ¥ _ : . 5
1. The Veterans Administration—fThe Vetgerans Adminis-

L

tration must clearly inform current-and former service
L

personnel about available programs and“tne procedures forl
securing financial assistance for education. Regular and
'eaSily*acceSSible assistance and counseling by qualified pe%ple
should be prov1ded to military personnel using VA educational

benefits;’
d The Veterans Admi istration should rely ontthecaCCredit—

ing associations to asdure educational quality and on state

agencies to verify rnstitutional 1egitimac§.“

<)

-

2. The States~~State authorities should encourage public

*

and private institutions Wlthln their jurisdictions to: prov1de

&

on-base educational ‘programs and courses. 'States, also, should

S

deducational quality and where possible avoid uhnecegsary ‘dupli-

work cooperatively with accrediting associations to verify

AN
-~

cation of effort in,thé evaluation process.’ ’ ' . ™

. 9
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Areas for Further Study and Work

One of the outcomes expected from the case study was the
development'of-a model  for the evaluation of," educational pro-

grams offered on military installations. Based on the results
of the eleven separate studies made; it appearslthat the case-

-

study. method has been effectlve in reV1eWLng and asse881ng
the total postsecondary educatlonal program of 1nd1v1dual

v
military installations. Each future use of the model used‘here

- o#

should} of course,ﬂinclude;careful study and analysis taq refine -

o«

and improve the model.

-
-~

Another outcome anticipated from the study was the‘aetelop—
ment of a standardized data-base system. While the infbrmation
supplied by the part;cipantstwagjgeperelly adequate ﬁpr tﬁis,
project, further'study and work is needed to develop a useful,
standardlzed 'system of essential ~-quantitative elements that
should be pre§ent for the effective dellvery,of quallty edu—
cation programs on military bases. A copy oﬁ the data form - -

'used in the.case study may he found in Appeﬂdlx C, Part 2.

\ Anothef-areafidentified for futuFe etudy¥is the need to

develop a reliable way to document and cqmpare student achieve- -,

ment in on-campus programs and.off-campus, military-base pro-
. ? ' , »

- grams. Such a study would be valuable to institgtions,.the

A
L

military, and accrediting associations in future assessments

- , _ . . i N v
- : 1 . ‘s . Ay ]
Qeipostsecondary education for military students. :
( IR i . _ L
§ Y
’ - , .~\ “q . 8 . - " - -+
¢ s s A ol 7 : } > W
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.. Though the case study did not find a need for separate
, rcrlteria and standards for - military~base educatlon, further
study in that area is approprlate because of the changlng\
a0 nature of the military educational enterprlse. The accredlt-
' 1ng agen01es ‘must be sure that they maintain standards or o
. crlterla and evaluaplon procedunes adequate to assess military-
~ base education. - L - | T
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jsingle.national policy-to provide‘for consistent delivery

_among the six regional accrediting associations, and the "‘~f S

for .chaos ig- there unless a nat10na1 pdllcy is mutually agreed

*upon by all of the . majon partners.

1973 (see Aﬂpendix G) and the*Educatloh Commisslon of the .”ates

B §

{°  PART V: PROPOSED NATIONAL POLICY

o

- . : . '

A major finding of the case study is the need for a

»

of h1gh-quality, postsecondary e@ycational programs and
courses on mllltary 1nstallatiops. Though thére should ‘be
flex1b111ty in the delivery ‘of programs, the need for con- o f’

31stency is paramount ‘pecause of the complex1ty of the
. \

situation: the varlety of 1nst1tut10ns 1nVolved the dlver—

sity,among and w1th1n the milltary serv1ces, the drfferences,

g

indrviduality_of licensing procedures and higher education

coordination in the 50 states. - | ' ' e

-

The policy should clearly define the roles, relatlonshlps,_ F‘”f

_and’ respon51billt1es of.all. parties involved Though the .tg

' * +

31tuatlon has not yet reqshed a chaotlc state, the potential .
’ STy

s =

4 Attempts at such a pollcy have beeh made An” the past by

l

varlous groups and 1ndiv1duals, includlngethe former Federatlon

"5

Task Fofce on State, Inst;tutio“al, and Federai Respon31brlit1es

4 3
t .

gt
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-~

'in‘ﬁroﬁiding Postsecondary Educational Opportunity to Service

<

Personnel 1n January, 1977. Individuals who have written on

thls subject 1nclude Kenneth H. Ashworth, commissioner of

) higher edpcatlop ;n Texas, and Stephen K. Bailey, professor

. -

I

of‘edutation and social policy, Harvard University. Also the

" recently completed COPA study Assessing Nontraditional Educatlon

G

<

"(1978) has relevent 1nformatlon for off~campus, on—base, post~

secondary educatlon;s-by'r, ’
L
All of these studles, reports, and writings have been

-

‘
l“*n.—'" h‘/

taken into cons1derat10n, along with the current flndlngs of

this study, in propos1ng the natlonal pollcy statement “that

A~

follows. . A' AR )

[y

Concept ‘Statement - et *

v
w. ¥ . ‘l

Personnel serv1ng in the Unlted $tates military are indivi--

' N
duals who by the1r own. ch01ce have dedlcated themselves to

natldnal securlty. As 01tlzens 1n unlform they are’ entltled to

@

and deserv1ng of postsecondary educatlonal opportunltles\compar~

/
v

able to those avallable tofthe 01v111an populatlon. - Such ,pro-

v,

grams and courses should be of the hlghest quathy and as varied

" 4,4 / 4

in numbel of drscipllnes and career areas as~thev11m1tatlons v

of on-base dellvery w111 permlt. 'The postsecondary degree pro-

grams and courses should be provided by accredltedbcolleges and

un1vers1t1es capable. of such act1v1t1es. :5 .?’q:_ '4; '
4 . 2 . ‘"-( @ ' ’

_?, The operatlon “of an educatlonal eenter on W mll tary r&stal \

-
P
- >

1atlon is a"respons1b111ty to be shared by‘the 1nst1tutlons

[ "

L ’ -
P ouq N "l" . .a}; - - N - .
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involved, . the military~—including its various parts—--the

regional accrediting associations, the Veterans Adminis-

T

tration, and the states. Coordinhation of efforts and N

cooperation among the various partners involved are essential
for the devlopment and implementation of a total educational

program of quality. for military personnel.

Role and Responsibility of InStitutibns

Postsegondary institutions are encouraged to cooperate
with the military invproviding degrée programs and courses
that can be delivered in an on-base setting without diminishihg
their quality and depth.; Institutians must recognize the
unique circumstances of the military student and, where possible,
adapt traditional methods‘and procedures ﬁp accommodate military

personnel without sacrificing the quality of content or depre-

- ’
LY

ciating the meaning of the degree oﬁfered
Instltutlons.offerlng degree programs and ,ceurses on

military 1nstallations have the responsibility to: s
l. Prov1de only those programs and courses that afe
%elated to their institutional purposée and mission
and for which they have the necessary resources
(faculty, learning materials,  and administrative
personnel) to. meet rstandards and criteria normally
N expected by the apprOprlate dlsc1p11ne or field of
) study. . .

r

» - o - RS

2¥ Provide adequate‘full time admlnlstratlve personnel
and serviceg to assure the effective dgllVery,pf s
on-base prq§rams and courses- and provi

L O bersonnel on the paren campus. | I

e regulagy " v
- and frequent "contdct with administratiVe and @academit’ L




81

3. Provide adequate on-base student services to assist
military students in matters of admissions, transfer
and evaluation of previous education, degree regquire- ' )
ments, and specific program academic counseling. '

4. Provide on-base faculty of acceptable experience, B
preparation and quality.® The instructional staff - g
must include full-time faculty with campus-based
experience, supplemented with competent part—-time
instructors who are qualified in the field to be
assigned and who are approved by the appropriate
academic personnel on the parent campus.

5. Provide library materials and other learning resources i
“ necessary to assure the quality and depth of ‘the learn- o
ing experience according to institutional standards
and those normally expected for the figld of study
and the degree offered. : o

6. Set tuition and fees based on actual institutional
costs in order to support~adequate1y the delivery of
programs and courses of the highest quality.

7. Provide on—camﬁus,speciaily scheduled programs for
military‘personnel, where proximity permits.

A _ . I

Role and Responsibility of the Military ‘ | .

In order to provide postseéondary educational opportunities
of high quaiity for'se;viqe personnel,. the comﬁitment fp
military—base education must be ;1ear1yoarticu1ated andvgiVen
high priority by the u. S.»Departmeﬁt of Defense through poii—
cies and regﬁlations'governing all sexvice branchés._'These
ﬂolicies and régﬁlatidhs'must pfovide_for consiétency'in opera- | r%

= . .tions and support at each command level among and within the
3 :: t Y 7 N ! ) ’ | o )
s - .oserviceg. . y ‘ ) . ' |

L . * ' A

‘ ' . R . s ..

) R Operational guidelines must provide for consistent and

adequate ‘on-base administrative practices concerning needs
' : ' . . v - \

-

-~ -7 assessment, organizational structure and operations, the securing

R .0
=
. 7 . : :
. - : - “ ' ‘
| . 92 ~ 3
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of inétitutional services, fihanciai assistance, space

-allocations,'equipment and supply needs,'learnihg resources, 7?‘Wj?\('

and educafional service office personnel and functions.
'The'military_gducatidnalwentenprise should be considered

holistically and éé a cooperative &entﬁre with institutions,

acérediting agencies, _the Vet§r§ns Adﬁinistration; and‘the~

states. Programs should bélesﬁablished only after appropriate

planning by representatives of all the aforementioned parties;

-

Role and Responsibility of:Accrediting Agencies

Quality assurance of_any-edhcational brbgram offered on

a military installation is the responsibility of the regional "

accrediting commission that accredits the parent institution.

123

The commission must make regular and frequent on-site evalu-
ations ofﬁg;ograms and courses offered by an accredited insti-

tution. Such evaluations are to be made not only at the time

~

of the pafdnt institution's regular self-study and evaluétiop,
but alsovdurihg the firét yeér of operation of spch‘programs
and at reéular intervals based dh‘significant §rogram and
course change. - | _ .

¢ - When appropriate, join£ case ‘studies are to be made by

thg regional accrediting commissions to evaluate the total”
. e . ' =

A Y . . -« ¢

’Eaucatioﬁél program of a'base_as well as the prbgrams and, - AR

P NN -
e

.1, courses of individual institutions. S rooa
[ " ) R ‘

<
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Role®and Resppﬁsibility‘of the States
Each ‘stafe has a responsibility-to include on-base
.. education in'its plaaning process and~to_epcoutage state
- institutions to meetvthe eﬁgcational needs of hilitary
personnel. Through authorization and licensing fuéétions,
each state is responsible.for seeiny that all institutiene
offering edueatibnai‘programs on military bases within that
state ate in compliance with'state requirements. Each state
~also has a responsibilitx\to assist the miiitaiy student,
-when apéropriateg with tuit%on assistanpe and thmake'avail~
ﬂable state learnipg resource (e.g., faculty, libtary, equip-
ment), to on-base military educational centers. - ?

The states should work cobperatively with the accrediting

agencies in on-site evaluations for quality assurance.

Role and Responsibility of the Veterans Administration
\.,:ﬂ .

7 Bs the major source of tuition assistance to former and

presentxmllltary personnel the Veterans Admlnlstratlon has
the responsibility to provide adequate and readlly acce381ble

counsellng about beneflts and timely proce831ng of appll—

cations for beneflts. To avoia\ﬁﬁneeesgary dupllcatlon of
‘ e , R -
’ ‘effort, the VA should work cooperatively with the milita

-

.to determlne program quality for the approval of educatl

~-beneflts for service personnel.
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v
.‘-:::,w*

Implementation

'This proposed national policy should be rewviewed by the

Council on Postsecondary Accreditation through a task force

J
1 Ny

which includes representatives of‘instiéutions bperaéing on
military base37'institu£ion$ not present%! operating on mili- R
tary bases; the military, including the office of the secretary
of defense, the various.éér&iées, and base personnel; accredit% i
ing commissions; the states, including both liCehsing and coordi-
nating agencie$; the Veterans Administratioﬂ; and representatives
of the puﬁlié. | _ | B | | - ..E

The‘implémgntation of the pélicy must.bé based on‘app;oyal N
- by ali of tﬁe parties involved including the Council on Post-
secondary Accreditation, the U. S. Department OfQDéfense'(ﬁor
the military), the regional éccrediting commiésions, the state
higher education éxecutive officefﬂi\and the Veterans Adminis~

| e

tration.nv ¢

) ' . h / . R o
After such approval, any institution wishing t0d offer post—-
B N )

secondaﬁgkeducatioﬁ on a military installation will be expect
to operate its programs :in compliance with the policy.

’ -

.8

<
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Appendix A

. - ' Advisory Committee

Mr. Gordon W. Sweet, Chairman
Executive Secretary
Commission on,Colleges .
Southern Association of Co]]eges and. Schools

# Dr. Robert Kirkwood Executive Director
- Commission on Higher Education
Midde States Association of Colleges and Schools

Dr. William J. MacLeod, Director of Evaluation’
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. ‘ .
New England Association of Schools and Colleges : '

a : . . ’

Dr. Daniel 5. Maloney, Director of Evaluation
Commission on.Vocational, Technical, Career Instjtutions
New England Association of Schools and Colleges
~ Dr. Thurston E. Mann1ng, D1rector - %,
* Commission on Institutions of Higher Education - .
North Central Association of Co]]eges and Schools ) -

Dr. J&mes F. Bemis, Executive D1rector
Commissjon on Colleges
Northwest Association of Schools and Co]leges

~ Dr. B. E. Childers, Execut1ve Secretary
Commission on Occupational Education Institutions
Southern Association of Co]]eges and Schools

~ Dr. Kay J. Andersen, Execut1ve Director

' Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Un1vers1t1es
Western Assoc1at1on of Schools and Colleges - S

Dr. Robert E. Swenson, Executive Director
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges
Western Association of Schools and Colleges. .

