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4 PREFACE

~

This is a report on the findings of a six-month study of California's

% .
community colleges sponsored by rhe California Round:able, an organization of

¢

senior®executives of major:California corporations.

.

; The Roundtable was aware of recent eoneernsAexoressed in many quarters
: e co . :

that.the community colleges were experiencing problems that cpuld bé
diminishing their effeetivenees. Particularly in light of the longrstanding

ties between the community eolleges end California "business .and industry, the
Il

Roudgtable sought an independenr s tudy by disinterested analysts that would

exemide available euideooe addrrepor; objective findings on the status and

e

e N ’ ~
. "overall cost-effectiveness of the;eolleges. The Roundtable commissioneds
. . . . ¥, - ‘

Berman, Weiler Assoeiates to conduct the study.‘ » _
R f . ] ¢
" In order to insure the independenee of the. study, the Roundtable has

. ‘ . \ »

carefully maintained an. arms-length reletionship to the research process,

.? study findings are entirely the responsibility of Berman, Weiler Associates.
. ~ The report is eonaained Jg three-volumes, under the general heading, A
. Study of California's Comm\m@@olleges: ‘ ¢ . X '
Volume 1, SUMMARY: AND CON;ILUSIONS - | .
‘ Volume 2, Fxm;ms
\‘ . . Volume 3, APPEFDI*
. N This voiume eummardzee key-stﬁdy findings and presents overali s tudy
*

COQCIUSiOﬂS{ Volume 2¥préxents the ma in findings' Volume 3 presents
. r.-h“ e

addt tional details amﬁ.; 1~discuss19n.
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, - I. INTRODUCTION

/o ) B .

J , - .
/ . - .
K ) v

California’stcommunity cpllgge system began sévengy—five years ago with

\
r -
-

: . : LI .
Californians. had attended a community college, and 106 campuses enro%}ed

_one college and thirty students. By 1985, almost half of-atl adult

, , | - f . -
nearly three-%ourths of all s tudents attending public postsecondary

institutions. . o
The m18§io§§:3f the community colleges were reviewed by the legisiatate in
1919, 1947, 1955, and 1960. These reviews identified and endorsed the

cémprehensive missions pursued“by'the cgllegés today ——‘fransfer, voca tional
. : A L " a S : >
e?ucation, remediation, and adult and communityléducétion. Among these

_ : _ )
missfions, however, relative priorities have varied over timg, and rapid

college growth in tﬁe 1960s and 70s was achieved largely through the expansion

of community and adult education, and programs fqr part-time s:ﬁdents

)’ ' : . b X -
interested in os%&ining or improving work skills. : Following the passage of
‘ . f . N Ve . .

Propogitionllé ih“}QZ§p=the co}legeé also becameflargely's:ate—suppcrted

-institutions for the{first'timeé These and other changes over the lgst two
- At t

decades have caused magy observers to call for a reassessment.of the role And

¢
\ -~

fnture of the community colleges. Hhat miézions and prinrities should the

colleges have, and who should they serve? How should they be governed and
financed? How could their edupational programs be strgggthehed?

« S -

Thgs report is aimed at helping to inform discgssions of these issues by

describing key aspects of college 3perations’and providing a.broad assessment

. : N
of college progréms and services. The report adéresses questiOns of finance

and governance, descrihes student and faculty characteristics, *énd reviews: the;

colleges' transfer, vocational, and remedial education programs. S tudy
. : - ‘

) findikgsjéfe based on interviews with almost 4Q0 respondents at 33 colleges; a
~ R ~ ’ ~ N

-

H



review and synthesis of available data and literdture; discussions with expert

paneligtg in five key’!ésue{areagg an -bpinion survey conducted dwong a broad
~ -‘\ . } ) .

cross-section of knowdedgeable obser§ers;'and interviews with seleétgd‘.
. ; . 3

-

“~
-

LY

communi ty céllegekleaderé; academic and government agency exparts, and members

of the Sacramento pelicy community. : ' ) . .
, . .
a = - ‘ { ’ ’ \
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. II. GOVERNANCE
. N - . .P ft.‘» ’
Community colleges began as extensioas of.aigh schoolg, and were

ofigioaily governed by 1ocalréleﬁéntarg:gccondaryJschool boa:da.‘rBy the earlj

1370s, the colleges had broken away from the Kiiz systems aadfwereggoverneg‘in
\\aeparate districts b§ tﬁeir;own boards of trustees. These boards set 1ocai

giopcrty taa ratcsgand estabiisﬁedidistrict gadgets, hired district staff; and

ma?% educational policy for their districts. In 1967, the 'Sta'te Board of

‘._
Goveraord'and Oﬁfice of the Chancellor were created to coordinate policy for

»t
the districts and providc them with administrative support. Thus, the

»commcaitéxcolleges_have*traditionally been governed ;; locally édtoqgmoua
}districts,\ﬁsose authority was not challcngcd by the syatem‘s weak state
administrativé\agency. - ’ |

‘ Since the oaiaa;e of Proposition 13 in 1978, authority has shif ted froa

. teiag'largely Iocé{\to largely shared‘amoag local trustees, tﬁe Board of

2t

—

Goverﬁors, and the lagislature. The most obvious change has- been the ¥

! L
assumptioa by the legialature of authority for thc allocation and distribution
\
\ *
of resources; neither local trustees nor the Board of Governors control the

amognt'og moneg that each‘college receives, At the same time, the Bdard's

authori ty has grown conaiderably over the last seven ycars, and is

&

increasingly exerciséd.in areas

' .
TRis haa created areas of overlapping authority be tween the Board of Governors

N

¢

and fSE—thrustees, leading many stndy informants %o conclude that improyed

consultation and coordination are needed. Thcsc informants felt that local-
state relations gould become increasingly strained if the Board moves to
« . )

] N ¢ N

¢

. .
that had'been reserved to local prerogative. ).



& .

¢
increase the scope of its authority b;er college acg&émic progr;ms, whose
chayaéter is now still left largely to-lo;él éistfetion.

L{neé of accountagbility in this system are not clear. Thé legislature can

hold the colleges accountable only in the broadest sense, and while local

trustees are in theory acéagn:able to their electorates, they are increasingly

-

regulatéd by a statéAagenc;. - The Board of Governors is in turn accoﬁntgb}e to
ﬁpe}l&§islature} buq'hagﬁlimgted ability to enforce policy ag}thé locél levei'
‘(e.g., i{ /has no duthority to hire é; fire local personnel). We found broad

. ) - : .
aéreeqént ébqu icmﬁunity'caliege,personnel th§t this system of governance x

does not .work efficiently, but no consensus on what changes should be made.

. .. We found, in sum, that both local trustees and the State Board of

Governors lack key elements of the’qép&city to govern.* ‘As a consequence, key
" decisions affecting.the colleges are ofteg-made by the étate?iegislature -
*i.e., in the political arena. 'This has.furth%f weakened local autonomy, and

¢
has clouded the issue of where leadership resides. -

. ~ )
. . . - » -

— .. /
- A
- » _a
‘ &
e, f:
*This situatien appears to be unique o California: 2%yéicéily, states with
locally elected boards also have local taxing and budget allocation authority;
states with centrally funded systems tend to have local boards appointed by
central authorities. - . . i B '
] :
. 11 ‘ .-
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\\\ III.: FINANCE AND EXPENDITURES . "
,‘ . ‘\_\. o _
~ v . ) 1 - v
Th¢ community colleges are {insneed primarily- through state
4 . - . -\ ' . B . . \‘.,
appertionnents, with coptributions from local revenues derived from property .7
~ o ’

f

*‘h-\ggnes and student fees. The state determines the emount of revenue that each -
\

: ‘ X . »
disttict is to receive, subtracts locally generateﬁ revenue from this total,

and makes up the differenee through the state apportionment. Since botntloeal‘

H“ t

texes end student fees age also set by the state, the effect is one o

complete -state fipancing. ’ BT -

Cslifocnis spend$ more on community eelleges, relative to its weslth, thdn -
almes:kkny other state in thé nation. But uhile state support of commnnity ‘ ,FJ .
eolleges has increased over the last deeade, this inerease has-not been enough
to foset fully the reduction ié‘lneel revenues brought abont gngroposition #ﬁ ;1 L el

13, coupled with the effects of infls}ion. This overall decline in state

-

support has led to the eliminatjion of courses that the state has no longer

» L - ' .
wanted to support, but has also caused other, more far-reaching cuts fn - .~ . ./

services, inclnding additfbnal course reductions, staff layoffs, and, -
eliminstion of some connseling and sssessment programs. Table 1 shews :

commnnity colleges revenues, in current and constant dollars, frnm 19?6 77
through the Governor's budget proposal for 1985-86. -t : 5

& ' : ‘ . . ) ' .

ot

e S
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¢

Tt

PExc ludes- funding for the Ghancellor's Office
btncmdes state pr‘cper?y tax and manda#acy student fees

s

“includes canbined state and federat granfs, counfy incame,; food service revenue§, fees for cunmnﬁy Service courses. non—residenf

fuifkm . R

revenues, foﬁ'ery revenues, and other mtscet Eaneous revenues :
Adjusfed by the GNP deflator for sfafe “and tocaf governmnf pur chases

eEsﬂmafed . o
Pragosed . : A ‘ )

.o~

.

<

tA

s T . .t i - v
. b ‘ . - . R . . - . -t
‘{? . ) . . - . [ '_ b {§
. f)r-ﬂ"‘ . o * .- B i “‘.. - ] . f -~ -
o - ' \ TABLE 1 | ' . o )
' ‘ * > . & g R . ":‘ .
g . L " CALIFORNIA con-mnm cou.eees SR .
: . o * TOTAL REVENYES® ) v o f
. ) . = A S . (Doltars In Nit!tans) ‘ - -
G /‘ T © ot Total
X Total . . ”’f . ’ v Revenue
- . State -~ o . Total State & | . Per
. . . ) nd  .Average ~Total State &  Local Funding A t .. Totat ' ADA in \
. Local *  Staste ° 'Locst  Dally . Local Funding . Per ADA in® Fedaral’.  Dther * Total Revenue 1976-77
‘ JYeoar | Sourcesd Ald ﬁmdtng_ Attendance  "Per ADA 1976-77 Dol tarsd ‘A1d " Revenue® Reveniue Per ADA Dol rars®
. R ! . \ S E ' i . MR ' - . A ‘
197677 - 668.0 484,27 1,152.2 721,884 1,596 ~ “1,%6 . 193.1 " 11047 '1,366.0 1,802 1,892
1977-78 778. 1 524.7 1,302.8 718,303 1,813, 1,686 - S 115.7 96.7 1,515:2° 2,109 1,964,
197879 . 360.8, 838.8 1,200.6 - 635,372 1,890 - 1,625 1995 P 120.9  1,421.0 2,237 1,923
) 1979-86 - 295.4 1,027.0  1,322.4 670,623 §,972 o 1,545 121.8 - 164.6- 1,608.8 .2,399 1,880
. - 1980-81 . 347, 1,119.5 1,8467.3 725,514 ., . 2,023 % Y 1,846 138,30 - "201.8  1,807.0. "2;49% - 1,781"
o 198182 _416.4  1,104.3 -1,520.7  750,715" 2,026 Lt 1,344 116.0 228.0 «1,864.7 2,484 . 1,648
1982-83 413,3  1,086.5 1,499.8 728,856 2,058 1,280 104.5 250.2 1,835.0 2,518 1,566
1935«348 423.1 - +1,074,7 1,497.8 ~ 665,166° 2,252 =AL318 102,0, » 230.2 1,830.0 . 2,751 1,611
1984852 535.7  1,119.2 ©.1,654.9 640,690°. . 2,477 1,371 97.0 23042 .'1,982.1 3,094 .. 1, 7:2 . ;{
N " 1985-861- 584.0 ~ 1,169.3 1,753.3 652,000° 2,583 1,355 . 92.0 . 266.2  2,111.5 3,239 1 595 %‘
, Cumulative Change ,x:f . . T ' -
» - s * a .
o T Amoynt V1532 685.1  601.1  -69,884 987 ‘ ~243 ~11.1 155.5 ©  745.5 1,347 . -196 )
L Percent -22,9 141,5 52,2 -9.%- 61.8° -15.2 -10.8 140.5 54,6 71,2 -10.4
@ ' ‘- - . . ¢ . A f ) -
Source: Flnancial Transactlons of- School’Distrlcts, Governor's .Budget - {various years)
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- The conmunity colleges are € ded on the basis of student classré?m '

s, - - .

attendance,* and we found considerable evidence that one impact of this
ot ,.~‘fundingrfonigla has beerd an erdsion of program quality. With income tied to. .
+ ’ " . - oL ) L
R - N . . . B ) *
attendante, the colleges haqgfﬁag strong incg§tives to emphasize popular - o~

-

courses that are inexpensive to offer, and to refrain from of fering advanced,

- . Y - o’

" high—quality courses that do‘npt;gttraét.large dumbers .of students.’ Course . . "~ =,
. ;'E . : ’ . - . . T . ‘
standards and instructional quglity -have also suffered as a result of an

. 0}

A L . NN . K
, emphasis on‘aftrac%ing large numbers of students to§§hrol¢, regardless of

=

gheir'leﬁel‘?f pfeparétien. S } “A : T »" . e
.ImportAant changes in ccmmimity college funding formulks have been made a ¥
. - . - - , .
number of times over the last decade. The frequency of these changes, and the

&

~ (common) dnavailabilitonf»informatiodwébcuf final appropriétidn levels until
well 1nt§ the school year, have madé)both short and long term plannihg

T e . . " LN "\
difficult, and have discouraged the development of new or innovative programs

& o~ . -

whose qualification for fnndiﬁg support is often uncertain}F
| . S ,
There is substantial variation among districts in expenditures per ADA.

These spending differences are not, for the most part, based on actual

dif ferences in costs and needs; they are largely driven by state fusfing
t’ . ) . 1 ‘ ‘ .

" formulas put in place.in the wake of Proposition 13. This has

'—»»r-*&"" .

dtstricts particularly underfunded relative to their needs

T " *The funding formmula allocates dollars on tpé basis of ADA (average daily
attendance), which is defined in terms of ghe number of hours a student is
under the immediate supervision of a certdficated instructor. By contrast,
student FTE (full-time equivalent), whigh is a basis for UC and CSU funding,
is defined in tems of the number of ademic credits students are enrolled
for, and is not directly related to instructor supervisign.

| ‘ : /’ ‘ "N

~N

<7 N
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t

s

the instructianal costs of different‘kipéé»of programs. - Available da ta also
A , ’

sugges: that currént provisions figffﬁnding capital expendbtures ﬁay be

—

ollege needs. An'spparently heavy district

«

insufficient to meet qammunity
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», a IV. THE STUDENT CONTEXT .

"
N . . ,
- . . v - N
* - -
, .

\Jhen the pelifornia Master ?lan for Righey’ Edueation was written in 1960,

Y N N '3

R § hed doubled agaln to more than l 2 million. Slnee 1981 both credlt end ‘

e

‘ ‘S&rollment growth was about 236 000 The difference —-‘nome 21 500 stndents,‘

&

‘there‘weee néerly 300 OQO s tudents enrolled for credit ln‘the community

-

colleges;. By 1969, credit enrollment hed doubled to some 600,000, eed hy 1981

Q

:a:at enrollment havé decIined sllghtly. S b

v

.. : Slnce %9?3 non-credit (edult edneetion) enrollment hes remelned feirly .

"ﬁ

*

constant, aueraglng nbot{t 14 percexgt of all enrollment. Thus, ebout-SSG

r

‘ pene!nt oﬁ“the total enrollment 1ncreese,over the last decade hes cond frun

-

students Qenrolled for eredﬂ.i ‘Over this perlod,/ the number of’ part-tine

credlt students inereesed by epproximetely 257 000 whereas total eredit
g )

-

~- {s :actoynted for by a decline in full-time cfedit enrollment. ln other?-
words, almost all of ‘the lncreese ln’communlty cﬁllege enrollment over the
'last decade - hes been the result of an increese in the number of pert—time .

e
led. Figure l-illustrntes these ohangesa

credlt students enr

Community college students are older, on average, than tgelr_léwer
division counterpar\ts at UCQqr CSU ,‘ .but‘ the age proflle for full-time
community eollege‘students 1s similar to that for l6wer ?lvlslon uc end éSU .
students. Olde; students {30 years of age or older)\ioﬁnunt forymore than
half of all students who enroll part—time in the‘ commnnlty colleges ~and the
great mejorifty of all students .regardless of ege, botn work and attend

school.

-»
O
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. " Figure 1

.o COMMUNITY COLLEGE R

FULL- AND PART-TIME

"+ CREDIT ENROLLMENT .
- 1973-74 -- 1983-84 /
ke .
R ST, ' P ‘ o
B S e - .
o \‘ﬂ ' . "\
. N S ‘ . . . r o R
000™s. | . TR - .
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73 74 75 ‘76 77..78 79 8 81 82 83

Sourte: Catharnia Postsecondary Education Co-ntssion,
Student Data File.
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Data on the.ethnic distribution of students in the three segmehts of .

California higher education is reporteé in camparable form only for the two

years 1976 and 1982, These data show. that betneen these twa yesrs there was a
- . . §

_seven percen: fhczéase in minq:ity énrallment at the,eommunity celleges, more

- w I

o } than half of which tqok prace among Asian students. Over the saﬁe period, :ﬁé
" proportiom of Black and'ﬁispanjc student en:allment grew more rapidiy at the

.
1 -

communi ty colleges than a’pither UC or CSU. " In 1982 their combined
.’

- proportion of en:ollment was more than twice as great at the community“

colleges as at UC,;and mote ;han;half:again»as great as at CSU. Their

communitfnéallege enrollment has déclineé sharply over the last two years.
; ’ . :'.1;' l\ s

el Inde,gendent surveys conducted in 1978 and 1984 show that in both years,

RS ) .

abeat ane-third cf\all students expressed interast in transferring to four

} N N

' year instﬁtuticns, whereas the proportion of stnéan:s expressing interest in A'
vocational training grew substantg?é}y over- this period from 35 5 percent in
.1978 to 50 percent in 198& The Eindings of our fieldwork ‘conf irmed this .

s(ez‘ficant increase in student interest in vocational education, which has

_been accompanied at many cSiLeges by declining enraliments in liberal arts

H

. and/or social science courses. : -
Many colleges t%st entering students in English and mstﬁéma;ics; some use

the tests, to determine what English or mathemifics‘éourses a student is

]

-

allowed to attend. Very few collgges‘use such tests. to determine whether

students will be allowed to enroll in other courses requiring English oﬁ
ma thematics skills, \ 0

Most colleges require only a few student contacts with counselors. For

-

the most part, students must take the initifative in deciding that they need,

. ‘ .

"and then finding, appropriaif counseling assistance.

d" _ : t ) - 11”\ , 19
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Tougher snjdeut amdemic’standardsg were promulgated.by the Board of .

Governors in 1981 and 1983, but no data exist on the overall im;ﬁact of”"s:h_esg

*
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. o - ] : V. THE TRANSFER MISSION
. : -
2 ‘ R ’
' 2
v The preparation’of students for transfer to four-year institut ions is one
) . of .the oldestqnissions of the coammunity colleges, and was particularly

- emphasized by the 1960 Master Plan for. Higher Education. An exam%nation of

:ransfer‘rates over thne shows that transfers canputed as a percentage of

«total cfeéit enrollment peaked in 1972-73 at 8.6 percent, and &eclined T -

N -
* a

‘\vsteadily to a 1981-82 low of, 4.1 percent, a drop of more than 50 percent.

Because recent studies have shown that most transfer students have

¢

- : ’-attended cammunity colleges og 8 full-time basis, we also looked at transfer
.rates for'full—time*stndenCS only. Here, the difference betwean a 1973-74

;%ransfe: rate of 19.5 percént adé‘tbe low rate'gf 16.6 percent in 1982-83
represented a decline of 15 percent. Finally, we éompﬁted'tfansfer rates
. - between 1@72—73 and 1983—84 as a proportion of high schaol gradustes who
entered community cdlleges two years earlier. These xaqsg were considerably
: ‘higher than those computed in other ways -- av‘emgi_ngf %46 percent -= and were
fairly'stable over this éegadé;' Tia;e 2 shows thege_data.* '
. In arder‘ to assess the meaning of these transfer rates, we looked at the
3 ’ o . ' . R
. level and rate of ;ransfer tgn years ago, and asked what'degree of éransfef
ac;ivity Qight reasonabiy be expected in Iighé of changes since then in the
numbers and charactériétics Afncommuniti college sﬁpéents; ‘we found'LQat:
o Community college énroil;ent growth over tﬁe last decade
has been mostly dile. td an increase in the number of part-

- time studgnts, who transfer at only one-third the rate of
full—time students (see Section IV)

L

.

.t * R .
: *There is substantial variation in transfer rates. across community college
.. campuses. In Fall 1983, for example, 25 colleges each transferred fewer than
10 students to UC, and 18 colleges accounted for slightly more thaﬂLlef of
all UC transfers. - ’

t +
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Source: Californié Postséconéary Education Commigsion Data.
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TABLE 2 . .
, RATES OF TRANSFER TO UC AND CSU
A Transfers as % of :
P H.S. Graduates.
~ - .- Full-Time - Entering
Total ° - ° Total Credit Credit CC 2 Years _
Year Trdnsfers Enrollment Enrollment Previously
1969-70 48,421 8.0 .
1971-71 54,411 . 8.3 '
1971-72 59,143 .| 8.5 .-
-1972-73 " 60,985 . 1. 7 8.6 RN 47,1
1973-74 59,528 I 7.0 19.5 - . 46.2
1974-75 58,957 i 6.2 - 18.5 48.3
1975-76 60,919 i 5.5 . 16.3 51,2
1976-77 58,353 %E. 5.4 17.7 - 48.8
1977-78 57,551 s 5.2 18.0 45.4
1978-79 53,623 Y 5.1 '18.8 44 .4
1979-80 51,975.. % 4.7 18.2. 42.1 -
198081 52,077 #; 4.6 . 18.5:°. . 44.3
1981-82 50,061, Jg* 4.1 17.0 . 42.6°
1982-83 50,537 e 4.3 6.6 - .43.4
1983-84 58,031 3 4.7 17.6 * 46.6 .

»
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o Recent high school gredua;gs'et the community colleges have C s
a high propensity to' transfer, but the number of high _
¢ school graduates attending community colleges declined over N
- this perfod due to a decline in the totdl number of e
students graduating from high school. - Figdres 2 and 3 = *
£llustrete these declines. SR .
t K - . P
o The number of high school éraénates en}ollingkéirectly at "
UG or CSU has grown substantially (see Figure 4). Given '»
‘ the sharp deg}ine in the total number of high school ‘
graduates ove
high school gradcetes going directly to UC or. CSU has gone
,«up more rapidly than has their rate of enrollment at those
t institutions. At the same time, the prcportion of such
graduates attending the commumity colleges heé remained
fairly stible. This suggests that the proportion of UG-
and CSU-eligible high school graduates attending community
. colleges has been declining, i.e., ‘there has been a drop in
. the number of, comqmumity college students who are both |
capable of and committed to transfering to four—-year ;f;
institutions. Recent independent studies have reached’

-

similar conclusions. .

o The proportion of students expressing an interest in
vocational gducation rose sharply between 1978 and 1984, .
from 35.5 p8rcent to S0 percent. There may therefore be a

; » somewhat smaller pool of students who are poteptial »

. candidates for tramsfer. ] , ﬂ_. )

L «
>

"In sum, we found that declines in both the number and rate of -transfers

-

oveg the lest éecade are about what might be expected, given changes ovgr this

. \

period in the numbers and cheracteriséics of community collegefgtncents.
- Expectations besed strictly.on tpé’historical record,‘yézever, @ay
underestimate the‘pcteqtial number of studerts who could transfer to foﬁr—yeer

institutions., This is particularly true for minor{ty'students.

L :
In 1983, minorities comprised 39 percent of community college students,

but only 28 perceet of the transfers. The proportion of Black end Hispanic

t
stndents who transferred to UC and CSU in_1982—83 was ebcut helf as great and

-

two—-thirds as great, respectively, as the proportjion of white or Asian -
. . | .
students who transferred. - ‘ ) {'
¥
N - %
\ . » , i
\ B -
23 .

this period (Figure 2), the proportion of , \ﬁc\;\

¥

e
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S ' j/’ - Figure 2 o
‘ ’ " NUMBERS OF STUDENTS GRADUATING , /

~~“FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH-SCHOOLS - ‘
« ° " 1970-1882 : - - ‘ -
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data
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We found that community college transfer étudepts who had origfnally‘been

; !ﬂigible “to attend UC or CSU directly from high s¢h001 have performed about as
o ‘ ¥

C§
well at these insﬁinxtiqns as the studﬁnts who did enrcll there after

'cdmpleting their high schdol educations. ‘Transfer students whé'had not
E . f

. originally beeneeligible to attend UC or CSU had somewhat ‘lower achievement.

» *

A number'of problems at the communi;y calleges currently impede L

-

-
-

; imp;qvéments‘in trans fer eéuqation: ’

. o - -
¥ .

. -

o Pfograms for pfavidid%}speciai assistance  to minerféy

T - students ate telatively we%g, despite notable efforts at
‘ some colleges. : . ‘ e

«

. ! .
. . . oo »
-

* 0 \Counseling and assessqenﬁ ef forts ‘remain under-s&%%g%ted. I ‘
o 'Course standards havé ofténwbeen lowered in order to,
; - ma-intain or incred%euenrollments (see Section III).

“

o The process of a:ticulat;on and coordination with four—yéar'
R , . campuses is of ten uneven.

- X

f“.‘
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" has been created 1n.California, offering a wide variety of edusdation,
: - C , . i : 9

training, counseling, placement and :elatediem

-

.

V1. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND JOB TRAINING
N - .~ ’

-
-

* -

.

ployment preparatdon

- A large publicly-supported vocational educétien‘and job training industry -

[

services.*’ AtJléastbseventeen d{fferent programs for adults are,authorizéd,

rfoperated,‘funded or administered by the stéte, éf which only three serve thg-

w-geéetal pubLic: community college vocational progsgms;'adult educa tion

-
(3

tﬁroughatﬁe secondary schools, &nd apprenticeship training..

J

1

N The communicy‘collegé programs are by ;ar the ia:gest source ofxgmployﬁent

- rs

preparation, g%@lﬂost 500 different program titles and more tham 5,200
. 3 = 4 ) :

seﬁarate‘programs,; About half oé all cammunity_gollege students are enrolled :

o

in vocational or job training coﬂééqs. The great majority of these students

\

are enrolled_part—iime to learn or upgrade §ob skills, rather than earn a

certificate or degree; at.least fifteen percent of "these stugents already hold

-

' involve "self-study” with little independent validstion; there are

iy dvachelors orAadvaheed degrees. . . :

¢

P

t evaluations of community college7§acatioﬁsl'education progranms

.

virtually -

no objective data on program effectivenass. Based on our site interviews,

panei di{scussions, ques
¢ Y BN "

<

\ . o . ’
©  available published materials, we found that:

o ﬁbstrcolfhges have spent Yefg little on facilities-upkeep

and repair over the last seven years, and much voca tional

' program equipment {s obsolete.’ According to one estimte

{t would cost 150 millieom dollars to bring this equipment
up to date.

3

—

3

LY

tionnaire responses, dnd an extensive review of

t

*"Voca tional educatién“ generally refers tq training in skills that can be
useful 'in many work situations, whereas “4ob training” usually concentrates on
skills that are useful only to one employer or a small group of employers.

Yy

L3

-
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0 State credent{aling rules of ten make it difficult for
colleges to hire the best available vocational
instructors. For example, a social scientist who {s an
expert.on organizational communication may not teach a, . N
business communications class wi.thout obtaining a business )

: 1nstructct s credenti{al., “ :

[

K Many instructo:s - particularly partitime instructors ‘who
.~ are employed (or have recently been employéd) in industry
' . - bring state-of-the-a¥t knowledge to the classroom. . Some
) ‘instructors, hqwever, teach for ysaf® without keeping up
with their fields or improving their: teaChing skills.

- o Approximately three—fourthq of all vocational education
" instructors are part-time. They generally do not &
participate in curriculum development or. test and equipment
selection, and do not have of fice hours for students. ' They
receive less supervision and evaluation than full-time,
faculty, do not have office space or clerical support, and
- have salarieg and benefits that are lower than those of ‘
¢ " full-time instmctors. . IR
a In newer, more teehnical fields, good faculty are of ten
. hard to find and keep because the colleges cannot match
high industry salaries..

-0 Reliable data on the backgrounds of senior administrators - -
are not avaflable; historically, they have had backgrounds .

in the lideral arts.. Few administrators ‘appear to have had
experience in any of the occupations for which their
_campuses train g%ﬁigﬁts The Chancellor's Office has A
recently been criticized by»§n independent study for poor , -
management of- vocational services. ~ ‘

- In addition: to vocational education, many ccmmunﬁtﬁ\;olleges are involved
in programs that providetépeC£f{cAjob training for local igdustry‘(e.g.,-

through. the Employment Training Panel, the Jobs Training Paftnership Act, or

.- perforMance-based contracts with iﬁddbtry). These p}ograms cq@pete with

regular vocational programs for campus fesources, and are controversial at
L] . . .

& ‘Q £
many colleges. We found that in both .job training programs and some broader

voca'tional programs,fa~ﬁ5ﬁﬁér»o§ colleges had developdd cqopeggtive ventures

# t

. with business and industry that were regarded bj both the academic and

Vd

business commiriities as productive and successful.
- € B ‘s w{‘
o A ‘ AR

o 29\ . A .
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In general,; despite the problems summarized above, college faculty and

. ) ) b )Q ¢
. administration commonly viewed vocational programs as among the most effective
‘on their campuses. ",§ ‘ - .
- ' ’ ) e . v . - . -

[y

" >

As part of our stady of vacational education, we alsc assesged the kinds "

I

- of skills and knouledge that are likﬁ}gﬁtc“ﬁép;equired of workers over the | ;
next twenty—five years.\A‘ ;?ﬁf . - b ¢ * _ e .
‘We found that while mst jobs £n the future will not ve ta high—tec.h - ¢

4

- occupations, those that are will require new.skillg, as will the dﬁfquion of
’ high—tech equipment throughout the economy.: The ma intenance of automngted
- - 4 ".
manufacturing processes will req%ire workers who are able to learn

‘ COntinuously in ordet to cope with peteqt}ally costly or dangerous unexpected

failnres of autamatic~machinety, and groqing employee involvemeat in decision-

-~

making will increase the demand for’ employees who can learn new skills, work

‘with other people, and conceive new ideas. ‘

-

In short, workers in the: future will need to have g high level of general

#

competence, including the ahility to learn, to solve. p:oblemsx and to- adapt to

-

Y

changing working conditiens. A.tecent indepen&ent study found that Ametican
corporations are now spending approximstely 40 billion: dollars a year to
educa te their wcrke{s, largely in these very skills.

-

Much of the current effort i vocational programs focuses on specific

£ .

¢

+vocational skills or training tqilefed to particuiar jobs. These programs
usually do not gddress the cqgggtencies that will be required .in the future

for job security and advancememt, and for the maintenance of a-competliive

»
B

gconémy.l A : -

- iy ! ﬁ . >
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7’ : T« :
s : .~ VII. REMEDIAL EDUCATION
Voo . ) . .
At the post-secondary level, remedial education refers to the process of .

. " . ‘
preparing students for college-level work. Amgng the community colleges,
- widespread varfation in the.definitfoh of what eonstltutes college level work Y
is aecunpanied‘by equally}great variation in the kinde of courses that are -

[

. defined as reaedial (For example, UC and Ccsu hsve develsped standardized

skill, requirements linked to procedures for assessing the skills of entering
. \
freshman, whereas the cemmunity celleges have no such standardized entryr

o assessment system, ) While.it is thereﬁore}difficult to‘obtsin an accirate .: P
estimate of the true scope of remediel education needs among commdhity college

- N
students, 1ndependent analyses eompleted\in 1981 suggest that at least 60

A

percent of. the students who enrolled in that year«ﬂ&r six or more units per’

ty

‘term were not ready for college-level work in at least one academic area,

~ ) S

" There is also significant variation.among colleges serving diffetent .

- . . o . T

commnnities. The remedial needsrof some students, psrticularly those in 1erge‘ ' ‘ ‘-.Qg

urbat:olleges, appear to be much greate: than average. .

<

About half of all English and mathenatics classes 1n 1981 were cl¥ssified

N #

.as remedial; these ard other remedial elasses were estimated to account for
‘ \ e

about fdve pereent of the stafewide kommunity college workload’ (though ag

«

noted above, remediel ectivity as a proportion of total instruetionel effort o
is likely to be much higher at some eelleges) Partial data collected since

1981 fndicate that remedial enrollments have been growingl While no study has

!

been made of  the reasons for this growth, the most likely factors include:

-

o Improved information about the skill levelsg of entering .-
*s tudents, as asgessment pregrams Peve expanded; C

[3

0 The decline in high schook standards during the 19?95 and
- early 80s} ’ . 1 . .

A} . » . -

.~
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-

o A cap on the growth of K-12 adult.schgel programs, which

may have made community college programs the only availahle
option in some communities;

'
A larger proportion of under-prepared high school graduatesf
attending cammunity celleges (as described in Section V),}
and -
: R

-

. Growing numbers of returning adults seeking basjic’ skills

training.. : , Yo
! _»Q_ b .