“Dr. Kenneth E. Young, President . N ’
The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation o ,
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Department of Defense Dr. Gerald B. Kauvar - udl
' ' Special Assistant for Education .
"0ffice of the, Assistant Secretary of:Defense
(Manpower, Reservg Affairs and Logistics)
o " Room 3B-922, The Pentagon . ' L
Washington, DC 20301 : o
Major W. S. Sellman, Staff Specia]ist/Vo]untary
Education Programs -
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense L
(Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Loqistics) ’
Room 3B-922, The Pentagon
Nashington, DC 20301

oy

AY

U. S. Air Force Mr. Robert Quick
.. HQ USAF/MPPE
- Lo Room 4C-240
. The Pentagon
*  Washington, DC 20330
. ~ -
U. S. Army Mr. Tilton Davis
‘ - HQ Department of the Army (DAAG- ED)
Hoffman Building #1, Room 1434 o
2461 Eisenhower Avenue . . . »
A1exangria, Virginia 22322 o

[ 3
U. S. Marine Corps . Lt. Col. John Keenan UsMC
Co c/o Commandant U. S. Marine Corps o
; ) HQ U.S. Marine Corps : o L
. _ : Code OTTE ’ T \
' : - washington, bC ?03%9 . . a

! U. S. Navy . Dr Frances Kelly
- O0ffice of the Chief of Naval Operat1ons
. . OP-114E
. ) IR Room 2833
' ’ Navy.Annex
Arlington, Virginia 20370

Nstaff | o " Jack Allen ‘ | :
: Grover Andrews ‘ : b
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I.. INTRODUCTION--Background and Rationale

-

-

The increasing desire of the United States milikary seryices to proydde
“educational opportunities for their personnel has been met in recent years
by a corresponding willingness on the part of civilian postsecondary educa-
\\tiopa] institutions to extend their programs to military installations on
the lgcal, national,.and international level. Recognizing the obvious need »
for programs of this type, regional accrediting commissions have eneduraged
institutions to cooperate with military services.in providing.appropriate
undergraduate and graduate courses. It is assumed that educational needs
and purposes may vary considerably-from base to base. Courses may provide
e&uqational experiences which: - (1) contribute to increased effectiveness
in a present or future military occupation, (2) provide skills for a second
- career, and (3) are primarily for persona]renrichment In the process of
meeting these varying needs institutions .have modified considerably the -
traditional concept of ‘campus residente, the physical setting, and the usual
methods of credit accumulation in order to_.develop programs which.serve the
nontraditional student 1nc1uding the active off-duty serviceman. Those courses
designed for the studént in a college campus may not be appropriate for military
personnel in termg of their past experience and present and future needs.

The availability of these -educational opportunities has become a major

recruitment tool of the military services and if some projections of manpower

_ needs for volunteers are met, perhaps as many as one-third of this country's
high school-graduates may receive their first exposure to postsecondary
education while in the military. Some military bases have already become
major educational centers both in terms of range of programs, numbers of .

~ stydents, and variety and .numbgr of postsecondary institutions involved. In,
semeé~instances up to 14 institutions have provided courses on a single hase.

The respon51b111ty for program; on military bases rests both with appro-
priate milifary officers and with the institution. It is recognized that
,thereMt be mutual understandjng as to the objectives and needs of the

. military authorities as they relate to those of the institytion providing
educational experiences. Both of the parties to this educational endeavor
are also concerned -with program quality, as ére accrediting commissions and
the Veterans Admintstration, which estimates that about 250,000 military .

: personne] on active duty current]y use[their VA benefits before discharge >

- Ithas been assuméd that regiongily accredited institutions were offering
quality programs on military bases, but in recent years some educators and
the regional accrediting commissions themselvgg have expressed concern as to
whether the quality and’effectiveness of base programs has been adequately ¥
evaluated, especially since the expansion of some programs to locations
thousands of miles from the parent institutibn. Military services, for
their part, .have a difficult task determining the holistic value of programs
because of the present piecemeal evaluation of individual programs by
accrediting agencies and the lapse of time before all programs~are evaluated.
Furthermore, program approval by state agencies has been uneven due to the

~ 4
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geographical extent of the operations and bgcause'thé programs are provided

on federal installations. Contributing also -to the problem of putting base
programs in perspective is the decentralized nature of military education
which, in some services, leaves program development primarily to base authori-
ties. Base commanders, education.officers, the military services, and the
Department of Defense find it difficult to compare the quality of their
programs, except in numbers of students and courses, with thgse of other

bases having similar characteristics. - RN

In short, these developments have made appropriate an in-depth study of the.
» quality of postsecondary degree granting programs on military bases which
offer a variety of programs involving a significant number of institutions.
This study is vitally-needed to provide a total picture of the state of the
art ag one point in time and to formulate recommendations which will enable
the military, the institutions, and the accrediting agencies td re-examine present |
.procédures and to plan for improvements in poljcy and program implementation.’

The study is to be conducted by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation
and the six regional accredijting associations for the Department of Defense -
using the case study method with on-site committees of peer evaluators visiting
selected military installations.

-

I1. THE CASE STUDY APPROACH

A. Purposes, Goals, Objectives . .

1. Basic Assumptions' ' \ | /’

a. Military personnel should be provided off-duty educa-
tional opportunities during their tour of duty for:
(1) improving their value to the military service,
(2)-preparing for a future career upon return to
civilian life, and (3) upgrading their own educational
background. ' .

b. On-base/non-mititary educational programs beyond the high
school/level can best be offered by accredited post-
secondary educaticnal institutions. :

c. The respondibility for the quality of postsecondary
educational programs offered by institutions.on military
bases is shared by the institution, the military, and
the appropriate regional accrediting commissiops.

2. The Case Study Method

The Case Study Method is proposed in order to achieve the
various ‘goals developed for the project. These goals and
purposes are as follows: -~ T, :

*
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To make an assessment of postsecondary degree—
granting programs offered by regionally accredl\ed
institutions-on military bases.

To evaluate the effectiveness of civilian post-
secondary educational institutions in the delivery .
of degree programs for personnel on selected o
military bases. .
To identify the current’roles of: (1) pos tsecondary
institutions, (2) military organizations and .
personnel, (3) the states, (4? regional accrediting
commissions, and (5) other organizations or agencies
involved in the provision of on-base postsecondary
educat1ona1 ‘programs by c1v111an institutions.

To 1dent1fy and make reconmendat1ons concerning the
functions essential for an on-going system of quality
control in on-base postsecondary educational programs
provided by civilian institutions. .

To make recommendations concerning the proper roles
to be performed by each of the part1C1pat1ng organi-
zations 1deht1f1ed in c. aboye.

“To prov1de a reserv01r of data about postsecondary

educational programs provided for military bases by .
civilian institutions for use bv the.military (base
commanders, ‘educational service officers, and

Department of Defense personne]), institutional

personnel, and accrediting commissions in the -

development of appropriate po]1C1es and procedures

for such programs. .

’ * ) 2

Case Study Prospectus

) / ' -
An institution serving a military base selected to participate
in the case study will be expected to comﬁﬁete a comprehensive
case study report. This description and analysis of the educa--
tional programs on a base is to inc]ude the following topics:

K - aon oo
- L I N T I

Administrative 0rgan1zat1on .
Curriculum '
Advanced P]acement Po11cy and Procedures
Faculty and Sta&; :
Evaluation Syst

. = On-base Quality Control Systems of the Parent Institutions

Equipment and Facilities On-base.




B. zgy; Plan ) F : ‘

Warking uhder the direction of an advisory commi ttee. composed of
the executive officers of_ the nine regional accrediting commissions,
a COPA representative, service representatives, and a Départment

. of<Defense representative, a Case Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary
Education on Military Bases will be conducted during 1978 to
determine the effectiveness of postsecondary‘institutions in pro-
viding degree programs on military installatjons. (See Appendix A)

Ten bases representative of the various branches of the military
will be selécted which provide a variety of institutions and
_J education programs for use in the case study. A Case Study
, Report will be prepared for each base included in the study.

- - The .accrediting commission(s) operating in the geographical
location of the base will have primary responsibility for the
on-site visit and evaluation of the non-military postsecondary
educational program of the military installation. The base
commander will be responsible for host arrangements. _ 4

The complete report of the Visiting Committee will be transmitted .

to -the accrediting commissions and to appropriate institutional 8 ’,
and military personnel. The advisory committee for the project '

will receive all reports and issue a single evaluation report

for the project to include appropriate recommendations at the

national level concerning non-military postsecondary education

on military installations. '

-

1. -Postsecondary Educational Institutions

Each postsecondary education institution currently operating
on one of the military installations participating in the
Case Study of Off-Campus-Postsecendary Education on Military,
Bases will be expected to prepare a pre-visit report that
will include an inventory of current educational programs,
- administrative organization, curriculum, advanced placement
S— policy and procedures, faculty and other personnel, evalua-
- tion systems, and quality control systems, and equipment
and facilities on base and at the parent institution. In
P} preparing the Case Study Report the institution should

' address the following.questions and areas:

a. Institutional Purpose. Does the official statement
N of purpose of the institution clearly provide for
' . the extension of the educational programs and resources
to off-campus programs for military personnel on
_military installations?




Institutional’ Organization and Administration.
Does the organizational and administrative structure

" of the institution adequately provide for good
administration of the institution's off-campus programs *
on the military installation? Using charts, describe

i~

the administrative organization of the institution to
clearly indicate the linés of pesponsibility for the
adhinistrative and academic functions of the institution
in providing educational-programs on military installa-
tions? Is the organization effective in providing
adequately for the military programs? Identify, in terms
of effect 'on the student's educational experience, any
weaknesses -that may exist. What measures are planned,

if needed, to improve the institution's services for
programs oy military installations? Does that part of
the military organizational structure responsible for
edycational programs on base have appropriate policies

: and'procedures to facilitate 1nst;tut1ona1 operat1ons

on base?

Institutional Educational Programs. On the.forms
provided, inventory the educational programs of the
institution which are offered on the military installa--
tion selected for the case study. Also, list and give
the location of all other off-campus programs offered
on military bases. (Appendix B) Does the gg
program relate to the purposes of the instfution and
the military? Demonstrate the ways in which the
policies and procedures of admission, instructional
methods and procedures, and quality of work required
of studepts.are cafried out by the institution on
military installations. In what ways do the admissions

ﬁstandards and criteria, both qualitative and quantita-
tive, insure the admission of students who can benefit
from the programs offered? What efforts are being made
to improve and continually evaluapg the programs?

(1) Admissions. Who is responsible for setting
general aamissions[policy? Briefly describe
“the admissions -policy and procedures for pro-
grams offered on military installations.
Describe the institution's policy and pro-
‘ceduyes for evaluation and awarding of credits
for prior learning (e.g., CLEP, transfer,
civilian job experience, military serwvice and
schools, etc.) Determine if‘'comprises have
been made in admissions requirements in order,
to maintain adequate enrollments. Evaluate the
admissions policies and proéedures, identifying
weaknesses and strengths’.-—Ddes the subsequent -
educational record of students validate the
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‘\iadm1ssions process in terms of selecting
students whose chances are good of satis-
factorily completing the program? What |
efforts ake being made to improve admissions?

\R__ﬂ, . (2) %urrﬁcu]um. Describe the process by which
e curriculum is reviewad and established.

: ‘ Indicate who is responsible for the final
determination of curriculum policy. In :
what ways are the administration, faculty ;
and military involved in the development

. _ of academic programs and in the procedures
for curricular change? How does the insti-
tution evaluate each program and its results?

In evaly ting each- program offered demonstrate

‘ - ) that it contains sufficient advanced-Tevel ©o-

o work in the.subject field to be.cdnsistent . o

> with similar on-campus degree programs. . - -y

Evaluate the effectiveness of the ipstitution's o
palicies and -procedures -in provig}nguand main-
taining educational programs of quality for

military persegnel. Identify strengths,
~ weaknesses, and\propose solutions for problem
areas that may b identified" , : _ o

(3). Instruct1on Are methods of 1nstruct1on

related to the objectives of the course, the < 2 p
Acapab111t1es of the students, and the insti-
tution's standards of quality? Show how the
evaluation of student performance supports the
institution's concern for quality and integmt

4 and discriminates adequately among levels of _
student performance. Examine grade distribu- . .
tions in the courses offered in military
programs over the past year. By what means

‘ are the quality and effectiveness of instruction
regularly evaluated? How i$ evaluation of .
instruction related to subject matter, course '
objectives, and programs of study? Is the
effectiveness of instruction under continuous
study? How is the quality of instruction on
military installations related to the quality
‘- control system of the institution on the
‘\\é' ‘home campus? Identify strengths and weaknesses
9

in the instructional component of the institu-
tion's educational programs offered on military
installations. What solutions are proposed for

-

L problem areas that may be identified? o
Where graduate programs are offered, what ) s o
measures have been taken to insure the quality, |, e
level, and integrity of the graduate experience: - o
for the military student? . | _;%
' o -6~ L :




(4) Learning Resources and Phy$1ca1 Facnl1t1es
. ¢ Briefly describe the Tearning resources and
* »  physical facilities ‘that are available on o

. the military installation to support the ) Bhe
. educational programs of the institution. ” ’
What measures have the institution and the
military authorities taken to supplement
these learning resources? Evaluate the
adequacy of the learning resources to support
the programs offered. What additional
Tearning resources and physical facilities
are needed? How may these be provided? ) : .