College pétsonnel interviewed in our study believe that, on the whole,
R - v N

their assessment proceéﬁres and remedial programs are effecti%e in improviag

-

- R .
. . i

stnden;.écﬁdemic skills. .Heweyen,rthe,lack of comparable, consistent

-~

*

evaluation practices makes it impossible to judge the overall effectiveness of
- :

‘*LA



VIII. FACULTY ot

-

Unlike oth#r segments of Califernia.hiaﬂgt education, the ccmmuhity.

coileges have traditionally employed large numbers of part-time faculty; in -~

-

1983-84, there were some 16,000 full~ET@e and 23,000 part-time staff.
According'tc Chancellor's Office data, full-time feculty‘employment has been

&

“relatively steble,bﬁhereas the employment of pért*time instrﬁctors has more
<losely followed budget changes over the last decade. Since 1977, nine out of

ten faculty laid off have eeen"pert:time; by 1983rt§eir numbers hed decreased‘

nearly 36 percent. , - 4 |
Enll—time faculty tend te be.older than their part—t;me counte:parts, and

their average age hes heen increasing. Mere than half cf them have been |

employed in the same district for more than 10 years. Hany of our expert

panelists felt that faculty burnout is a gkowing problem; this ¥iew tends to'k

be supﬁorted by the data on faculty age and experience.
.State data collected in 1981 show that most part-time and almost half of

full-time faculty work at other jobs in addition to their primary teaching

2

~

et\i:gnments. For three out of five part-time inftructors, these are full-time

ond jobs. Six percent of the full-time faculty -- almost 1,000 instructors

l

-- also. reper;éd holding down ether full-time jobs.
.- Although fall—time faculty in 1983-84 accounted for about 40 petcent ‘of

the instructional stdff, they carried almost 70 percent of the faculty
. ,
workloag. As noted in Section VI, most full-time but very few part-time
o .
faculty are required to have office hours for students and part~time faculty'

h

do na{bordinarily participate in campus-widc course and program development,

*

curriculum selection, or other‘planning activities,

[
A
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Inbccnc:asaﬁso UC and CSU, Ehere is no statewide salary schedule for
cammunity college faculty. Their salary schedules, which vary widely from
district to district, are baaed on the same+compensatiah princtples as thosa
used in the elementary and secondary schools, with salary levelg tied to leyel
of educa tion and number af years of district servica.y

Full—time facnlty salaries in the community colleges compare, favorably, on
average, with those paid to faculty at CSU, ang are about 20 percent below the

average faculty salary at UC. Between 1975-?6 and 1983~8A average fufi—time

faaulty salaries declined about 1} percent in real dollars. Theag average

figures mask cansiderable ‘variation among éistriets. In 1983-84, there was a’

r , A
37 percent difference (about $10,500) between ave:age salaries paid to full-

time faculty in the highest and-lowes t-paying districts. Faculty who wish to
~ ‘ ? . )
move between districts must take these differenced into account, and must’
- \» ’ .

' negotiate their starting sa}aries with their new employers, who may not allow

salary schedule credit for some prior years of aerv;ce.in other districts.
Part-time faculty are paid by the hour; their wages average about 38 percent

o

of full-time faculty salaries. N : ' cm : {;}
- In order to teach aycredit class ia thé.community-colleges, an instructor
must obtain a credential in one of 76 subject areas. To teach felﬁted but
different subjects a credential for each subject must bp obtained and many
part- and full—time ataff hold multiple credentials. California appears to be
alone in :eqhiring formal sta;e~credentials for‘community college instructors.

Fa}l—time community college faculty may become tenured in two years; their

job security (layéff notice, dismissal, rehirirg) rights are similar to those

. enjoye& by faculty in the K-12 schools.” According to many ®f our panelists

ang ether informants§ some of the;e rules can result in inefficient personnel
practices, -"Bumping” i{s an example that was often cited: In the évent of
. &
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staff layeffs;‘a'facuity member with little or no teaching

-

experiénce in a

- A

subjec:_ifea, but,with'a.credential\in that area and seniority, may replace

(“bhméfb!a Iégp §eﬁiqr faculty memSer who has been teaching that éﬁbject

competently fot:gome time. o Py
-
" There is virtually no independent state support for professional
development by community college facult&, and cdllegé support of these

activitieé has generally declined over the last several years as budgets have

tightened. Most faéul;y and administratprs-we inteég;iewed nef&rthelessa
considered pyofessional development an essential activity ﬁhat should have

high priority. A wide vafiety of sueh activities still occur, but we féund

-

that they are rarely coordinated with campus long-range program planning, nor

are they usually planéed to take advantage of 1nfoxmktion/frém faculty

-
L

evaluations.

We found that part-time instructors were often valued because of the

current knowledge and skills they typically brought from recent work Y

experiences. At the same time, many informants expressed concern that part-

[

times faculty were less prepared to :eacﬁ the critical thinking or abstract *

, reasoning skills-necessary for advanced level coyrses.’ On the whole, .

:

' respondents estimated that from one-fourth to one—thfrd.of the'fu)l-tﬁneb

faculty were burned out or had other serious problems, with a like proportion

juég!ﬁ to be well above average in subject knowledge and geéching‘skills. The
. - : » 9

balance of the faculty were generally assumed to be doing-a ?ompetent but not

A

outstanding job; These instructors were believed to be the ?riﬁe candidates

for programs of professional develophent aimed at improving subject competence.
. E

or pedagogical skills. There are no evaluation data fhat could yigld”

ko
independent, system-wide estimates of overall staff quality.
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"IX. CONCLUSIONS
Lk |

The findings summarized in this volume, and présgnted in mcre‘detail in

Volumes 2 ‘and 33 show the community colleges to'be\uhusually flexible
ihstftutions with Eheigapacity to adapt quickly to local néeds. They have

+

many effective —- and some outstanding -—~ programs, and for the mosg part, a

competent ‘and dedicgted professional staff. And they have a long ttadition of

commitment to educational opporfun}ty for all students. This tradition has

. ¥

been a strbné source of staff motivation to improve educational 'programs and

I

gtudent services.

L]

g‘€‘ " The findings alsolshow thag the comnunity colleggs have a numbef‘df' 3
Sefious prpblems.g IA pafticulat: . - |
T o Transfer education could pé ﬁnpgcved )
: Y }
o '>'? C@unseling}an& agsessment programs are wéak / ‘ . . » ;
.hi EERP Programs of special assistance for underprepared:pinorities could be
s;rengthened
o Vocational .programs usually %mphaéize specgfic‘sﬁill trainiﬁg‘at the
o _ expense of broader ggmpetenc;es .
o Tﬁere a?e pfio common ;tanda§ds for remedial courses and requirements | — :
o Facultyfapuld bglmare eféectiveA -
. , At first, these tw§ sets of conclusions may a?pear'semgwhﬁt
’ - contradictory. With man§ cgﬁ?étegg and dedicateé stgff, theﬁéemanstrated -
ability to provide goad programs, and a strong tradition of publiz Servicg,> ’ -
' -

why ‘do the. tommunity c&ileges haw!usericus preblems? A-further inspection of

———

st‘éy findings reveals that a number of obstacles h&ve made it difficult for
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the colleges to‘utillze‘their streﬁgths és effectively as theytotherwige

might: B : o : ‘ o/
o The governancé ﬁrocess suffers frun éerious inéfficiences /g?
=

o] State finance formulas have created incenﬂives to weaken program
‘ g qualiﬁy ‘

o

co A‘ \ .
o Financial sdpport has declined, and allocatfon provisions and funding
levels have been uncertain from year to year

o " Academic standards vary widely 4 o o -
o Some perﬁoﬁnél rules are ineffiéient \ ’ g t ~,
o‘ Statewide in:%rsi/yéntal caordggation is weak ‘ .v . ' - ;
A?%Ti o Evaluation ard ether data’ are inadequite L y
s

It\is apparent frcm this analysis that the cclleges' strengths tend ta .be

found at the level of the indgk}dual campus or program, whereas many obstacles

to improvement are systemic, and are therefore more amen%ble to resolution at\~\\
i~ ) " R N R B ’ -
the state level —- by the legislature, the Board of Gavetq&?s,,and the

>

Chancelldr.

| Givgn,yhe great variety and d@#ersity‘of the«cqlieges;‘state level. - -

Y. , ' . / ‘
policies alone are unlikely to succeed in obtaining all the ilmproyements

* - desired. Individual districts andfcollegés could take many stepsvto improve.

L]
-

the‘quaiity of theirfprograms, and some.have done so. ﬁhat's more, withput

R —»

- the active suppdrt and constructive engagement of local college faculties and

administrators, system-wide policies are likely.to yield disappointing

results. Nevertheless, many key obstacles to improvement are susceptible to

state level policy intervention.

A
A o

The context in which the coanmunity colleges\operate has changed

dramatically since the last time their missions were reviewed twenty-five

years ago. The typical student now attends part-time, and of ten wands to

\ vy
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learn a skill and leave quickly for employment. This student is likely to be )
; . v ; s o : : ;
. . inadequately. prepared for college-level work, and needs help in order to N
&« * ; : | ’ ! ' )
benefit fully from college programs. If the studedt is Black or Hiqpanié;'%é .
‘_ or she may need more aeademie agsistance, counseling, and finaneial supécrt'
N than most other students.. - .
. ) - B - < ' . "lé ] . ‘ . . r
- Over the last decade, the cag?unity colleges have been adjusting to these B
‘ . - ‘ :_ - ‘ ’. N . ; ‘ - . ‘ ! ) }
o changes while simultaneously making the tiansition from local autonomy and

aecountability to more canplex fonms of gavetnanee and accauntability to a

Qe
-

wider public. These changes have come at a time of\-- and have in part been '; )

- *

. linked to -~ a squeeze on callege resources. In negotiating this transition,

the eommunity colleges have received mixed signals frpm the Ce}ifornia

¢

‘public. The colleges have been asked1to impose higher student standards, bu: !

told to continue to insure maximum access for all_students.' They have been L
. . ’ ot N . -
~criticized foriignoring the transfer funét%?n, but given strong flnancial v :

-~

incentives to weaken transfer programs and associated e;udent services. And

Atﬁey heve been encouraged to pursee all of“their traéiéionallmlseidﬁs; while . H *
being tole that they may be trying to ee\too much. Thus’.menyllocal;and stage*A
pelicies have been made without a clear sense of the system s priorfties. ,K , ‘
The study findings suggest that, with state leqdersbip in establishing |
system priorities and resolving ot}her obst‘&clesf and previéed strong local
' support is forthceming,hthe inherent streeéths;andiflexibilil& of ;ﬁe‘ ‘ . - -
‘commuﬁity colleges should ﬁake significant improvemen&s pessib;e.» .

\~.

~
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j | ’ "PREFACE = © " . .
; s “ ] SN ’ - » .
@ . - This s a report on the findings of a six-month study of Califomia's
. communi ty colleges sponsored 'by the Californie* Roun;xoteble, an organization of
s A . '
" senior executives of major California corporations. . T

;Q / '}.‘he Romdtable was awgre of recent concerns expressed ih meny% quarters

that: the oommunity eoneges wet:e exper:ieneing serions problems that oould be

R . -

A ‘ Adimioishing their effeetiveness. Particularly in lighte of t.he long=standing

. . :\ies f‘e:ween‘ the eommtmity eolleges and Celifomia business and industry, the
- ARoundeebIﬁoﬁght an independent smdy by disinterested analysts that would

examine available ‘evidenoe e_txd report ot:jective findings on the status and

. " overall cos t:-ef fectiveness of the colleges. The, lfonndtable cou;issioned

- ; v Berma;x, Weiler Associates to eo;duet the shtudy. s | ‘

. In order to insure the' independenee of the‘ stndy, "the Roundtable Ras

. , earefolly meintained an ame—length relationj() to the reseereh proeess,
,study fiodings are entirely t.he reeponsibilﬁty of Berman, Weiler Associatee.
.~, , | ?he. report is contained in three volumes, under the general heading, A
LN St:uoy of Califomia S. zommtmity Colleges: ., : >
‘ A V . Volume 1, SUMP_&ARY AND (X)NCLIISIQNS ‘
%‘ : : . Yolume é, FINDINGS Lﬂffj‘\>. S ’
* . §~Volume 3--,‘ APPENDIX »‘ ‘ ‘

. details and technical discussion, and Volume 1 summarizes key study. findings

S ¢ N ’
. . . N ‘ ) .
- and presents overall study conclySions. . .

Lo o ’ 1 / :

Thf§ volume presents «'or.oﬂed study findings. Volume 3 presents additional "

—

Y
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'I. COMMUNITY COLLEGES IN TRANSITION

. a INTRODUCTION

-
*

A dedate is téking shape in California over the future of the state's 106

¢

cchmunity colleges. What missiens should the calleges have, gnd -what clients

- should they se:ve? How mach state financial support should they receive, and

for what oses? -What is the most efficient.ﬁormula fortallocating these
- g -

" fund® to colleges with varying needs? How effective are thé-tollegep’
.edueational programs —- where do they need to be’gtrengthened, and how could
that be accaﬁplished? |

A Citizens Commission has recently been established to review the .

. i
California Master Plan. for Higher Edncation and report to a joinqﬁ§’gislative ‘

P,

committee, the first priority of ‘the Commission is an assessment of .the status

_ of the community colleges. The Commission willlﬁgk questions like those posed |
above, and many others, as part of its chgiter to help the legislature
‘ formulate policeies for Califomia s public postsecondary institutiens to the
end of the century and beyond. Wi thin the t;e.xt‘ two to three years, then, ﬁ\his
phase of the debate over the community colleges’ future may draw to a clase;
and new polities affecting th& colleges may be formulated. 7
This report is atmeé gt hglping to inggrm thefcurrent‘dgbate by describipg
keykaspects of current’g;mmunity college operations, and providing a broad _?

assessment of the effecti#enesé of community college prgérams and éerviqes.
v

The report focises on the following questions:

1. How are the colleges governed and how efficient is the cyrrent i
governance structure? :

S &



-
-

2. How does the community college finance system work, and how does this

system affect the colleges? \ ‘

’3. Who are the stndentAclients of the colleges, and haﬁ have théy

chianged over the last decadg? - . _ )

4. How do the colleges' most important programs function, and how
effective are they in broad terms? Do enough students . transfer?
What is the condition of remedial education? What are the key
features of the colleges' vocational programs, and what are the
implications for the colleges of changes that may occur in the
workplace over the next quarter—century?

-

S. What are the characteristes of college facult;¥‘and how efficient are

current personnel policies?
* To put these issues in perspective, the report hegins by briefly

describing the broader historical context of today's community college.

St

system, Like all institutions, the colleges are in pSrf a product of their

-

past., More than most ins;ttutions;»they a:efstigl strugggéyg with the
L . . 5 : - '
problems that accanpany,institutionalkgrcwth_géé_ﬁhangg.~

w
¢

MISSIONS AND PRIORITIES

About one of every twelve adult Californians is éntolled in a communi ty

.-

-ccllege»; more than one million students. Almost one of every two adult

-,

+

res idents of the scata has attended a communi ty ‘;ml;gée at some time, and.

- B

almost. three-fourths of all students earolled in public institutions of higher '

-

educd tion are enrolled in community colleges. Seventy~f£ve years ago, this

system began with one college and thirty students. ‘3y almost any criterion,
N R . .
growth and change have been a distinguishing feature of the cqlleges since
& — ' .
their inception.

In 1907, the legislature authorized high school districts to offer

postsecondatry courses that “"approximate the sigdies prescribed in the first

49 R
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two years of university courses.” 1/ This authorization sanctioned the

*

L ~ practice of many local school districts that were already providing college-

level courses for students who could not attend a féuf-year institution

-t

directly from high school. When the first California junior college was :
.\ » established in Fresno in mq, one of the primary justifications was thatf

‘there was no college or university wit.hin,%ﬁ() mile,s. 2/ By 1917, 16 high
. . S L ——‘ .
‘school districts in the state were providing college-level courses. 3/

L | Concerns about the missions of tfxe ‘junior colleges ware raised b§ the
klegisl.amre as early as 1919, when it appointed a commission to study thé role -
of the colleges. ‘i‘he coamission reccm}mended, that.(,junior golleges provide

@ o instruction in civics, liberal ar’ﬁsi_scien\ie, and teqhn{esl skills - exa‘ctly

the functions most coliegés vere fulfilling. At the same time, the colleges ’

t

‘were remadying the academic deficiencies of students who were not originally
. o eligible to attend the university. 4/ A -
- : - ‘ .
pver the next ‘two decades, the colleges continued to grow both in numbers

&

~ of campuses and enrollment. One observer of the “junior college movement saw

. " California as the leader fn community college development because of -support

¢

from the University of California and Stanford University, the presence of

..

only a handful of small denominational colleges in the state, and strong

-

¢ . support for public education at all levels, He observed further that the
i . -

university's entrance requirements disqualified “from half to tx::o‘-thirds of

K

all high school graduates in the state.” 5/

{

_ " In the af termath of the Depression -- and increased indx}strializa tion.in
Califernia -— the colleges came to be viewed as institutions not only for

young students, but for the education and training of older adults. 6/ 1In
» - ' v : -




1947, the,iegislatufg canmiésioﬁed a study’oé highet education in

Califortia. .The report of the study -- known as the Strayer ﬁepcrt ~= callpd
.for the colleées to provide "equal appottunity for post-high 'school edutatianA
ta all Galifornia adults as well as youth " The Strayer Report alsd®called
for the colleges to provide eccupationsl education, general education, collegeA

and caéeer orientation and guidance, lawer division transfer courses, adult

education, and removal of academic deficiencies. 7/ :4 - -
$ ?

The legislaturercommissioned a restudy of higher education in 1953 the
resulting report identified cunmunity §ervice as a function of the. Junior
colleges. 8/ This expressian of mission again validated a. function that most

offthe 52 cé;}eges in the state were already ca}rying out; in doing so, it

i

represented the legis@ature's Yecognition of all the missions then currently

embraced by the colleges. These missions were similar to those that had been

‘édcpted by other.states. 3/ ‘ , N .-

®

The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education emphasized tijJﬁtle of the
1 ' -
community collegas as a full partner in higher™ education i’ the state., The

Plan recognized the traditional functiens of the community colleges, ‘while

&

emphasizing the transfer missian* The framers of the Master Plan envisioned

thefﬁniversity and State Cclleges applying strict admission standards and

e

redirecting a porticn of their students to the junior colleges. 10/

)

In the early 1970s, the name of the colleges was changed from "junior” to
"community”. The change in name was not just symbolic. It recognized a major
function of the colleges —- access to higher education for students who could

not immediately attend four-year colleges and univérsities, or did not seek a

four-year degree., The community colleges -- located in every metropolitan
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az:ea. of t:he state =~ were available to all smdents.\ Ngtionally; as Awe_ll as
. - in Caliﬁo{nia; the colleges 'attractg;.i‘ pi‘eviouslyundérrep:esented segments of
the population, }nclnéin; minorities, ‘women, an& peopie ‘'who had n‘dt been
successful in high school.

. : In sum, today's comprehensive community college missions == tt'ra_néfer, e

vocational education, remediation, adult and s:ommm:iity education -- are the: .

3 ~ N

' same missions the“co‘lleges‘have had for decades. . Since the esrly».ii??()s,

\

f. - however, three thingé havehap'penéd to éhange thg public's 'percepti,on of the

colleges and iﬁtrodu&:e the issue of college missions into the cut:’re:_xt deha;t:e

about the colleges' future: College priorities have changed, students have
@ B changed, and the collegés “have moved from, largely local arenas to statewide

scrutiny. - R ) ‘ ' .

Beginning in the 1960s, the cémmunity colleges began to expand by

L2 enlarging their programs for "mon-traditiomal” students (e.g., adults seeking
_ occasional avocational cougseé " older citizens, recent immigrénﬁeeking &
. by R i . = - -

language skiils), ané préggamS‘for students 1§£erested in maintaining or
, improving techmical or prdfesékonal‘skills. This mix Sf'se:vicesQ- conmuni ty
v education, aéﬁit eduéaticﬂ;.and "lifelong Iéarniné" -— found a ready f\:
clientele., And while-adult education coﬁrses.égéh as basic English.or c T
’;itizenship had always heen';ax-supported (K—lz.system adult schools we?e
twell-established); aéoc;ticnhl and lifelohg iegrning'écur;es were fgee‘to
‘students only at theféémmnnity colleges;_in university extension éiaésgs these
v ‘ courses were fee-supported. With this growth, the'commuhi:y colleges expanded

M . - t‘f ‘r .
within a subset of their comprehensiveemisiicfns -- and this redirection of.

) the?ﬁnergies and resources wasAachie\.‘fed, in part, by payin%relatively. less

' ' .
+ \“‘
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attention to more tf‘aditienal functirot‘xs, e.g., transfer ’ééuca‘cn. By 1985§
3 ) ) ‘ ’ ) .
the collgges' program emphases were more balanced; nevertheless, a public

-

image remains, to some extent, of a system:that has turned Qhay from

traditional academic réles;

.

' Changes in grogram‘emphasis have not emerge& éalely from college desires

to expand their sgrvices to a &;def community. The colleges have changih in

-

part’because[they have had no choice ——'because their students have changed.

S

As chap:ers IV, Vv, and VI make clear, college enrollment growth in the lé?Os

and ear1y$19808 did not come from tradi:ional“ students (i.e., full-time

¢

students who attend for two years and eisher transfér to a university or
‘»ﬁ obtain a temminal degree and enter the world of work). .Rather, .it came from . -

part-time students who had mixed, shott~terngoals. These stu%gnts were not

-

-

interes ted in degrees -~ they wanted skills. Many already had college

* -

degrees, and'were returning in‘ordé: to upgréde their 353;13, or learnspep
, : C e
skills as the basis for chagging'careers. Working wcmenfretﬁraéd‘to the
colleges in larée ﬂu?bers,‘and the golleges fﬁgnd the@selées having‘fc adjust
‘toAtﬁe needs of students who did no§ fit th_éfadiéional image of ;he collegeA '
student.g In consequence, the colleges have departed in many respects from the

traditional image of instituwtions of higher education -- and this has left

many observers uncomfortable. ‘

&

Finally, the collegds have moved from a local stage to the state

*

spotlight. Chapters IT and III discuss the impact on}the colleges of

Propasiéian 13: Once the state assumed.principal funding responsibility for

the colleges, hard questions began to be asked in Sacramento: about the

3 f .
_appropriateness of the colleges' priorities and the cost-effectiveness of the

I

*
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colleges' programs. These questions came at‘brecisely the time when,the
shifts in mission emphasis and student character, stics described above we:é
most‘pronounced.\ In many respects, the debatg that began to ge fueled iﬁ 1978 -

. — : £
by these conditions is the’'debate that is still taking place. .

‘\ ", > : ‘ L
’ ~ ‘ . “ €
: : " CHANGE AND TRANSITION o | \ -

"

The context for this study should now be somewhat clearer. The commnnity

Al

colleges are an institdtion in a pefio& of transition. Beginniﬁg as
extensions of K-12 education, the‘colxeges st1114§ear the stamp of ﬁhose‘
origins in some respects,gbﬁt have been pulling awa; from their past to adopt | ‘
more.éﬁtributes of institutions of higher education. They have éovedrfrom an
} emphasis on traditional &iésionsr(tran§fer and vocational) to an emphasis on”
~community services, and back again, %hey have begunfto impose t:aditional'
. RN

academic standards while trying to acdgnodate the’ngedh of lafgg numﬁetsﬁof Y
non-traditional studen:s. And they -are makigg\theftr;nsition from a 10:311}4
supported and locally accountable sgéten to one thatvis state sdﬁported‘ang

~

accountable to afgioader publie.

Thus, the égnmunity college§ have seen a recent*pe:ioé of rapid expansion, -
culminating in serie¥ of ;trong external ;kﬁéis == new students, new demands, .
new accountability, éfd new doubts about their performance. The colleges are X A“;

; ) -
still a&kusting to thése changes.

1 | . _ -
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CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT - ' o |
_“The next chapter presents study findings on the current systenm of

community college governance. <Chapter iIiAdiscussee system. finance and

expenditures; Chepge: IV'prev{dés ftndings on the changing student context for

college pregrams. Chepter V presents findin%s on the eemmuhity eellege

transfe: missien,ewﬁile ‘Chapters VI and VII discussfv%tetionel education.
,Chep:er VIII presents stn@y findings on college remediel programs, and Chapter

© X deseribes the faculty who Qeach at the celleges, and diseﬁsses current.

~

* g - *
persennelfpelicies. Appendix A describes the research proeess used {n the "

~ !{t o . - \ :

study.
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) o II. GOVERNANCE '

T - ' A rd
INTRODUCTION

The agencies. that govern community colleges are responéibie for g w;dé\

;.. ~ range of complex financial, educational, personnel and business decis fons.
Many observers are conce rned that the way in which college governance is
currently organized often makes it difficult for these deeisions t:Lhe made

)

» wisely. How did this organization of ega?ernance cone abaut‘? What are its key

fea:ure.s, and how does it: work in ?ractice? Is it an efficient system?
» .
) A detaﬂad analysis of the ccmplex activities and relationships that
[ T
oL ‘characterizg the day-to~-day-operations of commynity college governance was

‘ .
. | beyond the scope nf this stndy. In this chap ter we address the questions

raised above- by first placing today's sy*am ‘of govermance in his torical
context. We _t.hén briefly discﬁs the main f,eatures_of this system and ‘their
most important consequences for the community colleges. Chapter III discusses

; . state finance policies and community college expenditures.<

~.

"THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT

California community calleges began as_extensions of high schcols, and

L ‘
: their governance structure reflects those beginnings. In 1907, the
. . » Co

.
£

1

legislature authorized high school distdc§s~ to of fer college-level {
coursveworg, and -in 1910, the Fresno Board of Education, established the first

e . .
. . two-year college program. In 1921 the legislature authorized the local

creation o‘}‘separate junior college districts, while continuing the
R N au thorization for junior college departments within elementary-secondary or

. ‘ ) k
. . - Py
. T
‘e
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*

high.school districts. Joint~elemen ary-secondsry—junior college districts

~

‘were aﬂthefized in 1927, snd over th next three decage%/ﬁew cqllege districts

-

R

were formed both as separate entitigs and as part of K=-12 districts.

The 1950s bdbrought rapi in the number of community college

campuses, and the colleges began to separate themselves.frcm'§h12 systems. In
1960, 30 ef the 57 eemmunity college districts were separate‘entities; By
196& this number had grown to 56 out of 66 districts. By the early 1970s the

process of separation was largely eomplete.
/ ‘».
Separa te csnmunity‘eollege districts were governed byﬁ;etally elected

boards of ttustees with”responsibiltty for the qualif?\ef theJt colleges’
programs -—a governance model resembl{fig thst of the elementary—seeondary
system. The local boards set property tsx rates for generating revenues to
supportpdistrict operations, hired the district chief administrative officer,
set educational policy within the district, established the budget, and often

took an active role in the daily functioning of the district.

+
L

Prior to 1967, a small unit in the State bepsrtment'of Education

-

2 U
coordipnated the activities of the colleges and provided support to the State
Board of Education in its administration of relevant provisions of the

Educa tion Code. . ~

-

By 1967, the legislature reeognized the need to provide a separate

L

-~

‘ administrative identity for the community colleges, and created an independent

agency devoted exclusively to their administrative support.\ The Stiern Act
created the Egsfd of Governors of the California-Junior Colleges, ‘and the

Office of the Chancellor. l/ The Bosrd of Governors wss to eoordinate polg\§

- 58~
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-

s for the districts and ‘answer to the legislature for the oper}ation of the > '

-

-~

® colleges. ‘
| | . This governance structure -- Lecp‘nye ati tonomofis districts with a weak
state adminisﬁrative agency -h.kss in place in 1978 whéésPropositicn 13 wés
passed and a f{mdamentall change in go{remanee occurred.,

By 1978, California had a long tradiiion‘d‘f local aut&nomy in the

governance of ccm‘mmity colleges. Most observers felt that in a state the

size of California, differences among communities' required local

decisiommaking for maximum respoésiveness to local neéds, and the ‘colgleges had
. élways been governed by locally electediboards; The legislature had never
shown an interest in delegating to any state-level agency the authorit:y to
( ; . .

control local budgets, to set and enforce program priorities, to )impose ‘
' - A : ‘ »

centrally determined standards of qua‘lity in cu:;riculum and instruction, or
othemise to hold local autharities directly 'accountable for the quality of

their educationa\ programs. Until 1978, and the change to state funding, the

) legislatur:e had had little reason to be conce ed with this grrangement. 1In

the late 70s and early SGs however, the state suddenly found itself providing

.

. most of the ftmciing for a billion dollar ed&cational enterprise. 'With their
}.oml funding base, the community colleges had in many cases expandéd their

services to embrace a wide variety of prdgrams that had not traditionally been

of fered by pq_stsecon‘dary institutions. These services, together with other

college programs, became a state budggﬁ responsibility jﬁst as Califormnia
¢ ‘ - .
: \ entered a period of fiscal constraint brought about by the combined ef fects of

Proposi téjon 13 and economic recession.
‘ ; <

n A

-~
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| Many legislators felt »that Alimiiit‘.s on community cellege appropriatioﬁs héd
, ‘to de imposed, and some were .convinced t:hat the colleges were of fering
programs that should not be supported. with public funds. The legislature
changed college funding formulas, imposed caps on enrollment growth limited »
the amount of imstruction that coﬁld be de}.ivered by p;rt-;ime faculty; and : | .,

specified the elimination of certain kinds of com:sés, among numerous other

measures. - (According to one source, there have been 1650 Acha'ng'es since 1978

N » o A“A.
.

At;o Eéuca‘tion Code provis{iongk affecting the community colleges.) 3/
Local bcé?ds_ had lost vovemight the power to detemine or meet their, ‘ . - ‘
-dist::ict revenue needs, and with the shift in fxmding to the state level, they -
suddenly found themselves accotmtable, not jus: to their loml .electorates, ~.
R but to pheﬁbroader t.axpaying public. The consequences of thi.s change continue
to dcm{na‘te community college governance issues today. |
L
B | - |  THE CURRENT SYSTEM
- The ccmmn‘niw- colleges. are state-funded ins ;itxxtians;; th;air fundifxg isf :
agprop;:ia;ed vearly by :ﬁe state legislature, 3/ By statute, the Governor C T ¢
'appoi‘ngs a fif teen-menber Board ‘oé ‘Governors, which is charged with providing
* overall policy di:éctioﬁ to . the community colleges, and !is accountable to the
legisla ture for callege operations. 4/ ‘ ) ¢
: ’ B ‘ e A.,pg‘é"‘
The Board appoints a Chancellor of the Community Colleges who sew§§‘3&ﬂ“ '
its chief executive officer. The Cham:ellcr also heads a smtf,wédm£§istrative
\ Qffice with a current staff of 135 and 4 budget of approxif&aﬂtely $3 millionm.. -
The Education Code allows the Board of Governors té delegate any of its
powers té, tj&é&c&llon‘s Office, and this authority is broadﬂly utilized to ’ . .

G
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. : .
engage the Chancellor's Office staff in a wide variety of deteiled

L . administrative and research activities in suﬁrt of Board functicns. 5/ )

. Members of local boards ot trustees are elacted by the voters cf their N
districte._ _6_/ The authority pf ioc‘al »boar’ds in’cludee',all"f.nnctinns'of

o governance and edminietreticn not in specific confli'ct with the Educa tion

!

- Code. They are responsible for sett‘ing cverall pelicy‘fer the xpnegement and
operation of their colleges and they employ chencellorsfsupe tendents whc
 Serve as cnief administrative officers for the districts end manage the

\
nistri‘cts day-to-dey operations within bcard guidelinee. In single-ccllege A

districts, the superintendent is also the college president. ?/

- How does this eystem finction ip prac ice? We e:cemined current stetutes,
reviewed policies established by the Boe\: cf Governors, and asked our
. penelists and other respondents to describe how educa ticnal pclicy and related
( decisions (e.g., the ellocetien and distribution of resources, checsing ‘
f\}/friori ties and setting agendas for action, establishing and enforcing
§. . educational standards, recrniting{i/dhizing perscnnel) were typ'icelly made.
’ We fcungi that governance is today widely shered amcng local trustees, the }
Board of. Governors, and the stete_,legisleture. Ae'we heve noted, this’ | ‘
o represents a considerable shift ofA authority (since 1978) away from local
trustees to the state level. This shift of anthority -- from lerge}:y local to.
largely shared go\.fernance -~ has taken a number of forms. The most nbviensg -
.Q\ ' change has been the essumpticn by the state legislature of’ euthority for the
a/llnee tion and distribution of resources. Neither local trustees nor the
Board of Governors contr;-l the amount of ,n;nney t 'ﬂt eadh college receives;

-

[ ‘
: - . -
- .
. —
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both overall funding levels and formulas goveroing the distribution of those

funds are determined by the legislature. (Local colleges can attempt to
\

maximize their incone by following policies designed to take advantage oﬁ

‘distribution formulas =— this issue is taken up in Chapter III -= but in doing

-

so every college competes against every other college for a share of-a fixed
. ¥ resource, f{. e., ‘the total state appropriation. Where the distributioo formula.

Ais pegged to student attendance, as it noy}fs, some cdileges, by accident of

hii]

1ocation or local demography, may ‘be able to benefit more than othera.)

- -~

Once the' distribution of funds to local districts has been made, district
tr% have wide discretion in setting ,pfiorities for the use of these

resources and in making other decisiomns affecting their educa tional

* . . ) - )
programs. Recently, however, local officials have faced new constraints on .
&

these decisions. Some of these constraints have been imposed directly by the
iegislature* a cap on the number of part—fime faculty that may. be hired;
specific restrictions on funding for gome courses; mandatory student fees.

‘ 4
Other constraints have been imposed by the RBoard of Governors, which according

to most of our informants has played an increasingiy active role in setting ‘
broad educational program priorities and determinin% academic standards.
; It is widely agreed tﬁat thege has bego'a_growing tendency for the Board
+« Oof Governors to make policy in areas that are alao the prevince of local’ . éﬁk\
trustees. Taé Board was concerned, for example, that standards for student
academic progress were oo low‘at some colleges. Rather than enunciate this
concern in broad terms, or suggest generaljﬁpidelines, the Boacd def ined

specific“requirements for student academic progress, and made these

requirements a system—wide policy. By doing so, it also created for itself

[ 3

-
»
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- (that is, for the Chancellor's Office) a new regulatory respénsibility. A

~~a
« -
.

number of observers have pointed out that if the Board is determined to play a
role in improving the cost-effectiveness of college programs, it will

. Y N [
increasingly have to make policy in areas .directly affecting the academic

. , A A
programs of the colleges. Since these are areas that local trustees appear to

feel most strongly should remain under local control (indeed, are among the_
* few areas still largely left to local discretion), the current uneasy shérihg
of éuthority by the Board and local trustees may be more difficult to sustain

"{n the future. o,

Table II-1 lists a number of common areas where both local tfug}ees and
* ) \ .
the Board of Governors have signiffcant authority. . The list would appe%f to

support the view of many fespondents»that overiappiﬂg areas of authority make

~improved mechanisms for local-state consultation desirahle. Others have

.
[ -

pointed out, however, that the extent of this need for consultation is a
function of the extent to which the Board of Governors»chooses to exercise its

cons iderable rule-making and regulatory authority in areas that local trustees

-
~

would like to reserve for themselves,

Some of eur respondents pointed to reasons why the Board of Gavernafm may

@ove slowly in policy areas where local trustees are determined to maintaiﬁ»
gﬁg(; authori ty. ng Boarﬁ‘acts as a regulatory agency for the enforcement of
st;;e lay, but does not contrql’ghe distribution of resources,;cahnot hire or
fire local personnel, and cénnot‘held locally elected officials directly |
accountable. It ha; considerable authority, but little power. It gaverns: in

large part, by virtue of a broad consensus that its auﬁhority is legitimate.

In part, this consensus simply reflects a recognition that the Board's

!) ! i
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) TABLE TI-1
SELECTED RESPONSIBILITIES OF LOCAL BOARDS OF TRUSTEES
’ ., AND THE STATE BOARD OF GOVERNORS
Local Boards of Trustees State Board of Governors:
Establish policies for and approve =~ = Review and éppro%é all state-financed
district educational programs - programs and courses of imstruction
Establish academic %taﬁdards for - Establish minimum standards of
i students, consistént with state policy . student progress and performance
Establish employment and dismissal Establish minimum standards for
practices consistent with statutes academic and administrative staff
‘and Board of Governors policy ; (‘ A : ‘
Prepare dis;?ict educa tfonal program Review and approve district academic
master plan . and facilities master plans ‘ )
Adopt instructional ma:erials for Establish academic standards for
the district . " college courses -~
- Detemine an&*control distr{ct oper— Approve construction of college
ational and capital outlay budgets facilities . -

i
Sources: California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor,&ﬁx’

Background: Board of Governors' Basfc Agenda for 1985. Sacramento,
CA: December 1984; ‘ , "Mandated Functions of the Board
of Governors and Chancellor's Office of the California Communily *
Colleges.” Preliminary Draft. Sacramento, CA: August 1982;
California Legislature, Senate Office of Research, The“Neglected

- e Branch. Sacramento, CA: January 1384; State of Californis,

. Education Code. - o

;‘. £ » » \
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- more than half of our respon

-

authority has been delegated by the legislature; in part, it depends on the

Board being careful not to extend its authority too far or too fast into areas

where 1o¢al offictals still have important prerogatives'. Many respondents

Jtold:us that "{ndividual districts commonly lobby tﬁeﬂlegisiature for policies

-

~that will beaefiﬁA:hem directly (but ma§ have little or even negative

consequencesjfor other districts). They felt that this pattern reflected both
- . ~ . ¢
¢ , _ - : : !
the‘:ealities of the post-1978 shift {n .the power to govern, and the

i

increasingly uncertain relationships between local districts and the Board of

Governors and Chancellor's Office. : ;,

PR

Lines of accountability in this system are not clear. In the largest
sense, the colleges are held acopuntable by the legislature, whiéh,.if'it is
. : \

displeased with what it finds, can reduce budget allocationsé chang Ifuﬁding

formNas, and otherwise influenqe college priorities. But the le

not organized to exercise this function except very broadly. The Board of-

€

. A A ' N - ’
Governors is formally accountable to” the legislature for the quali:ggand

efficiency of the colleges' programs, but as noted above, it has limited power

¥ ’ . o ;
to hold local elected or appointed officials agcountable in turn. Local

B

trus tees are;;g*theory accountable to thefr electorates, but are increasingly .

regulated by state agency. Under these circumstances, arrangements for

v )
accountability remain hncgrtaigg and leadership is diffuse.

- ' . ¢
Most community college personnel we Interviewed expressed considerable

LY

reserva tions about the effic}ency of the current governance system, Slightly

ents thought that many problems could be
P |

ameliorated 1if thqg ha&tm%re local authority and autonomy. The balance were |

évenly dtvided between supporting more state-level authority and endorsing the

v ~ ) N
. ’
1% ‘ .

?\f’“

-
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present division of responsibility|between state and local boards. Many

-

wanted the Board of Governors and the Chancellor's Office to exercise a
'ﬁtirgeiy "coordinating™ role, and to\formulate only broad policy guidelines.
Others thaught that these agencies shoz}d\gave more authority to 'speak for all

A‘che cqlleges,‘sa!as to more effectivel

[ 3

the legislature., In short, there was mo consensus on what changes should be
‘made, but broad agreement that the current systgm is not working wkll,

A number of staté and local officials believe that some of the E%EEE{“S

¢

O voicéd_by our respondents could be ameliorated by resolving ambiguities in the

" division of augthority between, the Board of Governors and local t§§stees, and

-

by developing more effective mechanisms of consultation and coérdination. The

Ay

e - . ) )
community colleges are taking steps in these directions. 8/ Many observers
B \ . N . .
fgel, however,. thdt if the Board of Governors seéks to ingrease its authprity

over policies directly affecting the academic pragrams of the collegeskfthere

may be more direct confrontations with local trustees, ?ﬁd an-erosion of
« . - Y ~ : o

cooperation. :

. .
+ - . N [

In sum, local governments have been weakened by the loss of tagin% and“’i{‘m

r

budget allocation authority, and priorities that had been set localiy'are now

being scrutinized in Sacramento. ‘At the same time, the Board &f Gdvernors has
ne discrétiohary control -over state funding formulas or disbursements, and
cannot hold locally elected boards of truétees,directly accountable for the

quality Pf college programs.

This structure -— in which both central and local agéncies of goéernment
lack key elements of the capacity to épvern -- appears to be unique to
2 .
< | 20 .

represent the colleges' interests to .

. N
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Célifomia». Typimlfy, “st;atg with)farly eiec'ted boards also have local:
;. taxing and bud_ge't ElI‘oc‘ationk authori;tyg st‘af.es with centrally-funded systems
& tend to have looa:{ ?oords appointed‘&by central aixthori‘ties.
‘ \ | _Because California's community colleges are g.ovemed by a system with ',
:‘ significant wea’kness;sXat: bo:;h the state and local levels, key décisions‘
| ~affecting coilege sdmin\}\s tration and operations are often made by t:he
legislature, {,e., in th\pollticgl arena. Such decisions are most likely to
;. Sithe result of the balan&e of forces in the legislature at any given time -
| which may or may not yiold resulits that are efficient. from the perspgctive of
 system administratfon. -°* : - |
. . Many of our ,rospondgnts cagplxiood that the system is imadequately
. represented to the leg’islature.' Bot as one of our panelists .put it, there is
’ ‘io a sense no -'.'sysr.em': to represent ~— and ho; agency with ,_enough otatewioe
. - authority to do s&éf‘feotivelil ’ - ‘7 S
| 1f the curront‘ structure of governance for t:hé'community colleges
continues zmohaengéd,} mnany believe. that ;he:ﬁ may be some additional erosion of
o ) ;oml‘an fonomy. .The‘ Board of Govemors,l responding to legislg tive deoires for
inorease:d system dccountability, may feol oompelleo to assu/m‘e.,moré‘ direooidn
- of community collegé», affairs‘. In the absenca of ;a clearer defgnitio: of the
Py

aut‘hority of local and state ageooies., local=-state disputes over policy or
g (deoisiot?making preroga tiveﬁ could aggfin result in key decisions being made in

the Csditical arena rather than by the community colleges themselves. No one

® we talked to felt that, in the long run, this could leadjnything but a
X Sl
further weakening of local autonomy and continuing uncer nty about where
i accountability and leadership reside. L g
¥ ) P § rsi A ( e ;

B — - \ - - ) ) \
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This Chapter has presented the following findlags:

o

" govern; this situation apézars to be unique to California,

SUMMARY e

< .

Ccmmurfit:y college governance evolved from a tradition of strong local

L

autonomy, which w{é‘reduced significagsly by the change'io‘stéte

funding following the passage of Proposition 13,

» f

Authority has shifted from being largely local to largely shared among
local trustees, the Basrd"of Governors, and the legislature.’
The Board of Govermors' authority has .grown considerably ovér the last

seven years, and is {ncreasingly exercised in areas that had_bgen, ’

reserved to 1ecal,prenoga£}ve. : - _i

Overlapping areas of authori ty between state and local agencies -

) suggest‘the need for more effective mechanisms of cdnsﬁltati§n and -

i R

coordination.

PIf the State Boatd seeks td increase the scope of its authority over

local academic programs, conflicts with local trustees may make it
. ‘ . ) ‘:F .

-

more difficuit to sustain cooperative local-state relationships. »j ~

*

There {8 uncertainty about where accohntabilityAand‘leadership,in'the~

system reside.

-

There i{s bread agreement among commuhity college personnel that the-

governance system is not working efficiently, biit no consensus on what
£y * : - ¥

changes should be made.

Both loeal and state agencies lack Key elements of the capacity to

-

With significant weaknesses in both local and state governance, ke§

decisions affecting the colldges are often made in the politisal

&
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{ arena. This has further weakened local autonomy and clouded the issue

of where leadership resides. | N
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II

h

-t
S~

The name was changed to coﬁmunity colleges a feﬁlyears later. 7

« . A N ¢ B - A ' .

2/ ‘California Community Colleges, Board of Governors, Background: Board, of
~ Governors' Bagic Agenda for 1385. - Sacrapento, CA: 1984,

3/ Technically, a combination of state and local funds, but locally~derived
, revenues are treated as part of the state budget allocation (see Chapter
. I11). | | | :
- - ‘ ‘ €
4/ Thirteen of the £4f teen members are selec:ed from the general population;
th® remaining two members are a community college student and a faculty
member. The citizen members of the Board are appointed: to four-year
staggered terms and are subject to confirmation by a two-thirds vote of
the state Senate. Neither the student nor the faculty member is’subject
to Senate confirmation. The faculty member is selected by the Governor
from a list.of three candidates proposed by the Academic Senate of the
Communi ty Colleges, and serves a two—year term. The student member serves B
a one-year term. *

5/ ‘Chancellor‘s Office staff are civil service, not community college syetem
“employees. In addition to the Executive Cffice, there are six major ’
divisions . Ln the Chancellor! s Office-
¢ _
’1. Affirmative Aetioﬂ - provides guidelines and helps districts . ’
implement policies. A
¢ ¥
" 2. Anelytieel Studies - compiles and analyzes data on community college
operations and performs special studies as requested by the
Chancellor. - v

3. TMegal Office ~— provides legal counsel to the Boerd of Governors the
stsfﬁ# and districts as requested.

4, Legislation and Communieations —- monitars proposed. state and federal

legislation and represents the Board of Governors in preparing and

presenting tes timony before Lesi:lative commi ttees. - E;\\\\\\
S. Administration and Finance -- re ponszbility for budget and - .

accounting, credentials, facilitles planning, fiscal services, and .

personnel and support services.

6.‘“ks§lstaﬁt Chancellor for Programs —- responsible for program- >
_ evaluation and approval, student services and'specially funded
\ programs, voca tional edncatlon and employment treining.

6/ There are 52 single~college districts and 18 districts with at least two
colleges. The largest districts are Los Angeles, with nine colleges, and

-Peralta (Qakland), with five. Most multi-college districts have two to .
. . ‘ ‘ )

‘ -
26 Ly . . ‘
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. : . s . A -
_ S three campuses. Trustees are elected to four-year staggered termms. The
P9 s Education Code requires that each board have at least one nom-voting
- student membar who serves a one~year temm. Boards have five to seven -
. members, dependigg on~the district, ‘ .

¢

7/ Our fieldwork revealed considerable variation in the involvement of local
; boards in the operation of their districts. Some boards delegated a great
. ’ deal of authority to the district chancellor and college presidents, while
others maintained much more detailed oversight of district administra tors.
'8/ The Boafd of Governors has .created a Commission on Local Bnd State Board
Relationships which is trying to resolve problems arising from state~local
: ) disagreements over which level has principal policy authority in various .
® -~ areas. A , : ‘

.
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‘findings in these areas., It asks:

Xscope of this study, we have examined key elements of .this {ssue, and the

. ( ‘ ' _

IITI. FINANCE AND EXPENDITURES

INTRODUCTION .
Is the nearly 1.4 billion dollars spent on community colleges. too much,

about right, or not eneugh? Seme perspective onf this issue can be gained by

comparing the currernt costs of the community colleges r.e those :hat: have been

-

ineurred Ain the past, and to cests in other states; we can also ask broadly

how these fumds are spent by the colleges. This chap?kr summarizes our

&

- . _ :
© How has California's funding for community collgges chagged over time,
’ ~ . . .

‘and how does i} ecompare with that of other states?

v g Given-Califeégie_‘s eeenenie capacity, how much effort does the state "

-

make to sugpert communi ty eollegee, relative to the efforts made by ~

e | -
other states? - Ve : ~ L .

Y N

o Hew are cmm&nit;i‘*cdliege dollars spent?.
Questions have else been reieed ebeut the manner in yhich the colleges are
‘financed, eﬂd particularly abeut the 1mpact\ef current state fmding . o (\

formulas. While a thereugh analysis ef-the financing qx’xesti’be was beycmd the

\

chapter also presents ‘these findings:

- . - FINANCING ¢ |
Cemmeeity c'elleges in California are financed primarily through local:

A *

revenues and srate apportiomments. Local revenues are derived from local

property taxes and student feeg. In apportioning state funds, tié state

detexmines the amount of revenue that each district is allowed to receive per

27 .

. s, . :



district's tatal student ADA to calculate that*dié\t:i_ct“s total revenue. 1/ °
Lcmylly genérated revenue is subtracted from this total, §nd the balance is
the state apportionment. In other words, therstate makes up the difference . )  ' ‘
bgmeert local revenue and the totaltrevenue'each}-distriét is to receife.
Districts may not, as in many other (stattes, unilaterally inct"ease their
" revenue per 5,51dent by increasing local taxes or student fees, Both are set ‘ .
? by ,tﬁe state, and thus th_‘e.‘effect is one of complete state financing. |
Although the amount of» revé_nue per ADA each district receives is v @
determined by the 'étate,b theze s }substantial variatioh among districts in the ’ .'
actual rate at which they are funded. In 1982-83,. *the,:.state average. | - \J
:expenditure per ADA was $2,276, 2/ Half of*the stdte's communitymollege
districts fell within 10 percent of this average; 21 districts were above the ®
10 pe:cent band and 14 were below it. 3/ ' | |
These disparities have theit roots in the history of community college> - C
finance ineCalifos:xia. Prior to the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, ' ‘.'
ccmmxmity c’alleg\eA districts received most gf ‘thefr revenue from local property ‘
taxes;.‘ As a res{x‘lt of different local choices with respect to thetat}e of |
taxation, and local differences in property valu}es, révenue§ and expendi tures °®
per ADA ,variéé widely. )
These difﬁe:i;nces were "frozen" t;y theﬁ‘ passage of Proposition 13, which '
created a rteed for additional s»tat,e funding ("bailout™), provided initially . : P
(in 1378-79) thuﬁ bloeck grants and allocated to districts according to
their prior year revgnues‘and without r\egar}i tc‘enrollment‘, thereby continuing .
existing revenue éisparhi,ties. 4/ | , . . , | .
;‘
L 28 Fi; ‘ .
\ X j
&t : ) ’ 'g.
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student "ADA" (average daily attendance). Thié figure is multiplied. by each



i

:educed revenue and current expendimres in subsequ;?nt years, expendi-tures |

® | S - -]

were also forced »to&dr;op. '~

g In 1979, the legislature passed AB 8, which att pted to equalize ADA )

P [ )
- districts. \
Meanwhile, districts had been receiving revenue :m the basis of¢ayerage
T cest per -ADA. 5/ However, the marginal cost of providing ifastruction for each
° additional student was less than the average cost: {n most cases. Districts
- therefore had strong i;zcentives to increase enrollment, in order. to receive .
/ : S .
). .addiAtionﬂ lstate' funding in excess af. their mé&givrxé].foét‘ts. 3
f S _In respon‘sé t? this, a provision of AB 8 pgdvidgg‘\funding far‘annual,‘ApA_
growth at the rate of two-thirds of the average revenue per ADA. Districts
° - experiencing a decline ig enrollment had 'their revenue .reducéd by the same i
: * ' two-thirds rate. . ‘ - N |
AB 8 éxpﬁred in 1981, and was replaced by legislé. tion that restricted ADA
°- growth eligible.fo: étate funding to 2.5 percent of each distfi::t“s prioi“
year's ADA. ' S | ' B
‘Growth lim#tation became more sévere in 1‘382-83, when no additional .
* fdnding was provided- fo; growth or infla:im}-‘.f In‘addeition, the Chancellor's \
| A ' . . L/
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Of fice wa; Fequired to identify $30 million worth'of recreational and
‘avocational classes fbf which state supp&rt qould:be eliminated.

©  In 1984, the legislature passed AB lxx,,which requige& the coliéges to
charge students $50 per semester for si; units or more ;nd $5 per unit for
les§’thén six units. (Students in»EFnanciaI need are exempt from the fee.)
Theigct appropriated $15 millionAannuallybthrough i986*87 and $7.5 million in
l98?-8% (AB 1lxx terminateé\on J;nuary 1;(1988) for student financial afd and

for foregone revenue resulting from fee

v -

reimbursements to districts

exemptions. 6/ T -

" OVERALL FUNDING LEVELS
Total community college revénpe iﬁ Cal?forﬁia\in 19?9f86*;§§Ahearl§.$l.4‘
billion, which was two-and-a~half tiimes the revenue of New York, the sgcégé‘
largest systeh. 'California‘s commumi ty collégé revenue was $i,i88 per
étuéent; which ranked 39th among staﬁes._lf Expendggures per student

enrolled, howevew, do notvgacurately portray actual college workload .

*

(instructional and support services), since a student who takes many classes

®

3

'creates a greater college workload than a student who takes only a few. 8/ X

Most states mea;ure workload according to full-time eqnivalenﬁr(FTE)

s tudents. Unﬁortnﬁately,'community college FTE enrolkmen: data by state —-
and tﬁgs expenditurgs per ADA or FTE -- are not'available (ADA’agd ?TE are§ »
roughl;t;imilaf ﬁeasures. ADA is defluned in terms of student time*spent‘unagr
directitéacher supervision; FTE is defiqu in terms of the n;mber of units a

student;is enrolled for, and is not directly related to instructor

supervision),.

30
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An alternative measure of the relative effort states made in fundilg .

community colleges {s state expenditure as a percentagerf averagesbtate

‘L :
' personal fncome. This is displayed in Table III-1, which shows that in 1979~

l "+ 80 California was tied for second among states with Wyoming and Oregon.
® - ® | |
‘ ’ Though as noted above there are no published data that compare workload
.‘E - adjusted (ADA or FTE) ccﬁmunity college expenditures among states over time, N )

A
¢

Table II1I-2 shows total and per—ADA community college revenues, in current and

constant dollars, over the ten:yea:'period from l??é—g? through the ‘Governor's

proposed budget for 198586. - 1« “ 7» ' I
It can be seen from Table III-2 that since 1976—77 total state and local |

funding has risen 52. 2 percent, and funding per ADA has risen 61.8 pércent.

When the ef fects of inflation are accounted for, however, total state and

i
X

local funding per ADA: has éecreas/ed 5.2sapercent. Thus, while state support
- , - “

of canmunity colleges has- increaséd since 1976—?7, it has not been eﬁough to

fully offset the reduction in locgl revenues brought about by Propcsition 13,

— [ EY

5 coupled with the effects of 1nflation. AR , C ’

LA - A , B -

~ The community colleges hay; also not fared particularly well when compared

wi th the other major education segments. Table III-3 shows total revenug; per .
ADA and FTE, adjusted for inflafion:}for California public (K—lz) schaof%,
;ammunity colleges, and the Califprnia State University (CSU) from 1376-77
through 1985-86. During this period, inflation-adjusted community college
revenués per ADA declined 10.4 percent while K-lz.revenues per ADA raqse 8.6
percent. CSU revenues per FTE, which are considééably higher %han revenues

per ADA for efther the K-12 schools or cchmunity colleges; declined by 9}9

~ . ~
percent during this period. } : ‘
‘ -

~F
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N | ok s
f . ‘ ~ TABLE III-1 _—

RéVENUE FOR PUBLIC TWO-YEAR COLLEGES AS A PERCENTAGE
OF PERSONAL INCOME, BY STKTE

~ | 1979 80 : :
- - ) o - - ' Revenue as a %
State - Total Revenue ~ Personal Incalne ﬁf Personal ‘Income
‘ | (billiens)\\\_J/ 3
- ! * . \
\ Alaska $ 33,532,000 $ 5.2 ¥ 0.64%
' CALTFORNIA | 1,387,952,000 - 259.6 : 0.53 y
| Wyoming . . 27,570,000 | 4.2 N 0.53
- Oregon - 130,780,000 ’ 24.7 ) 0.53
‘ e Arizona .. 122,859,000 24,1 0.51
Washington- _ 208,798,000 42.3 0.49
‘Wisconsin 206,135,000 44.2 0.47
North Carolina 193,109,000 45.6 - 0.42
» lowa 110,083,000 2 27.2 0.40
o North Dakota. - 21,411,000 5.7 _0.38
Florida 318,600,000 90.9 0.35
South Carolina 76,804,000 . 22.8 0.34
Maryland . 138,853,000 43,9 0.32
 Michigan " 289,589,000 91.4 .. 0.32.
. Texas | .. 425,137,000 136.6 0.31
Hawait \\\N 29,468,000 9.9 0.30
- New York - 543,649, 7000 W 180.7 0.30
U tah 33,901,000 1.3 0.30
. Nebraska 41,086,000 14.4 - 0.29
# .11linois . 333,303,000 ' 119.7 .0:28
Kansas 66,798,000 23.5 | .0.28
. - Alabama 68,973,000 . 29,1 0.24
5 Colorado 70,316,000 - 0.24
. Idahg:. 18,338,000 vy , 0.24
\ Virginia 119,039,000 - -~ 0.24
) Delaware 13,667,000 0.23 .
Rhode Island . 19,701,000 ° o 0.23
New Mexico 22,920,000. 0.22 °
Ok lahoma ) 63,181,000 . 0.22
New Jersey ,886,000 0.19
Ohio 191,324,800 b 0.19
Maine 15,578,000 .6 0.18
Missouri - 79,835,000 , 42,9 . - 0.17
‘Tennessee . 59,984,000 . 35.2 ‘ 0,17
Minnesota 62,029,000 ‘ 39.6 : 0.16
Pennsylvania - 183,469,000 111.5 8.16
Georgla 66,913,000 - 44,2 ’ ' 0.15
Massachusetts 82,414,000 + 57.9 . 0.14
: Nevada ' 11,837,000 8.7 ‘ | 0.14
Arkansas ' 22,338,000 " 16.5 ’ 0.13.
‘ 7Y
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TABLE III-1 (cont'd.)
Revenue as a % _ B

State Total Revenue Personal Income . of Personal Income
(bfllions) -

t

!

® Copmecticut  $46,078,000 $35.9  § §.13% ' o
New Hampshire ° 10,098,000 - 8.3 | 0.12. o
- Vermont . 4,760,000 4.0 0.%2
. West Virginia 13,516,000 15.0 - 0.09
Indiana® 33,086,000. 48.8 | - . 0,07 T ‘
| Kentucky N 19,440,000 28.0 ’ - 0.07 ‘ |
o Loiisiana ¢ 23,936,000 36.0 ‘ 0.07
Montana " 4,389,000 6.6 % 0.07
South Dakota . NA NA NA

Source: National Center for ﬁducation‘Statistics, Financial Statistics of r
Colleges and Univerdities. Washington, D.C.: 1981,

Notes: South Dakota, with one public two-year college, did not>report data.. :
1979~80 1is the most recent year for which thése comparative data are 'g" .
available for public two-year colleges. » , ¥
x‘ T | !
k - ] )
’ .-t
' ’ ¢ »
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‘ TABLE {11-2 y )
L ' \ ' N - a
;, CALIFORNIA COMMHNETY COLLEGES
) TOTAL REVENUES®: o
; (Doliars tn Mililons) .
. : o " | , . o S Tot al
- - Total  , T L i s ' Rewenue
LA State : . Total State & P A - Per
I and  Aweragé Tota! State & Local Funding - . ’ Total ADA In
Local State Locat Dally Local Funding - Per ADA In Federal =~ Other - Total - Revenue 1976~77
Year Sources® Ald " Funding Attendsnce . Per ADA _ 1976-77 Dol farsd Aid mnpec Reveaue Per ADA ‘Dol lars®
1976-77 ~  668.0 .. 484.2 721,884 1,596 — - 1,596 103.1 10.7  1,366:0° 4,892 1,892
' 1977-78 . 71B.% - 524.7 . 718,303 1,813 1,686 115.7 1 96.7-71,515.2 2,109 1,964
1978-79 0.8 839.8 635,572 - 1,890 : 1,625 , 99.5 120.9  1,421.0- 2,237 . 1,923
11979-80 295.4 1,027.0° ~670,623 1,972 1,545 121.8 164.6 - 1,608.8 2,399 1,8
o 1980-81 347.8 1,119.5 725,514 2,023 C . 1,846 138.3 - 201.4  1,807.0 2,491 1,7
> 1981-82 416.4 - - 1,104.3 750,715 2,026 1,344 - 16,0 228,07 1,864.7 2,484 1,648
1982-83 4133 1,086.5 728,856 2,058 1,280 _ 104,5 230,2 1,835.0 2,518 1,566 -
1983-84° 423.1 1,074.7 665,166° 2,252 1,319 102.0 230.2 1,830,0 2,751 1,611
1984-85° " 535,7 1,119.2 640,690°% 2,477 —— 1,371 $7.0 230.2  1,982.1 3,094 1,72
1985-86¢ 15840 1,169.3 1,753.3 652,000° 2,583 1,353 92,0 266.2. 2,111.5 3,239 ! 595
Cumulative Change | ’ . o - | :
Amount " -153.2 685.1 601.1 -69,884 987 -243 SR 5‘255.§ 745.5 1,347 -196
Percent . =22.9 41,5 52.2 -9.7 6%;§ ) -15,2 -10.8 . 140.5 54.6 71.2, -10.4

3 xcludes funding for the Chancetlor's Cfflce ", ’ .

t}Eﬂctudes. state property tax and mandatory student fees
CIncludes combined state-and federsi grants, county lncame, food service revenues, fees for. conmunity servlce courses, non~-res Ident

tuitlon revenues, lottery revenues and other miscellgneous revenues : - i
- dAdjusf.ed by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases ’

%Estimated

jPreposed . ) ‘ ‘ ' ‘ ol

I

Sourca: State of Callfornia, Offlce of the Governor, Governor's Budget. Sacramento, CA: 19761985,

o - o e ® ° e . » e e




TABLE III-3

COMPARISON OF K-12, :CSU AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE REVENUES
Total Dsl rs per ADA and Constant Dollars per ADA.
A 1976-77 - 1985-86

. A
° _ ' K-12- Revenues CSU Revenues \ Community College Revenues
: 3 . Per ADA - __Per FTE " ‘Per ADA
. Total 1976-77 . Total 1976-77 - Total 1976-77
Year Revenues?d JDOll&be Revenues® Dollars® Revenues® Dollars
- 1976~77 $1,834 $1,834 »53,903 . $3,603 _ 5‘1,892 . $1,892
® ' 19&;—78 - 2,045 1,904 4,256 3,953 2,109 1,964
: T 19A8-79 - - 2,207 1,897 4,072 3,500 2,237 - 1,923
1979-80 .2,611 . 2,046 - 4,732 3,708 . 2,399 1,880
'1980-81 . 2,875 - 2,056 . 5,236 3,744 2,491 1,781
.- 1981-82 2,934 1,946 5,256 3,486 . - 2,484 1,648
-1982-83 . 2,953 1,837 5,209 3,240 2,518 1,566
® ) 1983-84%* 3,292 1,928 5,261 3,081 2,751 1,611
; ' © 1984~85% 3,596 1,990 =~ 6,085 3,367 ‘ 3,094 1,712
* 1985~-86%* 3,807 1,991 © 6 727 3,518 3,239 1,696
Cumula tive Change St o _
" Amount $1,973 $157 $2,824 $-385 $1,347 . $-196
@ _ Percent 107.6% - 8.6% CT2.47% -9.9% 71.2% - -10.4%
| . : R N
; *Estimate : ’ . .
\‘ - **Budgeted - : . } B , 'm\
¢ £ - . l t . -~
: t { oo
® T ) Includes property tax, state aid, federal aid ln!‘cttery revenues, combined
’ ' state/federal grants, county income, student fees, and .other miscellaneous
~ revenues. .
Adjusted b»y' the GNP deflg tor for state and local ‘government purchases. .
® Source: Califcmia State Controller, Financial Transactions of Schaol
* NDistricts. ~Sacramento, CA: 1978-79 - 1985-86.
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' :ega:dless of their level of preparation. . Wide variations in studen: ability
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IMPACT OF STATE FINANCE AND FUNDING POLICIES

The state policies described above have had a number of consequences for ®

=

the ednmunityéégolleges: T -

ADA-BASED FUNDING FORMULA

~

. We found considerable evidence :hat the ADA—besed funding fomule has
created incentives that weaken the qnelity of ccmmunity college prograns._

Wwith income tied to ettendanee, "the colleges have had. strong incentives to .

emphasize .popular’ courses 'tha»t' are inexpensive to effer,end to refrain from .

of fering edvenced, high—quality courses that do ngt attract ‘large numbers of

students. Céurse stendards and instmctionel quality have also suffered ds a = X ]

-

result nf uhe emphasis on attract:i.ng large numbers of smdents to enroll -

o~

x;;ﬁn abclass -5 and large classes -~ greatly 'complicate ins tmction 4nd of ten .‘ . ‘
Penalize the we%red students who A% willfng to do advanced‘ work S | |
There ‘nas also been little incentive tn spend scarce reseurces on st.udent fl‘
-serviees (e.g,, counseling -~ see Cﬁapters IV and V.)’ equipment (see Chap:er_‘ A . ‘

£

V1), or mainteémces, as oppesed to the development of popular classes that can
. . . : i . o . Ce

¢

attract addition‘al-\enrollment, ’ | , | ‘e
i . \A ‘ , [y ’ R
This impact of ADA-based funding is wi%espreed: For virtually all the , ®

€

coldeges in our fieldwork s:ample, budget and student enroliment considerations’ }

1

e,

were the primary factors taken into cons {deration when decisions were made

@

about whicjm Srograms and courses to emphesize.
N R . ) 3
~ - -
!
~ - @
»
- .’) -
~ - . 8 . w
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INSTABILITY OF STATE ?UND&NG ?oircms | L .
] .

-

-

Sioce 1973, the Legislatu:e has passed ten major bills: &ffecting the

funding of community colleges ‘in California. These bills have dealt with both
- 4 SRR Y

the provisions for allocating funds and the level of funding.

‘

4

Ou: §ieldwotk confirmed a high 1evel of f:ust:ation at the- oollege and

LY a
“ - e

distric: ievels due to these uncertainties io state financing, these findings

. ., . a - . -
A «
LY

uere.corroborated by our panelists and’questioonaire respondents. The
- % -
' unding fonnuia changes, and the unavaixaoility\of information

ggquenc

E -

ws. a pattern of deciig;ng state and 1pcal support for

.‘ community colleges (in oon#éant doglars per ADA) over theAlast decade. In
‘{ 5 w g - . . .
« lqtge part, this éec}ine has Seen the‘result of state policies designed to o
, ‘_‘ ¢ {‘ * ¢
: aohieve two objgctives- The elim@nation of some counses oonsidered to“have . :

13
L3

low priori;y for -8 te fumding, ang the establishmen; of - limits on the state' s
2 ' "[‘. 2= + -

f'financial obligat&on.. Somé gecline iq overari sugpgrt should the:efore not be
: - 3£‘"ﬁ; , PR - . ﬁ %} it . ) "

o . - -
. 3 W . S Q - T
‘. R “ by - €. . P .
€ R . .
N .‘ N . . 3 i . . S . . . . .

‘ snrpriﬁing‘
L 3 .

; W .founﬁ the afﬁects of this éecl{ne to vagy’widely,_Uith no discetnab}e -59

. i . L5
an } Q

- * £

. T.i".‘\\“‘ . N § .\‘ T - f - /,;
, .A‘o{‘A r uctioq in gpe nﬁmber of. ®ouxses offered béyond those courses
e - ¥

o '-desi ated by*the staté o§ lou priority,

- ‘ .
- e W1 N

> - >
S i A
» .
AL f
.
: s

o‘ S‘:aff layof,is, S.”alli‘ng_ most ﬁaax?ily OIT part—time Eacul::y,

. p sy . ~
\ s ¢ : c - T ¢ e 8 \3 ¢ ’ ‘ }g . : y
. * * . 1
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2o ngll pattern. aOoe or more - oﬁ the ioilowing eﬁﬁects was found at virtga}ly N N
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_account for nearly 80 perceht of all district General Fund expenditures.

o urtailment of student services such as&assessment and counseling, or.
nability to develop desired new services (see also Chapter V);

o Failure to erlace sging equipment (see Chapter VI);

-

o. Deferral of plant maintenance;

o Competition for resources among campus programs, accompanied by an
erosion of cooperative campus-wide planning, .
. N
o Intensified efforts to maintain and improve enrollment in order to
qualify for ADA support, focused on popular, low~cost cdﬁrses '
(oisccsscd above).
ﬁ - » » . » -

INTER-DISTRICT ,SPENDING DIFFERENCES |

As disgussed above, on%ywhaifhof‘the state's community 'collgge districts

-~

.

‘Eall within ten percenc of average district expendi tures. One would normally

<&
expect some differences in distric: spending per ADA, due to variations in

district costs. Curren: spending differences, however, are not for the most
part based on actual ‘cifferesces in cos‘*and ‘needs, but (largely) on the
‘ O S ' R S _ ’

..!historicalisccident of .what distéicts‘eere\receiving in local revenue just -

s -

L ; : . . » T
- prior to Proposition 13, This has left some districts particularly

underfunded relative to their needs. ’ N i | o

e . Lt . :

. HOW FUNDS ARE' SPENT

' Figures I1I-I and I1I-2 show the di%tribution of community college General . -
TR .

R : .
Fund expenditnres by object cstegory snd program csgegory, respectively,‘in .

E IQ82-83 ‘These figures reflect the fact that ~education is a labor~intensive .

\ &

industry, as salaries and benefits of classified and cettificated personnel i

et

- o - .

~ . &
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Figure III-1
, GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
5 . BY OBJECT CATEGORY,
Lo 1982-83
~
: .
46.8% .
Certificated Salaries y ]
TIéterfqnd
Transfers
Capital.
Qutlay :
| Classified
 Other Sglarxes _
Operating Expenses ‘\‘ o
o L = TN

3.5%
Books and Employee

Supplies, Benefits
Source: Cahforma Community Coﬂeges, Board of Governors,

California Community College Fiscal Data Abstract,
1982-83. Sacramento, CA: 1983 ‘
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and Auxiliary Services

. . Fig‘*e.lli-z
GENERAL RUND - EXPENDITURES

BY PROGRAM CATEGORY, : * e
y 1982-83 - _ .

N\ 48.8%
. Instructional
- -Activities

~ Interfund_}3 3%
Transfers

Capital
. Qutlay

3888 .\
Administrative
Support

Community Services,
- Ancillary Services,

-

- o \ r~ . \ ‘ ",»N c\ .
Source: California Comnunity Colleges, Board of\Governors, )_ o o 0

. ’ - California Community College Fiscal, Data\&stract o . o .
+ 1982-83. Sacramento, CA: 1983 . . © T DRI
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° Ins tructiogal activi ties account for about one half. of all expenditures. The
. proportion of total expenditures accdunted for by each of the obdject and
. : A S . : -
( . .

program categories has remained steady since 1980~-81, which {s the f{r‘sty\ear

for whigch data are ava.ileble in this form. 9/

fj s ‘ Data from the National Center for Education Stetisties show that
S -‘Califernie ranks seventeenth among states in the proportion of expenditures ¢
:‘ : A ’ alloca ted to instruction. 10/ Thns, while the Qverall magnitude if-’ ]
' “ Califomie s commitment te communi ty college education is greater than that Ofi
almost all other states (see Table IEI-I), the ’transla,tion ofA that 'c“emnxitment
;. | to actual ins truction is about average. ’ .