" (5) Student Services. Briefly describe the -
~ student services that are available for
military installations? How are academic advise-

ment and personal counseling needs of students
met? Have these services been evaluated

and are they adequate? What additional"
services are needed? How may they be .
provided? What are the roles of the insti-
‘tutions and the military in the coordina-
tion of program and student serv1ces’3 Is
this coordination effective? '

(6) Financial Resources. Briefly describe the
financial arrangements in support of the-
educational programs offered on the base.

Using charts present the financial history y
of the on-base programs showing, sources

of income, expenditures, and allocation of
excess of income over expenditures by the
institution. Are the programs adequately: o I
supported?~ What changes are proposed 1nm, LS
the financing of the on-base programs? How

do income and costs for on-base programs com- '

pare w1th those on campus? l\'

\
2. Accrediting Commission

+ The accrediting commission(s) responsible for the region in
which the military installation is located will have primary
responsibility for the organization and conduct of on-
site committee evaluation of the postsecondary education
. program. A1l visits will be arranged and coordinated by the ' o
ot advisory comm1ttee for the Case Study _ o . o

, | 4a.p Vis1t1ng ComﬁTttee Structure. Each Visiting Comm1ttee
should consist of at least the following personnel, most K
-of whom should have had exper1ence with military educat1on§

A

‘Chairman (1) .
Financial Officer (1) i




V@

, . L 3
N Program Specialists (2 or more depend1ng
g : - on programs offered) ,
- Commission staff (1) “ ¥ o
. * Observers: - , A R -
DOD. : , .
' Mititary Service o -
Education personnel from other serv1ces
may be invited
State .
b. Visiting Committee Responsibilities. Members of A
~ the Visiting Committee will recieve the Case:
Study Report and other materials prior to the
visit. Before arriving at the bdse each.member
. is to read the report and become familiar with
: its contents. Prior tothe visit, each member L
of the committee will receive notice concerning o
the date of the visit, suggestions regarding o
transportatipn, housing, time of the first v
.~ meeting, tiffie- of the final meeting, and a 1list R
£ of the committee personnel indicating individual : S

agsignments.

Definition of Roles--The committee iE:;% give an

opinion, based on their on-site evaluation, as
: to the appropriate-roles in the development and
a ' delivery of on-base postsecondary education for:

1. The ijnstitutions ,

2. The military - ;
3. The accrediting commissions -
4. The states

“ In making the on;§1te visit the committee should
use the following eva]uat1on criteria:

S

. Genera] ) “ o
. ’ 1. The ext;px of th;fabincidence of base education
purposeg” and objectives with those of the insti- :
tutions which provide educational experiences. : S

2. Characteristics of students as related to

' admissions requirements, course content, and
f course procedures used to accommodate these
g charactér1st1cs
- 3
|
‘lo
! A -8- '




'4,-; :

Input Criteria ) - - e ' - ‘ )

1.

a.

. Administration

How are institutions selected for on-base programs?
How often do senior administrators from the parent
institution visit the base? How is the program
administered in relationship ‘to the home institution?
What are the responsib111t1es of institutional
authorities vis a vis military authorities? Who
determines financial arrangements?

. : 3
Who makes decisions on academic matters?

How are educational priorities determinéd by military’
authorities? - Are course selections compatible with
the overall gbjectives of *the base program and with

" . \those of the parent institution? How are decisions

Academic Program

a.

ade regarding assignment of programs to the
various institutions?

=t

Are student services coordinated to avoid duplica-
tion and to ef{est economies?

Have the appropr1ate regional: accred1t1ng commissions been
informed of new base programs by the institutions

. involved? How long has it been since the last

evaluation? (on base) , S | o £

>

What are the academic and experiential qualifications
of the faculty? - What is the extent of the employment
of adjunct instructors? Are there procedures for the

monitoring of faculty performance?
Is. there faculty input into academic matters on ol
military insta]]ations? Student input? C
Are there stated admissions p011c1es7 -
Do they vary from those of the parent institution?

Ny
Is curr1cu1um;c;k51stent w1th program objectives? i
What is the extent of non-credit offer1ngs7 5
Are there stated po11c1es in regard to what is expectéq i
of students? Do students have the opportunity to
evaluate 1nstruct1on and their on-base educat1ona1
program?, .
what_]eaqping resources are available--library, audio- | - 5;?

-9-° i
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. visual, etc. JIn:what ways do they support the
; 1earn1ng ob3ect1ves of_ programs?

g. g'awhat physical facilities in terms of c1assrooms
. : - “ and-laboratories are ava11ab1e7 Are they adequate
o~ , to support the programs offered?

h. What are the procedures for record keeping of,
student f11es? l

Output Criter1a ' | ‘

o . - LA
v

’ 1; Kre there formal procedures for eva]uat1ng the student o T
| b - .outcomes of courses and programs in terms of stated ' K
-i;obJectives7
2.. Are there provisions for recording the post-program
, ‘ attainments of graduates? Are the procedures similar .
' to those employed at thé home campus of the institution? .

abs

. 1 ' . )
3. How much and what types of military education are accepted
for credit toward degree programs? ~ Are credits earned

on base accepted by other.institutions? »

The Visiting Comittee will make an eva]uat1on of the
postsecondary education program-at the base with appropriate
recommendations for the program as a whole as well as for the
individual institutions and administrative units, both military
and civilian. .

a
“

: L ‘ ‘ ' Cy
c. Final Report. Before the committee leaves the base, the 7
chairman i1s to obtain~a rough draft/of the written report o
frem each member of the committee. The chairman will then
prepare a draft of the full report to achieve consistency
" ' of presentation and submit copies to the appropria
- institutional, and military personnel to be checked .
~errors of fact.and possible conclusions made on the bas1s B
» of incomplete and/or inaccurate inéemmation. When the 2
~ chairman judges the report to be correct, copies of the
final report will be distributed to ‘the chairman of the

Case Study. . -

The Visiting Committee will give an oral report of their .
findings to the Base Commander and/or -his representative, U
institutional representatives, and others before they leave W
the military installation. : o

3. Schedule R : -

| \ . .
From time of approval to-réceipt of funds implementation will
be as follows: S A , :

f




i Two Months: , Y ™ ?X

The advisory committee, working with the appropriate military N
personnel, will select the military 1nsta11at1ons to be 1ncludgd \
in the Case Study

Six Months:

~

The visiting committees wilT make the on- -site evaluations

‘ on.a schedule of dates appropriate to the part1cu1ar
military 1nsta11at1ons . | : ,

Two Months: - " .

The advisory committee for the Case Study will review all
of the base reports and will prepare and present a final
- comprehensive report on the total Case Study of Postsecondary _
.Education on Military Bases.” The final report will include a
sumary of findings and conclusions with appropriate .recommenda-
tions for the institutions, the military, 'and the regional accrediting
commissions for the improvement of the effectiveness of the
delivery of quality postsecondary educat1on to military personnel )
on military installations. , "

4. Budget
he fo]]owing budget\is propoéed for the Case Study\evaluation:

n military installations--costs for each ' ; 3
‘Visiting committee personnel —— ~ .
core committee of nine @ $500 = $ 4,500
Administrative costs

(preliminary visit, report preparat1on,

advisory committee work) 1,500

$6,000 average
cost per visit

Costs for tén visits plus total project $60,000
expenses: B : - \

«Observers will participate at their own expense;
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APPENDIX C
Letters of Invitation with Enclosures

“Part 1: Participatinngase Commanders
Part 2: Participating”Institutions

Part 3: Visiting Commzﬁkee~MQ§bers .
Part 4: Document to Educatiomal Services
Representatives in the DOD
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‘ - . APPENDIX C - Part 1

y | .| The Council On Postsecondary Accreditation

YORR S~ 4 - |

Dear » " T L
Your militdry installation has been selected to participate in a Case
Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary Education on Military Bases. This study
c is being conducted for the United States Department of Defense by the
~ Council on Postsecondary Accreditation and the postsecondary commissions,
: of the six regional accrediting associations. The Department of Defense- . -
will fund the project through COPA to be administered through the : e
Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and e !
Schools. The Adyisory Committee for this study consists of the president ‘
of COPA, the exgcutive secretaries/directors of all the regional post- ’
secondary accrediting commissions, representatives of each service branch, -
and a reprqsentative from the Department of Defense. -

£, .

The Case Study is a serious attempt to gather information necessary-to
assess the nature and quality of degree programs being offered on military
bases. Briefly the goals of the study are as follows:

1. To identify the current rdles of: &

a) postsecondary institutions, _ -
) military organizations and personnel,
(c) the states, ’ ] _ >
) regional accrediting commissions, and .
: ) other organizations or agencies concerned with qgn-base

- postsecondary educational programs provided by civilian
institutions. ' !

2. To make recommerfat ions concerning the proper roles of each of .
the "organizations listed in 1. above. :

. > *
3. To make recemmendations for an on-going system of quality control
in institutional programs provided on base. ﬂ &
4. To provide a reservoir of data 'about these postsecondary educational \
programs for use by the military (base commanders, educational
service officers, and Department of Defense personnel), finstitutional

R

Kenneth E. Young. President / Eugene 1. Van Antwerp. Stalf Associate / James M. Phillips. Stalf Associate

. One Dupon_r Circte, N. W., Suite 760, washington, D.,C,,‘?'0036 phone: (202) 452- 1;433
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.personnel, and accrediting co

1ss1ons in the deve]opment of appro~
priate policies and procedures for such programs.

plan for the Case Study is as follows: . . I

The-following bases -have been selected by the Case Study'ﬂdv1sory - ‘A

-Comm1tﬁs§ .to part1c1pate in the‘study T e
qInstallat1on \ ‘“\\Qates (1979‘

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida March 25-28 -

Camp.Lejeune Marine Corps Base, North Carol1na - April 22726

Cherry Point.Marine Corps ase, North CaroTina- - .

Kadena, Air Force Base, Ok fnawa May 1-11

Caup Butler Marine Corp® Base, Okinawa
Elmendorf Air Force Basg, Alaska

. . ®
Naval Station, Mayport, Florida o May 6-9
McGuire Air Force Bhse, NeW’Jérsey . May 13-17 .,‘ »
» B e . 4{
Ft. Stewart.Army Base, Georgia ' _ May 13-17-. °
Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia " May 20-25
Naval Guided Missile School, Dam Neck, : "
Virginia Beach, Virginia ' 3 e B
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, , : K 2
Norfolk, .Virginia R :
Naval Air Stat1on, Oceana, V1rg1n1a ’
Ft. Carson Army Base, Colorado * ke June 3-7
Naval Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, N ~ June 3-7
California ' T -
Naval Air Station, North Island San Diego, 3
Ca11forn1a | .
v Corps Insta]]at1ons, Frankfurt, W. Germany i June 23-

Rhein/Main Air Force Base July 3
Lindsey Air Station - _ ' ; i ‘

i A RN . ’ ; "
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‘2., Each institution offering postsecondary degree programs on one or
more seJected@bases is being invited to compTete a two-part report.

Part One will consist of a list of all off-campus degree programs
offered by the iqstitution on military bases, indicating the scope.
of programs offered. Part Two will describe and analyze only those
degree programs offered by the institution on bases selected for
the Case Study,” It will include the following: . “
administration and organization

programs and curricula A

admission policy and procedures

faculty and staff - T

evaluation and quality control systems
effectiveness of instruction . 2 . I\
equipment and facilities . R
student services e '

g

T D A0 T oD
Nt Nt Nt “mst? g

3. The institutional report will be furnished to visitipg committees
selected by the chairman of the Case Study Advisoryﬂégmmittee after
consultation with representatives of each of the regional accrediting
agencies. A committee will be appointed to visit each selected base,
with 3 -majority of the members representing the .region in which thej>
base is located and members from other regions.as well. .Etach com-
mittee will include one or more regional commission staff members for

the Case Study, and may also imclude a number of observers from such

groups as the Department of Defense, service branches, state approval

agencies, Veterans Administration, and the Office of Education.

4. Whén each of the selected bases is visited, institutions will be
expected to have a representative present during the committee visit.

An integral part of the Case Study is the committee visit to your'ﬁnstalla—

tion. This visit is scheduled for April 22-27, 1979. The régignal
“accrediting commission whose area includes your base will have/primary
responsibility for the organization of the on-site visit. Visiting

* committee members will be furnished with copies of the individual insti-
:¥tional reports in advance of the visit. It is expected that arrange-

ménts regarding lodging and meals will be made by the DOD service repre-
sentatives in conjunction with the base ESO. Transportation will be

.arranged by the chairman of the Advisory Committee; in coordination with

the staff of the Southern Association of Colleges/and Schools. -

k) -
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The visifing committee members Will ‘contribute to an Qvaluative report in
light of instifutional reports and the_findings of thelon-site visit.
Before leaving the base the committee will present an d¥al report to the
Base Commander and the institutional representatives. draft of the full

written report will be submitted by the chairman of the visiting committee

to the appropriate institutional and military personnel in order to check
for accuracy. Final reports will be sent to the chairman: of the Advisory
Committee. A Comprehensive Report on Military Base Education based on the
various individual case study reports will be prepared by the Advisory
Committee at the conclusion of the total project. This report will sum-
marize findings and conclusions of the various installation reports and
will make appropriate recommendations for the institutions, the militdry,
and the regional accrediting commissions.