‘State da ta show that e:gpe-nditures by ins tructionél program in 1982-83
: renged from $702 to $2,445 per:‘ ADA, with an average expenditure for all '
’ ’ , » ' - .

wi thin 10

programs of $1,151 per.ADA, of 23 programs surveyed, ?nl'y 7 fall

percent->af this average;'6 are beglow and 10 are above.’ Moreover,

[

[ ' . - ’ L)
'instructiena}. ‘expendi tures per ADA are more’ than 20 percent below

. - LY \ o ¢ - T -
‘. L 4 programs and more than 20 percent above average for 8 programs. 11/
8 . AL ~ . : . -_
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| SUMMARY-— R
LS
This chapter has presented the following findings:
o California spends more on community colleges, relative to its weelth,-
b N '

than almost any other state in the nation. ‘

o//é;ile state support of community colleges has increased over the last
; ?

oecede, this increese has fot been enough to fully of fset the teduction

in looal revenues brought>eboot by Proposition 13, coupled with the A
L] . . . i

effects of infletion., ’ «

r

o State support for community coliegee,hes oeclined over the Last ten

years :elative to support for K=12 education. It has,elso declined’

_elightly reletive to support for Csﬁ \\\\ o ’ . .o

o iThe community colleges are funded on the besis of student class.

.
- e * ~

;'(NV .}»~attendence. This funding formula creates incentives that have resulted

Lo : a A - ¥ . '

sy o >’~in oistortions in course and. program planning, and a 1owet£ng of course

s .
“ . a

v \ ‘Quality. »

gé “The instabllitY§of>eé3te_fiﬂnnce decisions‘hagﬂmgdé fiscal 8nd'progrem}

4 ” o ) . . . ’ - . .
planning difficult.\ “‘ . .

r-i:\ .

3

.

\.

,io fThe overall degline tn stete support hes led to the elimination of many

“ -

:‘ “ o courges .that the staté'has no longer‘wan&ed to support, but hes also

. ! I L
caused other, more far-reaching reductions In serwices.

o State allocetion‘formulas in the' wake of ?ropositionrl3.have helped to

LR . ‘-
-

) actuel dif ferences in costs per student,\

o Compared to other sta s, the progortfon of dommunity cpllege
)

expenditures alloceged to instruction 'in Celifornia is abdut- everage.

- . . t
¥ . o .

perpetuate inter-district spendiﬁg cifferehces*thet are not based on .

.
-@®
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0 There {s wide variation {n the costs of different instructional

programs,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III

-

One ADA is defined as 525 student onteet hours; a contact hour ia defined
as one student under the immedfate supervision and control of a
certificated instructor for one hoyr., Thus, one full-time student
attending classes for a full sefias’ter generates one ADA. .The number of
student contact hours (and hence ADA) to be funded at each.college is
dtimated from a census, taken twice each semester’ (usually the 4th and
12th weeks), of the number of-students enrqlled and attending classes.

Calculated by dividipg~total statewide expenditures by total statewide

-~ ADA. These figuresiexclude West Kern District,.which has local oil

revenues and :eeeives no state support. -

.

California Community Colieges, Board of, Governo;s, California Community
Colleges Fiscal Data Abstract§*1982-§§. Sacramean, CA: 1983.
E N

The‘disperities {n revenue per ADA are based ipon total reveﬁae, including

cAtegorical ald. Because categorical aid is based upon some measure of
di®trict need, and not upon ADA, one would expect some variation in any
case in revenue allocated per ADA.

Average eost was deemed to be the actual average expendi ture per ADA

and was not based upon a prior estimate of "true” cost. : '
-

Befoﬁe the passage of AB .Ixx and the imposition of a mandatory uniform
stpdeat fee, colleges charged students a wide variety of user fees, whieh
produced income that wasynot subtgacted from total district entitlements
in de'térgining sstate apportionmﬁnts. ‘AB 1xx suspended these user fees.
Gollegeiwthose income from sunh fees in 1983-84 was greater than the
increase in their state apportfonments between 1383-84 and.1984-85
suﬁ?ered a net cut {n revenue @?a 1984~85) under this rule; the AB lxx
district reimbursement provisions are aimed at easing the impact of these
cuts. In 1983-84, districts earnmed a total of approximately $20 million
in user fees. Though the new student fee is expected to genefgtegsome $40
million more than.thfs in 1984-85, the entire $68 million is deducted Erom
totak district ent{ tlements. For the most part, districts remin ‘
obl}gatee to provide the services for which_the fees had been charged.

National Center for Edycation Statistics, Financial Statist{cs of.aofieges

and Univergities. Washington, D.C.: 1981. Comparative data for 1979 80,
is the most recent avallable for public two-year eollegea.

Note,%?oweyer, that workload is not directl ptoportisaal to course
enrtollment. Every enrolled student makes pome demand on college .

and ministration

faciiéties,-student services (e Ty health counseling}, and reeotdkeeping

vaw



5 9/ The amo‘nt shown for administrative support in Figure III-2 {ncludes money

@ expended for instructional support, instructional services, admissions and
records, counseling and guidance, other student services, maintenance and
operation of plant, planning and policymaking,.and general {nstitutional

services. a ‘ A
.. . A ) A o \
; . 10/ National Center for Education Statistics, Financial Statistics of Colleges 4
e - (‘and Universities. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, ) '
1983. . : ' ‘ " P .

11/ California Community Colleges, Board of Governors, California Community
Colleges Fiscal Data Abstract. Sacramento, CA: 1980-81 - 1982-83.
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~budget cuts;_}[ the imposition (in 1984-85) of a new general 'student fee; and

IV. THE STUDENT CONTEXT

. .
. L)
4 , . ‘

. INTRODUCTION

\

.Chapters V = VII of this report present study findings on: communi ty
college iransfer and vocational programs, To help put these findings‘in “
greater perspective, this chapter first desctibes the student clients for

~

these programs. What kinds of students ‘attend community colleges? What

‘changes have ta#en place over the last decade or more in numbers of students

Qttending, and. {n student characteristics, attendance patterns, and goals?
This chapter takes up these questions.
TN . . , ‘: ‘(b
- R S /
~ STUDENT ENROLLMENT ,

£

When the California Master Plan for Higher Educatién was w%ktten in 1960,
\ : . ,
there were nearly 300,000 students enrolled for credit in the community

colleges. In the 1960‘3, and through most of the 19769, the calleg made

major efforts to expand their services and bring in new students.-ll redit

A

&

. enrollment doubled to some 600; OOO in 1969, and doubleé again to more :han 1.2

million students in 1981. Table IV~1 shows these figures.

>

A . . LI

"Both /total and credit enrollment have denlinga\since 1981. 2] - This
decline has been variously attributed to éhe decline in the number, of high

school graduates; an improved state economy (neaning mofe people employed and

fewer in school); reductions in the number of courses offered, due to state

I3



v  TABLE IV-1

) COMMUNITY COLLEGE ENROLLMENT
1960-?} - 1983-84

Analytical Studies Unit.

" 48

-

. Credit Total
Year Enrollment Enrollmepnt
1960-61 289,898 L
1961-62 305,20%
1962-63 336,201\.
1963-64 368,008
1964~65 N\ 411,338
1965-66 459,400
1966-67 487,458 -\
1967-68 - 521,695~ \ -
1968-69 568,147 \ N -
1969-70 602,917 -
1970-71 651,997
1971-72 . 694,790
1972-73 710,893 - .
1973-74 851,311 1,009,307
1974-75 958,530 41,136,478
1975-76 1,101,548 ° ° 1,284,824, [
1876=77 . 1,074,658 1,255,678 - e
1977-78 1,115,874 1,321,739 |
"1978-79 1 046 128..f ~159 819 P
1979-80 1,095,932 ‘1,248,459 S
1980-81 ,L‘1296522 1,3& ,068 ° 7
1981-82 1,211,845 - 1,430,711 .
1982-83 1,164,195 1,354,949
1983-84 1,087,425 1,2ao,§i%
Source: Data‘frcm California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellar,
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careful study. "

{ ; \

the introduction of tougher screening procedures and academie standards. The

relative importance of each of these influences cannot be known
* - at ~

Where have all/the\new Etudents come from?. Tdble IV-2 shows

without more

that over the -

-

decade from 1973-74 to 1983—84, the praportion of total enrollment acccunt d

«

for by non—c:edit (adult education) é?gg&hts remained fairly censtant,

averaging about 14 percent\ 4/ Thus; more than four—fifths of t

enrollment has canaff: stuéents who enroll for college credit,

3 o .

shows that over this ten-year period, the proportion of credit s

enrolled full-time declined sh§rp}y? with corresponding increases in the v

/ P
pﬁoportioﬂ of part-time credit enrollment. ‘'These changes are {1
’ $

. Ftgere' Iv-1. Tables V=1 and'xv-:s-show that between 1973-74 and

number of pary-time credit students increase& by 256 830, whet

enrcllment growth between :hose two years was 236, 114 The dLff
3 . - -

20,716 students —— was aecounted for by the decline in full-ti

In other words; almost all of the increase inpcommunity- college.

- - . N .

over the last decade has been the résﬁlt of an increase 1in thé n

_,Ltime credit swdents enralled.?

. : . e
. . -

STUDENT CHARACTFRISTICS

Compared to students enrolled at the University of Californi
California State University, community college’students .tend to
: . i '

ethunically diverse, more likely to béf%eﬁale,.mpre\likely'to be
»

~
~ .

NS

he inﬁfease in‘ O
ole Iv-3 .
tudents -

lustrate@ in
1983-84 the

8 total credi:

erence ==

me enrollment.

enrollménﬁ

umber ‘of, part-

a or the
be older, more

enrolled part- .

_-time, and more likely to come from families whose income is below the state

- medfan. 5/-.. | N



Tt * TABLE 1V-2
, TOTAL AND NON-CREDIT ENROL;MENT
19?3- 4 - 1983—84 ~~
Total | Non-Credft Nen—-Credit Enrellment
Year . Enrollment Enrollment as X of Total Enrollment
1973-74 1,009,307 157,996 ¥ 16%
‘ 1974-75 1,136,478 177,948 - T 16
1975-76 1,284,824 . 183 27?: . 14
1976-77 - 1,255,678 i 181, ,020 14
1977-78 1,321,739 205.865 - 16
1978=79 1,159,819 113,691 10
1979-80 . 1,248,459 152,527 12 '
1980-81 1,348,068 218,546 @ 16
. .1981-82 1,430,711 218,866 15
. 1987-83 . 1,354,949 -~ 190,754 14
1983-84 1,240,532 153,397 12 .
. : . -
- ) ~
™~ f
T Source: Data from Califomia Communi ty Colleges, Offiee &f the Chancellor, '
e . ' Analytical Studles Unit. : ) . N,
® ¥ "
. : ) ,
..f‘ .‘ .ﬁt‘ ) f o
. \‘ . - -
- - t '
- 1
—.* K . b -
s - - \ . -
7 Y -
e
. . \
- 50 5
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-~ 3 . "[E- * *
| , . . TABLE IV-3 s t-
FULL- AND PART-TIME' CREDIT ENROLLMENT
- ( E ‘ - _ .. 8
e | 1973-74 - 1983-84 _ 5
. . B . %
\ ~ Full Time Part Time .
7 1 Year - % No. : 7 No. !
B 1973-74 35.9 305,621 64.1% 545,690 *
e ° 1974-75 33.8 . 323,983 66.2 634,87 .
! _— 1975-76 34,0 374,526 66.0 727,022 ‘
1976<77 "30.6 328,845 - 69.4 745,813 - h
1977-78 28.7 320,256 ¢, 71.3 795,618 N
C 1978-79 27.2 284,547 . 72.8. 761,581 ~
o . 1979-80 26 .0 284,942 74.0 810,990
@ ‘ ¢ 1980-81 28.9 281,251 75.1, 848,271
: ‘ ' 1981-82 ~ 24,3 294,478 75.7 917,367
: - 1982-83 _- 26.1 303,854 - 73.9 860,341 )
o :  1983-84 26.6° 284,905 73.4 802,520 :
° . - S ' . -
L Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, Stugentrna:a File. .
T ‘ Sacr:amento, CA: 1974-1984. , ’
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. L ‘ Figure IV-1 ~ ‘ - .

I . FULL- ANDPART-TIME - .- - - v
Lo "~ CREDIT ENROLLMENT, - 1

3
7

‘ 1973-74 —- 1983-84 : . ‘ g ; . ( % 2
. Y . . ‘ » . . .
. - . g‘f
, . . s
H . . : | . ) ’ ] .

Looe's , LT -
) 1,000 - * - “o
900 4 ‘ | s |

. 800 -

. 7004

~ 5004 R » Yook
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R S hd

Full-Time , = -

Lx 2

T T T T YT T T 1 T T

L 73 74 .75 76. 77 .78 79 80 81 .82 83 * - - \®

#

v

."‘Source: California Postsecondary Educatfoﬁ Commission,
Student Data File. Sacramento, CA: 1973-74 -~ 1983-84..
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: . AGE AND EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS - . .
‘@ o~ ' : . . ) ‘ -
Community college smdents are ebout 10 years older, on average, than the

lower division ‘students at UC end CSU and this difference did not ehange much

over the five—yea‘r peried from 19?7—1981. 6/

. . [ - - . . \.}

.. Table IV—&Aehows that full-time commumity college students in 1982 had an
. f . . f - 'Y

ege érofile's.imi}.ar to that of UC and CSU lower—-division students: Three-

. -~ . { b ’ 1

fourths of the full-time studeng‘s were under 25 years of age. In contrast,

older students accoun ted for more than half othejem:ollment of those r‘eking

. - .l :
-fewer than six units (one 6r two courses), and most of the non-credit
. * -

' enro\llmen;.k
Most of "these older,‘ part-time 'stnden.ts also work part-time while they

: N\

ettend school. Results from studies that Have collected infomtion_eix
: . ) ¢
. - wcrking students show a fairly censistent pattem. 7/ o
' ~»Studz‘ - ) " 'Year J % of students working®
o ‘ v . .y 3 . 7 o
Y sLs8/ ‘ 1978 69.5 -

' e - ‘ - : » .
.. ) FIELD 9/ . C.o 1984 v 80.0 )
‘ i . o | . - X - - ) -
{ While the sméies employed different samples aud are not itri;:tly comparable,

it is nonetheless clear that tthe ‘great majority of cdommunity college students

-

both w‘ork and a ttend\‘ sghool.

-ETHNICITY AND GENDER - .~ .ok
L~ % . L L

f{)ata on the ethnic distribution of students in the three segments of

’ 2
California higher eéucation i.s eften incemplete, or is reported in ways that
. are not comparable. Table IV-5 shows this distributfon for two years in which

«. .the data have-been reported in a compavable manner -* 1976 and 1982. The

3
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TABLE IV-4 ;
A | . . CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES i
: STUDENT AGE DISTRIBUTION BY COURSE €REDLT LOAD .
: . Fall 1982 U i
. : ) . .‘ . , - L. Age N
Course Credit Load "~ . Under 20 2024 25=29 304+
Full-Time {12 or more units)  3¢.8%  36.7% ° 11.7% = 12.9% -
' 6-11:9 Units . =~ ‘,' . 194§/ 31.5 18.7 30.0
' Fewer than 6 units - =9.2 _ 20.8 . 18.8 512"
Non-credit - - 1000t 17.6 0 1448 57.6
. . . ‘._ e - . . : t"‘ & ) . * k a
Percent of Total . - . 18490 0 26.9 16.7 37.5
: o .:.‘*,;_ - ) o i ' . ‘ &
*Sot.xrce: California Postsecandary Education Commission, Student Data File.
» . . Sacramento, CA!. Fa}.l 1982., f
,V | ' - < \‘ '
* \ ' 1
- \ ) \
Vs ‘{“ . ’ N
o SR . ¥
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{ ’ - . / '
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o b ~ :
N N
\& N
L Ny i Table IV-5 L | - ¢
‘ ‘ .> ' 9 - . - :
. . - FRﬁPORT:oN OF EACH ETHNIC GROUP ENROLLED- - T
D E - IN CQLIFORNIA PUBLIC' POSTSECONDARY. INSTITUTIONS -
i 1976 and 1982% *
« 1P 4h [
. ~
Ethnic Group ;; mmunity Colleges cay ) uc A
. ‘ §z76 1982 Change [1976 1982 " Change [1976 1982 Change |
\ o] L o : — a
| . White FP.1% 68.0%  =7.1% [77.3% 71.7% =5.6% [80.1% 74.6% -5.5%
@ ‘ ‘ - ‘ ' ‘ .
- Black $.7 0.7 '} 6.8 6.5 -~0.3 | 4.2 3.9 ,-0.3
Hispanic 12,5 2.5 | 7.4 9.2 1.8 | 5.4 _ 6.2 - 0.8
| " Asian 8.2 ° 4.0 | 7.2 10.8 3.6 | 9.7 14.8 5.1
d - |
* Na tive o .
Americatls 1!7 “T‘ 1.3 109 0.6 0‘5 ; 0.5 ) -

* . . base; data on “"other” ethnic groups, non~resident aliens and "no-response”
® . . are omitged, The latter category is relatively small for both years at CCC
‘ . and UC, but may be as “high as 1% at CSU; data for that institution should -
therefore‘be treated with caution. , .
- 4 - -

Source: Califernia Postsecondary ‘Edueca tion Commission, Director’s Report.

o " Sacramento, March 1984. _ ;f>

«
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, (thoughvmiss{ng data from CSU makes this ¢ ‘par

table shows thetithe total proportion of minorities at all three‘segments

increased over. this seven-year period, end the increase was dominated by

. ®
growth in the percentage of Asian students. In both years, there was -a higher

proportion of@minerity students at the community colleges than at either UC or
C%U,.except for Asian students. Looking at' the data for Black and Hispanic

students only; the table shows that their enrollment as a‘preportion.of all

13

s tudents gnew more rapidly at 'the community cqlleges between these. two yeays

) R .n . N . . ) . - -

than it did at either UC or CSU: ‘ Whereas in 1976 their combined percentage of
‘\ . : ) . .

enrollment was 3.4 percent greater at the community colleges thannet‘UC, this

v

fignte grew to 12.1 percent by 1982, At CSU, the Black and Hispenic student

proportion of enrollment in 1976 was 4. S,percent below their proportion of

'

community college enrollment; by ‘1982 this figute had gr to 6.5 percent .

s relieble‘ sae the‘

note accompenying Table IV—S) . The proportion of Bleck anq HiSpanic students‘

X

in the community colleges was more than nwice their prepertien et Uc in 1982,

“and about half-again as 1arge as the roportion at CSU. 10/

A“

In 1980 - the last yedr for which reliabie data are available =~ the

A

R

community colleges enrolled approximetely 80 percent oE all Bleck and HiSpanic

I

high school graduates, 53 percent of all Asian, and ?3ﬂpefeent of all white -

graduates who went on to postsécendary educational institptions in . ‘
.‘ § f ~

Californig. 11/ - ‘_ ‘ | ff ‘ , .

i

t 55 *percant of 3ln community college

~

P &

Whereas by 1982 women were

e
0\.

&

students, most of this enrollm ,

part—time and ié non-credit courses,

S

king fewer than six

N [N

clear majority -- some.60 percedt -~ of -the students

units or taking mon-credit courses. 12/

>r» ‘(Alé}l
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™e



®
; | o STUDENT GOALS
. ‘ ‘ : .. :
? - The two studies cited abové eleo asked students why 'they were enrolled;
the study results\ are ehoun below. \
o . . : _
. - Reasons for Enrolling ‘
. ) ) _ » Other
Study Year Transfer Acquire or Upgrade‘Voeatio‘tEl Skills Purpoke
~ SLsS 13/ 1978+ 37% | 35,5 e arsn
*® FIELD 14/ 1984 32, 50.0 S 17.0
) The inerease fn the proportion of sm_dednts ‘inte;'es ted in vocational skills
° is’ eensietent‘} with the findings of eur fieldwork. At 27 of the 33 colleges we -
o, 9 vi»sf«te&,’ c.mmue‘itAy coll’ege peréonnel reported a‘significant increase. in - T
)tudent interest in vocational educa}tien and employﬁx’ent train;ng. A'bm\xt one-
‘. third of the colleges in our sample also reported declining enrollments in
: liberal arts and/oz: social seienee courses. » -
. S - INSTITUTIONAL RESPGNSES
‘ ATTEMPTS TO MAINTAIN OR INCREASE ENROLLHENT
The commtmiw colleges havs atxtempted to halt or reverse the recent
. decline in enrollments by encouraging more high school students ‘to .en'roll, by
| &previding improved screening, course plagement, counseling and tutoring
services,. by upgrading existingf'programs or developing new courses
® (particulaely to attract more \meat:f.cm;;.;i and "nen—tr‘tional" students), andt
b , by improving theilr public nelatio.ns. F'I‘he ef fects of these efforts are not yet
known. )
. - -
&
“ 57 ~
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~a

. the staff felt that they knew ‘the students so well that tests were

ASSESSMENT AND CQUNSELING .

Th‘e majority of colleg‘es_ ie-ehr sample ma}e use of some form of tes t tp . Y

R

determine student ma§tery of or aptitude for\mthemetics o:p\English. At some

campuses, test results were used to determine in which English or mathematics , '

-

eoutses students could eanroll. At other eelleges, students were allowed t.c 2 B )
: . , _
enroll in any course,rregerdles‘s of test outcomes. - v S .

- . ‘. IS ¢ o R L » ’

Althoughltests were most often used fdr'plaeement in mathematics’and

. S
. kS ¢

English c:our:ses, a few colleges i.n our sample used tes\ts to detemine . @

placement in other courses where mestery of the curric’ulum depends on the '

¢ -~

I

s tudent heving a reasonable level of .skill in reading or mathematics.. At . L

those celleges, students who \fanted to enroll in a histoty c.om:se, for ' . .

. 7

- -

example, -had to meet a minimum- scdre on the reading plecement examination. | ’ 2

. This patpern was the except-ion rather than the rule.

* : ‘ . Lo - e ’ X
Several colleges in our sample did not use any tests. .At some colleges, . @
. ) - .

& ) - . -
. -

unnecessary. And staff at several colleges felt that a placement. examination

would iﬂt,im'idete and dr‘ive ewey-some‘studeﬁﬁs who might ‘ctﬁemise‘enroll. 3 ‘ - @
Counseling services were availeble on a walk—in basis to all stuc;em:s f I

et;xrolled for eredit- policies on mandat:ary j:ounseling varied from eampus to ' . _S

campus: State regu.{a tions r:equire firs t:-“time stu;ients who enrol}; for six - .“ ®

hours or more of credit to attend a ca‘mseling session; at “some campuses this

r

requirement was met through a group orientation. Students on academic

»>
probation are alsc required to see a counselor. = ¢4 : ’ @
Only a few colleges in.our sample reported mandatory counseling that went
. . .
beyond the Board of Governors' requirements for new students and students on
. o ' ®
58
1{‘ .
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! -"academi{c prak}a tio;x. Somé required smdeﬁ:s to ﬁxee‘t wi th a céunselor’ close ﬁa; A
. _‘ ’graduation Knd/cr required students té'have a counselor approve their péogr:ams .
. on a Ye.arly basis. ‘Others ‘used‘ fpm letj.te;:s to encourage students to visit a
' c‘ounselor at o‘che:." critical times ldur(.ng thei‘rA éareers ‘(Eagl , after they had /
) . ‘cmplete:d 30 hours of coursework). | - ‘ ‘ | i \;'
STUDENT STANDARDS .
@ , The ope:n-ﬁoor policy at community c'ol'le‘ges has come under aﬁtack in r;acent
ye.ar.s from.several quirters. Critiés.h;:-ve_ ckmrge& that the colleges aé‘e ~ .
aAccqnmoda ting tec many s‘trndent.s who are ill—équipped- tg handle college workA
@ | ‘*and that adequate academic standards have not been’ censistently applied to all
T ) s tudents, ' Partially in respanse to this cri tic‘ism, the Board of Gavernors in
| 1981 ‘zmd 1983 put in place several policies to tighten academic standards at
* the community colleges. | S ‘.{J -
A new statewi,de grading policy required’ the issuance of s‘a% failing ("Fv)
grade to indicate tmsatisfactory course performnce and w{thholding of
® o Credl t.* Before ,the imposition of this policy, a rmm{ber of‘colleges did not
fail ény‘étudent;s. . ce . | | o | ““ " o N
Iﬁ ;enj uc.:t fon with ;:hé grading policy, ti-;e B_aard of G’ave‘rnc'rs instity teé a
.; ) policy that set an academic floor for students. The policy réQﬁ}reé‘ that
i students maintain a grade point %vlrage of at least 2.0 ("C"), . or be placed on
. academic pr;bation. The Board also restricted the pércentsige ‘of Qithdrawals,
@ ‘ incompletes, and elective non-credit units a Etﬁden{: cauéld'ac‘cum*;xla tem duﬁing
| the course of a semester, requiring tha t:'s‘tu‘cient‘s be placed on acaden;ié
» i r A ‘
. N N .




.

~any of these categories.- !

-

X ptehetion if they accumulated more than So\fetcent of their course units in

t -
. s o . N
- =

n

‘\

In 1683, the Boaré adoﬁted a policy thst students whose grade point

<

average fell below 1.75 over three conmsecutive quarter must be dismissed.

- JERN . 1 ¢

&

. This was a minimum standard; individual campusés were allowed to impose more

stringent regulations. . . - -

The effeets of these tougher-amdemic standards hsve not be*tudfed -

though many\of our panelists 'and college respondenxs belleve that ihey have-

IS

helped to identify and weed out some students whos were not serious about (er

unable to handle) college-levelgwork. A ;'

o : 'SUMMARY'* ‘ .

This chapter has presented the feIInwing findings'

€

‘ .
o] Almost all of the- susbstantial increase in ccmmunity c@llege enrollment

‘hb
* - By

‘ﬁ; over the last decade has been the result of an lncrease in the numbgr'
A}

N . N .
of part-time stuéents.;“» ‘ - ;

.o .Commuﬁity college saldents ere oldQ:; oe avetsgé;\than lower-division
students<at?UC om CSU, but :Qé age profile for full—time students 1is
5>‘similet to that of lower division students at UC and CSU.
o .Oldet,students aecoent tfg more than half_of thoSe.who enroll part-
time, and the greae-dajority of all students both work\and attend .
: .

,

school.
5 There eas a 7 percent increese ln minori ty stuéents\at the community

colleges betwen‘1976 and 1982, more than half of which ook pleee‘amang

Asian students. Over this’peried, the preportien of Black‘;nd Hispanic

[N “‘i .

o

o
Femi
'
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L . | o }
‘smdenc enrollment grew rn;re rapidly at the community colleges th;em at
e ‘ ' e_itﬁ'éq UG or CSU." In 1982 their combined px;orportion of .enrollme’nt was
| | ‘more than twice as great at t:l';e community collegés- as at U(?, and more
. | than half-again as great alsv at CsU. J°
f. . o About one—t}'xiﬁ'd of ail smd!ent}s are iyteres‘ted. in tfansferring to four—
‘ yeaf Ainstttuiionsf,b though over *:he laét sever;l yeaArs‘the proporﬁion of
: sk;dents expressing interest in vocational ‘-;.raining has grown '
®* ) substantially. »
& " o Most eolleges réquire only a few student contacts with counselors. For
the most part, stu‘éentts myst tgke the initiative in deciding that they
i. ' # - need, ‘a‘nd then finding, appropriate as sisr:ance:'
: ) . ‘ o' Many colleges test st;.xdénts in English and mthgpxatics. Some use the
| . - tests to detemine what Englis}»h or .mathenatics courses a student must
. attend;. vefy few. use the tests to determipe whether students will be | v .
F rallowed to ensoll in otﬁer courses refuiring English or mathemat‘iesi
" skills. _ oy
i. ’ o Tougher academic standards have been in ‘effec:‘sincé'rl‘JSl;f no ‘c;at.a )
exist oé the c;vers'll impact of these standar&s. ]
. . ,
- »
®
' . ' »
.,
- p i
° . ‘ ‘
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: ‘ - NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

¢

1/ This expansion has been widely criticized as extending the charfter of the
community colleges beyond the intentions of the Master Plan, and
* " introducing a number of courses and programs for which public support was
- " not merited. The legislature mandated a reduction in personal growth and
D avocational courses in 1981 and made an additional $30 million cut in 1982
: (see Chapters II and III). . , _ tj?
+ 2/ A further six percent decline is estimated for 1984-85. Although
statewide enrollment has been declining, only abouyt half of the campuses
we visited quring the studg were experiencing decﬂining enrollment.
. . \
3/ See Note‘#l / oD .

¥

4/ 1If the drop 4n 1978-79 .(the year Proposition 13 tock effect) and 1979-80
are igdored, the average is 15 percent.

5/ <California Community Colleges, Office . of the Chancellor, “Student
Profile,” Field Research Corporation Study. A report prepared for the
Board of Governors, California Community Colleges. Sacramento, CA:
- Oc tober 1984.- ”

[y t

o 6/ This {s the last period for which reliable data are available., The
average age of UC lower division students is abbut 19, of CSy studéﬁts
about 20, of community college students about 30. (California
Postsecondary Education Commission, Information Digest, 1982. Sacramento,
T © CA: 1982, p. 98). ' - ‘ et

7/ A third study (California Postsecondary Education Commission, Meeting the
Cost of Attending College, Sacramento, CA:: April 1984) also found that
in 1982-83 75.5 percent of community college students worked. The
validity of .this study's findings have been questioned on methological
grounds, ‘in part because the study sample underrepresents large urban
colleges and ethnic minorities. These data are nevertheless cons}stent
with those of the other two studies cited below.

8/ M. Stephen Sheldon, Statewide Longit dinal Stg_y, 1978-1981, Final
Report. Sacramento, CA: California Community Colleges, Chancellor's
Cffice, n.d. ’ '

G/ California Community Colleges, Officé of the Chancellor, "Student
Profile,” op. cit. .

10/ These data are "snapshots” from two points~n time; they do not provide a
, complete understanding of this complex issue. The 0ffice of the

i‘ - Cha?cellor estimates that Black enrollment declined about 172 percent
between fall 1983 and fall 1984,

£
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. i - « . .
N \ (‘
11/ Percéxkﬁges canpiled from California Pascsecondary Educa tion Commission Ny W i\
‘ data. S _ ‘ . ‘ -
‘ . . A B : ‘ . - A .

12/ Califarnia Pestsecendary Education Commission, Student Data File.
_Sac:amento, CA: 1982, :

o 13/ sheldon, op. cit, | . | f

@® 14/ california Community leleges, Office of the Chancellor, s&aent

[ Profiie. op. cit’ Since the Field survey sample ineluded. students
enrolled in non~credit courses, the percentage of students reported as
interested in transfer may understate the extent of this interest among

: stndents enrolled in credit courses. . i L ,
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¢

'&higher edueatién. Recently, the cnmmnnity colleges have been eriticized in-

their nreperatien.“-Is the rate of trensfer to fonr-year institutions lSwer
’then it should b7 Are stidents well-prepared when they transfer?~Are all .

stndents who wish to trensfer;serven equally well by the cemmnnity‘cnlleges?

_percent was a decline of more than 50 percent.

N ~_,A!€ t A
. e *ﬁ a i " o ' ) i ; -
- Ly . . . A 't . , : > . ‘
. - NS - . N
- i (’,§L"~ - o 3 ¢ * .
* ~ = & X [anl -
- - 2 S t
& - ’ * ‘ - d
- o - L.
VoL : ; V. THE TRANSFER MISSION ' T
. . N .
) . L |
N A ‘: . - ~— s
- L\ =
- s b xmnnucrmn .

-~ st t

3 \ Over,time, ene of the nost imponegnt missions of the dnnhnnity eolleges_

N -

‘e R »

Bas been the preparatien ef students to’ transfer to fbnr—yj?r institutions of .

[}

some qnarters.as net doing welI enough in this area. Qnestions have been

b

-

'raised abent beth the numbers of»sthdents who transfer andfthe quality of

A ]

- .

. Tnis“enepter endreeses;tnése questions; Chapters'VI and VII discuss community

- . :
s - * . » <

' : \
. collége vocational education and employment treinigé'prngrnms. .

. . CIRANSFER RATES - = - - >
. . . : . £ _

T*‘ . - i N &

The number of cemmunity college students transferring tn uc increased fron )

\ ‘.

,& 468 in 1969 70 to a peak of 8, 193 in 1973-74, then deelined steadily to

, | « A
1969-70 levels beEare begianing to‘rise,again-in 1982—83. Transfers from

e, ~

',eomnsnity colleges te CSU also increasen until 1972-73, when they penked~et

53,820 students, before declining to a 1981- 82 Inw of 45, 283 1/

>

Table V-1 depiets the rate of transfer to UC and*CSU as a percentage of

.

total credit enrollment-frem 1969-70}thrﬁygh 1983—84. It shows that the rate

increased from 1969-70 through 1972-73 and declined steadily through 1581*

82. The drop from a 1972-73 high of 8.6 percent tes the 1981-82 low of 4.1

€
-

e . o,
1
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b

X s
Table V=1

TRANSFERS TO UC AND CSU AS A PERCENTAGE OF -

‘TOTAL CREDIT ENROLLMENT
1969-70 ~ 1983-84 - L

R

“Total Transfers.

-

A ‘ As a Percentage of
. Total Credit - . Total . Total Credit
Yeark,, Enrollment Transfers Bmrollment
1969-70" 602,917 - 48,421 8.0
: r1970-71 ¢ 651,997 - ‘54,411 8.3
. 1971-727 . 694,790 59,143 = 8.5
. 1972-73 7, 710,893 . 60,985 - 8.6
1973-74 851,311 59,528 7.0
1974-75 - 958,530 - .. 58,957 6.2
1975-76 1,101,548 - 60,919 - 5.5
- 1976-77 1,074,658 " .- - 58,353 5.5
'“iﬁ' 197.7-78 . ‘;,115,37a _~ 51,551 5.2
LT 1978-794 1,046,128 53,623 ° " 5.1
1979-80 1,095,932 51,975 - - 4.7 -
'1980~81 1,129,522 - 52,077 . 4.6
1981-82 1,211,845 . 50,061 o 4.1
p 1982+83 1,164,195 50,537 4.3
- 1983-84 1,o§7,a2§ : 51,031 4.7
. ) ~ ) ‘ ) Nyt " | %
Source:. California Postsecondary Education Commission Data. .
: K. “A\
I3 - —
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” : . : .
‘Recent studies ‘have shown t.hat;@ast students who transfer have attended

o

e ¢

.. community colleges on a full-time basis., 2/ ’I‘at;le V-2 ‘shous’ ktrapsfers to UC. '
N < . o . ‘ . ;

' " and CSU‘» as é percentage of fx.xllr-i;ime community ’co‘lle-ge enrollment; these rates
o are higher an;i. nere Astabl'e' r.hén th; r-ates of transfer computed as a f:acti'on_‘
° N of all credit enrollmedt. : L ) o

Taking this:éaha}ys;s éﬁe addi tiéﬁai ;tep; Table A{?-B'shows ‘transfer rates
° as a propott';ion of high Tsc:}.hm::rl ».gréduates‘ »wha ente‘red' ,communit\:y col“leg:esA twWo . )
‘ K years egrliet. ‘These__,tra,,nskf‘er rates é:e Gons ide:ably higher than ‘thoge
derli.ved from either of thekt:wo, ot:hgr meaéurés, and‘ are fairly stfa‘;)}:e over |
® ‘timg.n | o \ g,a :
» .TRANSFERS WHO DO NOT TRANSFER ‘ -
6 L In Fall 1983, 6,52?1 ‘smdgnts from the community? colieges were admitted‘?t‘:o‘ ’
: ‘ :
k‘ uc, but only 5,305 students actually 'transf‘grred'. Nineteen peréen't (1,222) gf
™, those admitted chose not to attend the Upi\}ers ity; ‘_3_;7 r
;.' f > | 'Thi;&z‘group of students whc‘wére ac}gxi»;ted to the .Universit;} do §ot appear
in the statist‘icé ’c;;ed above; thes® s‘t‘atistic% therefore wnderstate the
. number of studet:ts tfxg community c.élléges. >prepare for ,transfef:'i/;
o - | | .
x TRANSFERS TO PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS ‘
It is estimated that in 1981-82, 4,313 students transferred from the
® ‘com'm‘un.ity'co‘lleges‘ to ;;rivate institutions. The estimate fgr'1982—83 is 4,393
transfers; for' 1983-84, the estimate {s &,'800. Students transferring- to
~ , ) - |
o

_'Jl,*
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. S } A. ,.0 ¢ .
H . * ' .
. co ’ S
Ar\’ . L T_S?le ‘~'\‘T-2 | ) : \.
i . TRANSFERS TO UC-AND CSU AS A PERCENTAGE OF -
‘ .t FULL-TIME CREDIT ENROLLMENT , ’
A “ - - 197374 - 1983-84. N ) ‘\ :
t‘» ) - R ~ A‘ \ . J‘ i .
: = ) * LT ‘pf
- : . . - Total . _ 0t ¢
. & oof - ' b " Transfers$ K -
Credit Total ’ As % of - \ °
udents Full-Time " Full-Time * \ "o
Enrolled , Credit Total Credit ;o v
‘ ar Full-Time Enrollment Trahsfers Enrollment ) A
: : : L C - . o . » - - ‘ » .
197374 - 35.9 . 305,621 . 59,52d ~'19.57 . CN L
7 1974-75. s33.8 323,983 58,957 18.5 ., . . -
1975-76 34,0 374,526 - 60,919 6.3 -9 - o
1876-77 . 30.6 328,845 58,353 17.7 . . A
1877-78 . 28,7 320,256~ ‘ 57,551 18.0 . o
1978-79 , 27.2 284,547 ¢ 53,623 '18.8 A\ o
187980 - , 26.0 284,942 51,975 18.2 : - -
1980-81 - 24.9 281,251 52,077~ ). —18.5 : o ot
198182 g 24.3 294,478 50,061 - 17.0 . o f
1982-83 7 R6,1 303,854 . 50,537 16.6 D
1983-84 26.6 290,154 51,031 17. S :
: R . ~ . Lo ' @
‘ - T T l“'
- Source:  California Postsecondary Education Commission Data. . °~ . r
z ' : . . . - *
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| o . I = Table V-3 /
l. - .-y
S " TRANSFERS TO UC, AND 'CSU AS A PERCENTAGE OF HIGH [SCHOGL GRADUATES
' . V'~ .ENTERLNG_ COMMUNIT¥ COLLEGES TWO YEARS PREVIOUSLY . i
N ‘o 1970-71 - 1‘983—8A o s.
* C $ . ; .
S - . Y _‘ - Total Transfers
. Lo ¢ ' ) - of . . “ c As a % of-
‘ o B . % of H. S., ; Nuniber of H.S. - H.S. Graduates
‘ - ‘ ' Gradua tes to Graduates to " : ‘Entering
‘ Community .- Community Total CC 2 Years
Year _'College. .© College Transfers Previously
"o 1970-71 S 46,0 . 129,358 - --
‘ 197172 45.6 S 128,918, . - S
N : 1972°93 . 41.8 122,043 - 60,985 47 .1
. '1973-74 4143 » 119,046 » 59,528 1462
¥ 197475 « 41,37 ° 119,652 58,957 48.3
P T 1975-76 ge43.1 - xg&,ssg : 60,919 51.2
™ 1976-77 41,7 120,702 58,353~ 48.8
o, 1977-78 " 43.3 ° . 123,561 . 57, 551 45.4.5
: 197878 £1.6 117,510 53,623 k4.4,
1979-80¢— 42.1 117,269 51-,.9?5 42,1 -
| '1980-81 , 43.0 116,518 52,077 - 44 .3
o .1981-82 42,1 109,556 50,061 42.6«
L ' 1982-83 42,4 112,752 50,537 43.4°
’ ' -1983-84 c* * 51,031 46.6
*Data not available. | e e ,
N . . : S
° Sourcé: Califomia Pos tsecon ry Eéuca tion Commissiott Data. . » t’“
+ \ |
o
. . . - -
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private institutions in 1983-84 represente@ 8.6 percent of total community

. . . - / ] ) .
college transfers. ‘ , : » ' . ‘ |
2
. "' N T~ . - .
DO ENOUGH STUDENTS TRANSFER? R - T
) . - ) . X *® . . - .
e , There are no independent criteria to suggest the most desirable or '
\ e " . E—*€ _ ) ! . <
.appropriate level or rate of transfer. In this section, we look at the level
- . ~— - » . .
and rate of transfers to UC and CSU ten years ago, and ask what degree of = '
’ : ' “ “n .

transfer activity we might reasonébly expéc:-in light of thanges since thén in
© ~ athe numbers and characteristics of community college students.
N } -
S . g | v
Chapter IV showed that community college enrollment growth over the-last

decade has mostly been due to an increase in the mumber of part-time students
- ) ‘ . » . <L
enrolled.. Since the partQtime student transfer rate is only=one—third that of

-

K full-time students, 5/ the sharp decline in transfers as a percent of total -

n .

| : o .
full-time students enrolled has declined at the same time that part-time

¢ r

enrollment ‘has increased (see Table V-2), the decline éverAthis period in the

credit‘eﬁrollment“bee Table V-1) is not surprising. Since the number of ‘ “((
‘ \

-

total number of transfers would also be expected.

", We find a similaf pattern when we look at the datq in Table V-35 From

&

_19?0‘—71,. to 4982‘-—83, the proportion of high school graduates entering the ®
community colleges remained fairly stable, so- their numbers declined due to
the sharp decline over this period in the total number of high school

graduates. (See Figures V-1 and V-2). The decline in the number of high °

.

. school graduates attending community;college from 1970-71 to 1981-82 (15 .

percent) paralleled t§e decline in the nﬁmbe: of sfudents transferring to
N~ : [y . i

four-year indtitutions from 1972-73 to 1983-84 (16 percent). 6/

70 , : o s
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| Figure V-1 |
NUMBERS OF STUDENTS GRADUATING

o " . FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS,
. ) - 1970-1982 S
- ‘e » ‘)“-_ e :
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Source: California Postsecondary Fducation Commission Data
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Figpre y-2

' . , - ~ NUMBERS OF FIRST TIME ' .
- , FRESHMEN FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS
* . Yoy ATTENDING COMMUNITY COLLEGES, .
. 1970-1982 ~
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proportion of students expressing an interest in transfer declined siightly,

»

-

The numbers aad rates of transfers one might expect to see also depend to
o 2 | . |
somekgxteat on the proportion of students who enter UC and CSU directly from

high school. Figure, V-3 shows the numbers of high school graduates who have

gone directly to UC and CSU; these numbers have been rising steadily. Given

:the sharp decline in the. total number of high school graduates over this

periodf(Figure V~1), the proportion.of high sc¢hool graduates going directly to
UC or €SU has gone up more rap idly' than has their rate of enrollment at those )
institutions. Over the same period, the proportion of hiéh school graduates

attending community colleges has remained fairly stable (See Table V-B).‘ This

| pattern suggests that the proportion of GC- and CSU-eligihle high sehool

x

‘graduatea attending eemmunity eolleges has been declining. Under these .

" ~

circumstances (i.e., fewer studeats at community colleges who are both capable

of and committed to t:ansferriag“ to four-year institutions), we might expect

to see afsomewhat lower rate of transfer over time, and transfer rates -
ANEY ! ‘

computed as a percentage of high school gtaQEaEEa in’ the communi ty colleges

(Table V-3), or as a percentage of all fq%}Ltime stadents (Table V-2), have in
fact declined slightly. 7/ C .

Finally, what level_of_transfets might one eﬁpect in light of changes éber
time in studeht'geals? As diseussedsia Chapter IV; two recent studies that
provide {nfomation on student goals f?md that mmeé@ind 1984 the 1\
from abqut 37 perceat in the SLS sample to 32 percent in the Field study. 8/

At the same time, the proportion of. atudents who expressed interest in

voca tional courses rose sharply, from 35.5 perggnt in the SLS to 50 percent in

&

8
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Figure V-3

FIRST TIME FRESHMEN FROM
. CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS .
2 ATTENDING UC AND CSU,
‘1970-1982 .
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© - 1]

the Field study. The latter finding is consistent with the'findings of our

fieldwork. S - 3
- RS | AU :
One possible interpretation of these findings i{s that many students remain

- "

-

‘igteregted in completing a’fenr~year dégree; Sut are increasingly pron; to .
"cover their bets™ by also ohtaining some vocational &r technical
& training. 9/ Evidence from our field visits indicates that some -of these
s tudents continne with their voca tional s'tudies and decide to-seek early

( - &
employment rather than a college or university diploma.

In"1light of these findings, one might expect to see the transfer rate

. € : ‘
full-time students decline slightly, but remain generally stable. The dgta in

* . N

) Tables V-2 -and V-3 show that this is what has taken place.
In sum, looking back over the last decéde, we find that both the number

and rate of cunpuﬁitftcollege transfers are about what might be expected,

givemichanges over this period in the numbers and characteristics of community
colleée students. Expectationéabased solely on the historical record, -

<

however, may underestimate the potential numbé; of students who could be

. . ot t

transferring to four year institutions., This issue is taken up below.

- _ WHO TRANSFERS ‘ S \

. R .
A} B -« ¢
- .

. As shown in Chapter IV, community colleges enroll a greater.proportion of

minorities than do either UC or CSU. Nn 1983;8A, minoritids were 39 percent

of the‘populaticﬂ—gf the community colleges; but only 28 percent of the
@ ‘ students who transferred to four-year institutions. 10/ N

In 1982—83, Asiahs made up 7.3, percent of the full-time enrollment at the

community colleges and éomﬁrised 11.1 percent of the trahsfers to UC and 8.5

)
) {
. f
: '
.
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EEY
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_.years of age. - .

. R .
. .
' . ot i‘
o X

¢ -y

‘percent of the transfers to CStU. In that year, Biaeke,made up 8.6 percent of

full—time communi ty college enrollment and ‘Hispanics were 11.1 percent. Black

transfer rates in 1932-83 were 3.8 pereent and 5.9 pereent to UC and CSU

"

respectively, end‘;empereble Hispenic transfer»retes were 8.3 and 9.1

. T . S ¥ . : " ¢
percent. 11/ 12/ - “ o - »
- . ¢

' . Ope way of looking at the ethnicity of eemmgpi:y,celiege transfers. is to.

L] . 4

examine tﬁe number of transfers by ethﬁie group as a percentege of the total

LI

credit enrollment of thet ethnic;group at :he eemmunity colleges. Table V-4

presents these data for 1982—83 From our previous diseussien, we know thet =

in" 1982-83.16.6 pereent of full— ime eemmunity college students transfered tn'
UC or CSU (see Table V-T777 If :rensfers were evenly éietributed across ethnic

groups, each.group wenldbnave a rate'similar to 16.6 percent. From Table V-4,

we can see that wnites end Asians transferred at higher retee than did all .

full-time students —- 20.2 percent and 19.9 percent respeetively. On the S

other hand, ~s and Hispenics transferréd at a lower rate than did all

full-time students == 10.9 and 13.5 percent respeetively. N
--Roughly equal proportions of male and. female students transfer from -
- o . . -

community colleges to UC and CSU, and most-students who transfer are under 25

N

»



' Source:

Table V-4

e ETHNIC GROUP TRANSFERS TO UC AND CSU
 AS A PROPORTION OF FULL-TIME ETHNIC ENROLLMENT AT COMMUNITY COLLEGES ¢

Percentage
' of Total
Credit Enrollment
- (1)

Asian 7.3
‘Black . - ‘. 8.6
Hispanic 11,1 .
White . 60.7

Total 87.7* .

*Table omits data for students identified as
so column does not add to 100%.

“Non-res ident Allens"

1982-83 .

Total Number
Enrolled
Full-time |

(2)

22,181
26,161
33,728

184,854

/ 303,851

California Pos tsecondary Education Commission Data.

77

s s

- £ *

.* % Total Number 2 of Each Group

‘of Transfers ~~That Traunsfers

(3) (3/2)
N

4,429 e‘ 19.9
“2,874 10.9

4,557 13.5 ,
37,302 20.2 -
.50,537 16.6 s
@ ‘ .

"other" and those identified as

-

~ .
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. - PROGRESS OF TRANSFER STUDENTS AT UC AND CSU-
- ~ : .

UNIVERSITY.OF CALIFORNIA - ! i o

. . » . . - - ‘f_

. 8 P

Several recent studies provide data on the progress of community college

c"A‘ -

transfer students at four—-year ﬁnstitutions. A University of California task.

—

-
force report exprested concern ebont 4 decline in both the nnter of e¥n&ents
‘e

R transferring to UC and the proportion ef transfer students wﬁe eompleted

<

degrees in three yeers, and eon*clncied that too many community cellege transfer

students ieft.UC\in academic diffieulty:.£§j_
- ‘ Py : €
The data presented {n this UC repert are suseeptible ‘to more nentrel

. - ) ...

~

interpretations than those made by ‘the report‘s authers,~fLooking at'a; cehnrt

iof students whe became juniers in 1975 and fcilowing them nntil.IQTS tﬁe Uc.

task feree fcﬁnd thet among native studen".(these who enter the Universfty

tdirectly from high scheol), 74 percent who became juniors subsequently .

gredueted within three yeers. “Among those trensfer students who would have

been efx§iiief§p ettend the University as freshmen, 71 percent. graduated |

A_wirhin three years of trensferring, of those who would not heve been

h University-eligible},SG percent gredueted §itn£n three years. 14/ o - .
-Staff in the Office of the Chencellor looked at community college:

‘transfers who attended HQ in 1982-83' they found that transfer stndents hed

greduatien rates and grade ;eint avereges eimiier ‘to those of stndents

N transferring to UC campuses from CSU and from other UC campuses. 15/ |
A_recent_study by the University of Californie 16/ compared the grade

point average (GPA)AQE cemmunity college transfers to those of native students

and transfers from other four—yeer'institntions. The study shows that in

F '1982—83, the native student GPA was 2.96 andathe GPA for trensfers from other

: N
:*@ ‘ 78
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_fou:—year ins :itutiens was 2. 6(9 The fim t-year GPA fer “high—sehool

eligib}be“ commynity college :ransfer s tudents was 2. 93 theee whe had not been

1. .{; ‘ ’ . .
o eligible to attend UC di:ectly f;:cm high school had a GPAf,ef 2.67. Other - f o
. recflt studies have yielded similar f ding'e . _Ei . . 9
A ' * . L f
. - ¢ . - : . N
L . | B | L .
a CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY - o _

r

o There is less statewide dats* on the record ef cmmxmit:y cellege transfers

N

j . Coat CSU. 'l‘he Csy Chanceller 8 Offi@ st:aff have cited data shewi&g that for :
e .
Lot ¢ the period 1&23—7& - 1980—81 nativeesttﬁents had a slightly higher gt.aduation

rate than cmmmity college transfers. 18/ Comgumity-cellege @ancellor s
.Offiee staff have feund that transfer smdent grade point averages in 1982

- were. abem: the same as these of nat:ive students and t.ransfers from other

. A _— [ _. » ) . .A . R a .
instimt%ns 19/ ' e Db

\ k . R .- - - . - . * . » . A__‘
. . S t“ )
N - - H -~ -

In sum, smdents whe were originally eligible fer UcC or CSU *have done

about as ‘well Y] native st.ua"ent.s, both in tems of performance in upper
| ' RN
; ‘ divisien courses and in graduatfon :{tes. As one weuld predict, transfer
@ - .
? steden:s whe were ne: pligible fer UC or CSU from high scheel did less well

,/{han UC or CSU natives ﬁorAUC‘- or CSU-eligihle transfers from vé'ommun_itfr -

: colleges. .. c o : ' ‘ o .
P " a . , . . 3
» - ¢ N A Iy 4
. . i ' . { .
A ' N ROOM' FOR IMPROVEMENT | ‘
R - N f C W - ' . - -
. We have seen that the number and rate of cemmtmity college transfers to¢-
®e ' .
e Afour—year ins :imtions gs about what could be expected ‘ﬁ’heu taking into | -
. Ot .
‘ A account various changes in the student population over the Iast decade.» And
A . , _ ‘
. : @ .
. : ¥ - . N . -
o v 79 7 A . - .
“‘ ¢ * ’ | g. k
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. . » A A . ‘ .
‘community college traansfers seem to do almost as well as "native” sthdequ?ét

4

UC and CSU. In other wSrds, the community colleges appear in this area to be
‘doing as well today as they have done in the pest. Could tﬁey do better? Qur

~ findings reveal a number of ongoing p:qblems;‘end‘todm for imp:ovement.

* . . * 3 -
. . 5

&
BLACK AND HISPANIC STUDENT TRANSFERS

As we have seen, the percentages of Black and HiSpanic s:udents who

§

transfer are smaller than the proportion of those students enrolled at thg

~
:

community colleges, though Black and‘Hispanic students have expressedlés much -

intergst as have other ethnic groups in transferring to four-year

I

institutions. 20/ .
. Scme ecmmunity eol§ge campuses and feur—year instimtiens have recently

‘ institu:ed special programs to increase the number £ minority :ransfers, and .

+

there is some indic¢ation that such p:agrams may be effective. 217

. These recent efforts notwithstanding, the data show that Black and A

.-
: Hispaq;c s tudents eontinue to be nnderrepresented among transfers. Cutbacks

t

in cemsel‘ services (discussed belew) heve made it difficult for many

colleges t ddress this issue. Respon&ents at many eampuses we visited alse

told us that minority students finaneial needs: often {mpel them to seek. early

*

employmeetg and that exis:ing~financiel 8id programs do not always provide the

support needed to deal with this problem. In a few cases,rwe founﬁ that,
. college counselors e:“administretors seemed to believe that einority stndents

®

- :
would naturally gravimate toward vocational edueation and empleyment training

~.rather than transfer studies. 1In these instanees -— which were not widespread

N

¢ -
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== the a;ticudas and expectations of college persannal/may have been a barrier

13

to effective programs to incr8sse minority studentr{ransfer rates,

§ .» - _ ' , _ ‘ff:)‘ - -
COUNSELING AND tNFaRMATION | | | o .
L | The colleges in our samplé r.epor:ted using a wide vatiety of measures to
{ﬂ. : fnform situdema about txansfer :equirements. Most campuses prmgided
~ igfomation on transfer rquirements in their ca télogs,-b{xt the émount kénd
: . clarity of.‘this; infomtion variéd wid‘eiy. Ot-her measures reporteﬁ igclude:' " 
;.’ - p Using faculty acting as either formal or (mox:e typically) 1nformal
: ' advisors;
.0 Making professional and.peer counselors available, f
5. N o Providing short courses .on the. transfer process* .
o Requiring Asmdents to obtain academic. cou;:seli:ng. )
Other than,required camgeling, t:.hese;‘strétegies a#sumed that" students
. ) ‘would tak:,:he inttiative in seeking cmmselﬁxg snpﬁort.and information. Some
colleges in our samp}:e :ie\d‘ a. series af reminder l;tter:s to encourage students
to 'seek counseling, but this was th& excep tion rather than the ruI‘e. .
)
.\ \ Mogt of the colleges we visited ‘were having trouble finding the resources
: - )
' needed to sxxpport the level of counseling they felt was desimble* thrg‘i&—
fourths of the sites in our sample reported imsufficient funds for more B
;‘. s tudent tes t{ng and follow—up».'( We founc{ that many connseli_?g staffs had been
cut back and wérkloads had inc:éased in recent years; three-fifths of the
cam;use‘s we v(si’te'd' ci ted ’ihadetfuate counseling s‘taff rela tive to the sizg. gf
@ ' _ theﬁ: enrollment. Cemseiing and screening efforts have ne; had high priority
i on most campuses, and they are still not well supported financi&liyf 22/
® .
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COURSE STANDARDS IR R

3

;n‘sttempting‘te offer the courses necessary to maintain a camplete‘
fransfer progrem; or to keep esrbllmests up in those courses, some~instruetsrs
have had diffieslty meintsinisé esurse stsndards. Gne‘respondent reported ’

‘ that: “The levet of elssses is slewly deterio;ating. Because so much
emphasis is placed on generating ADA, instructers allsw students with lower
.academic ability to enrsll.“ Another respondent peinted;out thst "The ADA
drive prevents instructors ﬁrom assigning the kind of work necesssry for .
trsnsfer, such as pepers to write,- hecsuse students will fleck to less
demanding £nstructors.' So there is a problem in msistsining the spprep:}ate
)stsndsrds for courses.” These issues are diseussed in more detail in Chapter
. : - :[.} . o |

S

COORDINATION WITH UC AND CSU{J

“In order to make sure that students are able to trensfer to UC or CSU
+  without unususl delays, community cslleges and feur—yeer institutions often
coordinate their efforts. The emount and type of coerdigstion variES across

colleges* our fieldwerk found four‘mejsr estegories of coordination:

i

1. Articulation efforts te insure that courses at the eemmunity colleges
and lower-division courses at the four year institutienis) were eompsrable-

. 2, Coerdinated counseling to insure tbat s tudents whe wanted to transfer
hed up- to~date and esmplete information* -

3. Individualized assistance to students wishing to trensfer,

4. A combined approach, by\ipplementing articulation sgreements with the
hel$ of counselors jointly employed by the csmmunity colleges and the feur~
year institution.



" courses had to be taken’, further delaying the 'ttansfer process far max}y

o -~

It is notfossible to detemmine from our data whick of these stra:e}giés

-worked best in support of the transfer function. And despite these efforts at

}caordina:ion, some problems reina'in;

-

Commun ity 'college staff were concerned that UC ind CSU campuses. héd'.aftén

) changed thelir transfer requirements without: coordinating the changes with the

*

communi ty colleges. The changes in: ::eqnirements often meant that additienal

L4

.

Y B . . . . - ‘
Py . .

s_mrdents.
Many colleges attempted to improve their transfer programs by acquiring

information on the progress of their transfer students at UC or CSU. ~This®

-

infomation has been- 1) reported ‘cons {stently only .hy ‘larger, nearby UG and A'

CS{I campuses- 23/ 2) repox:t:ed diféﬂ‘ently by éi.ffereut campuses' and
re A
3) sometimes reported too late to be useful. . r ;}

v - -

A few of the campuses .in our_ sample did their own follow—up studies on '

‘ transfe: students, but most: relied on the four-yegr institutions for this

e

infomtion, since t:hey have had to cut back or dismantle their own research

»
department‘ o

© »

. ;o SUMMARY ' 4 ) .

This Chapter has presented the “following findings:

o The decline in transfer rates over the last ten years has been”

. \ :
relatively modest for full-time‘s_tuégnts and recent high school

Py
'l

~

gradua tes, who t}a{re traditionally had the highest propensity to
"transfer. 1In light of various changes in student characteristics over

the ldst decade, this decline is about what could have been expected.
;. : . _

83
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-

The proportion of Black and Hipsanic students who trsnsfe: to UC and

CSU is about half as great and two—-thirds as grest reSpectively, ss

*

the proportion of white or Asian students who transfer.

-

Community college Crs%?fer students whs had originally ‘been eligible to:

attend UC or CSU perfom about as.well at those institutions as
© students who sntsfsd‘tpem directly from high school. Transfer students
-who had not Criginsllf been eligible to attend UC or CSU had'sémewhst

lower achievement.

- A number of p:oblemsfat the community colleges impede improvements ip

transfer education:

?

-- Relatively weak programs for providing special assistance to
minority students, who remain underrepresented in transfers to
fmrmﬂimﬁmumr :

E

- == Inadequate support for counseling and screening efforts; ‘ ~

-

-- Lowering of course standards in order to maintain or increase
enrollments- and ~ » . fu,_‘ ‘

»*

— Uneven quality in processes for articulation snd coordination with
four-year campuses. L

/o , L84 128 | k



" NOTES TO CHAPTER V-

< 1/ Data are from thee California Postsecondary Education Commission. Transfer
~ ~statistics are ‘collected by the receiving institution (e.g., UC and »
. CSU). There are no data awailable on the number of studenm transferring C s
“to insrimrions outside the state. ' \Y

e 2/ . California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellcr, Transfer S B
? & Education: Califormia Community Colleges. Sacramento, CA: October o -

" 1984; Stephen-Sheldon, Statenidé Longftudinal Study, 1978-]1981, Final ‘ /,
Report. Sacramento, CA: California Community Colleges, Office of the -
‘Chancellor, n.d. The Statewide Longitudinal Study found that only 22

- percent of the students who transferred by 1981 had attended community
@ . coneges part-time. . “

¢ '.3/ Frank S. Baratta and Ed €. Apodaca, "A Profile of California Commun{i ty
Lol College Transfer Students at the University of California.™ Berkeley, .
» ~ CA: Universiég of California, Office of the President, September 1984.

1‘ i i/ CSU has not his torically collected systemwide data an'éaﬁifer:s who do not/’
ﬁ enroll. Beginning in Fall 1984, CSU began to collect more data on
transfers (including non-enrollees). Data are not yet available.

5/ See note #2.
= & ‘
L . 6/ The similarity in the decline in rates is in part a coanidence' not all

‘ transfers are high school students who entered community college two years
previously. . However, the typical transfer student {s a recent high school
graduate, and changes in the n&mbers of high school graduates attending ‘
commnity college would have a strong influence on the transfer rate.

:' 7/ The extent of this influence should not be everstated- - The increase over .
' ’ the decade in the numbers of Califormia high school students attending UC
or CSU directly is unlikely to have came entirely from students who -
otherwise would have attended commupity colleges. The percentage of
- recent high school graduates entering private postsecondary institutions
>y in Califormnia ained relatively stable over the period from 1977 to
‘. 1982; data are nat available on high school graduates who entered public
o» » and private out-of-state institutions. Economic circumstances may have
forced some students who might otherwise have attended an out-of-state.
institution to remain {in California and attend UC or €SU. At the same
. time, stu}iies conducted by .the California Postsecondary Education
Y ' Commission have also shown a substantial decrease between 1975 and 1983 in,
the number of UCZ-x and CSU~eligible high school graduates ‘attending the
communtty coilege‘s& (California Postsecondary Education Commission, e
Director's Report. Sacramento, CA: April 1984.) :
. » . .
8/ Sheldon, op. cit; califorria Community €olleges, Office of the Chancellor,
‘ Field Research Corporation Study, "Student Profile: Report prepared for
the Board of Govermors, California Community Colleges.” Sacramento; CA: _

~
.
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. October 1984. The Field study sample included non—-credit s tudents, who .
are least likely to transfer. \ A;}

3/ See Chap VI fer a discussion of this student ceurse-taking pattern.
" Some students who do not express an interest in transfer nevertheless
eventually go on to four—-year ins titutions; the recent increase in
interest ig vocational courses may also mean that there are now “fawer

stndents i this category. .

lﬁl“Celifcrnie Community Colleges, Transfer Education, op. cit.

~

'Elj California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1983 Update of Community
‘ College Statistics. Sacramento, CA: March 1984. Of necessity, these.
comparisons yield only an apprmoximation of the relatiomship of tramsfer

or more years away from being able to transfer.

12/ Enrollment data by ethnicity for other years arpg not available in
comparable form. Reported data for other years assumes no bias in the
-"unknown" category and distributes those sumdents across ethnic groups..
Because of thé magnitude. of missing data on ethmicity of transfers,
particularly at CSU, enrollment data by ethmicity has not been converted

.- here to that form. ‘ , S r

13/ Gerald R. Kissler, Chairman, Retention and Transfer: Undergraduate
Enrollment Study. Report of the Task Group on Retention and Transfer.
Berkeley, CA: University of California, foice of the Academic Vice-
President, June 1980. |

-

14/ Ibid., P. 22. The report does not say how many students were in each
cohort, so the relative importance of differences be tteen the two groups
1s difficult to assess. .

15/ California Community Colleges, Transfer Education, op. cit.

16/ Frank S. Baratta and Ed C. Apodaca, op. cit.

-

17/ Testimony of Kurt Laurisdenm, Chalir, Community'College Counsel, and

. Director, Student Learnipg Center, UC Berkeley, to CPEC Ad Hoc Committee
‘ on Community College Transfer (1984). In California Postsecondary
Education Commission, Views From the Field on Community Ccllege

Transfeér. Sacramento, CA: August 1984, -
&

18/ Office of the Chantellor, California State Universitfés, These Who Stay:
Phase IV. Long Bgach, CA: 1983, p. 22. ’

L

19/ California Comminity Colleges, Transfer Education, op. cit., p. 30.

. 20/ The percentages expressing interest in transfer were: American Indian and

Hispanic 31 percent, Non-Hispanic White 32 percent, Asian 33 percent, and
f Y
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rates to enrcllment. In any given year, enrolled students are dﬁe, two ,



* implemented, -

&

-

Blacks and FPilipino 35 percent. (California Community: Colleges, Offtce of
the Chancellor, Fifeld Research Corporation Study, op. cit.)

Califorgia Community Colleges, Transfer Educationm, 6p. cit., p. 2‘5.

These:"§:£o§Lnes maychange if the recently developed "matriculation
model,” which' call for substantial increases in counseling, is

-

23/ 'Respondents repbrted that ﬁear’by ‘campuses of the four-year ims tit:utions,A ‘
. Smaller.campuses and those distant
from® the community college provided information on a more sporadic,

were more likely to provide feedback.

* basis. Feedback was more complete when commumity colleges made a gr?ager

effort to obtain the informmation. .
" 4

\\

o
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° S - VI.. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT TRAINING

- INTRODUCTION | N
o I
() . - T _ ’ ‘o

‘ ‘ Meny different programs, lar:ge end small, offer a variety of educa tion,

LY
training. ceunseling, pleeement and ether employment preparation serviees to

: .- California citizens. At least seventeen different programs .for adults are
B R ) . ) R v - v <
| - authorized, operated, funded or administered by the Sne‘te.}_[, '
Only three of these programs serve the general public: ebmu‘xﬁniey.‘ college’

. vocational programs, adnlt edncetion through the seeondery schools, end \

apprenticeship training. 2/ By eny meesm:e, the commnicy college programs
, ) .
\ ‘ .are significently larger than any ether, the Chancellor's Office reperted an " ‘(’
i. unduplimted annnal headcount for 1982-83 of epproximately one million. 3/
o The next 1argest program, adult vocetional edncation through the secendary
. eheels, enrellec} ebout 254, OOO people in 1980—1931 while during 1981-82
. ‘ there were 3%,464 apprentices. 4/ - ,» ‘ L : ’
. ‘;I‘he reneining programs prnvtc_ie- eone"eerviees for a wide variety of spe‘c'ial
.' ‘ popnlatinns, euch as people‘- on werlfere, displaced workers, and &;ne :
f“\ feéenunically disedventaged. ’Menyi of the nenple_ involved in t:hesef programs
x ‘ | receive ounly minimal services and are not enrolled' in treining.‘ , '& | J >
This chapter disﬁges voca tionelwedunation and jeb training pregrams in o :
o ( ] the communi ty enlleges, and provides s B;ief everview of materials presented: \
in Velume 3, 'Ghapter VI, describing ceoperati:ve icommnnity college/bnsiness and
indus;ry ef forts, |
® ’
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mHMUNITY mLLEGE VOCATIGSAL PROGRAMS - T
Commumity colleges offer a widc vm:icqr of vccaticnal programs —-

prescribed sets of ccu:ses ‘that students must complete ‘satisfactorily in order

to earn a cc:tificat‘c of achievement or éssaciate, degree. A recent study has

L

~ identified 472 program titles, and the California Asscciation -of Community

B

Colleges reports :hat the colleges cffer more thanm 5 200 separate

8

programs. 3/ An inspection of t:he cat.clogs fram just the _seven colleges in
San:a Clara County reveais that 356 classes in 185 different courses are .
availsble, a simila: range cf offerings 1is available else\.rhere in. the state,

thcu ;§ tke programs offered ,by‘each college reflect itc local labor. market and

toda

e conqny .

- Community colleges prcvide a wid'e_ range of support services for smdents,

3 Fl

directed at helping thcm nmce appropriate career . chci.ccs, perfcrm successfully

'in their classes, snd find the kinds of jobs for which they have tmine\d

Litc’ﬂe data are available on the quality cr effectiveness cf these support

serviccs, many. ccllegcs have had to cut hcck in this ares since Propcsition ,.

13. Only 38 percent cf the vccatiqhal students questicncd in ‘the 19?8—85.

Statewide Longitudinal Study (SLS) reported using counseling services. .6/

* ¢
y , yd S ;
- )
.

NUMBERS AND TYPES O‘]F S:I'U{iENTS TAKING VOCATIONAL COURSES

The 'SLS found that vocational students in 1978 *totalcd 35.5 percent of the -

6,490 students in the study sample. _?_/ The majority of these students did not
intend to complete a cgrtificate o:‘*\dégree@rogram; vocational students were

seeking entry-level job skills {38 éé‘i‘cent.) and up-grading of job skills (36

-~ \ . )
percent) far more than program completion {16 percemt). The remaining reasons

I3

» 90

133

v



° for taking voeational courses were to change careers (9 percent) and to ‘
? maintain licensure (2 percent) 8/ - o .