We are confident that this study will result in inggrmation and recommen-
dations of significant value to the higher educati community and to the

. military. We look forward to your participation.

d . Sincerely,-

%n W. Sweet

Chairman of the Advisory Committee

Military Base Case Study '

Southern Association of Colleges
~and Schools _

795 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

5
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" APPENDIX C - Part 2

The Counéil On Postsecondary Accreditation

I . ' |

Dear - _ N

This letter is being sent to invite the participation of your 1nst1tut1on : i

in an important study of educational programs which are currently being o

offered by accredited postsecondary institutions on military installa-

tions. The Case Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary Education on Military

Bases will be conducted by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation and

the postsecondary commissions of the six regional accrediting agencies for

the United States Department of Defense. The Department of Defense will

fund the project through COPA to be administered through the Commission .

on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. The )

Advisory Committee for this study consists of the president of COPA, the

executive secretaries/directors of all the regional postsecondary ac-
crediting commissions, representatives of each service branch and a

' representat1ve from the Department of Defense.

The Case Study 1sva serious attempt to gather information necessary to
assess the nature and quality of degree programs being offered on military
bases. Briefly the goals of the study are as follows:

1. To identify the current roles of: o . 1'- e

(a) postsecondary institutions,

(b) military organ1zat1ons and personnel,

(c) the states,

(d) regional accrediting commissions, and

(e) other organizations or agencies concerned with on-base

~ postsecondary educational programs prov1ded by civilian R
1nst1tut1ons. R

2. To make recommendations concerning the proper ro]es of each of the
organizations 11sted in 1. above.

3. To make recommendatlons for an on-going system of qua]1ty control in
institutional programs prov1ded on base. -

?

T
i

Kenneth E Young. President / Eugene 1 Van Antwerp, Sta" Associate / James M. Phillips, Stat! Associate

Ono Dupom Crrcle N W Surte 7'60 Washmg pn, D C. 20036 phone: (202) 452-1433
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The plan for the Case ' I$as fo]]ows

1. The ’oﬂowmg hases have been selected by the Gasg Study Adv1sory
Committee to part1c1pate in the study:

Installation | D Dates (1979) E
1. MacDill Air Force Base, Florida | | March 25-28 =
2. Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base, North Carolina April 22-26

Cherry Point Marihe Corps Base, North Carolina

. 3. Kadena Air Force Base, Okinawa | May 1-11
Camp Butler Marine Corps Base, Okinawa .
Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska

‘\ - 4. Naval Station, Mayport, Flofida | T’ May 6-9
5. McGuire-Aif'Force Base, Néw Jeféey May 13-17
6: Ft. Stew§rt Army‘Base, Georgia ' ~ July 147
7. Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia - May 20-25

Naval Guided Missile School, Dam Neck,
Virginia Beach, Virginia

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, : .
Norfolk, Virginia . '

Naval Air Station, Oceana, V1rg1n1a

8. Ft. Carson Army Base, Colorado ' June 3-7

9. Naval Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, June 3-7
- California ' - .
Naval Air Station, North Is]and San D1ego .

Ca11f0rn1a

10. V Corps Instal]ations, Frankfurt, W. Germany June 23-
Rhein/Main Air Force Base - July 3
Lindsey Air Station )

)
i
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Each institution offering postsecondary degree programs on one or
more selected bases is being invited to complete a two-part report.

Part One will consist of a list of all off-campus degree programs ‘
offered by the institution on military bases, indicating the scope "

of programs offered. Part Two will describe and analyze only tRose
degree pro s offered by the institution on bases selected for the
Case Study. ™ will include the following:

) administration and organization

) programs and curricula

)*admission policy and procedures

) faculty and staff _
) evaluation and quality control systems N\
) effectiveness of instruction’ ’

) equipment and facilities

} student services

a
b
C
d
e
f
g

b

—

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

The institutional report will be furnished in advance to visiting
comnittees selected by the chairman of the Case Study Advisory
Committee after «konsultation with representatives of each of the
regional accrediting commissions. A committee will be appo1nted to
visit each selected base, with=th&majority of the members repre- -
senting the region in which the base is located and members from
other regions as well. Each committee will include one or more
regional commission staff members for the Case Study, and may also
include a number of \observers from such groups as the Department of
Defense, service branches, 'state approval agencies, Veterans
Administrat1on and the Office of Education. No visits will be
made to the home campuses of institutions.

>

When each of the selected bases is visited, institutions will be

expected to have a representative present during the committee visit.
The visiting committee members will &ach prepare an ‘evaluatiye report
in light of institutional reports, the base report, and the- 1nd1ngs

of the on-site visit. Before leavifg the base the committee will

present an oral report tZ the Base Commander and the institutiienal
representatives. ‘A draft of the full written report will be sub-

“mitted by the chairman of the v1s1t1ng comnittee to the appro riate

institutional and military personnel in order to check for accuracy.
Final reports will be sent to the chairman of the Advisory Co
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A Comprehen51ve Report on Military Base Educat1on based on the G
various individual case study reports will be prepared by the B
Advisory Committee at the conclusion of the total project. This o
report will summarize findings and conclusions of the various ’
installation reports and will make appropriate recommendations
for the institutions, the m111tary, and the Feg1ona1 accred1t1ng
commissions. < .
We are confident that this study will result in information and'recém-"
mendations fo significant value to the higher education community and to
the military. We earnestly solicit and look forward to your participation.

£

< . . } 1 .

The institutional report forms are attached to this -letter.

Would you please furnish us with the name, address and phone nunber of the
institutional representative from the home campus who will be present for
: the base visit and_also the name, address, and phone number of the repre-

______

: sentat1ve hand11n%gifur programs on the base - o

. - S1ncere1y,

Gordon W. Sweet T
‘Chairman of the Advisory Comm1ttee SR

- Military Base Case Study - o
."Commission on Colleges S ’ﬂ'{j
Southern Association of Colleges T
~and Schools ' - RN
795 Peachtree Street, N E. S
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 L

GWS/el
Enclosure

<
b MR L T L iy iR

- A




- e A e it Dl e e R L E g e e et R ua-e T Ll et bl et b E e

. The%‘@ounc‘ul On Posts€cOndary Acére}ditat"ion'

YORA | B | .
* INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE INSTITUTIONAL REPORT | o
, FOR THE CASE STUDY OF OFF-CAMPUS POSTSECONDARY o
, EDUCATION ON MILITARY BASES - . g
Introduction )

. Each postsecondary institution currently operating on one or more of
the military installations participating in the Case Study of Off-Campus
Postsecondary Education on Mi;}tary Bases has been asked to prepare a
report to be furnished to committees which will visit these bases. These
reports will be furnished to members of the visiting committee to aid them
in gaining an accurate picture of degree programs being offered on-+the
selected bases and also on the scope of programs being offered by your
institution on other bases. The institutional reports will be utilized in S
pfeparing reports which will be sent to the Advisory Committee for the o o
Case Study. A final report reviewing all of the committee reports will '
then be produced by the Advisory Committee. .

We emphasize that all of these reports are for informational purpéses
only and will not be used for purposes of accreditation. This is not an
accreditation sfﬂﬁy. ; : '

‘ ng/fThe institutional report is organized in two parts. Part One is an : .;@g
inventory of programs to be used to describe off-campus units constituting . o
the institution's total off-campus program on military installations. ‘ x

* Part Two is a detailed report, part narrative and part statistical informa-
tion, which concerns degree programs offered only on those bases selectéd o
for the Case Study. Part Two must be completed for each base selected for - a6
the Case Study (see cover letter) on which your institution offers degree : e
programs. Co : ' o P ‘ . " e

It is recommended that the'parent institution respond to:the items in
Part One and that representdtives or those administrators responsible for
off-campus units assist in responding to the items in Part Two.

Please respond on a separate document (pot on ‘this form).

. : . T - Lt 3 ST
In responding to the guestions, please repeat the question prior to -
the response. Supplementary materials such as -catalogs (campus and off- ,
~ campus), policy manuals, and promotional literature should be submitted : .
along with the responses to items included in this form.

e

o B o .
' Kenneth E. Young. President / Eﬁ;;;a_n‘g’li_van Antwerp, Staff Associate / James M. Phillips, Statf Associate

© One Dupont Circle, N,W., Suite 760, Washington, D..C: 20036 - phone: (202) 452-1433
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Send three copies of the completed report (Part One and Part Two for each

" selected base) and any supp]ementary mater1als to:

. Gordon w. Sweet
Chairman of the Advisory Committee
Military Base Case Study
.. Commission on Colleges
‘Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
795 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30308

The three cop1es for each selected base should be receivec
two weeks prior to the date for the comm1ttee visit to th

not later than

t base.

U ST ACC LR ST St

Vo




h ‘ , ’ . >\‘
. T . w .
PART ONE - TOTAL OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAM OF THE INSTITUTION :
-ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS

A. P]éase show:
1. Date completed

! 2. Name of parent institution

3. Address
- 4. ‘Telephej{e number

title of respondent N e!

6. Control (public, private non-profit, priVate~proprietary, '
church-related) - . ‘

5. Name an

B. Please 1ist the locations of all off-campus programs offered by
the parent institution on military installations, Tist the degree
programs offered at each location, and the enrollment in each

. - program. ) o . , v

a
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7 PART TWO - PROGRAMS AT EACH OFF-CAMPUS LOCATION SELECTED FOR_-
' INCLUSION IN THE MILITARY BASE CASE STUDY . '
_ ) | ' »
Note: Complete this section for each location (military base) selected .
" ~for the Case Study where your institution offers off-campus o
programs as listed in Part One. :
A. ‘Name of institution and home campus address ) 'k
B. Location of this (these) program(s) ) :;
1. Name and address of chief administrative officer for this
off-campus unit. y
2. . HEGIS programs offered on this base and total FTE enroll- | E
ment for each.” . . - R
3. Degree programs offered at this location, but not oh the' ;;
. home campus. ‘ ’ o
4. Distance of base from the héme.&ampus. 
5. By what organizations isAthe institution or its programs 'j
accredited? ' i
| " ! : .
6. Have the pppropriate regional accrediting commissions " R
been informed of new base programs? How long has it ,
‘been since the Tast on-base evaluation? v .
o C. Institutional goals aﬁd purposes ' | <?§
.Does the official statement of purpase of the institution clearly -
provide for the .extension of the educational resources to off-
campus programs for military personnel oh military installations?
D. Institutional organization and administration , S s
1. How does the organizational and administrative structure v,
provide for administration of the institution's of f-campus ' -
programs? . S
Using charts, describe the administrative organization to ° Lo
~ clearly indicate the Tlines of responsibility for.the : P
adninistrative and academic functions in providing these 1ﬁ§

programs. What are the responsibilities of institutional
authorities vis-a-vis military/authorities? How does the
off-campus unit maintain contact with the home campus? .

A

L 126 - o
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E. Degree programs (If response to an item is identical for all pro- |

gram
prog

1.

F. Facu

.

L

Identify in terms of effect on student educational exper1ence,
any weaknesses that may exist.

Does that part of the military organizational strycture
responsible for educational programs on this base have
appropriate policies and procedures to facilitate 1nst1—
tut1ona1 operat1ons on base?

What measures are planned, if needed to improve the 1nsti~
tution's services for programs on:this installation?

What was the procedure of the.military in informing your
institution of the desire for programs to be offered on
this base?

s on this base, please-indicate. If not, please identify by
ram. ) .
Does the program relate to both the purposes of the 1nst1—
tution and the military? - K ﬂ

. Admissions | | - s

a. Who is responsible for sett1ng the genera | adm1ss1ons
“policy? ~

4 .

b. Briefly describe the admissions po]icy andAprdcedure

c. Describe the 1nst1tut1on s policy and procedures for
evaluation and awarding of credits for prior learning
(CLEP, transfer, civilian job experience, military
service and schools, etc.).

d. Does the‘subsequent‘educationaT record of students
validate the admissions process in terms of selecting
students whose chances are good of satisfactorily

completing the program? .

e. what are the strengths and weaknesses of the adm1ssions

po]icies and procedures’
! 4

Tty |
Complete “the attached soster of 1nstructiona1 staff for this
of f- campus unit.

-odE i
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. Zl- How are faculty selected for programs on this base? Who
does the selection (on-campus department head, dean,
other)? Is an. 1nterview at the home campus required? .

3. For each degree program offered on- -base provide the
: fo]]owing 1nformat10n .

- a.

b.

» c.

e.

f.

g.
h.

i.

o .

J.
k.

1.

Total number of faculty (fuTﬂ-tine and adjunct)

Number of facu]ty with primary appointments on
the home :campus

Percent of b. by category (professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, other)

Of b number and percent ho]ding tenmina1 degrees

0f b. number and percent holding formal waivers
or equivalencé .