: ;‘ 'rhe Field Research Ca:poration 8 1984 survey of community colleges
~ :epo:ted tha:’ 50 percent oi( ,the :espongien:s desc:ibed seekgggeoc‘cupational?”".

. . . s . - . .
. ’ . .

skil};s as their reason for attending ‘college. “

k'hile it is impossible to tell fm the Field d&ta how many students

o ‘ want:ed to cunplete programs, 65 percent of all the respondents yere pant—t;me
» 7 gtudents. At least 15 percent of these s:udents glread,y held bachelors or

- “

advaneed degtees. | ' | . : - (’ '
:\s described in the Longi tudinal Study anif the Field Research report,
. then, voc’:atiana}.‘ stuéents are pri_mri.ly adults seeking up--graﬁdfpg of thedir
current skills o’r entry into new jobs. A sub—category ofr the \rou%tim‘nil'

. | students are younger, often full—t#.me studeﬁm‘seeking access to ,em;ﬁlayment. :

'S . -

FINANCIAL sudeﬁT FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

_The Chancellot 8 Office es timstes that $590 million was gpent in 1982-83
on vocational education programs and s;rvices in the cammmity colleges.
About $22 million was from the federal Voca t.ional Educa tion Act' the rest camé\‘ "
frpm state and local souncggl About 85 perc:e_nt of thrits $568 million 's}uppor‘r.e‘d

ins tructional -programs. 9/

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

Since the passage of Proposition 13, facilities upkeep apd repair
expenditures at most campuses ha\f,e been minimal. In many cases, pnly
P essential safety and security maintenance has been funded.

91
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A recent study has estimated that sso»million\s a two;year period is
“needéd to bring instructional equipment in vocational programs up td
date. 107 Donationsifraddinduscry have sustained some vQcationaliprograms

‘that wou;d otherwise have had to be curtafled due to oﬁsoleie or unsafe

" equipment. - : ' . J!??

" PROGRAM nmoymr

-

Individnsl districts and calleges identify local training needs and s :

_— develop programs to’ meetAthnse needs in.a wide variety of ways, incIuding

; : [

infcrmation frcm IoeaI employers and advisory committées, as well as fram the

\
»
AN

e  EDD and other state and lacsl agencies.‘ SN o Lt

-

New programs tend to be §§§ed when in&ustry input, student deméhd, and
‘fagilities and equipmen; Qpnations come togethgr. Many colleges are gble‘to»
deve1§p and‘pi1ot§new programs by offering them fitﬁt at an industry siﬁe or
through a 5ob tréining program, and then adding’éampds fac@%ities and
equipment as resources éllow; !

"

State Program Apggcvals - . ] a " .

Title v of the Administrative Code requires that each new program offered

by a community college, and each new course that is not part of an established

A3

program, be submitted to the Chancellor for prior approval. 11/ . . °
T , L - ~ ‘
A The California Postsecondary Education Commission also reviews proposed

new programs, Its staff has 60 days in which to express its concurrence or

¢+ . . ]

o

' non-concurrence with the recommendation of the Chancellor's Office to approve

a new program. It may §l§o request additional information..

s oe.
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kThe table below shows the number of all new programs (vocatianal and non~ ‘

voca:ional) approved from 1978-9 throggh 1983-& and the number of prqgrams

[

' approved in Engineering and Rela ted ‘I‘echnologies and Computer and- Informationa

Sciences ccmbined and in Business and Management. 12[ . -

- —-

‘ LI X < )
L ' 1978-9  1979-80 2 1982-3  1983-4
*Alllprog:ams i;.A'sp B _?7 r 16
Engr/Computer | - ;i "16 z 15 i .QO-
}an/Management_ . “ 8 9 ;1 0

. -

No other program areasréxcep: apﬁrentigegﬁip had more than 6 n§w progfams ?
: ‘ , .
approved in any one year. ﬁe&lth occupations was the next most frequéqt>§
categary of new programs, with 25 approved over - tHe six years &%%ed. ’
The Chancellors' Office staff at:ribute the sudden decline in the number
_ of new programs approved in the lsst two years;to stringent financial

conditians and the growing matutity of the educationél programs cf the

Qammunity cclleges.“ 13! . L 'g

-

STAFFING .

‘<Ind£§iduals’qualifyifot vocati§ﬁal e&entials through vérious
‘ qnmbinationé of education and werk‘experienqe in specific fié;dé: Frequegtly,
| state cﬁéden;ialiné requirements make it diffiéulgfforlﬁhe colleges to Sirgf
_the most expert instructor availgble be@éuge his or hergﬁualifica:ions‘do not -
ekactly match state rglés. For exémple, a social scientist wﬁa {s an expert |

on organizational communication may ﬁoi;tea;h a business communications class

*®

13 .




. .
L 4

ifastructors are part-time. 15/ . ‘

1 ’ ’ o

wi thout obtaining a business ins tructor's credential. A person whese academic.

degrees are i mechanieal engineering may not qualify to teach eleetronics, .
i

i ! .
even :hough he has several yee:s of work experienee tn electroﬂics. o ( . .

a

&
) S)é instmcmrs will ‘teach far flany years with no further training, and a

~

numbex: of orgeni:fétione &nd the seat.e legislatm:e) believe that ep—dating

-
-\

’ instmemrs dn teaching methods and changes in their fields is a majo: ' ‘» .

*
3

& - Y . . h A

issue. ﬁ_/ L T ' L \
Ins tructors wh& are emplkoyed (or have recently been employed) in 1ndustry -

frequently bring s:ate-ef'cthe-ert knowledge to’ cellege classrooms, labs and

-~

i
shops. Often, t:hese are pert—time ins tructors, ‘who usnelly do not participate .

in curriculum develepment, department ovemence, sgudent edvieing, text end
Na 8

equipmen: seleetion, and. other important activities. : &:—tme ins tructors “ .
3 - Q,

frequently do not receive 'as much supervision amd Zluation as do full-time oo

-

faculty; they usually do not heve office space or rical support; -and their "

' .
- ‘3

,saiarieé and benefits are genere‘li:sl’l'ew:; then’tho‘e of full-time o .

instructors. Approximately ﬁxree;fo{xrths. of all vocationdl educetien S | ‘®

-

-

In the newer, more technical fields, OG}F g,ie%dwerkers were told, good

L

,.‘.'

faculty‘are#gicult to find, and more difficult to keep, because the college

canngt ma tch high industry salaries. Salary levels depend beth on advanced .

academic &egrees ar eaursework (which few vocational faculty have') and on

* & .

years, ef‘ teaching’ experienca. While most districts givye voqational faculty ) PY

some credit for eniployment experience (typically allowing ‘credit for one year

of teaching experience fox: every two years. of job experienee) vocational e

fecul%y who tdke time (e. g. s & sebbetic yeex:) to upgrade their skills by ) ’\ ®

.
A Y
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3

acquiring addi tional practical work experience in their fifeld rarely receive

any credit teeerd selery advancement. ‘A liberal arts instfncter, on the other
3 L3
hend, who nsea sabbatic or other time to earn additionel college crédi&s or

another degree, can move up the salary scale accordingly. _}f

*

e

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT -

.
4 b N »

Data on the- heckgreunds of people administering voca tional programs are

not reedily avnilehle, but at leest scme pesitions dedicated to the menagement

of occupeticnel edncetien have\been eliminated or cembined with othen

fnnctions in the last few years. In some cases vocetionel programs have geen .

~-e

.assigned to general managers such as Denns of Imstruction., In other cases, as
A » : : _

‘»theﬁ have retired or been re—assigned, vocational education managers have been

-

replaced by edninistratons with no industrial S@rk experience. or knowladge of

cvocatienai pfograms. Y
' ~
With nctable excen:iens, few community college leaders have any personal

background or work experience in any of the cccupntionel careers 'in which

I & ¢

‘their institutions train peop;e. . o

-

On the whole, the Chancelldr's Office’igeff has little vocational
s [N -
“education hackground and many members of the staff have little or no- fitst-

- 3

hand experience of cammnni:y colleges.
A detailed study of the administration of vocgtional education in the

Chancellor's Office was conducted in 1982 by a research team from the

¥

-

Bniversity of Celifornie at Davig., 16/ The research team identified "the lack
of leadership {n vocational education in the Chancellor's Office” as a top
priority, blaming it for poor internal management practices, inappropriate

*

9§
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3

« o : .
utiliza tion of human resources, and "what the field perceives as inefficient,.

unresponsive‘imﬁlemenéation of vocational education services.” 17/ A new -
Director of Vocational Education has recently been appointed in the
Chancellor's Office.’

*

Program Evaluation

‘.ﬂ“"

‘ . . _
. While extensive efforts have been made to evaluate occupational programs,

there remains much more to “learn about these programs. In particular, -

objective, quantifiaple data are still comparatively rare. Most evaluations
have involved a self-study process, followed on gccasion‘by “validation”™ by a
visiting team of experts. 'Surgng our site visits, college personnel expressed

-

cansidefable frustration at thigflack of hard data with which- to evaluate
voca tional prég;gms.; | ~ "

Severzidexpepts have argued that commmity college voé#tional programs are
not serving students or gmplogers as‘gfﬁectively;as they could, or as |
effecti?ely as priszte for-profit prop:ieté?y'schéois and’ colleges. 18/

Others have argued that this criticism ignéres the great wvariety of
cammun{ty_c§£lege stndents‘compared éo the sé;ectfveApapulaéions‘serveé by
proprietary schools. igj_ More thcfough regsearch is needed bef;re ghe relative

"merits of community college programs and other training optiens for specific

kinds of"students can be assessed accurately.

»



X - .
. | * COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS.
- iIn addition to vécationai educatian,"cglleges'around :h;a state are
becoming increas ingly involved {n ETP*, JTPA and contract Aing truction. .
;‘ ' The Employment Training Paaell ‘was established ih Janudry, 1983’, and in ka
| ‘ first 23 months, the Panel has cmmitted up to 87. 5 million dollars to train
| up t:o 28,308 people who are unemploypd or in danger of being Iaid off 20/
' ETP is fmde“d from unengploymen: insutancgs taxes, ‘and is administered b}r’a » ;

L}

seven-member panel appointed by tﬁe Govwemc?r and leaders of the state - ~
) leg;slamre. _2_;_/ No tzﬁining fs su?ported unless the em;ﬁloyefs w:hio w;ll hire
° . . the trainees are "identified and consulted 'aboug t§e adequacy of the ‘
| - training. 22/ L ‘ ‘i.’
The Jobs Training Partnership Aet, in contrast to ETP, is administered by
o P‘:ivate Indus try Councils, which ,we:r:e .established to Lnsu:e loeal, p::_{vate »
,1ndustry 1nvolvemex§t in‘esmblishipg priori t;es for designing and delivering
traihing services. Infomtien én _the total scope ef ‘JTPA ‘efforts is | |

difficnlt to obtam, because the JT?A Service Delivery Areas are. funded

o - .

| ) direetly by washingmn.' The Chancellor's Office reports that. approxim-tely
164~ .I'{‘PA projec:s were operated in conjtmction with community colleges in

. JTPA® s first: two' years, :mining 20,000 particip&nts. 23/

| Golleges ‘that provide job training to ETP, JTPA or employers through
contracts have to make many adjus tments iﬁ their structures and procedures to-

. ) meet con.tract terms. Employers and job training agencies want short—-t'em,,‘ -~
intensive, "hands-on" programs that will move participants into empléyment

' immediately. Usually such programs compete directly for staff, facilities and
s’ ' : )

37 - “
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administrative support with the colleges' most popular regular vocéticngl

AN

A

programs,

Job training programs also frequently require customized curriculum

development, which few colleges gre organizéd and staffed to pnnvide, and. 'some

ETP/JTRA programs :equirg the college to prcvide placement services.»
“Performance-based contracts” require specified levels af_cbmpletiogs and
placements before the collegérinvolved can collect the full vglue of the

contract.

- [

Job tmining programs have been centroversfal' at many colleges. Our field

interviews revealed that some instructors and administratora view them as a
threat to regular vocational programs or an inapprogriate use of limi ted

resources. The prog)ams make a direct connection be tween income and product

" == people who are employable or‘who have acquired measurable new skills —-

-

‘”explicit in a way that is’unfamiliar-to most educators.

.~

&

A VARIETY OF OPTIONS - -
To sugmarize the ma ny oppertunities availahle to aﬁ'individual through
" most cammuni:y colleges, cons ider the ways in which a person interested in

le;!hing electronics could become involved in courses and services at his or"

her local college. | A .-

At least tﬁe following possibilities are avéilable at almost eGefy college

h

in the state:

B

-— As a full—time day or evening student, taking a cne—year certificate
or two-year degree ‘program;

-— As a part—time day or evening student pursuing a certificate or
degree; '

S 98 141 o )
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~~ As a student taking part or all of one or more courses, but not
interested in a degree or cettificate; , _ f

- == As a full- or part-:ime, day or evening" student in a2 transfer pregram,
taking supplemental courses;

- As a smdent aecepted into.a spécial»shert-t‘em, intensive program; .

-

-~ As an employee in a contrac: clasg, paid for by an employer company, -

at a company site (possibly using college equipment on loan or trucked :

j in periodically) or at a college site;

-- As a JTPA or ETP client, at a regional training center, or at a
‘company or cof.‘lege site, as above;

¢

—— As a registered student or drop-in visitor, using the ¢areer center

and vaca:icnal cemseling services to explore electronics as a career. '

Many of these choices can .overlap in specific classes.and laboratories. -

 Students in the first four categories are 'likély to hé sitting next to 'es;h

‘category to anot:het. . . F
T«he reia tionships bemeen the regulax: programs and job—training programs

can be quite émplex. The college 8 é’urticula, staff, and facilities for its

el e,

regular certificate and degree caur&es are alwsys the smrting point for

special short-tem training progrsms, however ‘they are fundeé. Frequently,

exis ting curricula or parts of prograxgs ares .adaprteé to meet the needs of

- special populations. If a new curriculum has :.o be developed to meet.a

particular company or‘prog_ramneed, it id usually prepared at least in part by

" the full-time instructors in the appropriate division, and approved both by «

the Advisory Committee for its area and the college's regular curriculum

.

development committees,

'3
3

At times these special programs help the college develop courses,. buy

equipment and hire staff thdt can improve regular programs. At other times,
o o I . \ :

.99 | “‘
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. 9ther, at leas t.in beginning courses, and individuals f:eq;x’ent:ly move from one ‘
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ﬂ

there can be gisrpptive competition  between JTPA, ETP, contract imstruction

¢ -

and regular programs for limited facilities and staff.

. . -

COOPERAT ION BETHEENthMU‘NITY COLLEGES .
AND BUSINESS, INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT

We- found many }example.s of programs in which business and industry and
community colleges are working closely ftogether to prepare people for

' employment and/or to upgrade workers' skills. ‘A ‘:ep:esentativ"e* cross—-section .

of these programs is described in Chaptet VI, Volume 3 of this report. -
. : ' - -

. The programs described include: -
1. Regular vocational programs:
L A college advisory coﬂik;ittée; . _

- o A community college district - medical center garmersﬁip;

o A special relationshtp between a college and a local company,
supported in part by company equipment donations. .

. i 2. Job trainiﬁg programs: » ’ | s o -
o o An Employment Training Panel Centar; e : A
v - - ..‘A . ) . ‘ ‘ . ¢
‘ o An Occupational Training Institute; * . L

R

& . -~ ’ =

~ o .A worksite training ‘program;
o A contract insfruction program. ] , - ’ S ¢

3, A singie-purposé cooperative organization:

o An Enduséry;Educa tion Council composed of four major cempanies andA '
thirty colleges from fourteen districts, that has developed a
college carriculum keyed to industx—y needs.

- 4, Multi-purpose organizations:

o A nomprofit cente;, jo{ntly sponsored by industry and community
‘ college leaders, that acts as a clearinghouse for labor training
information and a brokerage for coordinated training ef forts;,

. e al

NS

¢
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© An Employment Training Forum organized by businesses, a state
agency, and community college districts to improve the match
between acommmunity_ college training and employer needs.

-
o,

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL PARTNERSHIPS f » | T
What are the‘kgy ingrédiants‘of cooperative programs that bqth the
colieges and bﬂgin;qs sn& industry regard as models of successful g )
collaboration? *g?e pré%rams we studied reveal a number of common feaeﬁ:es:
1. A clear need fdr;specifig types of workers; . 1 o
.'2. Sugpdtt from the highest level of all organizatigns; ~
'3, Careful, cgpp:ehensive plsnning~th3t included éli‘participants;
4. Sustained efforts by all the d:ganizétions and people ipvoléed,
| '  sowary - )
This Chapt;} has presented ﬁhe follcwing findings:. |
c Community college p:agrams are by fa: ehe’iarg?st source in California
of vocational and employment preparétion.
o About half of all community college studentSJenroll primarily 1n
vocatignaler job tra;ning courseg. Appraxima:ely two-thirds of these
s tudents are‘ehfolled part-time to learn or upgrade job skills- rathe:

L3

than earn a certificate or degree, and at least 15 percent already
" hold bachelors or advanced degrees. | . ’ .
o Most colleges have spenf félatively little on facilities.qpkeep aqdf
- repair over the last seven §ears,‘and much vocational program
equipment {s obsolete. ' -

o State credentialing rules of ten make it diﬂ{icult far‘collegés to hire

the best available vocational instructors.

-
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o Some instructors teagh_for years without keeping up with éheir fields
or impreving-:heir teaching skills; many others bring state-of-the-art
knowledge to the classroom, - ‘ /£
o In newer, more technical f;ei&s, good faculty are hard to find gnd
keep becaﬁ;e the‘éolleges ésnn&ﬁ-métch:high industry éal#riés. | | o
o _With some exceﬁtions,}fen~cc§mnn£ty college administrafors have ' ‘
experie§§e in any of the oéc&gktions in which their campuses train -
“ students. The Chancellor's Office staff has 11::13 voca tional.
education background, and has been criticized by an independent study o
fer‘peef management of vocational services. | |

o Most evaluations of vocational programs inyolve "self-study;" ~ there

are virtually no-objective data on program eff%ctiveneé?i ’ -

o In addition to vocational education, manj‘cémmﬁ§$f§(cclleges are . " ®
‘ - t . s . - - B : ’ .

involved in programs that provide specific job traiming: These - . L
) ' . : ' N N e
progrkms compete with regular vocational programs §or-campu‘§ ‘

resources, and are controversial at many colleged... B .
3 , A .

o Successful jqint community cellege~bu3iné§s;pragggms requireﬂa’ciedr o AR

o need for specific typesicf warﬁeéé,,ﬁigh—ievéiﬁcollege and business

‘Pgupécrt, comprehensive pldanning, and1snstaingd.ef£eft._ -t
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VII. FDUCATION FOR EMPLGYMEN';‘ OVER THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEAARS\
T . David-Sterna |

- . INTRODUCTION" "

As Chapter VI deseriqu canmnnity college programs are the Iargest source

of vocational and 3eb training in California, and mos t students in :hese

-

programs are enrollsa\ggfg-time to learn or upgrade joh skills, Over the next -

quarter—century, however, a growing dqmand\for workers with a high-level of
general competence is 1ikely-to conflict with the desires of many students to

be trained quickly in specific skills. This chapter describes the kinds of

skills and knowledge that are-likely to be required of ‘workers in the future,

" and discusses’ the implicatioﬁssef,theée reqdiréﬁené§ for vocational educapign‘

B T s
1

* THE NEED FOR FAST LEARNERS' - _ " S .
’ Workers must keep lgérning féritﬁp.mﬁin#reasons: ‘Every jéb presents new
. . ; . / .

“

- .

Y o~ £ -
- . 8

problems, én@ workers move fram'oné job to an&ther. Evenﬁin the absence 6f.

<

technclcgical change, shifts in market conditions help some - companies grcw s

,while others go out of business, and worhers often ehange jobs in order to S

/ IS
obtain higher pay or becter working conditians. Technolcgical chsnge adds

more novelty tc existing jabs, and speeds the process of job destruttion and

S A -

.t *

c:eaticn. ) Do '

One of the clearest statements of what workers will need‘te know 4n the
next five decades wa§ writteﬁAby the ?anel on Secondary School Education for | o
the Changing Workpiaf:e, canvéined by the National ‘Ac_afdemy of Sciéncef; to T t
describe the kind\qf compe tence empléye:s wil% wént}ﬁigh school gfaduates to

. ‘ {
possess, . . ‘ ‘

.
d :
-
ok “
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The panel found: ' ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

The majcrgasset required by empleyers of high school graduates

.. is the ability to learn and to adapt to changes in the

workplace. The continual evolution of work functions will

require that workers master fjew knowledge and new skills

throughout their working lives. The ability to learm will be T .

the essential hallmrk of the successful employee. 1/ T .

To provide the besa for cxinued learning and adap tability, the panel

- listed ten “core couipetencies that high school grac}}mtes shauld possess: 2/

.

‘o Command of the English Lsnguage
o .Reasoning and problem solving |
o Reading o | o
o wrﬁitin.gk | | |
o - Computation

o Fimm grounding in science and technology

¢

'.v

o Oral communication

o Int:erpetsankl relationships

o Social and economic studiés

-

¢ .

o Personal work habits and attitudes N
The impbrtance» of workers' gbility to keep learning, and the necessi.ty of
broad, theoretical unders tﬁnding as a basis for that continued learning, has

. ¢

been recognized by labor uniéns as well as employérs. «In a 1983 strike of

" telephone workers, for exsmp;e,‘ the Communications Wcrkeri‘s of AmeriQ\(CWA)‘,

won a set of provisions to protect workers against loss of‘}e{nployment due to

L3
organizational and technologital change. One important clause provides

" training t:hzt is "generic in»natm:é as opposed to job specific.” 2/ RN
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© .. THE INFLUENCE OF “HIGH 'rmmomssz"

-
i

In 1981 and 1982 when {éx/e U.S. economy was entezﬁ(k 1t:s Seéond recession\'

. wifhtn a demde, {1t was hoped :ha: just as manufg:turitg had ccxne ‘tb dominate

agriculture in t.he first industrial revolutiqn, now manufacturing_itselg was -

' ' ’ ‘o ‘ . * 59 R
giving way to a pos t:-indust;.:ial or "information” based economy, ia which

o T

S

tach;quogf }and' training wouid'}absorbhsutplué labog; “In 198’2,‘ the Caiifo_rnia'

Copmission on Industrial Innovation stated::

o

It has become clear in recent months that today's economic

. problems are not merely cyclical in nature, but reveal . ,

' structural problems in our ecomomy... - It is cléar that unless - Lol

_America invests in new technologies,” reseéarch and development, :
and education, we may be forced to pay the price im continued

. declines in productivity, glew growth, and high unemployment - ‘

for years to come. 4/ , -

| However, what appeared to be "cle‘ar“ in the IéSZ recessii;m becaée less
self-evident on second thougt;‘;':. 5/ _6_/ First, standard projéctions of .
emplcyﬁent by 'éccupatidt‘x‘ show that most new jobsbi,n‘ the next decade: will not
"be created in "hig};-t.ech“ oc.Ecupatians.. According to the U.S. Bu:eau of ~I.a}bo:n:\_’
Statistics (BLS), f.he féfcy} occ;xpations estimated to haée jtk;e largest numbers~ .
of new jehs between 1982 and 1995 adwpunt fcr 49.6 percen:*of— the gﬁal |

A
‘projected growt:h in employm;nt. 7/ At the tcp of the 1list are clerical and
|

>

”service. occupations that areinot the creation of any new technology, and that
pa y gy -

l

have nc: tradi tionaliy requir:eé education beyond high schocl.. N -
These forty occupations o!verlap very little with the list of occupations 7
\that: are projected to grow at the fastest rate. 8/ This 'latter set does = ¢ '

contain more technical occ;upations, including several associated with the

deve’lopmem‘.\s‘and.ﬂggge of cemputers ‘_and electronics. However, the fastest:

El
e
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L - - \ . -y g
growing occupations are rela tive}.y small to begin with, so they do not - -~
. @

kccntribuﬁx_ch to tctal grcwth

In Califcrcia, too, most new jcbs are not high-tech. In 1980, the

\

distribution of emplcymﬁe‘gnt among major cecnpaticnal categories in California ' ‘ g.
was similar tc :he national di.stributicn, and occ paticns expected to prcvide ’

¥ .
the mcst job cpenings in Califcmia from 9.980 to 1985 are/f!«ke thcse IR -

occupéticns projected by the BLS to add the’ mst jcbs naticnally frcm 1982 to

. 1995. 8/ Cle:icalcq;i (sgrvice cccupaticns pr;edcﬁzinate in both casés, and none . = - .'
: %" of the ’C‘alifct::ia cccu;iccicﬁ; agg, cteated by high technolog® T . l ‘
'. P  In 1983 Business Week commissioned Data Resouﬁ:es, Inc.zﬁ"m;-fot:'emst Elr'c;th | .
f} . m high—:ech industries, and fctmé' .‘ o . -s b S L
, the number of high-tech-46bs created over the next decade will -
be less than half of the two million jobs lost in , ) .

2 . .
R
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P ; be m occupations that ére clearly identified with new technclcgies, there is -

mnufac:u:ing in the past thrée years. IO/

‘
. G ’ :.

« ) R . ' .

- . LA

A 1983 report by the AFL-CIO on The Fut:n:e of Work concurred, "There won't be
. \ Y

; ‘ cnough 'high tech’ jobs‘ t? rep1§ce the jobs lost in decli&ng industries.” 1/, -,

, While there is widespﬁead agreement that cnly a fraction of new jobs will-

ST A - o
LS
oo e
(RN 1 . :
.

&

5‘I}fagreement aWou t how téchnclcgical change is £n.f}.uencing the skills ‘required

4 L
by wcrkers. The debate raises three questions* Dc the cccnpations created by . ®

Q R g
' .

4 ce&mclogical changé require more skill t.‘han the jobs ft e,liminates? ,Does the

‘ ~ -
J . N

T mpact cf new technelcgy on existing jobs increase or decrease skill
‘ v * ¢ B \A.

-

‘ requiremants? And, within the EW industrics that prcduce hardware

f'cr the new - tectmciogies, do wcrkers require more skill or knowledge than in

A
a 1 .

\cthcr {ndustries? ) : o : . S

-
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€ N "Henry Levin and Rnssell Rumberger of Stanford Univetsity have challenged ~ N
‘the comrentional vi e that high—t.ech occupa:icms such as compu:er programmer .

and systems anélyst :equire Qére skills thah decl'ining ogcupatiens like o
'-dmter and office mch.{ne cpera:ar. 12’/ 13/ They point out that compnte: . | —

programming has beemermre routinized and th argue that. this 1s only omne -
54

.

. current e:éa ple bf a"‘desl\c\illing process through whieh en;ployers seek ) " S

>,

i.' . contiml*o réduce {abo: c’gsts and increase manag‘ecL_gntrol. In gengral,

S e -‘Ft,hey ass;:t :hat e applictien of new technology ultim:il;y;reduces skill

B - requj.rement‘s in :he workplaee excep: for a few top jotis.\ This ehailgnge tos
e ~

E ) pthe cepventfiinal view has ;ot yet been test.ed and the impact of new ;

) ®

technolngy otr skill regtxirements in existing jobs is also q_knm. .
€ et S
Howeve:, both :he re?glacement of old ocdupa:ions by new ones and the« .

~ %

’ »
L. Even 1if }he -new rout stsre no more demandihg than the old ones, they are
e o -
| differenms is why th\NAS panel decided "Ieaming to learn" will be so - .
. ’ \

important. All workers will*Have to kriow gow to change.

C‘" installation of new technolegy in existing jobs require people . to change. . \/

Finally, there is evidence that more highly skilled workers are emplayed

‘in making the high—tech hggw;r,e to which everyone else will have to adapt:
. - computers, ccmm:mim tion equipment, ele\ctr:énic cmponents, and instruments:. i B f
' Calif;mia 8 high—tech mmxfacturing industries, and computer msnufacturing in f -
patti‘tular, employ a suhsmntiamproportion of professional andl.
;' | A‘ technie.al workers than do. other industries, It‘&/ - N : - , ,
L In Caltfomia{)\amfacturing high-tech equipment: (ccmputérs and - f

i_nst;ruments) occupied only 4.2 percent of the state's workers in 1981, so

e again theéquantimtive impact on employment was small. But this fraction is

-
«*
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employment in 1980. Though small the high-tech manufacturing sec:or in -

AN

>prpjecced to grow to 4.9 percent in 1991, Eéj The state's share of national~

employment in this sector is'projéc:ed to grow from 22,6 ﬁercent in 1981 to

24,4 percent in 1991 -- much higher than {ts 10.8 percent share of all

' ww
California is relatively fast-growing. Since it does employ more highly .

skilleé worketéz‘the influence of this growth will be to raise skilg

requirements for wcrkers in Califernia. _
. K- T -

In sum, most jabs in the foreseeable futtire will not be in high—tech

» ~

.occupations or. industries. Nor will most newly ‘created jobs. But the

manufacture of h{gh—tech equipment does require more workers: with high levels

of skill " And the diffusion of that aquipment thraughaut the econaxy will

-

require that all workérs learn gew.skills.and procedures. ¢

. + 3 < .
: "SOCIOTECHNICAL" WORKPLACES
’ -

The most thorough analysis of .work and learning in high—tech,workpiaces

RN

has rgcently been made by Larry Hirschhorn. Contrary to common notions and
gome previous research, Hirschhorn explains why no production process can‘be\\\
entirely automated. “Robots can't run factories”. 16/ He describes the

historical devélopment 3f cybermetic technology, which uses low-energy sensors

and electronics to automate production. In wuch’automated prodesses, human
h . - - .

“hands do not manipulate materials, but human senses and intelligence are

qeeaed to pay attention and intervene when things go wrong:

¥

. ) o
Things do g0 wrong. Moreover, they go wreorg in nnantféipated ways.

Hirschhorn uses the -near meltdown of the nuclear reactor at Three Mile Island °

~

in 1979 as a detailed example of what he calls "second-order failure.” The

LN . Y
t



« ervors engiﬁeéri antiéipate are fifse-order'lcybe:netic controls can deal with
e ;these. But »if the jféilure is of an un;nt;c ted or. second-ot’&l/ kind‘ -‘the
. N;automaticksen&ots and céntrolg tﬁemselves y malfunction. Operators then |

‘have to improvise. Three Milefiélsn 8 oneApotoribus example. Anqthe;, more
. recent and trag.ﬁc, was ;he release of met:hyI' igocyanat_e 'from the Union Carbide
plant in Bhopal, India, in 1984. . ; o . , - “ |
| Second—ordér failures are not unusuél — though, fortunatgly; mostiére not
‘.' . 8o tfagic or danger:ous t}mt.:hey become public news. Hirschhorn argues that

, ) such failures.are, Ain fact, fhevitable, and when they occur, peo<1e have to
° 'learn. "Sinee faﬁlnre is sometimes dange:cms and a'lways cos\tly, they have to
A learn fast., But these technologies also requi;;[é;o§§g to keepklearning even

~ when systems do not actually breék 6own:‘ Operaﬁa:s Save ﬁo keep funing the |
:;:““*‘ system to keep itAOperatingnefficiently,'for running a plant at»lesg than
- capacity is also costlg. Unlike ;he‘assemblyAline,thowever,,what constrains -

, the pace‘of continuous—processéprcduc;ion is not how fast workers move, but |

° | how fast they learn. Learning bec{n;xes an integral »pa‘rt of work.. N
EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT ' )
° One characteris.t;tc of employmeat in s‘ame fh%‘gh—?tech manufacturing concerns

is ‘that workers are actively involved i{n solving problems, According to
Reich, ‘ = ' .

Flexible systems can adapt quickly only if information is
:./ ¢ widely shared and diffused within them. There {s no hierarchy
* to problem solving: Solutions may come from anyone,
anywhere. 1In flexible-system enterprises nearly everyone in :
the production process is responsible for recognizing problems <
and finding solutions. 17/

. . TS




Flexibility and employee involvement are easier to-achieveAin workplaces
that are relatively small. There is evidence that, in fact, U.S.

manufacturers are teducing ave:age plant size. Business Week reported. t&at

the average plant built before 1970.§nd still epersting 1n 1979 employed 644
peopls compared to 241 people in the average plant opened becween 1970 and

;9?9. Business Weeak estimstes that the average glan: opening in the 1980's

will employ 210 people. Smaller factories enable hnurly employees to beccme
"part of the flow of ideas,™ have: "an impact on day—to—day_ope:ations,‘ aqg

feel “a semse of ownership.” 18/? ;.

Employee involvement is not limited to small establishments. In Fremontf&;

California, at the New United Motor Hanufac:uring, Inc. (NUMMI) automobile '

#

.plant (a joint venture of Gengral Motorf and Toyota), assembly 1ine workers
Ly & h | . . ’ ’ k

will operate in small groups that "divide up the. task as they see fit", k?/

Selectioa and orientation of workers emphasizes group participation in problem '
solving. Workers have already been involved in éesigning>their own_production

areas.
Employee involvement is also becoming a more common practice in‘one-farm

a

or énother at mény other»compénies; not‘§nly in msnufacturing, but also ih‘
' financg, trade, governdent, and other parts Qf’the servfée sector. ggjf

As more firms discover the benefits éifemployee invélvément, others will
follow, so‘the trend is likely to continue. It will contribute to the

increasbng»demand for employees who can learn new skills, work with other
N ‘ )
people, and gonceive new i{deas.

w
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. GENERAL EDUCATION VERSUS SPECIFIC TRAINING

~

Production and c_iiffusion of high-tech egugpmenc*,_' flexible-system
manufaéturing QQ;kemplpyee involvement all‘increaselthe demand for workers who
can learn fast. They need the’fcore compe tencies” listed hyxthe NAS panel,A
ani more. As Marc Tucker put it, they must be . | o o T

broadly enough educated to move easily from chsllengé to
challenge, from one area of expertise to another. We mneed a
labor force that is creative, knowledgeable, and flexible. 21/

€

Howeve?, there is a-stronggte;pﬁatibh}to focus vocational educa tion and
training on narrow specfalties and even particular jobs that happen to be,opeqi
at the time =- instead of building the general eki;ls, k#owledga and
xcompetence required forcontir'med learning. .As chapter VI disgxxséed,‘. the
Federal Job Traféing Partnership Act (JTPA) ;n&'the~Califofnia Employment
Training Panel (ETP)xcurrently>pi;ce major emphaéis on achieving high job
‘,Afglacement fgtes for traiﬁees. Voca tional programs in schools and colleges are
“also providing more “eustomized".training -~ tailored to empléyers‘»particulér
specificatiéns ~= in an effort £§ increase placement rateg. . ‘
The\tempﬁétion ﬁo focus‘og‘specific‘tfaining for particular job openings
is strong because it.seems to éake ‘such good sense. As Noxton Grubb éuts it,
-spacific training apparently offers something for everyone:. emplgyers iooking
for traféed workers, st&dents‘lohking for jobs, and schools looking for
. students. 22/ 23/ - ‘ -
- . ;f training §gcomes too spec{fic;lhowevérx‘;i fails. to provide the general

V] . - . .
skills required for continued learning. That is why the NAS panel warned

. - against spending 65 mu¢h time (in high school) teaching “"specific vocational

*



T ) ! 3 .