Waivers and-equivalencies approved by:
Department head . :
Dean o _
President

Board

If none of the above, please exp]ain

Percent of b. assigned as overload
Percent of b. assigned as part of load

Number of faculty teaching more than one on-base
course o B ‘ o

Number of faculty with
two courses -

three courses

four courses_

Number of adJuncts

. Number and percent of adJuncts ho]ding terminal
degrees

~ Number and percent of adjuncts holding forma] waivers
or equivalencies

¥ a
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s. Part1c1pat10n in 1nst1tut1ona1 goverﬁance, 1nc1ud1ng

y 4.
T

ﬂ’l Number of, adjuncts w1th . | o
two courses | S s
three courses
four courses

A S
R4

n. Waivers and equ1va1enc1es approved by
Department head TR o )
Dean . | . o
President.
Board
If nohe of the above please exp1a1n

_‘._5___———

o. Is attendance at qn-campus faculty meetings required for
- ] 0 ,
[ SR . :

Full-time faculty Yes -~ No
AdJunct facu1ty., Yes No

pi Is attendance at base faculty meet1ngs required for

"Full-time faculty Yes “No
If yes, frequency of meetings per year

AdJunct facy1ty Yes No
If yes, frequency of meet1ngs per year

q. Is classrogm observation formally conducted?
If yes, by“whom? :
Faculty .pgers from disc1p11ne
Faculty peers from outside discipline
" Campus-based- administrators
On-base institutidnal representat1ves
M111tany personne1

IIIH

If‘yes,_frequency of observation per year

r. Are faculty eva1uat10n conferences required with
Department head
Dean . T _ / : o
' M11itary personne1 :

curriculum committees is required for
Full-time faculty K
Adjunct faculty . . . E

t. Are’fdnma1 evaluations of facu1ty by studentsA S ok
conducted?: If yes, subm1t form ’ SR

‘ 129 o




Number of requ1red on-base office hours per credit hour
of instruction - .

5
.75

-‘OOO'O
O\JMNO

1

Othen . ' ‘,

Curriculum and instruction

1.

Describe the process by which the curr1cu1um is
reviewed and established. Indicate who is responsib]e
for the final determination of curriculum policy.

In what ways are the administration, faculty and |
military involved in the development of academic pro-
grams and in the procedures for curricular change?

Are methods of instruction related to the objectives

of the program, the capabilities of the students,

and the institutidn's‘standards of quality? g_wm”#,%ﬂ_ﬂﬁ,”“wmﬂ.ﬂ;"

How are the quality and_effectiveness,ofw1nstruct1on

regularly eva]uated7

Li : _
‘Describe any formal procedures used in evaluating the

student outcomes of courses and programs 1n tems of
stated objectives. .

a _ ,
How is the quality of instruction and student outcomes
related to thesquality control system on the home
campus? ¥

Are there proVisions for recording the_post-program
attainments of graduates? Are-the procedures similar
to . those employed at the home campus?

Identify any strengths or weaknesses in the methods
of curriculum development, and ‘the evaluation of

- instruction and student. achievement What solutions v
are proposed? - -
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6
; H. Leérning Resources and Physical Facilities ‘ | N @;
-, “1. Briefly describe the learning resources (library, audio- R
8 visual, etc.) and physicatfacilities that are available -
- on the military installation to support the educational . L
programs of the institution? . ‘ | i i
2.. Are the faci]ities and learning resources adeqqate to ) ﬁﬁ
© support the programs? o - oA

3. . What add1t1ona1 facilities or learning resources ‘are needed?
. WWhat measures have the military author1t1es taken to supp]e—
3 ment them? -
1. Student Services ' :

.

1. Br1eT1y descr1be the student services available on this base.
How are the academic advisement and personal counse11ng
needs of students met?

2. 'what are the ro]es of the institution and the military in
the coordination of program and student - serv1ces? Is this
coord1nat1on effective? ‘

3. What additional services are needed? ‘.

J. Financial Resources - - ' o
/ : - ' e
1. Briefly describe the financial arrangements in support of the A

educational program on the base.

2. Using charts pfeéent the§f1nancia1 history of the on-base o 5

B .programs showing sources of income, expenditures, and _ o
- aTlocation of excess of income over expenditures by the - =

J dinstitution. How do income and costs for on-base programs | " S

/ compare. w1th those on campus? . | ) , | o

3.- Are the programs adequately supported? What changes in fﬁ

financing of on-base programs are proposed? i

K. Catalog and Course Procedures ~* = .- L | : ,Qﬁ

1. _Is’a'SEparate catalog pub]fshed for your programs on this _ R

base? If yes, how often is it published. Is a consolidated - 2

catalog published on base? , . , o
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In each of the fo]lbwing éreas please indicate any variance
' -between home campu$ procedures and those en-base. If
there is variance, please exp]ain -why .

AT e T g e

admission requirements

course titles

course descriptions

. |
statement of required
readings, examinations,
papers

credits -
contact hours

frequency of“offering

pre and coyrequisites

* degree program requ1re-

ments
tuition
refund p011c1es

attendance requirements
and withdrawal policies

grading system

grievance procedure

retention standards

research and thesis -
requirements

p]acemeht'sérviée'with
job/applicant historical
file

«

A S et R e R S N R A I A R A

Yes No

Yes ___Ho
Yes ho

Yes __ No__

Yes No

Yes  No

Yes __ No __;

Yes No |

—r—

Yes __ No

—

Yes No

Yes No

m——

Yes a No

Yes Mo

L
.o~

Yes No

»Yes —  No ;_*

“Yes Mo

Variance

v,

Variance

Variance

Variance
ya()ance
Variance

Variance

Variance

Vo o

Variance

Variance

" Variance

Variance

Variance

Variance

Variance

Variance

-

Variance
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Acadenio Support Services Administration - - | _'4$§
1. Ratio of academic administrators by head-count and FTE -

to students by head~count and FTE

2. Ratio of staff. adm1n1strators by head-count and FTE : "?§
: to students by head-oount and FTE - : . o agﬁ
o . s
3. Rat1o of student personne] adm1nistrators by head count , ,[§

and FTE to students by head- count and FTE
4. Campus_representatives

hours per.week for each on this base
students per representative on -this base -
number of bases representative serves
degrees held by each representative

number and percent with military experience _ )
describe job specifications and trairing program, o i
if any, for representatives on this base : : , e

0O o0 T .

«< ~ -

2

Program Data

PTease supp]y data for each'debree program Note and Just1fy
academically if data is at variance from home campus.

1. Number of required courses offered in Tower d1v1s1on
upper division :

2. Number of eléctive courses offered in lower division L
upper division U /

i . ,':\ H:

3. Registration per course L | . | .

4. Percent of students admitted to program on probation

-

5. Percent attrition for program attributed to: . ]
academic failure , P .
non-punitive withdrawal .| _ S ~ |

. non-puni tive grade X - .0
hardship VL : :

Total percent attrition

6.. Percent attrition of student: adMitted to program on probation

pleting degree program




‘
.
8. Percent of initial cohort completing 16 credit hours =, -
32 credit hours ____, 64 credit hours ‘
9. For eaeh'coqrse and subject area : o : - - | ,f%
a. number of credits generated - K
~b. h.c. enroliment '
c. classroom clock hours (50 minutes) per week, indicate B ' ”34
academic unit (quarter, semester) | | o
[ . . ) - 1 "x“
Lo - 'd. laboratory or studio hours (50 minutes) per week, " "
\ - indicate academic unit (quarter, semester) a - '2%3
R IS . S . S
: e.  credit hours awarded . = . g
d _ - o
, f. _E_i~£§z. = y (Where x is less than 1.0, explain)
) € ' ’ o
' g. -tuition + applicable fees | N o o '?§
d ‘ / o ' SN
i _g__ o T T b
j. '(byfdepartment) number and percent} of courses with A
. ‘1 prerequisite , ' ; T
2 prerequisites ' ' ' I
3 prereqhisites
k. percent of cours€ enrollments by department with waiver . -'fi
of prerequ1s1tes . . ) . ‘ ;g
1. waiver of prerequisites appre#ed by instructor | ’ :
’ department head deani 3 .
m. approval for courses/programsimust e obtained from; ’ :
- faculty committee s department head co]]ege r;gg
dean (identify whether “acadenﬁc dean" or dean of off- . , ‘f?
- campus program) \ . R
n : university state _X-f ' ‘< »@fﬁ
e 4

o
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S f N. Provide grade distribution by section, course, department and
o »* program. Compare with same 1nformat10n from home campus and

from other off—campus 1ocat1ons

0. Prov1de data relevant to grades as predictors of success in : . -fg
. subsequent courses, degree program. . | ot . o

P. Outcomes (by aggregate, h. C.s FTE students and degree program)

1. Number of degrees awarded (1ist by type of degree B.A., S
Ph D. ,/etc ) | o =

2. Percent us1ng tu1t1on assistance ~F

3. Percent using G.I. Bill

4. Percent using other benefits (social seeurity, SEOG, BEOG,
VEAP, etc.) ' :

5. Dol]ar value of tuition assistance per program (1nst1tut1on,
“base S

6. ,Percent enrollees taking advanced tests. Identify by test,

2

7. Provide base-wide scores on above tests showing base nbrns'
* and d1str1§ut1on compared to national norms and distr1but1on .

8. Provide average number of credits per student for
CLEP | e
CAEL o '
Correspondence .
MOS - AFSQ' '
"hitch or m111tary experlence

9. VExpenditures for military base program per student FTE by
category for the year ending (most recent accounting .
period) ; /

instruct1on per FTE
Tiprary|per FTE'
. ,academit support: (tota1 per FTE)
- (1) academic administration per FTE
. (2) registrar functions
d. general.adm1n1strat10n per FfE
e. student services (total per FTE)
(1) academic counseling per. #

noTo




11

f. physical fgc111t1es and equipment (total per FTE) _;
(1) faciljties per FTE 4

(2) furnishings and equipment

Provide the same information for a-f for the home campus

11. Does the state provide cgpitation funds for the on-base k
prograf? !
\ A

) X o

.
4
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. g MILITARY BASE CASE STUDY
Name of Institution ' i}
Location of Off-Campus Unit /"*—‘\
. ROSTER OF INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF FOR OFF-&AMPUS UNIT '
gt . Employment '
3 Years of Other Outside This Teaching ;
_’ ' ' Advanced - Department Institution Load in
Name of Faculty Members Most Worl}’\ In Which _For Which Clock Hours
1 {(Note: Group by Depqrtmen't-‘ Advanced Beyon . Person Compensation Per -
. .| Disciptine) : r Rank " Degree Master’s Teaches _1Is Received Week
i
! &
‘ ] ) :
o
| N
!
. |
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"APPENDIX C - Part 3 i
- The Councnl On Postsecondary Accreditation

-

Dear * & . o | | w —/\

We wish to invite your participation, as_a visiting committee member,
in the national study of postsecondary egree programs currently being
offered by colleges and universities on\U.S. military bases. This
Case Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary Education on Military Bases is
being conducted for the United States Department of Defense by the
Council on Postsecondary Accreditation and the postsecondary commis-
sions of the six regional accrediting agencies. The project is being
administered by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association
of Colleges and Schools. The Advisory Committee for the study consist
of the president of COPA, the executive secretaries/ directors of all

. the regional postsecondary accrediting commissions, representatives of
each service branch and a representative from the Department of
Defense. ,

The Case Stndy is a serious attempt to gather information neceséary_ . é}g
to assess the nature and quality of degree programs being offered on
military bases. Briefly the goals of the study are as follows:

1. To identify the current roles of:

(a) postsecondary institutions, _ D
(b) military organizations and personnel, o SR
(c) the states, ' o
(d) regional accrediting commissions, and ' :
(e) other organizations or agencies concerned with on-base
postsecondary educational programs prov1ded by civilian
institutions. . .
2. To make recommendations concerning the proper roles of each of the e

organizations listed in 1. above.

3. To make recommendations for an on- going system of quality contro]
in institutional programs provided on base.

S

3
\

Kenneth E. Young, Presldem / Eugene 1. Van Antwerp, Staff Associate /’James M. Philhps. Staft Assor:ate

One Dupont Circle, ~w Suite 760, Washington D. C. 20036 phone: (202) 452-1433 i i




» : .
4. To provide a reservoir of data about these postsecondary
~ - educational programs for use by the military (base commanders,
educational service officers, and Department of Defense per-
sonné]) institutional personnel, and accrediting commissions
in the. deve]opment of appropriate policies and procedures for
such programs. .

A committee visit to each base selected for participation is an 1ntegra]
part of the study. You are invited to serve on the visiting committee for
the ) (name of base . The dates for this visit are

. Visiting committee members will each prepare, while on the 1nsfa|la-
tion, a draft of an evaluative report based on ‘institutional reports (sent
in advance), an installation report (to be examined on base), and the find-
1ngs of the on-site visit. Before leaving the base the committee will.
present an oral report to the Base Commander and the institutional rep-
resentatives. A draft of the written report will be submitted by the
chairman of the v1$nt1ng comnittee to the appropriate institutional and
military personnel in order to check for accuracy. Final reports will be
sent to the chairman of the Advisory Committee, to be used in preparation of
an overall report of findings and conclusions concerning military base
education 1n the United States and abroad.

9

A1l expenses for travel, meals, and 1odgmng ‘for committee members will
be paid by the Case Study. Commlttee bers will be responsible for
their own travel arrangements. The committee members for
Base should plan %0 arrive by p.m. on - with departure at
approximately p.m. on De alls concerning arrangements will be s
sent upon your acceptance.

We hope very much that you will be able to participate in the visiting
committee phase of this 1mportant study.

Sincerely,

Gordon W. Sweet

Chairman of the Advisory Cormittee

Military Base Case Study

Commission on Colleges

Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools ™

795 Peachtree Street, N E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308
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: " \ 1 The Council On Pdstsecondary.ACcréditation

GUIBELINES FOR MILITARY BASE - -
CASE STUDY VISITING COMMITTEES |

Plan of the Study , )

The Case-Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary Education on Military
Bases is a serious attempt to gather information about and make assess-
ments of degree programs on military bases. It is being conducted for - R
the U.S. Department. of Defense by the Council on Postsecondary Accredita- B
tion and the postsecondary commissions of the six regional accred1t1ng -
associations. .

Briefly the goals of.the-study are:

1. To identify the current roles of:
(a) postsecondary institutions,
(b) military organizations and personnel,
(c) the states, '
(d) regional accrediting commissions, and
(e) other organizations or agencies concerned w1th on-base
postsecondary educational programs provided by civilian
institutions.

%‘

2. To make recommendations concerning the proper'roles of each
of the orgapizations listed in 1. above.

3.. To evaluate the effectiveness of civilian postsecondary
institutions providing degree programs for personnel on
selected m111tary bases. ‘

4. To make recommendations for an on-going system of quality
control in institutional programs provided on base.

5. To provide a reservoir of data about these postsecondary
educational programs for use by the miJitary (base commanders,
educational service officers, and Department of Defehse
personne1), institutional personnel, and accrediting commis- : ,
sions in the development of appropriate policies and procedures ¢1 ”
for such programs

| . |
Kenneth E. Young, President / Eugene I. Van Antwerp, Staff Associate / James M. Phillips, Stall Associate
One Dubonl Circle, N.W., S-_S'f"’ 760, Washington, D. C.. 20036 phone. (202) 452-1433
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The plan for the (ase Study is as follows:

1.

// General Procedures

A number of bases have been selected by the Case Study
Advisory Committee to participate in the study.

Fach institution offering postsecondary degree programs
on one or more selected bases is being invited to com-

plete a two-part report. Part One will consist of a

list of all off-campus degree programs offered by the
institution on military bases. Part Two will consist
of a case study report which describes and analyzes

only those degree programs offered by the institution

. on bases selected for the case study.

The institutional reports will be furnished to visiting
committees selected by the chairman of the Case Study
Advisory Committee after.consultation with representatives
of each of the regional accrediting agencies. A cormittee
will be appointed to visit each selected base, with the
majority of the members- representing the region fin which
the base is located and members from other regions as well.
Each committee will include one or more regional commission
staff members for the Case Study, and a number of observers
from the Department of, Defense, service branches, state
approval agencies, Veterans Administration, and the Office
of Education. Expenses for the visit will be borne by the
Case Study grant. ' ' ' '

When each of the selected bases is visited, institutions
will be expected to have a representative present during -
the committee visit, : '

1.

Members of the visiting committee will receive prior to the
base visit reports completed by each institution offering -

- degree programs on base. They may also receive catalogs

and other printed materials produced by the individual
institution. Before arriving.at the base each member of
the committee will read the reports and all other materials
pertinent to specific assignments made in advance by the
committee chairman. | . ‘

Before the visit each membér'wi11“¥éceiVe memoranda con-
cerning the schedule of the visjit, suggestions regarding
transportation, time of the inmitial and final meetings,
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and a 1listing of the committee personnel. Committee members
will make their‘own travel, arrangements. Travel by personal
automobile will be reimbursed at 17 cents per mile, not to-
exceed the cost of tourist air fare plus airport transporta-
tion. Air travel will be Ye1mbursed for tourist class air fare.

2. Role of the Committee

(a) The committee is to provide a professional opinion,
based on their analysis of reports, supplementary
. materials, and the findlngs of the on-site visit, as
to the appropriate roles in the development and
de11veny of on-base postsecondary education for:.

i]) the institutions

the military
§3 the accrediting commissions
4) the states
(5) other

(b) The fb]]owing cr1ter1a and gu1de11nes should be
utilized in describing and assessing the effec-
tiveness of educational programs on base. The
committee's wrjtten report should deal with these
criteria on three levels: (1) there should be a
description of policies andprocedures currently
followed on base, (2) there should be a notation
of how these policies and procedures differ from
those on the home campuses, and (3) there -should
be a professional evaluation of the effectiveness
of the policies and procedures, of their strengths
and weaknesses along with recommendatiops for im-
provement directed toward individual institutions

. and administrative units, both military and civi-
lian. .

Process Criteria

1. Administration

(a) How are institutions selected for on-base programs? How
often do senior administrators from the parent institution
visit the base? How is the program administered in re-
Tation to the home’ institution? What are the responsibi-
lities of institutional authorities vis-a-vis military
authorities? Who determines financial arrangements?

(b) How do base education purposes and objectives relate to
those of the 1nst1tutions which prov1de degree programs?

143




" (c) Who make decisions on academic maﬁters?

(d) How are educational prioritfes determined by military
authorities? Are course selections compatible with the
overall objectives of the base program and with those of
the parent institution? How are decisions made regarding
assignment of programs to the various institutions?

(e) - What student services are available and are they coor- ey
dinated to avoid duplication and to effect economics? oo

(f) Have the appropriate regional accrediting commissions
. been dinformed of new base programs by the institutions

involved? .
(g) Overall, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the ' o o
_administrative arrapgements as they affect educational . : i

programs and what improvements should be made?

2. Academic Program \ -

(a) What are the qualifications of the faculty? Who selects n
‘the faculty? What is the number and proportion of ad- o ed
junct instructors? Have adjunct faculty ‘had previous
college teaching experience on a campus? What are the
procedures for monitoring faculty performance?

(b) Is there faculty input into academic matters on military : »
installations? What is the role of home campus faculty 2
in curriculum development, faculty selection, program i
evaluation, etc.? 2

(c) Are there stated admissions policies? Do they vary
from those of the parent institution?

(d) Is curriculum consistent with program objectives?

(e)- Are there stated policies in regafd to what is expected
of students? Do students have the opportunity to evalu-
- ate instruction and their on-base educational program?

(f) What learning resources are available--library, audio- .
visual, etc. ? In what ways do they support the s
learning objectives of programs® , C

(g) What physical facilities in terms of.classrooms and
laboratories are available? Are they adequate to .
support the programs offered? - - '

PN .
P N . TR

(h) What are the procedures for record keeping of student files?
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(i) -What financial arrangements support the on-base
educational program?

Outcomes Criteria

“
-

(1)‘Are “there formal procedures for evaluating the student outcomes.
of courses and programs in terms of stated objectives? Is
there regular, formal evaluation of the total program and its
effectiveness? ' :

(2) Are there provisions for recording the post-program attainments
of graduates?

- (3) How much and what types of military, education and experiential
learning are accepted-for credit toward degree programs? Are
credits earned on base accepted by other institutions? How
are these evaluated?

Final Report ' - | | .

Before the committee leaves the base, the cha1rman is to obtain a
rough draft of a written report from each member of the committee

The visiting committee will give an,oral report of the1r findings
to the Base Commander and/or his representatives, institutional repre-
sentatives, and other before leaving the military installation.

The chairman will then prepare a draft of the full report to
achieve consistency of presentation. Copies will be submitted to the
appropriate institutional and military personnel to be checked for errors
of fact and possible conclusions made on the basis of incomplete and/or
inaccurate information. When the chairman judges the report to be cor-
rect, copies of the final-report will be distributed to the chairman
and members of the advisory committee-for the Case Study. A comprehen-
sive report will be produced by the Advisory Committee summarizing
findings and conclusions and making appropriate recommendations for the
institutions, the military, and the regional accrediting commissions.
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The Council On Postsecondary Accteditation
1 ¢
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE REPORT . §
| . | g
Each member. of the visiting committee should complete a draft of )
his part of the report before the end of the committee visit. ' "
writing the report the "Guidelines for Military Base Case St Visiting
Commi ttees" should be utilized, taking into account the rofe of the
committee in 2 (a) and (b) under General Procedures of the .Guidelines.
‘The following is a suggested outline for the committee report.
I. Introduction (arrangements, acknowledgements, etc.) )
I1. Off-Campus Postsecondary-EduCatioh at the Base ;
A. Institutional Purpose and Goals E
B. Organ1zation and Administration N ‘E
) C. Institutional Edutatioﬁa]-Program 3%
(1) Admissions _#
(2) Curriculum i,
(3) Instruction : »
(4) Learning resources and physical facilities 1%
(5) Student services . 4
(6) Financial resources g
(7) Systems for quality assurance E
N, II1. Current Roles - ;i
A. Postsecondary Institutions f@
B. Military Organizations §§
C. States ; | | .
D. Regidna] Accrediting Commissions | .‘”é
E. Otheerrgénizat1ohs-or Agencies 79@
’ . vl
2 \ 4
. QL

g Kenneth E. Young, President / Eugene . Van Antwerp, Staff Associate / James M. Phillips, Stall Associate

One Dupont Circle, N.W., Suite 760, Washington, D. C. 20036 phone: (202) 4521433
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IV. Summary Recommenda tions | | \
A. Admissions - : ;

B. Curriculum

o}

Instructiqﬁ

D. Learning Resources and Physical Facilities

)
|
! P 4

E. Student Services-
F. FinanCial»Réséurces
G.' Quality Concerns .

H. Role Definitions \

An attempt Should be made to describe and evald%te the programs of
each dnstitution serving the basé (as is outlined in Section II?
Section 111 should identify the current roles of A-E as they affect the

base and Section IV should summarize the recommendations as to institu- .

tional programs and how they function in the base enviromment. Each

committee member should keep a record of persons interviewed while on
base. The committee chairman should record the names of the official
representative, if present, of each institution on the base.
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REPORT OF MILITARY BASES SELECTED 1 ’
FOR INCLUSION. IN; THE CASE STUDY OF OFF-CAMPUS/ >
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION ON MILITARY BASES [ -

The Case Study of Off-Campus Postsecondary Education on Military Bases
is.an attempt to obtain a clearer picture of the variety and quality of

" educational programs. offered by civilian institutions on selected military
installations. Some of the procedures and criteria to be used are similar
to those employed in the accreditation of academic institutions, but it
should be clearly understood that this study does not involve the accredi-
tation of the institutions or the base programs. .

- The outline which follows is designed to assist the Education Services
Officer in prov1d1ng information concerning the various programs offered on
the base by civilian institutions. 1In some cases the data requested or
quest1ons asked may not apply specificallysto the base or its programs, but
the ESO is urged to provide-the most complete information pessible. The '
institutions conducting programs on the base will -be providing detailed
w?(’ information about their programs.

The reports prepared by the base and the institutions.will provide
essential material for a committee designated by the Case Study Advisory .
Committee to visit the base and evaluate the programs. If there are any
questions about the type or quantity of information requ1red they shou]d
be d1rected to® .

-

Gordon W. Sweet
Chairman of the Advisory Committee
Military Base .Case Study
Commission on Colleges
‘Southern Assocfatiggsof Colleges and Schoo1s
795 Peachtreex§t .E. . ;
Atlanta, GA. 30308 . vl
.-t%g;j‘ ’&_‘;{, ) &7?;{;%‘
The following informational report should be comp]eted in advange of
A the committee visit to the.base, a copy sent to your service depart nt
T point of contact as far in advance of the visit as possible, and thén the
' ‘report should be made availab1e to the committee at the time of the\r visit.

Please comp]ete questions requiring a narrative answer on a: seéﬁrate
sheet after repeating the question. Quest1ons requiring stat1st1ca1 data
may be answered on this form.

. Kenneth E. Young, President / Eugene i. Van Antwerp, Staf? Associate / Jam'_es M".. Phillipé. Staff Assnciate

One Dupont Crrcle§ N, w Suite 760, Washinglon D C..20036 phgne:%{?O?) 452-1433
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Procurement of On-base Degree_Programs ~ ~

1. List each college now providing on.your base courses Teading
‘to a degree, the degree programs offered by each at the present
time and during 1978, and the length of time each institution
has been serving your base.

2. For each institution indicate why khe college was brought on P
the base. For example, was there p special need or request . i
for the course.or program? By whoh? ' . ng A

3. What procedures does your base use to typically identify or
determine whether or not a particylar institution should be
invited to provide degree -programs on your base? 3

4. How does your base make coning4ﬁfth the academic comunity to.,
explore possible new offerings? - | — ’

5. Are all Jocal institutionsrtypicdlly requested to respond to the B
need for a course or program? B¢/as specific as possible in , S
describing how this .occurs. i | :
|

Y

Program Requirements .
When asking institutions to submit pﬁoposa]s for an on-base degree
program,«do those on base who are responsible for obtaining these

programs specify to' the institutions any of the following? Please
check those which are specified. -

1. Number of courses to be offered

2. Frequency and[or sequence of course offérings = - '“ﬁ
3. Faculty qua1}fications |
4. Student entrance requiremehts (prerequisites, tésts, etc.) |
5. Amount and/or types of credit from other programs to be |

counted toward a degree (either previous to or after
initiation of degree program) -

6. Credit to be granted by the institution for military
experience per se (MOS's, ratings, etc.)

7. Minimum time for completion of the degree
8. Thesis rgguirements;(if graduaté‘degree)

9. Class'size limitations

~ -t
D . :
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__To.
1.
12.
13.

14.
[

Enrollment minimum

Administrative services to be provided by the institution

Counseling services to bé provided by the institution

>

Ava11ab111ty of office- hours to be prov1ded by the
institution

‘.
/

Faci]fties to be proVided By the base

Institutional compliance with the statement on off—camﬁuS'
programs of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation

Pfov1sibn by the institution of external eva]uat1ons of
acceptability such as accreditation or approval by V.A.
State Approva1 Agency

If the answer to No. 16 is yes, are accreditation and self-
studies used in deciding which institution should offer an
on-base program

Methods for evaluating the effectiveness of the\Q<ziramg

C. Sbace Allocation for Education Services

Est1mate the tota1 square feet allocated to each 1nst1tut10n prov1ding
degree programs for the following: : .

C]assrooms

College representative's office” - ..

'Stofage of supp]ies:and/or workroom” .