-

core competencies.”™ 24/ The danger is that tmineeﬁﬁcMeneral skills
-t ) N ‘ .
will not be able to keep learning. Unable to improvise or innowate, they may ' . o

not be fully prt;duct.ive or win promotions, 1If their jobs change or disappear,

they may find t.li‘émselves“loékingfor.g_ark.a@ii:. |

- - Many students fee‘l ;t:hey; nust r:un these fisks. Young st:\ié;mﬁg often"wgnt a , - ¢
quick ‘.tiéke(: to a specifig: job. '}\héy resist spending tim? o;:eafdi‘ﬁg,_ | PN
A\wr‘i:ing, and speaking; inathma:ics,n,-ph;sieal s:cienc:e, and citizenship; a;ttxd‘ ’ - ‘
}éievalqping ggnetal competence in teamwo:k and prablem—solving. ~ Older students ‘
returning to school 1in orde: to update skills needed in their cm:rent jobs, or :
train for new kinds, of work are aiso likelg: to de impatient. With only part . @
) ~ .
of their working lives ahead of them, they w.{ll want to accumulate fu:;ds for - , E Y,
retirement. Many will have mortgag&s _to pay aa\d families to support. 'I:hey:‘ . “‘ >' .
will want to minimize the tme spent in mid-careéer training. 25/ 26! ‘ *~  | .;
Specdfic o;:'custamiuzgd traiping aims tonfill garticular jab openings, , .
The/s\e/y:ograms provi.devé ‘co‘nvenient mecﬂanism for employers to. find ‘;r;:rkem;._ ‘ i
but uhxether the actual gain in total output excee:is the cast of thé programs . . R.
is not known. 27/ Moreover, even if training programs achiave higp places;ent “\e : R
rates, it is entirely possible that they have no effect on the cqmpqgi,:ion ogt ) P
workers in different occﬁpations, or the unemployment rate ‘of any gfeup or of - .
the whole labor force. .‘They could simply place some individuals in jobs wif.:h
the result that other‘ i;xdividuals}beccxne or remain unemployed. The ‘total
Q number of people u;employed, and total output, may not change. * ’ . e
Employment preparation that focuses solely on specific job skills and J
short—tem placement does not huild the kind of gene:al{wmmteﬁcies described
by the NAS panel and others. Yet there 1s cons ide_arable evidence that; such | ‘ ®

¥
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gcu;pétencies are necesséry forﬁ céntinued Ieéming on the job and for continued
prodiactivity as cond{tious c}hﬂat‘lge.' Individuals who receive this kind of
educa tion may not always f}.nd jobs as quickly as will gr'adugtes from

cus tomized :rainipg pr;gr‘am, but once they find jobé they ar.;e less likely to

@ ~ | V o .
becom_e unemployed and to need more publicly supported training later.

~

R recent study for'the Carnegile i?mmdstion for the Advancement of Teaching

i . : e " - ’ .
has found that American corporations spend a gréat deal of their own money to

| provide general education for their empioyees&.“?,(:orporstfons éeL:e estimated to
-.; be s;:'oending about $40 gil,lion a year —— not. counting ‘employees' salaries -- to
; \mheu workers. The study fotin&_ that "a*l key reason éorporat{ons are
‘ . spending so much ... is tha{;‘ tradi tional schools ... t«.;m» oftgn produced ‘
wonker; lacking basic c:mmication and problem—soiviné skiils_." ‘_2_8_/ : %
BN o - € | |
5 . s . . "SUMMARY
Th:is chapter has presented the following find@ngs:" .

g‘ﬁ | - o Workers in the future will need, to have a high level of general
‘ | competence, including the ability to learn, to solvé problems, and to
: adapt ;:c changing warkir\x‘g condi tions. ‘ .‘ )
. o Most jobs in the fu\ture"wi_.ll not be in h?.gh—teqh occu-pations, but
| thcge that are will require new skills, as will the diffusion of hﬂh—
; ; tech equipmént throughout the economy.,
7.} . o Thg maintenance of“au toma ted ‘manufacturing processes will require *

worﬁers who are able to learn continncms,].Sin order to c:)pe .with

‘potentially cos tly or dangerous unexpected failures of automatic
. " machinery. v |
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G?owing employee involvement {n decisfommaking will increase the
demand for employees who can learn new #kills, work with other *peoplfe,.
laqd conce ive new idaaé. _ ,

Mech of the current public&y supported efforft in voca tional. programs
fé‘mxsgs on..sp_ec}fic vocationsl skills or training _taiiored‘ to
particular jobs. T.hes‘e \programs u;ually fail to build the general
campééencies that will bék ;:em;ired for job security an\d advancemen‘; in

B

the future.

Y
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- - VIII. REMEDIAL EDUCATION -
o ’ r .
& \ i
L o "\ INTRODUCTION

K
Y

-education in California's com .ity colleges; statewide data are _fpr the most

part éither incpmplete or nomn t. _Spme descrip.ti‘en and esspsement of

remedial education {s uevertuele 8 pousible, and this chapter uses ‘availablex

_ state sour:ces, supplemented by our\fie dwork and interviews, to review these

% . .programs. How {s remedial education d fined, and what .is its focus? Who ‘ ¢

provides remedial senﬂces to adults, 0 her than the ccmmuuity colleges? How
many students need and take advantageﬁ\ of remedial assistauee, and what are the

chamcteristies of these smdeur_s? What kinds of remedial services, are

provided, iend how effective a.re [‘r_hey? These queseio‘nsr are taiceu up' below.

toy

FOCUS OF REMEDIAL EDUCATION .
Remediai‘ courses have beeu provided for :neny yea:s by public and private
foux.‘-'year eolleges and universities and by junior and ectmuni.ty eellege’s, in
California and t:hroughput ;he nation._ Iu the context of the ‘community
—‘:eolieges, "’remedial educa tion"‘ ref ers _to the process of prepauing st:udeute dor
. Ilege«l%vel»wmgk The basic process includes skill development in the
académic areas of readiug, wri tix% euci uathenaties% a broader approach also
° / includes work in support areas such aig,ﬁdy skills, uote—'tekiug, test-
; - - taking, time meuagement, aué the development’ of aeademie self—cojidence.
While there is some agreement on the function of remeuial aetiuities,
there {g disagreement within tﬁeg national pos tse;uudap? cammunity on the

' .
definition of “college-level woﬂi—‘with iudividual public and pr:ivate

. .

~ o N\ K
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| - .
_ colleges using different standards to define their skill level requirements

for entering freshman. In California, the UC and CSU systems have edch

developed standardized skill requirements, linked to procedures for assessing

the wriﬁing and mathematics skills of entering freshMn. The community

college system does not have such a gtandardized eht:y assessment- systenm.

F

?iée variation among ‘the :cmmunity cdll;gestfn theAdefinitian of "colleger
level” work i{s accompanied by equally great variation in the definition of @
. what constitutes a remedialrcéurse. For example, spelling and‘basic
ar{thmetic g:e'élearly‘no; considered college~level work: Sut geémetry,“>;A ;

e%gmemtary algebra, and certain levels of ceﬁposition classes are consi&ere&

:emedfal bY.scme colleges and college-level by others. Thus, current

definitions of remedial work in the community«coIléges embrace a wide rarnge of
i " | - » _

skill.levels' in writing, from courses that focus on elementary‘grammar anﬁ

S 3
spelling, to courses immediately below the technical and anslytical skills .

required for English IA (the UC beginning campositéon conrse), in msthematics,

courses in.arithmetic, int:nductory algebra, geometry, intermediate algebra, .

 0: trigo cmetry, in readigg courses that focus on reading skills below the ,‘
13th or lzth grade Ievel in English as a Second Language (ESL} programs,
Acourses that focus on elementary or intermediate speaking, writing3’oi reading
skills (though there is resistance to classifying ESL as fxeme@ial* since it

-

can be argued that the non—native student is learning unew skills and not

.

relearning skills or’aﬁercoming éeficiencies), N

A . ! -
: I
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RSN Diffefﬁﬁces in the skill levels defined as remedial and college-level in
1. -

. the community colleges are thg resul: af several idflusnces:

‘ .0 High school gradua tion requirements hsxe changed over the . g§_

ST - last twenty years, and it is no lomger possible to asdume ‘

P } Vthat.a high school<difploma .can be equated with a certain )
e ‘ level of reading, writing, dnd mathematics skills.

L o Commnnity cellege personnel are often reiaétant to label T
Neewypo ¥ ) students or courses as "remedial” becausg:of the negative, ' a i
o defiq&ent image often suggestsd by ‘the tem, -

. - *

o “»' " o There has” been~some concern that classifying courses as
"t - % 7, -remedial could fsolate those courses into a special
e ca:egory :hat weuld be vulnegable tc\hudget ‘geductions.
'*\\k o Individual ccl&ages develep programs and courses at the A» frii,'n
S ., Y7 _,local/level, and the definditidn of remedial work can vary r A ‘
@ C evey among ﬁadividual colleges within a multi—campus e K _
, g dtskrter. o . SN
’ 2 - . .> @ ,“.}.‘. ‘-i- ‘ . . B ,.:‘f - : ”:A. . A !
f;" o In sum, there is widespread disagreement among the community colleges ‘as-
o o to the appropriate definition and scope of remedial work o \
‘ ) : \ ‘TTA‘Q\ ﬂ
\ . . » | / - " * t‘*
~ _“‘ . . A‘ < ) 5 . - y
: : ‘e ) B ™~ Chte
L : . REMEDIAL. EDUCATION anum«ms - o

) ‘t . A . B . \

Remedial educatian far aéults is provided in Califarnia both by cdmmunﬁty

5 !

colle es and by the K-IE adult educa tion system. 1[ Both,cémmunity cclleges

:!P o and K-12 gphool districts can receive’ approval to” offer nogsredit classes in “

:tgn instrﬁctional areas- of these, only basic skills and ESL ciasses can be .

Y

treated as remedial (in the sense of prepating students far COllege*level

o ‘ work) o e ) . S E ‘
. 'S v ) . B .o
; ReSponsibiley for pégviding noncredi t anit‘education mdy rest.
. ’ . o o . - : = . ‘ )
- exclusively with a community éoilegg,dist;}ct or with a high school or K-12
‘ . o | . | | ) . i ‘t‘e\ :"

TR ¥ -
. Q ‘ . oo ' .. A . " . - ' \7 ;




rd

districe, or it may-be share& by a local high school or K-12 district and a
 communi ty college distric:. - g oy
La .

Noncredit instruc:ion in Spring 1984 represented about 8 perceﬁt of . :he
¥

ﬁotel ihstructienal uorkload\of the community college system, ‘and’ about 12
EY
. pezcent of totel college enrellments.._/ ‘There are no data showing what

.

praporticn of those noncredit eerollmeets was in basic skills and ESL aﬁhas.
Funding far K-12 adult edncsticn brograms was. reduced«significantly

following the passage of Proposztion 13 ia 1978, and sta:e-imposedflimitations

on enrollﬁen: grow:h<have been 1n eifect since 1980. 3/ Because of this"

graw:h limitation, many basic skills and ESL classes have long waiting lists,'

and in the last fo&r yea:s many adult schools have had to turn away

_e;udents, or have over—enrolled-students in eyai}ahle eections.‘éj

¥

COQPERATION AMONG PROVIDERS-

b L . e ¥ .
ucC en& CSU camptses of ten rafer students to local community colleges for

£

. - L . ' - / ‘
pre-admissiom courses, or courses that can be taken concurrently with® | 4
/ o A , Rt . .
- university enrollment, to build writing and mathema tics skills up to S

L Y : ‘ .. ‘ .
unive:sitygfequirements. Co :

Many cammunity colleges an& K-12 adult‘%chools have developed agreements

in which the respansibili;y for certain.eoahg\e (eﬁ§., ESL) or levels af

_,,-4“

courses (e.g., below or above a certain grade leveé)»hasnbeen delegated either

to the local college or to the adult schodl’program._ The enrellmeét~hap on -

.

\5 -
the growth of adult school pregrams has probably led to an increase in the

> P

: b3
number of students that adult. schools refer to ccmmuﬂity colleges for remedial

assistance, particularly in ESL, but no da:a have been collected in this area. .

- ¢
&
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'“i ;The governing board of the CSU system has recently approved a resolution

5

that would significantly decrease remedial activities in English and

t.methematics;pn CSU campuses, 2/ and the referral and concurrent enrollment

r

egreemenis currentiy in effect between CSU and local community collegas coui@t

.became closer and more formalized. rnc:eesed re&edial activity in the K—li
Ve S N
adult sehools would reqnire a substsntial investment of new funds beyond those

_that have acccmpanied educa. tional referms at the elementary and secondary

-

levels, A o |

scnps.‘ OF 'oonmsmn*' COLLEGE PROGRAMNS

Virtualily every community college in Celifornis now ' of fers remei}el
?

_.courses and serviees to studen:s who.pre net reedy fcr eollege—level work,

; Tﬁe‘19?9 report of the Cemmunity College Basic Skills Commission noted that 98

-

| : o . 5
 percent ef~Cal£fotnia’s community eolleges offered ‘remedial reading courses

for students whose skills were between the Tth and llth grade levels. 6/ Each
of,the 33 colleges in our fieldwork sample offe:ed remedial programs. 7/

-
A

NEED FOR REMEDIAL SERVICES - - TN

.~
-

On the basis of available iita} it would appear that.at least 60 percent

of ‘the comm“ity college students gho enroll for six or more units per term

>, LY

are not rea&} fo: college—level work fg at least oﬁg,and probably several

academic areas. A 1380-81 survey of teading scores conducted by the

t
Califernia Pastsecondary Educa tion Commission (CPEC), and responded to by 66

cammunity calleges, indicated that 15 percent of the students tested read

o N | “gf
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below 6th grade level; nearly 33 percent read in the 6th to 9th grade range;

about 25 percent scored at the 10th and 1Ith grades; and 27 percent read at or

.

above the 12th grade level. 8/ Data collected from colleges in the Learning

Assessment, Retention Consortium (LARC) in 1983 show that in 22 out of 37
«

colleges, over 50 percent of the students tested needed remedial assistance in

-

readifig. 9/

Tﬁe evidence from oﬁr site interviews at 33 campusos suggests that these
general findings ;onoeal significantAvariatioo among gollegos serv{ng |
differen:rkindsAof.commnnities,'and that the remedial needs of some students

h W
== particularly those in large urban colleges —— are significantly greater

than average. 10/ | '*FF ) ) : L.
SIZE OF THE REMEDIAL EFFeRT . : Y R .

Tablé VIII‘I presents;éats:oﬁ the volume of remodiél course and enrollment

activity from the 1978-81 CPEC survey. 11/

These &ata show that about half of all English and mathematios sections

:aught in 1981 were classified asrremedial, While the estimated number of

f

students fnvolved in ESL activities in 1980-81 was small compared to the

<~number of students {nvolved in remeéial\{gading, writing, and mathematics, our,

kgxerview respoodents have reported rapid growth in ESL enrollments- ané

sections ahroogh i984. 12/ o
Recent LARC da'ta suggest that tncreases 1in the number off;ections and

-~

enrollments.in remedial actgvigﬁes in all four subjeét‘areas shown in Table

P

" VIII-1 continued through 1982-83. Table VIN=2 shows the perceﬁtége offéﬁé?géi

-
“ . t . - - -

g

{n remedial enrollments at some 14=22 colleges in tha hARC consortiuqk\igj“ .

L

R
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Table VIII-1
PERCENTAGE OF SECTIONS AND ENROLLMENTS %
R IN REMEDIAL COURSES IN 1980-81 ‘

| ‘ , o Percent Increase
' Remedial Percentage of Total Estimasted Number  in Enrollment

Sections Sections and Enrollments of Students 1978-79 - 1980-81

Reading and  46% of all English sections 212,000% 13.3%

Writing 45% of all English enrollmts g
_Mathematics 547 of all math sections 201,000% 17.1

5 57% of all math enrollmts
ESL section and enrollment 74.5

» 59,000
percentages imavailable ,

| *Some students- enrolled in reading and writing courses my also 'be enrelled in-
1. ~mathematics courses.

California Postsecondary Education bommission, ?rl'omises to Keep,

? . Sourca:
o . -Commission Report 83-2. Sacramento, CA: January 1983, pp. 80-90.
A@ ’ . . '
' A. £
‘ T ‘ Table ‘VIII-2 - - T
St S «
: ) N . PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN REMEDIAL ENROLLMENTS T
) IN SELECTED LARC COLLEGES A .
¢y . . 1981-1983
:. ~ . ' T _ ,
_ -+Fall ‘381 = T Number of || Fall '82 - Number of
¢ . Fall '82 . * Colleges “Fall '83 Colleges
Reading 14,72 ) . 22 4,0% 18 e
. VWriting 6.4 22 -.03 . 20 ’
A Ma th- -0,7 -~ 22 0.t 20 . o
‘ ESL - 15.0 ' 22 - 6.0 .14 N
N : Sonfce;' LZXRC,' ,}983-8\g Program Guide, Part T (draf‘t) Sacr&‘n’xen:d; CA: n.d.
, - ‘Note: These are different but partially overlapping groups: Colleges
~. ‘reporting data for 1982 83 were not necessaril§ among those reporting
for 1981-82. . . .
¢ ' ‘ ‘ .
e ‘ '
1 -
127 : ' c
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. interviews with staff s’t 8 (Wil a |

may be 10&1-.16/ mtevet the “:

=l

§

e : some campuses is a relatively high pgoportion of the tot instmctional
- . ) L .‘;
b ’ effort., 17/ | o ' ' . a0 )
. ) k . . ; ) - . LN - o w
- - *
Possible Reasords for Growth of Remedial Rrograms -
N . K . ' » - N - . ‘ E
B . The data discussed above, and our own . impressions Yfrom fieldwork and other
interviews, suggest that the number of students emrolled in remedial courses
. has been increasing over at least the lasf five years. What factors m’igﬁ‘t‘r'
; ‘account for this increase? - Our interviewg have fdentified a’rm;mb\er of -
Fa * ’ -~ . . . / .
g 'Y o } S
J possible influences: ‘ . ’ ;
x \ ‘ N
. A o The community colleges are expanding their stndent _
o ) - _assessment programs; | . ! ' .
. o : r ) : i . ‘ : ' .
i / ' o High school standards have declined; — : ' _ -
. o The cap on K-12 adult school. has caused some students to

-

turn to community co%leges;‘

. o The public four-year institutions have been enrolling a .
growing proportion of students directly from high schoel, ’
while the proportion of high school students attending
¢ommunity colleges has remained stable. 18/ °“ The commun 1 ty\ .
celleges may thérefore be enrolling a larger proportion of '

‘v underprepared s tudents (see Chap ter V),

o Adults in their 20%s gnd 30's who failed t;b acquire basic .

- skills in the K-12 system may be turning to the communi ty

I .

i




colleges for the 'skills they need to survive {n an
increasingly technical and. service-oriented labor market.

If these factors have played some role*iﬁ the groowth of rgme&;al
education, that growth may continue:

o Community college assessment programs are expanding (and a |
statewide "matriculation model” is now being considered); .

» o Efforts to strengthen K~12 education may proceed for many
years before significant changes are accomplished;

o K-12 funding will probably focus on the elementary and
‘ secondary levels, rather than on adult education programs;

o bve: the next decade, the hfghes: populatioq'inéreases will -
be among minority students who historically have had the
lowest achievement;~ . o , ‘

o The immigrant poﬁulation will probably coﬁtinue to grows

o Adults with poor basic skills will continue to seek help =~
from conmunity and adult education programs as the 1literacy ¥
demands of the occupational world grow (see ChapterVVII).

- TYPES OF SERVICES PROVIDED - . - . 2t

-

The community colleges offer remedial services in both academic and

learning support areas. ‘“Academigﬂ.géfvices generally include group an{
-indiyidualized instruction in writing, reaéing, mathematics, and ESL. ¢

"LeargingAsupport“‘servicés,include {nstruction and intoring in sgills rglated'
."t:c academic success (g.‘g, , test-taking, note-taking, study skills, ,t‘img
~management), as well as academic, personal, and occupational‘éounseling.

Mést remedial serviceg are offered in academic instruction areaé,

génerally in the fgrm of céﬁrses afféred by specific %nglish, Language A}t§,

and Mathematics depaftments. Over SOApercentbcf the remedia} courses in

1981-82 were offered by academichﬁepa;tments. iéj We estimate from our
..fieldwo§g vis{té that écademic‘depqrtments continue.té provide the majqrity‘of

- \ ‘
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remedial instruction, but that Learning Assistance Centers and other

departments are becoming more involved, possibly because of an increase in

" interdisci{plinary and voca tionally-oriented approaches to imstruction in basic

skills.. »

The data also indicate a strong pattern.of awarding degree or certificate

-credit for remedial courses, According to hany of our respondents, earning

college credit gives students a feeling of accomplishment and progresslﬁhat '
contribute to more positive self—imagés and increased self confidence; and
enroliment in a certain number of credit courses is one of the usual .

eligibility requirements for studgﬁt financial aid programs. ggj

4

EVALUATING :ﬁmﬁbmﬁaocgms

@
£

The complexity of the evaluation issue in remedial education 1is related to

several philosophical and contextual factors: wariness among educa tors

~
.

conc%:ping the reliability and vaiiﬂity of tests scores; a general>preference,

for focusing on teaching and learning rather than on ﬁestinggilack of

coordination and consistency in evaluation procedures because remedial ;ﬁé

functions may be shared by several [different academic depa’bments and
. { e .
b .
instructional units; and overall lack of'comparability be tween colleges

‘because different colleges and units within each college have preferences for

different specific‘assessment procedures and instruments.

Evaluation of remedial courses and services in California com&unity

colleges has been influenced by each of these factors;. consequently, overall
- N ~

evaluation data are unavailable. ~
& -~

!
'.
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In a recent surviy by the Community College Ad-Hoc Committee on the

c. ‘Evaluation of Remedig,l P:ograma, 62 percent of the Sg respoo,dlng colleges ;
:reported‘ conducting routine o:'special eval'uatioo studies ‘Aof their remedial
; courses and pfogr‘gma in reading, writing, and mathematics.. ZlL\',’ ‘The major form
E‘ A of evaluation used was pre- and post—:es tiog of smdents ekiIl levels, but
/ colleges also studied the validity and :eliability of the aesesament process
| ) for placement in remedial courses, ] . . t}'\kt
5. - Personnel at the colleges we visited ‘asserted that, on the whole, thelr
asseeament/placement procedu:ea and their z:emedial 'programs ‘'were effectlve in |
i. ~improving the academic skills of amdentsl Howeve:, the lack of comparable,
- consistent avaluatlon practlces and procedures makes it impossible to judge
}the af fect.iveness of the courses and programs in general or. their
‘. effec:lveness in te\ of specific kinds of students or- instr;ctional
|  practices. = |
Accoroiﬂag. to reports ffom LARC colleges, raore campuses each year aopear to
‘ be moving towax:d assesslog\students for placement purposes prior to a‘tudent
. : . enrollment in certain college courées and programs. 22/
o ® |
‘.
° ' | \ . i
E \ SUMMARY
I; This chapter has presented the following findingsk: )
‘. , | o Tlxei:e is widespread disagreement among community cplleges as to the d
| appropriate scope and definition of remedial wo;k, and no s}ancia:dized
skill :equire:oents for entering students. .
s
o » | ) )
. . o 131 ._ A N
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At least 60 percent of community college students who enroll for six or

more units per term are not‘rea&y for cellege?level work in at least

one academic ares. 1 t
. , ; .
There is considerable variation in the extent of remedial cougses

R
. 3

A _ _ ¥ _
‘of fered. The remedial needs of some students -- particularly in large
: v
urban colleges =-— are much greater than average.
. -
About half af a?}'l English and mthémtics classes in 1981 were .

classified as remediéi; these enrollments have been growing.

The increase in remedial enrollments #ay be due to expanded assessmpnt o
» \

pragraﬁs, declining high séhool standards, a cap on the growth of K-12
adult.schoél pfogramé; aAlarger pr§portion of under—prepared high\
school studénts‘attending the‘éamhunity colleges, and growing numbers
of returning adults seeking bééic sg;ils training.
Most_:emedial'caﬁ:ggs are offered by academic départaents, for credit.
»Comgunity college personnel believe Ehat mos t re&gdigi programs ;ré

ef fective; however, the lack of consistent or camyarabie evaluations

makés it impossible to’obtain s0lid measures of ef@gptivenesst, T

ﬁ | -

-

"
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. | ~ NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII
. . ¢ . . / .
‘ : i_/ Remedial courses for college-and umiversity students are provided by those
" four—-year institn tionj}_and, are not discussed here. ’ .

2/ Percentages are based on an initial analysis of Spring 1984 noncredit
~ activity.” Dr. Charles McIntyre, Director of Analytical Studies, |
;. ' Chancellor's Office, California Commtmity Colleges, Sacramento, February
' 21, 1985, personal cammunieation.t ’ .
‘ |

\ 3/ Section 42238 of the California Education Code, effective Jume 1, 1980,
‘ estsblished an annual block entitlement for sdulﬁ education activities in
ten specific instructional areas, and also established funding formulas
e " that include a six percent cost- f-l{ving increase and a 2-1/2 percent,

annual earollment growth limitatfon. _ 'y |

) 4/ Based. on analysis of adult basic ducation data (1982-84) and
L conversations with Adult: Education personnel in the fte Department of

Education.
2/ San Francisco Chronicle, "State College Remedial Classes Ending." January
24, 1985, : _
6/ California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), Promises to }Keeg:
Remedial Education in Californi{a's Public Collegeg and Universities,
:.- ~ : Commission Report 83-2. Sacramento, CA: California Postsecondary ,
: Educa tion Commission, Jamuary 1983, p. 78.
A ~ ) - Co ¥

. _ i -~ .
7/ See’'Appendix A, "Study Methods,” for a description of the fieldwork
-~ .gample.

® - R ( P
_ 8/ CPEC, op. ecit., p. 77.

- 9/ Learning, Assessment, Retention Comsortium (LARC), 1983-84 Program Guide, -

- '~ Part I. (dmaft) Sacramento, CA: n.d. LARC originated in 1981 with 14
Northern California community colleges. .The Consortiiim now includes 70

® : colleges divided into five regional groups. A sixth regibi??ﬁmgis now .

organizing in the Los AngeTlés area. . LARC includes bqth lafge and small
: colleges located in urban, ‘suburban and rural communities. Colleges in
the Peralta (Oakland), San Francisco and Los Angeles districts are not X
currently active. The Consortium members share information on assessment
© strategies and instruments, develop and disseminate 3 data base on

A assessment activities, and sponsor workshops on these topz ..
10/ An’ins tructor interviewed for the 1983 CPEC report noted that the average
Tre-.. high school graduate who entered an inner city community college read at
“the Sth or 6th grade level, and was accompanied by others who were at lst
P or 2d ‘gt‘ade“;eadi;ﬂg levels. CPEC, op. cit., p. 78. \ 3
N : T . . S » e /
ya o133 ~ ,
< /
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11/ The CPEC report notes é&a: da ta reported for remedial me¢hem3tica activity

Rl ‘may understate student need and indicate only the minimum dimensions of
. the problem, due to inconsistencies .among the reporting campuses in the
defini:ion of femediel mathematics. . 4 - ‘

12/‘Sﬁatewide estimates on the amount of 1983-84 ESL course and section

-activity that ccnld be ccnsidered remedial are not available. .

13/ These" figuresf underes:imate remedial enrollments because they do not

T fnclude enrollfmnt {n’ the major urban districts of San F:anciggg,ﬁﬁerstta
(Oakland), and Los Angeles. N i
. N - ,..M--“"""“““" ) .
14/ Including costs for Abn—instructicnal support services. - o
. 15/ Interviéw with Dr. John Meyer, Specialist, Program Planning and . \ -

- Development Unit, Chancellor's Office, California Cédmunity Colleges.

ge} The study was ‘not n a position to ccllect hard data on this question, and

~a more definitive estimate may have to await the outcome of curremt = .

~efforts by state and local colldge off{cfals to resolve current issues of -
definition and course cacegorizaticu.

e

There are no statewide data thet describe the characteristics of students
nvolved in remedial activities in communi ty colleges. Some individual
co s have collected information about age, sex, ‘educational/career
goals, socio-economic status, and part— or full-time status, but it is not
poesible to report any reliable statewide figures ‘o these character- '
istics. Most students in remeddal courses are emrolled}primarily because
of diagnostic testing for courses with skill pregequisites (e.g., }
+ composition, mathematics, science courses) or ag a result of college-wide
, ~ testing of. students who enroll for six units or more of creéit. On the -~
I basis of this information and our field ianter¥iews, we believe that the
majority of students enrolled in remedia} clesses are Jikely to be:

o Taking more than six uits per semester, which would not eilg~
N  include "transient” students who take ofily one or two -

‘courses per term for personal and/or vocasionel -
develcpment-‘ ‘

-4

o Intereeted in or efirolled in courses’ or programs that will
lead to a specific degree or certificate for transfer,
training,.or retraining, wi:h the' possible excep tion of , ‘
some ESL students; , , o ‘ 4 )

o Within a conventional ageé range for college studenty (18-27
years old), again with the possible exception of sbke ESL

AT —l= gtudents;
‘/ o::Receiv}hg or eligible for financial aid programs; W

NNNNNNNNN
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‘ o ReprESéntative of the ethnic makeup of the community served
@ by the college.

18/ Admisgions from high school to UC have gone up despite a decline in both
the umber‘of high sch#l graduates and the number who were eligible for
afi®sion., See: California Pos tsecondary Education Commission, R
Eligibility of Califq;nia s 1983 High School Graduates for Admission to

@ the State's Public Universities. Sacramento, CA: April 1985, .

. A \ . - C -‘. “‘""“‘c -
19/ . v—\ | | .

et

CPEC, Promiges to_Kegp, op. cit., pp. 78-89.

20/ 1t is also the case that credit classes generate more revenue for a o

college than noncredit classes, . ’ W

g&j Cal?%qrnia Community Colleges, Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation of Re&edial
Programs, “The Evaluation of Remedigl Progrsms, Courses and Services in
California Community Colleges.” Sacramento, CA: California Community
Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, 1984, p. 7. o ¢
® 22/ LARC, op. cit., pp.-9-1l. . S
- ‘ “!N )
@ - .
“~
™~ . ‘ ‘ “‘N\
2
i
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‘ professional teaching force, and a system for' assigning and supporting ‘ R

2

. evaluation and professional develoi)ment,.and overall staf_quité"l:ity. )

are increasing in mi;nbers. The lar increase is among t:hese who are

T IX. FACULTY "o

INTRODUCTION - . : S
High-quality canmmity cqliege programs tequire a knowledgeable and ‘ . J »
teachers that makes. the most efficient use of their tilents., This chapter . . -,
describes various characteristics of tﬁe',teaching staff, and presents to’ur'

findings on faéulty sa}aries; credentialing, personnel mansgement, staff - R

#

£ “ . L

S ;“‘ - FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS " co | . (;r;’i#

AGE AND YEARS OF SERVICE | T | : | / :
‘ F! - . » . gl .

In 198%84 almost 40 percent of the full—time cqmmunity eolle

wer:e over.‘ fifty yeaxs of age. 1/ Available da& also indic that full-time."

1- time - faculty members

feculty arem"greying” —- there has been a deeline 1:1 ‘
. ? A

&

age 34 or under, and eve: age 60, while: these‘ o are 35 to S& years of age

&

-~ ¥ '
::elatively close to early reti:ement --— ages 50 to 54, 21’ Qur panel pointed

eut that‘ while some older full—time efaculty are or soon wilLbe ee:i:ing, :

®
little is. cm:rently being done to prepa:e and induct new qualified persetmel ¢

In 193%-, more than half of the full-time facu}.ty - compared to 19 percent

of the part-time faculty —- repcrted being employed in the same district for

. 3 Y t
more than ten years. Twenty~four percent of the part-time fagulty reported no
prior expefience in their present district of employment. 3/
% . - .
. ’ "y .
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o Memhers\of several different panels :cld us that s:aff burnout was, a

- growing problea amoggrﬁu;l-time faculty, theugh nct one ‘that presently

i
,threatens the integrity of ‘the overall instruc:iqpal program. The data on

N =~

 years of service are consistent with the eontern that faculty burnauc mey be

- increaeing. R N g " i L ‘ -
I - : Lo~ :
L) ~ . : . : . Yoo . * S )
- Tat * ’ ',&‘.‘_\.,-r » v * ¢ _ . \‘_ R
- EDUCQTI%NAL mQﬁND AND EXPERIENCE s | v
| A= Vo,

1}

DT xcept fe:'certa"

i
p:of ional degnags, full—time faculfy tend" to be Rore

.\-)‘, .
+

~h£g ly eéutated then ‘rt&ti , fasﬁlty. In 298l for example, 84, 8 percent of

rvl . * [

‘and more experience agxthé eléhentary.and secondary
!

gfvel (&7 4 percent vs. 36 3 peéeent). More ﬁﬁrt—:tme than,full-time faculty

- ¥ ) ‘} o
reportea prior work experience in non—instructional jebs. 5/ T
S o N . o '~.* . o v o .
S ) . - . N - A ‘A . ) -
R : . ' : ¢ . ' : : o »‘E\i . - .. : -
. CONCEFRRENT EEQPLQYPQENT \. ) o . - e o . .

,\

L2

faeulty reparted eonqurrentlg hblding other paid empleyment in 1981 , About
&

three of ery five par;—sfme instructors'hed ane:he: full-time job At theé
y O L) i -
same meé ebout 6. pereent.of the fnlLPEimg faculty == almast 1,000
\‘ Y . _J < .
Lnstt e&nrs~~— cencurrently hela end;her-full—time jeb; About one-third of
\ . . : : e \ ' .
these ezher ﬁulﬁ\time jobs yerevof qp’inekructionel nature.’ 6/ . ’ o/
~ » . - * . .
' : Y. . ‘p v oy
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- districts and eolleges.

STAFFING PATTERNS K = .