3

" Books L, o L
. | ‘<j3 S ) )

Laboratories

Lounge

TR,
YR
Ly

T

a
l

. u»».‘-;; N RN . N - i L 5
RS & o T PR - I
RN S A e e T 2 TORCE: K’J Lo




3 4 -
B
D. Total Budget A11ocation by Baée tO-Support.Degree Programs : ' t;
K - >'Books and supp11es S B o "'1 £%
* Furn1sh1ngs for c]assrooms and offices T
% . Budio-visual resources ' | o, . g
Computer time o BT S | {'4§§
Laboratory equipment and supplies. | R
Supplies for faculty
E. Student Services ' ;;
1.‘ What are the functions of the on-base institutional representatives? ° a
2~ How are they selected and who pays for them?
3. Does éach institution serving your base provide its own representative? |
4. How many hours per week are they available? |
5. How many persons(does your base provide for counse11ng, advising, and
registration for degree programs? - -
6. How are they se]ected and who pays for them? :
7. What are their functions? .
F. Educational Program ..
i. What methods are used by your base to evaluate the qUality and effective-
ness of programs and 1nstqtut1ons current]y offering programs: on your
. base? | .
2. What information is regu]argy\co11ected by the base to aid in the,
assessment of program quality and effectiveness? Who collects this _ o
information and what is done with it? - 5 'gyu o

& -
2

G. Additional Comments

?

Would you comment on any aspect of your base education program not covered
® above which you think would help the vis1t1ng commi ttee better understand
what you are tny1ug to accomp]ish

279 o | 151.. | -
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APPENDIX D

Participating Military Bases and Institutions

JPart I: Military Bases
Part II: Institutions
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APPENDIX D - Part 1
| .

PARTICIPATING MILITARY BASES

+DATE OF VISIT

March 25-28, 1979

April 22-26, 1979

April 30-May 4, 1979

May 5-12, 1979

May 6-9, 1979

May 13-17, 1979

May 20-25, 1979

a,

N

June 3-7, 1979

June 3-7, 1979

June 23-July 2, 1979

1979

July 15-19,

Q

BASE

MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida.
William L. Turner, Chairman

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune;
Marine Air Station, Cherry Point, N.C. ,
William L, Flowers, Chairman _ o

Fimendorf Air Force Base, Anchorage, Alaska.
Hector H. Lee, Chairman

Kadena Air Force Base; Marine Corps Base , f{
Camp Smedley D. Butler, Okinawa. : o
Robert L. Maurer, Chairman

Naval Station Mayport, Florida.
Robert Coyne, Chairman

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey.
Stanley Smith, Chairman

Naval Station, Norfolk, Va.;

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Va.;
.Naval\Alr Station, Oceana, Va.; . -
Naval.'Guided Missiles School, Dam Neck, Va.
William L. Turner, Chairman

Ft. Carson Army Base, Colorado.
Thomas Reckerd, Chairman

Naval Air Stations, Miramar and North
Island, San Diego, California. .
Richard L. Williamson, Chairman : o s

s

United States Arthy V Corps, Frankfurt
Community; .Rhein-Main Air Force Base;
Lindsey Air Station, Wlesbaden, West
Germany.

Fred B. Bentley, Chairman

Ft. Stewart Army Base, Hunter Army Air Field, Ga.

‘Charxles McQuillan; Chairman

‘ﬁl%;g%ir%wT;;M4mmeq;w.,Mw““_w
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APPENDIX D- Part 2

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

Alaska, University,of, Anchorade,.Alaska

Anchorage Community College, Anchorage, Alaska

Azusa Pacific College, Azusa, California .
Ball State University, Muncie, Indiana

Big Bend Communpity College, Moses Lake, Washington ,

Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts

Burlington County College, Pemberton, New Jersey

Central Michigan University, Mount Pleasant, Michigan
Central Texas College, Killeen, Texas

Chapman College, Orange, California

City Collegeg~ef~Chicago, Chicago, Illinois

Coastal Carolina Community College, Jacksonville, North Carollna
Colorado, University of at Colorado Springs, Colorado

Craven Community College, New Bern, North Carolina

East Carolina University, Greenville, North Carolina

Embry Riddle Aeronautical University, Daytona Beach, Florida
Florida Junior College, Jacksonville, Florida

George Washington University, Washington, D. C.

Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, Georgia

Georgia Military College, Milledgeville, Georgia

Georgia Southern College, Statesboro, Georgia

Golden Gate University, San Francisco, California

Hawaii Community College, Hilo, Hawaii

La Verne, University of, La Verne, C#lifornia

Los Angeles Community Colleges, Los Andgeles,, California
Maryland, Univ. of, University College, Colleqe Park, Marvland
Mercer County Community College, Trenton, New Jersey -
National University, San Diego, California

Northern Colorado, University of, Greeley, ColoradO

North Florida, University of, Jacksonv1lle, Florida
Oklahoma, University of, Norman, Oklahoma

0l1d Dominion Unlversity, Norfolk, Virginia

Pepperdine University, Malibu, California

., Pikes Peak Community College, Colorado Springs, Colorado

Regis College, Denver, Colorado

Rider College, Lawrenceville, New Jersey

St. Leo College, St. Leo, Florida

San Diego State University, San Diego, California "
Savannah State College, Savannah, Georgia !g?
Southern California, University of, Los Angeles, Califo
Southern Illinois” University at Carbondale; Illinois
Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville, Illinois
Southwestern College, Chula Vista, California

Tampa, University of, Tampa, Florida

Tidewater Community College, Portsmouth, Virginia
Trenton State College, Trenton, New Jersey

Troy State University, Troy, Alabama

United States International University, San Diego, California
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APPENDIX E- Part 1

MiLITARY BASE CASE STUDY ON-SITE TEAM MEMBERS

Dr. John E. Anderson, Vice President for Academic Affairs,
Columbus College, Columbus,. Georgia 31907

Dr. Donavon Auble, Associate Provost for Academic Analysis
- and Professor of Educational Psychology, Miami University,
Roudebush Hall, Oxford, Ohio 45056 -

}

Dr. Richard H. Barbe, Professor of Educational Administration,
Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dr. George Benson, Chaimman, Marketing Department, College of
Business Administration, St. John's University, Grand Central
and Utopia Parkways, New York, New York 11439

Dr. Fred B. Bentley, Pres1dent Mars Hill College, Mars H111
North Carolina 28754

Mr. William L. BoTin,~Coord1nator,'Engineering Tecnnology,
St. Petersburg Junior CO]]ege, St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Dr. Egon Brenner, Deputy Chancellor, City University of New York,
535 E. 80th Street, New York, New York 10021

‘Dr. Todd H. Bullard, Provost and Vice ‘President for Academic
Affairs, Rochester Institute .of Technology, One Lomb Memorial
Drive, Rochester, New York 14623

Dr. Paul Castleberry, Department of Political Science, -
Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 99163

Dr. Eugene Clark, Professor of Economics-Business, Nashington
State University, Pu]]man,\washington 99163

Dr. Robert Coe, Dean, Schoot of Business, California. Po]ytechn1c -
University at San Luis Obispo, San Lu1s Obispo, California 93407
Dr. David W. Co]e, Vice President and Dean of the College, i

High Point College, High Point, North Carolina 27262

Dr. Edward M. Collins, Jr., President, The Co]]ege of Charleston,
Charleston, South Carolina 29401 '

Dr. Robert F. Coyne, Director of International Programs, Florida
State University, Tallahassee, Florida 32306 :
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Mr. Henry DaviSOn; Professor of Engineering:Technology,
St. Petersburg Junior College, St. Petersburg,
Florida 33733

Dr. Robert Dolphin, Jr., Dean, School of Graduate Studies,
Wright" State University, Dayton, Ohio 45435

Mr. Donald V. Drury, Director of the Library, Menlo Co]]ege,
Menlo Park, California 94025 .

Dr. William Flowers, Associate Dean, Extension Division, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, B]acksburg,
Virginia 24061; -

Mr. Kenneth Fogg, President waterbury State Technica] College,
Waterbury, Connecticut 06708

Dr. Phillip E. Frandson, Dean, University Extension, University
of Ca]ifornia~-Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California '90024

Dr. Merle E. Frey,. ASSGCiate Professor of Management and Industrial
Relations, Stillman School of Business, (Home Address) 172 C]aremont
Road, Ridgewood, New Jersey 07450

Dr. James D. Gray, Chairman, Business Related Division, DeKaib '
College, C]arkston, Georgia 30021 '

Dr. Milton A. Grodsky, Dean, Univer51ty of Mary]and University
College, University Boulevard at Adelphi Road, College Park,
Maryland 20742 '

Dr. Ernest E. Harrill, Chaiman, Department of Political Science,
Furman University, Greenville, South Caro]ina 29613

Dr Robert D. Harvey, Instruction and Coordinator of Engineering,
College of DuPage, 22nd and Lambert, Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

" Mr. James V, Jones, Director of University Libraries, Case -

Western Reserve University, 11161 E. Bou]evard Cleveland,
Ohio 44106 _

Dr. George G. Kii]inger, Board of Pardons and Paroles, Stephen
F.. Austin Building, Room 711, P. 0. Box 13401, Capitol Station,
Austin, Texas 78711 ‘ ‘

Dr. Hector H. Lee, Emeritus'Professdr of English, Sonoma State
University, 3617 Greenhill, Santa Rosa, Ca]ifornia 95404

Dr. George Lewis, Director of Libraries, Mississippi State
University, Mississippi State, Mississippi 39762
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Dr. Howard D. Lowe, Professor and Chairman, Accounting and
Finance, University of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii - 96822

- Dr. Alice S, Mandanis, Acadehic Dean, -Marymount College of

Virginia, Ar]ington, Virginia 22207

Dr. Robert Maurer, Emeritus Dean of Graduate Studies, California
State Polytechnic University, Pomona, California 91768

Dr. Charles McQuiilen, Dean,. College of Business and Econ0m1cs, )

Un1vers1ty of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho 83843

Dr. Barry L. Mellinger, Dean/Director, Occupational Division,
Dekalb Community College, 495 North Indian Creek Drive,
Clarkston, Georgia -30021

Dr. Stanley N. Miller, Professor, Social Science and Education,
Head, Education Department, Pennsylvania State University,
Capitol Campus, Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Dr. Harry W. More, Jr., Professor of Criminal Justice and Pubtlic
yAdministration, San Jose State Un1vers1ty, San Jose,
California 95192 . >

Dr. Richard E. Neel, Dean, College of Business Administration,
University of North Carolina at Charlotte, UNCC Station,
Charlotte, North Carolina 28223 ‘

-Dr. John F. 0'Connell, Assistant Dean of Students, Western State
University College of Law, 1111 North State College Boulevard,

. Fullerton, California 92631

Ms. Martha O'Rourke, Librarian, Stillman College, Tuscaloosa,
Alabama 35401

Dr. Jerry Padgett, Dean of the School of Business!ﬁwinthrop College,

Rock Hill, South Carolina 29730 ; l

Mr. J. Carlyle Parker; Head of Public Services and Assistant Director
of the Library, California State College, Stan1s]aus, 800 Monte

Vista, Turlock, California 95380

Dr. Thomas E. Reckerd, Vice President/Dean, Indiana Vocationa]—

Technical College, 6]6 Wabash, Lafayette, Indiana 47905

- Dr. J. Pau] Reynolds, 1813 Azalea Drive w11mington, North

Carolina 28403

Dr. Lawrence H. R1ce, Graduate Dean, Idaho State University,
Pocatello, Idaho 83209
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Dr. Katherine B. Seibert, Schbol of Business, California State
Polytechnic Un1vers1ty--Pomona, 3801 W. Temp]e, Pomona,
California 91768

Dr. Donald Sime, Vice Presideht and Dean, School of Business
and Management, Pepperdine University, 8035 S. Vermont, Los
Angeles, California 90044

Dr. R. Eugene Stephens, Associate Professqr,'Collége of Criminal
Justice, University of South Carolina Columbia, South
- Carolina 29208

-

Dr. Ronald Stood]ey, Director, New Hampshire Vocational-Technical
College, C]aremont New Hampshire 03743

Dr. William Stosberg, Assistant Dean, Florida At]ant1c Un1vers1ty,
Boca Raton, Florida 33431 -

Dr. Bonnie R. Strick]and, Professor and Chairman, Department of — *%
Psychology, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts 01002

- _m» Dr. James B. Tintera, Professor and Director, Center for Instructional
Technology, Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan 48202

Dr. William L. Turner, Vice Chancellor for Extension and Public
Service, North Carglina State University, -P. 0. Box 5125,
Raleigh, North Carolina 27650

Dr. Burton J. Williams, Dean, School of Social and Behavioral
Science, Central Nashington State College, Ellensburg,
Washington 98926

Dr. Richard L. Williamson, Dean, College of Business Administration,
Loyola Marymount University, Los Angeles, California 90045
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Department of the Army

MILITARY BASE CASE STUDY ON-SITE OBSERVERS

R

Col.

]

R. E. Brown, Director of Education, Department of the Army,
HQDA (DAAG-ED) Hoffman Building #1, Room 1434, 2461 Eisenhower
Avenue, A]exandria, VA 22322

v

Mr. Tilton Davis, HQ Department of the Army (DAAG-ED), Hoffman

Building '$1, Room 1434 2461 Eisenhower Avenue, Mexandria, VA 22322 |

Department of Defense

Dr.

Major W. S. Sellman, Staff Specialist/Voluntary Education Programs,

Gerald B. Kauvar, Special Assistant/ for Education, Office of the
Assistant Secretary_of Defense, (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics), Room 3B-922, The Pentagon, Hashington, DC 20301

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs and Logistics), Room 3B-922, The Pentagon, Washington,
DC 20301 :

Education Commission of the States

Dr.

Warren G. Hill, Executive Director, Education Commission of the
States, Suite 300, Lincoln Tower Building, 1860 Lincoln Street,
Denver, Colorado 80295

Servicemen's Opportunity Colleges

Frances C. Lapinski, Coordinator, Servicemen's Opportunity Colleges,

Ms.
One Dupont Circle, Suite 700, Washington, DC 20036
Dr. Harry K. Miller, Jr., Servicemen' s‘0pportunity Co]]egés, Suite 700,
One Dupont Circle, Washington, DC 20036
Dr. James Nickerson, Director Servicemen's Opportunity Co]]eges, Suite 700, &
One Dupont Circ]e washington, DC 20036 : , -
U. S. Air Force
1
Mr. Wi11iam Cox, Headquarters, United States Air Force, Washington,
‘ DC 20330 \ A :
Mr. Robert Quick, HQ USAF/MPPE Room 4c- 240 The Pentagon, Washington,
DC 20330 o
. ' _ Ly ‘
Mr. Joseph Littlefield, Chief of Educational Services, HQ MAC/DPAL

-
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U. S. Marine Corps

Lt. Col. John Keenan, USMC, c/o Commahdant U. S. Marine Corps,
HQ U. S. Marine Corps, Code OTTE, Washington, f}. C. 20308

U. S. Navy

-~ Dr. Frances Kelly, Office of the hief of Naval Operations,
OP-114E, Room 2833, Navy Annex,\Arlington, Virginia 20370

State Representatives
California
r .
Dr. Roy W. Steeves, Assistant Chief, Office of Private Postsecondary

Education, State of California, Department of Education, 601 West
Fifth Street, Los Angeles, Ca11{orn1a 90017

Colorado k\ﬁ%nd
Dr. Norman B. Dodge, Assistant Director, Department Higher Education,
Colorado Commission on Higher Education, 1550 Lincoln Street,
Room "210, Denver, Colorado 80203

Florida

Dr. C. Wayne Freeburg, Executive Director, Florida Board of Independent
Colleges and Universities, c/o Department of Education, ‘State of

Florida, Tallahassee, Florida 32304 . L,

New Jersey

Mr. Joseph L. Ravelli, Assistant Directdr, Ofiice for Independent
Colleges and Universities, New Jersey Department of Higher
Education, 225 W, State Street, P. 0. Box 1293, Trenton,
New Jersey 08625 '

”

North Carolina

Dr. John F. Corey, Assistant Vice Presjdent, The University of North
Carolina, General Administration, P. 0. Box 2688, -Chapel Hill,
North Carolina 27514 :
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U. S. Office of Education

Dr. Lawrence Friedrich, DEAE, Bureau of H1gher and Continuing
Education, U. S. Office of Education, Washington, D. C 20202

Veterans Administration

8

Dr. George Arnstein, Educatiﬂn Consultant, Vete ans Administration,
0ff1ce of Generidl Counse1 Washington, D. C. 20420 .

Mr. Jack Garr1son, Veterans Admin1strat1on Edudation and<g;hab111tat1on
Service, Program Administration Staff, Washington, D. C. 20420

Mr. John Headen, Veterans Administration, Education and Rehabilitation
Service, Program Administration Staff, Washington, D. C. 20420

Dr. Robert'B; Holbrook, CounseTing'Psycho]ogist, Veterans Adminis-
tration, Washington, D. C. 20420 ‘

Ms. Mary Indianer, Education and Rehabilitation Service, Program
Adm1n1strat1on Staff, Veterans Administration, wash1ngton, D. C. 20420

Mr. .James M. Laws, Jr., Compliance Survey Program Staff Veterans
Adn1n1strat1on Washington, D. C. 20420

Mr. Alan Zoeckler, 225B, Veterans Adm1nistration 810 Vermont Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D. C. 20420
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FRACHE- Policy on Military Base Education
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FEDERATION OF REGIONAL ACCREDITING COMMISSIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

, : POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS «
CONDUCTED BY ACCREDITED OR CANDIDATE INSTITUTIONS ON MILITARY BASES

A

The Federation of Regional Accred1t1ng Commissions of Higher Education 1is
pleased to note that the military services are very much aware of the critical
‘need for wll} educated manpower, and fully endorses the development of educa-
wtional programs on military bases designed to provide for the personal and pro-
fessional growth of personnel through educational courses and programs in
cooperation with accredited and candidate postsecondary institutions.

Institutions are encouraged to cooperate with the military services in designing
appropriate courses and programs for both military personnel and also such
military-related or c¢ivilian personnel as it may be considered feasible to
accept. In establishing courses or programs, institutions should recognize that
special considerations frequently must be made;,e.g., courses de$1gned for the
undergraduate on a college campus or for profess1ona1 preparation in an academic
discipline may not adequately meet the needs or capitalize on the experience of
military personnel. The usual fixed requirements of residence and traditional
methods of accumulating credits may fail to allow for the unique circumstaaces
of the military person: Hence, it is the Federation's view that an institution
offering such courses, while holding to the basic quality essential to good
educational proérams, should feel free to adapt methods, policies, and pro-
cedures to the regimen and conditions under which the military student must
perform.his duties and pursue his studies. '

Prov1d1ng educational opportunities for interested personne] on military basis

is a dual respons1b111ty Certain guides and requisites can -be established which
may provide both incentive and direction for officers of the military in positions
of responsibility on base. Likewise there-are helpful guides that might provide
w@:ction for those from the college campus responsible for such services.
ccessful programs in these situations will not be realized unless there is _
mutual understanding, a sharing of respons1b111t1es, and a marsha11ng of resources
essent1a1 for such offer1ngs

1. Guides and Responsibilities of Institutions
A. PRrograms offered should relate to the ﬁﬁfﬁpses and adhere to the edu-
cational standards of the institution. ™

T
Y]

appropriate programs offered by the institution. Without {compromising
- the principle that quality will be equivalent to that on campus,
course offerings might be more flexible or nontraditional than those
required of the campus student. Thus the educational goal of the
military base student might -be given special consideration within the
‘Qy general graduation requirements of the institution without depreciation
of standards. Although institutions should refrain from offering work
.. unrelated to either their mission or resources, they may provide Service
-. . or cultural courses without credit when such experiences can be of
~ personal worth or upgrade competenc1es requ1red of the military person.

185
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B. In organizing and administering base program, institutions should take into
consideration,the uniqueness of military situations.

The staff member assigned the responsibility of representing an

- institution in its military base effort must recognize the unique
demands of the situation. He must realize that the first demand
upon the base personnel is a militayy commitment, and arrangements
for such individuals must fit into this demand. Although organi-
zation and administration practices need not duplicate or conform to
campus routines, appropriate standards should be maintained.

C. Student personnel policies and services should be such as to facilitate
the success of a program on a military base.

.Admission requirements should reflect the demands of postsecondary
level studies and degree requ1rements, and at the same time take

into consideration the student's background in terms of equivalencies.
Registration procedures should be accommodated to the conditions
under which the military work, and counseling services provided by
relevantly prepared and experienced individuals. Special provjisions
should be made for program advising so students may know requirements
as well as make adjustments 4n terms of their own educational goals.
Adjustments may need to be made in residence requirements and/or the
substitution of courses for transfer credit or degree purposes. Pro—
vision should be made for the possibility of advanced placement or
credit by examination or evaluation.

D. Both faculty and instruction should be of recognized quality.

For military- base educationjprograms, the faculty are drawn from the
cooperating institution, the military base staff, and from other
institutions. Qualified specialists without 1nst1tut1ona1 affiliation
may also be’ employed Instructors must be professionally competent

in regard to specific preparation and recency of involvement in the
field. When participating institutions employ faculty from other
institutions on a part-time basis, it is recommended that they do so
with permission from the faculty members' full-time employer, this
will. avo1d the danger of excess1ve overloads.

The qua11ty of in$truction should be comparable to that on campus, o
with the same degree of concern for Eﬁach1ng ‘tools and learning
resourges. Necessary Tibrary materials must be available or accessible.
Special provisions may be needed for- "the completion of course work when
students’ are, catled from’ base, Regardless of departures from campus
practice, grades should not be given until students meet all course

requirgments g\gﬁ g

/
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E. Integrity among institutions offer1ng programs on a single base 1is
essential.

Institutions placed in competition with each other in making -
bids to provide services must guard against the erosion of quality o
of instruction. To avoid negative aspects of competition, several
participating institutions on a base should consult among them-

selves and with the military education services officer. In all
deliberations and negotiations, it is expected that a high degree

of integrity will be ma1nta1ned

y
I1. Guides and Obligations of the Military

M A. The military should not hesitate to initiate negotiations for the purpose
of providing educational programs on base.

“When postsecondary educational opportunities are not being provided
and when personnel on base express an interest in them, military
officials should initiate the action necessary for securing such
programs. The leadership should first assess and identify the types
of programs and services desired before approaching an institution.
It is always helpful to know at the outset precisely what is desired,
the approximate number of students that'are Tikely to be 1nvo]ved and
the resources which the base might be able to provide. Education

- of ficers should be open in making needs known to interested institutions

. ? and in inviting proposals for programs. Memoranda of understanding or

contracts should be negotiated directly bétween military bases and
participating institutions. Where possible, it recommended that such
memoranda of understanding ar contracts run for more than one year to
assure program stability. Perhaps bases could work toward stangard1—
zation of contracts and thus insure greater consistency in the §ervices
provided by an institution.

B. A joint meet1ng of both 1nst1tut1on and base leadership shou]d occur
early. -

After the educational needs of base personnel are determined there
should be a joint exploration and planning session of base and
institution representatives. Such a meeting should define the needs,
identify essential resources, describe the general nature of programs
desired, and define the specific responsibilitdies of all parties.
Written agreements should be reached prior to initiation of the pro-
gram_to guide both the base and the participating 1nst1tution 1n
carrying out the program .

16 |
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C. The military will have'résponsiBility for supplying certain essential
" resources. . .
In addition to identifying pro?rams desired, the number of persons
involved, and the costs, the military shou]d expect to provide certain
essentials for such programs on base:

Suitable and adequate classrooms

Space and facilities for a library or learning center

Adequate learning resources to support the program

Laboratory space and essential equipment for courses requiring

laboratory experiments

5. Other equipment and supplies (e.g., typewr1ters, business machines,
etc.) essential to thq courses offered. ‘

Bw N -
+ . . .

It is the responsibility of the educational institution to notify the
military base of additional or extraordinary needs sufficiently in
advance to make it possible for the base to fulfill thé request.

The military in most instances will be expected to provide certain
initial funds for starting the service.

D. The military must give full support and backing to the program once it
is initiated.

No program will succeed without the continuing support of the post
commander, his staff, and the highest officials of the respective
service branch. A postsecondary program will also negd the attention
of an educational officer who is a qualified educator’and is given
time and staff to manage and evaluate the program and provide essential
academic advisement. The educational officer will need the full sup-
port. of all base officials. The success of such programs is highly
dependent upon the/ﬁxper1ence, leadership, and resourcefulness of

& such an individual! '

E. There is need for greater uniformity of policy and pract1ce among the,
various branches of the military.

It has been noted that d1fference> exist in both policy End
practice between various branches of the service. FRACHE urges
that steps be taken toward the following: ’

1. Greater commonality in administrative organization of
educational programs throughout the services. L
2. More common or comparable scales of tuition support \
3. More common agreement on what constitutes adequate class-
room space and equipment.
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Greater uniformity of commitment on the part of .the various
branches could do much to increase comparability of programs and
services among military bases, and would improve efficiency and
reduce the administrative burden on institutions providing edu-
cational programs to more than one base.

On bases where non-military personnel are permitted to take courses, it

is understood that the first responsibility in terms of space and
instructional services is to the military student. However, the inclusion
of community people on a space-available and self-paid basis may be bene- . '}
ficial to all parties concerned and is encouraged. s

?.

The Evaluatidn of ‘Educational Programé on Military Bases

Educational programs conducted by accredited or candidate postsecondary
institutions on a military base should be evaluated by the appropriate
regional accrediting commission in conjunction with an institutional
evaluation. ‘

Although informal evaluations~may be made by military education
staff, it is not appropriate for the military to engage in formally
evaluating the programs of an accredited postsecondary institution.
It is recommended, however, that appropriate military educational
personnel confer with the institution in doing the relevant part of
its self-study. An evaluation team may wish to confer with the
military regarding the support, resources, and effectiveness of a
given program. , ‘

If an accredited institution offers educational programs on a military
base within another accrediting region, the evaluation should be conducted
Jointly by the affected commissions with-primary responsibility vested in
the parent commission. ' In the case oftggerseas programs conducted outside
the United States or its possessions, the evaluation should be conducted
by the appropriate regional gpmmission.

O]

> ’ . ! T

. Those responsible for po§f§écondary military base programs will be

cognizant of and generally expected to meet the appgppriate military,
state, regional accrediting commission, and FRACHE gididelines for
operation of the programs.

Consdrtia,Arrangemehts L - .

Where two or 'more institutions &re Joined together in consortia to
provide educational programs on military bases certain common adminis-
trative\?rrangements and educaitonal policies need to be agreed upon.
This can be handled by a consortium board with appropriate representation
from each of the participating institutions and the military. Such
matters as calendar, admissions, course and degree requirements, transfer
of credits, and tuition should be developed. . ' '

.«} . T,
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From the outset the appropriate regional accrediting commission should
be notified of and involved in the ,development of the consortia.
Evaluation of the consortia educatiohal. program will be in conjunction
with the evaluation and accreditation process with each participating
~institution. Consortia arrangements will not. be-independently evaluated
for separate accredited status. -

Approved by the Council
October 24, 1973
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