, T A ¥ -
In 1983:§;, there were 39,082 faculty members in the Califotnia community

F

colleges -- 16,235 full—time and 22,847 part—tiﬁe. The number of full;t;me,

faculty has remained relatively eteble, whereas_the employment of part—time‘

4

L

instructors has more clesely follcwed budge ¢ changes, partieularly over the

last several years. . Nearly all (9 opt of 10) of thosa faeulty laid off since
. r .

1977 have been S rtvtime. T/

Not\surprisingly, thgre has~beeﬁ a steady increage in the prcpcrtion of -
fuli-cme faculty, fgom 31 percent in 1977-78 to-4l. .S waggeent m 1983-84. 8/

“%%ese statewide everages heweveg mask_a great deal of variation across

£

'y

3

- In 1981, AB 1626 required that the proportion of contact hours taught by

part—time fsculty nbt be 1nereased ahove the-1980-81 level during the 1981 82
gd 1982 -83 school years. Subsequent legisla%x has extended this through

’ O .
the 19§6-87 school year. B ' T , . :

Lo Ny ‘
wom._om
N

In. the comkunity-colleges, teaching workload is defined in terms of ‘.

-~ -

weekly faculty contact hours (WFQi), representing the number of hours-per wa ek

A though full—time

" than an instructor is actuaNy in the classroém teaching. . A,
Y§§

J‘ Lt

-.faculty accounted Eo: about 42 peércent of sll instructcrs in 1983-8A they

S

4

carzied 62.6 percent of the regular instructional workload. When overload

.

assignmeats are i{ncluded, this figuré beeomes 68.8Apercent.
‘ ' : ¢ ) S -
In 1983-84, the average full-time faculty member devoted 16.2 hours per
P ) e &
week to classroom teaching. When overload assignments are included, the

pos
- N . s SR ,)39 : . . o
A | . , _
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average increases to 20.8 hours. On the other hand, part-time instructors

averagedi5.3 weekly contact hours. (A,part-ﬁime faculty member is usually

Co

] . N . - \
someone who works no more than nine weekly .contact hours.) There was

subs tantial va:iatioﬁfin average weekly contect_hburs across the state. For’

rexample,«averagespby dietrﬁct %cr full-time iﬁs:ructorg show a high of ZF.

hours' per week and a low of 12.1 hours per week. 3/ Similarly, for part-time

o

hours.

the

faculty ;he district averages ranged from h_lokAof 3 hours to a higﬁ of 9:9_

. -
é

\ o A ’ 5 . A
To summarize these_wokkleadApatterns; Of every ten faculty employd! in

falh ef 1983, appreximately -

TR ' ~
-= 3_taught a :egnlar assignment averaging 16 hours per week- . )
) e

-= 6 taught a part-timeAessignment averaging 5 hours per week.

L3

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED ACIVITIES ) -

-

¥

In addigion to actual teaching time as represented by weekly facaf&

contact hours, fastructors spend time in preparation for clalses, test

grading, and othet teaching-related activities. - » : .

. The majority of full-time faculty, but only 2.4 percent of the part-time

faculty, are required to have office hours.
e " ¢

: , . : .
on campus {(beyond teaching time and offic? hours) include such actiwvities as

\

commi ttee meetings, s taf meetings, and course and progra& development.

-

ttme-facalty, have additional fequiré& hours on campus« 10/

-

-- 1 taught a regular assignment‘plusjoverload, for a :otal*of 21-hours‘-

Xdditional weekly hours required

i

1

Sligh{ly»moreAthee 40 percent of the'fulletime faculty, but virtually no part—,
¢ o | ;

#



- widely from district to district. Instead of the ptofesscrial :anks

for relavant occupational experience and training is substituted for acaéemic

B

. . -

. - . .

. .
. .
€ . .

. .
R o -
- '
. RN

These findings on: the additional activities of community college faculty

a . to L4

are consistent with the argument presented by seéveral panelists that a

"critical mass” of full-time faculty is necessary to provide the support, :

. 3 ' . -
activities (e.g., advisement, academic planning, curriculum development), and
ins truction that help to ins(t_xre high quality programs over time. | - :
- . : . \ ) 3 ) - - . ) . . f
FACULTY SALARIES -

~

In contrast to t:hé University-of Califormia and Ca.‘_tifomiaA State l, T \_

' Unfiversity, there is no statewide salary schedule for facultyt in the

.

Calf;i’orn’ia commun{ ty colieges, and faculty are péid on dchedules that vary

(professor, associate professor, etc.} and s¢ep salary scheduie _common to the : % '

other segments of pos:secandary educatgan, ccxnmxmity callege malary schedul‘%s

i

are based on the same compensation princ‘lples as thase used. in the elementar‘y

-

and secondary schools. ‘ ‘ e L

In general, payment schedules depend on level of educa ﬁion and number °fA, |

.

vears of academic service within the district. In most districts, some credit \
* ) at . R - . . N LY :
- ' “ . N . » B < - ‘."
degrees. Placement on the salary schedule-“and subsequent salary 4dncreases are '

£

generally determined by a combination of ﬁrs“of servicé and ac::a‘d‘em‘ic - “N
‘credit. A typical community college éélars; schedule a‘lo‘ng with recent .ﬂ:,alanfj.ri -
sc:heciu\le‘s for facult&ét UC and CSU is sh9wn *in Table IX-1. '

While ;ﬁe community college salary schedule shown i.ni Table IX-1 {s |
reasonably _reéresentative of the poéula tion (A‘the stat‘ewide aégrage in» 1982-83 - |
was $31-,\8!¢9 and for this district $32,073), salariesA in o)ther'd{s tricts vary

. . iy
. ‘ - \ R .
<141 < .ok .
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_ ) - Tabie =1 _ L ¥
FACULTY SALARY smsnm.ss FOR THE msvsnsm OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIRORNIA STATE -UNTVERSITY, <
) L . AND A mmm COLLEGE. DISTRICT, 1982-83
Untve}slfy Callfornia- s . . - N. ‘
. " ’Rank of State ‘ Community College District . “
K ind Step Callfornia Uﬂivers!fy YSfep Ctass t* Class i1 Class 111 " Class IV - Class ¥ Class wp#
Professor ‘ , T , O -, - " t .
{ 30,100 30,276 1 18,155 18,625 20,03 21,602 23,168 ) 23,768 A
- - 2 - 33,200 31,728 2 19,161 19,653 21,130 . 22)74% 24,359 24,959 '@
3 36,800 252 3 20,166 20,681 = 22,225 23,887 25,550 . 26,150
4 40,200  * 34,860 4 21,172 21,709 23,320 25,030 . 26,741 27,341
5 43,600 36,540 5 22,138 22,757 24,414 26,173 27,932 28,532
6 47,100 - 6§ 23,183 23,765 . 25,508 - 27,316 29,123 29,723
7 51,500 - — 7 24,189 24,793 . 26,604 28,459 30,314 30,914
Associate Professor L 8 25,195 25,821 27,698 29,602 31,505 32,105 @
’ t 24,600 23,976 9 .26,200 26,849 - 28,793 30,745 . 32,696 33,296
2 ) 26,000 25,116 - 10 27,206 27,876 29,888 ' 31,888 33,887 34,487
3.0 27,600 26,316 1 = - 30,982 33,030 . 35,079 35,679
& 30,000 27,5716 < 12 L - 53_,07'?‘ 34,173 - 38,270 36,870
: 5 33,100 28,884 _ 13 | R T |
Assistant Prodgssor - 14 . : : B
1 19,700 19,044 . 45 . ' - , . -
I 20,500 19,932 16 Professional Grcqfh'tncrmen:““* 34,873 36,970 , 37,570
3 21,700 20,868 - 17 ) . B - LRI
4 23,100 - 21,852 18 | ] C | ’
5 - . 24,500 22,896 % 19 ‘ ) , :
R Y 5,500 T @ - 20 Professfonaf Grgwth Increment . 3,600 38,270 @
v ~ instryctor y \ -~ ‘/. . ) Lo
: 1 16,800 17,412 : - . . ‘
LT I — 18,192 - .
-3 - 19,044 s ‘ ) ' )
4§ =~ -— } 19,932 ’ . . : -
5 T~ 20,868 o . ‘ S L e
*Quat if tions for ciass%ficaﬂcns i = AB or less; H = AB +30 units, !H = MA; IV = MA + 20 units or
AB + i;szni?s with MA Y = MA + 40 amffs or AB + 75 units with MA; VI = Docfora?e '

“*The holder of an earned doctorate shal! receive 5600 nuatrty En»addfﬂon to hls placement on the
appropriate sfep fn Cfass‘ Vi . . . .

*
= - - \ . . . 2

AN <
*#4Ciass 1Y, V,.and Doctorate -- Professional Growfh {icrement of S?QO at the i6th s?ep with ten yaars of
service at SRJC and 15 approved growth unlts earned after Sfep 12rtacement; Class V and Dccforafe -
Professional Growth Investment of $700 with a minimum of four-ybars service aftqr the 16th step
piacemenf ard 15 additional apprcvad growth units earngd; Credftt uf{tfzed +o attaln Professfcnat'
Gro«fh tncrem&anfs may not be used for ctass‘advancemenf : e

t . *a
. N L3 . .‘

Source: Caiiforn a Posf acondary Edacaﬂ {ssion, Facult Sa[aries In the Ca [Hfornia Cammun%fy
Y

=\ ‘ Cellieges, 1982-83 Academfg Year:, Cammission Report 83-27. Sacramento, CA: .Iune %98}.‘
= ) e « ) et ' .
. ( R A Y e
[ T o142 N , N o o o u
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. subs tantially -- not enly with respect to the highest and. lowest salary steps, =
- ? but with respect to the number end,epreegjbetween ‘steps, a8 well as in the
qualifieetioﬁg required no.achieve them. Typically, community college'seler§ .
»:scbedeles include 12 te 15»se;ary‘s;e§s within 4 to 8 classes based on. . ~A_> .
‘ eeeeemic degrees eed‘eredits, a}thoughAthe example prevgde& illustrates that

there is considerable variation. A - L

v

The statewide average salary for full-time feeulty in 1983-84 wesA$32 704 ° - ~

(a 2.7 percent increase over the previous year). prever, the difference in\ .

- ¢

‘ average selary be tween the highest and lowest paying district was feirly‘

a

*

Hsubsten;iel — '37.2 percent, or $10,505. Although most. of the highes: paying

dﬂ&triets erefleeated in suburbeﬁ’cemmunities*end most of ;h%‘lpwest paying '

. dfs:;icts are in rural areas, the,salery{level is .uot usually determined by
a . ~dia

the 1oeal'coe:xof living index'for}that aresg. Mere often, it depends Qd union -

“negotiatiens aed[or the financial condi tion of the district. . o .,

.
L [ ]

Data from our fieldwerk and panéis indfcate that éifferenees in salery A

: g - schedules, end the praetiee of limiting the starting selery of a new employee
e " :
‘ or not aceepting all of - the employee s “years of serviee in enether éistric&,

have resulted in reduced ineen;;ees.fe; faculty to meve.between districts.,
. .\ . . , . - o C ) Con N
i. i - The community colleges' 22,847 @art-time. facflty were compensa'ted in 1983- Ll
) . 84 at an average rate of $22.&1'per hour. The Californie Postsecondary

Educatien Commission (CPEC) estimates that this everaged ebout 38 percent of

the cost of iqstrueeion by full -t {me facukty. Bourly rates varied signifi- !

5
Table IX-2 shows salaries of classrebm irmtructors from 1973—74 throegh

é ~ 1982-83. These data include all sal.eries paidg‘: full~ and ‘part-time

AV

eantly acfoss districts —- from a lew<§§{$12 ?5 to a'ﬁigh of. $29 10. _AJ

»
'




- © Table IX-2 - S | '
¥ . : “r ‘ ’ /
~ SALARIES. OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTORS
. - ' '1973-74 - 1982-83 '
Salaries Per ADA
. S . ' Attendance Current 1973-74
Year Total Salaries ADA Dollars Dollars )
1973-74  $297,889,678 . - 609,432  $489 $489
1974-75 , .395,002,796 .694,096 56% - 531
1975-76 . . 467,952,150 . 768,902 . 609 - 530- .
- 1%76-77 , 523,919,671 © 736,702 - T1T 586
" 1977-78 - 576,167,938 . 734,915 784 - 605
1378-79_ 572,846,758 658,716 870 614 ‘
1 1979-80 . 644,591,830 688,591 936 583 -/
1981-81 - 732,661,962 752,490 - 874 544 >
N 1981-82 ' .788,999,689 - 776,274 - 1016. 522 .
1982;83 ' 794,412,168 = - 751,067 . . 1058 521
» Source: California Community Colleges,»Board of Governors,’Californiél
Community Colleges Fiscal Datg Abstract. Sacramento, CA: 1975-76 -
1982-83., . ’
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. . ' \. »
instructors and instructor aides. While inflation-adjusted salaries per ADA
are"higher than in 1973-74, they are down from the peak-of »$61A in 19?847?.

Table IX-3 shows that the averége salary of full-time community college

-

. - faculty are competitive with California State University (CSU) faculty '

salaries, and are about 20 percent bélan University of California (UC} faculty
salaries. Hawe?er, the data for community ccllegg faculty include salar:ies
e - for those working 12 as well as 9 months and also include additional stipetﬁis
for faculty who car:y d resgonsibili:ies' about 7.5 percent of all full-
time comrmmity faculty received stipends a\aeraging $l 293 in 1’9‘83-8& Th\e\_j
. gre no publish:ad data that would allow an analysis of the effect of the mix of

full- and part-time faculty on overall salaries,- ‘aor are there data showing

~  the effects of facnlty.age‘and yeams of —experience on salary I,evels throughout

.

- the state. : Co : - A ‘ .
— .
5 % - v e A ‘ . '
» >0t e
x PPt ot 0 R umn.s AND . c&sﬁmnamm
.A:r_\@‘f : oo s » - ’
® ° " Every Instrucéiot}l or: stuéent sewicﬁa e;r;gloyge ‘of .éqm_mnnitg colleges
' . ¥ ) et — ¥ . i L B .
‘must obtdin. a cgiéential, In drder @:é t.each* creé‘ii.t class, an e:ngloyee -must
)y e . Sy

2y obtain a subject mtte: credential— tn one vof 76 subject ‘areas., To teaéh

. »,.»ﬂm - ~
s .- s ‘(&

. C rela ted but differen: subje:;ts, g credential for each sxxbjeé-t area must be A . o
B ! cb*tained A&dit}onal credentials may be abtained at. any time dur'ing a facﬁlty Vo .
i L . R : Qn_ - \' .» - . s ‘“}f‘ . ~} L.
v ~~~‘“membei\{.s employ'ment. ) ) v e _ Do e . . . I
N - - o - . : / S L
@ .+ The credentialing system serves thrnee prirﬁa‘;y purpose®? 1) verifying ” .
- ,academic and occupational experience; 2) insuridg that tfu}tt::té;ha% the SR
o . C T ik . S o L wo . .
. \ . . . "’ L 5 ) \A R . Iy . . . r' " . r . R ~ . A.. . .ﬁ \
NP necessaty knowle% to te céh particular subjects;. and 3)\chacking for, criminal .
e * . . Ta ) N - ¢ .
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Table IX-3

FGLL-TKME FACULTY*AVERAGE SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA RIGHER EDUCATION
. 1975-76 - 1983-84

‘ ’ . ‘ ~ Average Salaries in ¥

- Average Salariésv; : 1975-76 Dollars ‘
Year CSu* Uc* - CCh¥* CSu* UC* CCx*

1975=76" 19,450 22,018 19,823 ¥19,450 ., 22,018 19,823

- 1976-7% | 20,672 23,047 .- 20,838 . 19,542 21,788 19,699

1577-78 22,055 25,125 22,413 19,530 . 22,248 19,847

1978-79 I, 22,401 25,337 24,123 18,143 20,521 | 19,537

1979-80 26,111 29,559 26,270 | 18,660 21,124 18,774 -
1980~-81 29,012 .32, 664 28,273 18,607 . 20,949 18,133

1981-82 30,992 - 35,002 . 30,156 . | 18,282 ' 20,648 17,789

-1982-83 31,333 . 35,?68 ) 31,849 - 17,715 20,223 18,109 :
1983-84 32,652 -,..40,790 32,704 17,666 22,068 17,694 o
% Change 67.9 ~ 85.3 es.g b -842. 0.2 —10.7*
*Nine-~month, all ranks average salary S, ‘ ~f“}5/

**Nine-month and twelve—manth average salary.

Source: California Pos tsecondary Education Commisﬁon, Director S Regprﬁ
"Sacramento, CA: July 1984; " - ., Final :Annua]l Report omn
" Faculty and. Administrative Salaries in California Pnbiic Highert
Education, 1983-84, Sacramento, CA: 198& 5

e
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® ‘ In other states, decisions about the qualifications of prosgec:ive
- community college facultjr are generally handled at the college or district
Tevel, and formal credentials are not required. ~State agencies of ten set

minimum academi¢ standards and perform records verification tasks. -

.

e 3 ‘
| "According to Chancellor's Office staff, reques ts for credentials have
» increased ‘ever the ‘las:t fi;fé years; masé applications haf‘;? been graﬁted. ‘
i. h \Altheugh‘noqsystsnatic data are svailable, panel;s ts and »intewi‘ew rgspondents
| have pointed out that part—-time and fuil—t»ime staff c‘aquonly hoicf multiple
‘ ‘credentials. Cnc¢ce obtained, credentials nee& not be renewed.
| @ PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
; TENURE AND JOB RIGHTS . - S | | Ty
E.{ ’ , , Hi:{ngland job secu:it:y righté for full-time community college faculty areg
~ similar to those for certificated é%;esﬁet_xta::y;gnd se\condary te‘ache:s. Unlike |
the tenure process at UC and CSU m(wh’ich spans several years and includes a
. ‘  formal peer review process to detemine‘whether ‘facu‘ity Q“ual'ify. 501: tgguré§,
full-time commu;xity college inms t:ru‘c;ars are on proba tionary smménnffer' thei§'
s ftrst Jwo years. An ,evaluéticp is required at thd end of each year, and
e évalua tion eri te;ia and persons responsible.'fer the eval&tion vary cons {der—
, ably from district to district. ‘I.i:"no actic;n ié taken to remove the instruc—
> : : - . .
.= tor prior tc: the end of the‘ two years, the faculty member'becomes a permanent
. | (tenured) ix:struc;mr in the.éistrict.. After becoming ‘a permanent staff o
 ‘membe r,, the ins tructor may be ’.giismissed 'o'nly for a limi;?d. number of ‘gauses
’ " specified in the edgcation code. 12/ Tempor’aﬂz‘yr(i’art—time) facﬁlty may be
. ‘




'\,

laid off at any time. They do not:o§tain prohacionéry or permanent status,

nor do they have reemployment rights. .-~
T N

L \.

LAYOFF PROCEDURES AND REHIRING RIGHTS

x

- Other than dismissal for cause and dismAgsal-dur roﬁgzzbnary.:
pe:idd, full-time tenured facﬁlty may only be,Paid off'for'tuc reasons:’ .

1. A decline in the average daily atcendaﬁce in all the district's
schools, or ‘

—

to be reduced or disconﬁinugd

¥ “

A faculty.membe: méy‘no; be}lai off whilé any. other employee winh less
seniority is retained to teach a course that the more seniorffacnlty membe? is
credentialed and ccmpetent to teach This rule,. aecoéhiqg to panelists and

. othe:‘info:mants, can result in the inefficient assignment of personnel’
Faculty with little teaching expetignce‘in‘a Qubdect érea:—— buﬁ with a

_ - . ' . ‘
crédeﬁtial in‘that area, and with seniori:y‘-— may feplace (“buﬁp“) a less

£

senior faculty member who has been teaching a course in that area for some
\

time. Credentials are relatively easy to obtain, 'and faculty with multiple
credentials have nugereus ‘opportunities to replace less senlor faculty in the
- eyent of layoffs.

FACULTY UNIONS AND ACADEMIC SENATES

Full-time faculty and some part;timeninstructors are subject to the

>

collective bargainipg provisions of the Educational Employgent Relations Act
. : < ) -

(The Rodda Act), and may elect to be represented by an éxcdus ive ¢

representative in negotiations. : - R

~ o \ .
v . . -
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In 1963, Title V of AB. AS provided for the es:ablishmen%fpf‘academic

senates in thevcommunity colleges. Their purpozzéiifﬁg ﬁgg;ide community

‘college faculty ‘uiffch a "fomal and éffe’ctive progesdure for participating in

the farmationsof distfict policies on scsdemiccand professional matters...“ by
'~<x:» - '\’“

enabling them to make recummendations to the college administratian and local ‘
vgoverning board. C . .., a . . : f -“#)/{1,‘
L weifound that the :oleg‘pla d by faculty.vgions and academ£; senatés . :ﬂ
‘varied widely from eaﬁpus to campus, gith no diseern&bié\gattern.> In some
céses »local unions confined their activi&ies to negotiatiqﬁ§ on salaries and f
reIated matters; in maﬁy cases they also played an active :ole in es:ablﬂshing

i
. campus efmafétrict standatdq for the quality of curriculum and instrucﬁion.

-

\\\ ‘ Som§~academic senatesftook little active part in decisions affecting campus

academic standatds, athe:s played.a cenural role in such decisions. ometiﬁes'

both the local union and the academic senate wWere very active in prof ssional

and academic aréas; at other colieges only one organirzation was active. 1In
: ‘ \ » Nk N '

. .

. To. . LN . i ) ‘ Co
short, the technical distinction between the jurisdictions of the bio types of
- e o ' g . . -

T Stganizations —é\collectiﬁg bargaining on salaries and benefits vs. academic’

- . « , .
and professional concerns —-- has bqenbzgigiderably blurred in practice. This
. : - / ' N - -

has sometimes created tension between the two groups, which they usually try
- ) } . N L N

*

»to resolve either by executing a written agreement delﬁneéting;t%sff;{}

respective Eunctidns, o;\Py'maintainidg liaison between their eRecutivé

, . . “ S
bodies. ’ o .

5\.05‘ » ) Tag ‘.. ) : '
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A EVALUQTION, PROFESSIONAL BE‘JE{.G?MENT, AND OVERA;.L QF:IALITY ' ~e *;
Section 87663 of the éducatiqn cod;a re&guiréé that probat:fénary employees ;N-’“ . ’
‘, ;\mus: be evaluatg@ at iea_s t; once each, academic yeqrs w£ th tenured f}icnl”ty - .
eval:‘s!:eg at least every- two ac;éde;mic years. The specific procedures for o q‘
ey'al\ﬁmﬁg'céntmct and ~re§ular fgcuftf are d“et‘e:minedﬂhyr_each distri:ct'é o R
) ‘rgaveming boaxfc; tn conswu'lt‘ation with tf:gir‘ faculty; the e\;aluagi;n of »pa_r,t;, L ’
time faculty ;is;glilefé‘:o the discretion of 1&1 diétticts. o ; . ‘\«4\1 ;
f St:gt.é data i;dica;te th‘a‘t d‘;?;i-icts l&ve tended to e'va‘l'ua:e‘propatiéma‘x:y R ) ;uf' |
’;> or ¥ - ) fa‘cul‘ﬁy ink’:ge of;e; :haﬁ reciuired, but generally do ‘not evalmte‘tenu::ed R n"
rfac'ulty ﬂ;ore often than eve?y t(:wo years. Pro:edures ffor evalmting full—tme f ‘ .\
Eaculty usually qmbine a :aam (usually an administrator m‘peer)‘ ofe’ ‘ » ~ |
. admin;s,:rative assessmeh‘ process with student and/or self evaluations. é, - -
g Policies o'r‘x-thé evalu;tion of pa:rt-t,imeffaculty vaYy. widely, and’ about a ’ a Py
third of the districts report no’ formally defined method or frequency for : .\‘;.
) evaluation of their part:-t;ime staf.f. 13/ ) e S - L |
Data from our fieldwp:k t.end t.o support :he‘se findings.‘At mostiof the. ;.
col”}eges Ve visited, full—time faculty we:e gvaluated more of tenthan part- . ;"
"‘, ':ﬁ' time faculty; however, the ou;oms of thesq‘ evaluations were more likelx to }‘ .
‘,\ ~ have an impact on part-tixae fa&ulpy -- who cbuld be dismissed a;: the B - @
discretion of college administrators - than on full~ t\me staff .
. ,: . T . . “.p‘ R F
o : « | |
» Professional d'evelgpment; ,‘for "cggmmimvity cc";l_lege facu&is supported out of ®
- the general (ADA-based} state z‘ip“;ortionmeﬁt available to each coll_ege.' Wi th} |
' ' ‘ong b.r:eg:ent" exception, there .éré no. state-funded programs \‘tha t sc;t: aside
. additie‘né} resources for t'ihié‘ purpose. _15_;’ Qur f'ield visits revealed wide | | Y
$ oy - - - ‘ ’
‘ e




J variation among campuses in the use of college funds for professional

i{

flinformatioo on faculty performence developedfby staff evaluations.

~ -

development, with most college administrators reporting that they have had to

. make substantial cuts in support for such programs over the last several .

: B , - N »
yea®s, as discretionary resoyrces have been reduced. . - ”

» We found that most ooliege faculty and admioistrators conéi&er

« L

professional developmenx an essential activity that should have high priority :

! -
on :heir eampus. A wide variety of soeh activities still occug, inclnding
¢ -
®
faeulty participstion in pgofessional organizatioos* attendance at courses in -

¥

~

iP:heir subject»fielos; or participation inucoliegessponsored workshops on

ﬁos;:ucéional.gmofovemeot and program>plann£ngl Full~time facuity on *
\‘ ) a . o . ’ . ‘) . t ﬁ‘f—;‘
“ylztually §ll campuses are also entitled to sabbatic leave, which ie."

oroinafily used for professional éevelopmeat purposo@. However, most college&

‘,: LY

we visited reported that they éennot riow afford td suppo:: ali the sahbe:iz

leaves their faeulty are entitled to and have applied fo:. A furthe: E‘;;
N

’ difficulty, acoo:ding to our respondents, is that professional developmeﬁt |

| g g
i:Lomplished by faculty while on sabhatic is terely tied to any eampus-wide L

-

| 4
plaﬁ that has, identified the. Iong-tem needs ‘of -the. colle.ge. on the”’ whole, we

- . e

founo that neither sabbatic ‘leaves nor. most other Eaculty professional

deveigpment activities were ordinarily planned to take advantage of

»

Professional development ectivities ten?ed to be isolated and le?t up to

individual members of the faculty, rather thed coordinated with campus ‘iong—

range program planning.

?rofeeeional development 1is” also a voluntary activity (though a few

¢

districts, as noted eaflier, iink such prognams to salary scheédules).- Fa%ylty'

S st I

> 192 . e
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are encoux:aged and suppox:ted (where possible) to avai}. themselves of ‘

opportmities to update their-skills or ‘mowledge b.ut some refuse to‘do so, .
and many administretors‘ reported a deep sense of frustration at not having ‘the
‘ ebility to” require‘ facu.‘tty to improve their skills, not mat;er how serious the ®
. ne 15/ ° ‘ o . . . . ‘
Lo ed, - _ . o . s T o *
«" . 8 L. : - . S . }
At seveml of the colleges we visited infomantsgported that part—time . ®
instouctors were Bought because of their state—-of-—the rt knowledge and the : |
e skills they bring from recent work experiem:es, especiallsr in teohoical
£y . .
- N e:eas. At the same timg, other informants were conoemed that while part-time 'Y
w2
faculty may be able to provide better instruction in specifio teohnical . . '
skills, they were of ten less prepared to teach the eritical thi.nkirfg or
& ‘ -
"abs tract\reesoning skills necessa:y for advanced level courses or a well 7 .
rounded education. ~ .
A g _ While estimatés varied, respondents who were asked generally believed that,
from one~fourth to one-third of the faculty had low 'oompetence or were “burned T ®
out,"\ and that li ttle could be done in these cases to improve matters. A like . .
\ N - : .
number of faculty werd judged to be Ei[s t-rate -— well above average in
p <
’ subject knowledge and tea,ching skills, The balance of the faculty-were @
. r A
generally assumed to be doing a competent but not outstandi;(g job. The latter: . '
group of instructors, more than any others, were believed to be the prime {
. candidates for programs of professional development. Respondents of ten A
v pointed to this "middle group" —-- perhaps, half of all faculty members -— as
the group ‘to\c;once’ntrate on in order to impfove the overall quality of .
community college teaching. There are no statewide data that address the " ' ®
-, ‘ - M "
. ?
. ~ 2 [ &
. " -, v * 152
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o / . . . . .
£, N :
‘ : ‘issue of facult§ quality, and district data are neither comparable across
: S o ¢ a '

‘o . distticts', nor',ffin most cases, complete. | : ' . : !

~ -

" ‘. This chapter has prssénted ‘the following ‘findings* ..
o . The averpge age’ cﬁ full—;ime ccxnm\mity college faeulty has been
° - | o incregng, and more than half of these faculty have been emplqud in
o bthe same district for more’ :(han %0 yearf;.

~

o . Most part-time a'nd almcst half of full—time faculty work at Q:her jobs

in addf tion to their primary teaching assignments. .In 1981 t‘hree out

: of five part-t“me ingtructors rgﬁorted holding another full-time jeb-
s ix percant of :he full— time facnlw --(almost 1'000 ins tructors --

° B . also work.ed g‘lse.where._ful}-time. - L o

‘ | o Most fu;‘i;time ;but._»vet_y few pafcétime faculty are »:e:iuiged t6 have

..

of fice hours fon'studeﬁts; ‘part-time fadulty do not 6rdingrily

%. ) g par:‘ticipate in camgus-‘-ﬁid‘e course and progrém &evelopment or other -

c ¢ . planning a;ti\%ities. ’ : RS O - : ‘ nl

o_ Average full-time f8ciulty salaries declined almost 11 percent in real, -
® . dollars between 1975-76 and 1983-84, Part-time faculty are paid by

the hour; their wages average abput 38 percent of fullstMe faculty
. : . ‘ ¢

. T~ ¢ «

"salaries‘. o - Y.

® ' o There is a 37 percent diffefe:}ce (about $10,500) between avé’rageA

salaries paid to f‘ull‘-t'irfzie faculty in the highest- and lowes t—pag;ing

. . ) &
, T districts, Faculty ghogmove between districts must re-negotiate their

® ’ . ialaries with their new dis trict:.s.

g , 153 B
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In order to teach a credit class in the community colleges, an
{ns tructor must ebtain afcrédential in pne or more.of 76 different

subject areas. Other states dé got generally require community&

v

college instructors to obtain fo:mal eredentials. P . ~ .

[

rFull~time fgpulty may become tenured'in twc'years' their jeb security’

(layoff notice, dismissal, rehiring) rights are similar to those
1 .o

ﬁgﬁjoyed by faculty in K~12 schools. When staff layoffs are necessa:y,,

N , - '»» R
tng application of current aénio:ity rgles somg;im&s results in. -

[}

inefficient pe:sonnel assignments.; - . "

-

Thei?\gs little indapendent state support for pgpfessicnsl

o M je

development, and college support of these activities has generally

declined oyer :Qe last several yesars. Professional development

JEPA TN . _ . + ¢-

activities ékefrsrely,cqordinated with campus long-range program
planning.’ . no 1, ; - L
' . > E . ‘4 R . A

L

-

Faculty evaluations Have‘ﬁo: prgvideé any systematic éafa on overall
. i R X - . . " \ . 3

-

staff quaii:y. lnierview reépcnéents an& panelfst generally felt that

0 . 3
from two~thirds to three-fourths of the faculty were competent and -

-

dedicated, and that many were well above average.

L . - . X \ v-\'

> . = - - . Lo v -

&
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" }.‘S -7 . ! NOTES TO CHAPTER IX
S 1/ California Communi ty Calleges, Office of the Chancellor \Asmual Report on .
Staf fing and Salaries, 1983~-84. Sacramgnto, CA: *May 198&

R 3 2/ Chester H. Case; "Impending&rl?acu;ty Smffi-ng Prcblems;_ Wha,t@.he Figures |

-

Tell Us.” Un 'ublished paper, n.d.
° | P paper, ) J

’ 3/ Califomia Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, Repgrt gn Faeult}z ;

Employment. Sacramento, CA: January 1982, A . -
A . v . ) . : : A ‘ N
® 5/ 1B . o S
* &/ Ibtd. L

‘ : 7/ California Co;nmity Colleges, Office of the Chsncellorp?la:ming and’ .
e Future Studies: California Community Colleges. Sacramento, CA: October

1984. Because of differences between the Chancellor's Office and many
districts 1g the definitmn of "full-time" and "part-time"” faculty, the

P . , data as: orgéinally reported by the districts show a greater decline in the
< . number of pll—time staff The different estimatgs do not appear to be
T - more _than en’ perce?t apart. ' . .
R
'8/ - Califormi 'qu tséconé&ry Educa tion Commission (CPEC), Final Annual Report
' on Faculty and Administrative Salaries in California Public Higher
. ' ‘FEducation ?;933—-4 Sacramento, CA: 1984.
SRS ’Califomig Communi:y Calleges, Office of - the Chancellar, Annual Report on
® : Staffing }n& SaJ.exric-zsJ 1983—86, op. cit.
T R/ Califomﬁa Com:nunity Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, Report on Facultl
, tEn_xp*loyme:it, op. cit. :
‘ é&f Califemia Community Colleges, Office of the C}{ancellcr, Annual Report ¢n
@ » Staffing,and Salaries, 1983—84, op. cit. ' :

12/ Infomation from the panels and interviews indicates that the-probationary
period is often shorter than two years. Because contract faculty must be
given pxeliminary notice by March 15 _if they are to be laid off for the

» f‘pllowi»ng fall semester, the probationary period is often-=a year and a
@ .- halfl 'In addition, depending on when they aré hired (early spring ins tead
e of Ea}.i), the probatianary \period can be shorter.

BTN

13/ Califor:\;xia Commun ity Cclleges, Office of the Chancellar, Report on Facultx
gExg&}.jmﬁt, op. cit. . .

t *

{ ) . 1&/ The excep tion is a program of inservice training for vocational
' instm‘c:ors and career counselors, created in 1984 by AB 3938 (Farr)

. 3
. +
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Gnder this program, $500 000 has been made available in 1984 85, and up to

"an additional $1.53 million may be sought from the\}egislature and Governor
‘for §985-86 'See 'also Chapter VI, . ‘

According to state data, p:ofessional deve{opment i§ tweated as a faculty
responsihility by locdl board or administrative policy in 20 colleges.

Thirteen colleges have an agreement worked qut as part of their collective .

hargaining packdge that staff will participate in such activities. At 19

" colléges, there $s no formal requirement for ptafessicnal development. As

a practical matter, there are fe¢ sanctioas that gan be imposed on a
tenured member of the faculty who has no interest in maintafning or

upgrading his or her skills. (Califorgid Community Colleges, Office of

‘the Chancellor,ékepo:t on gacultggEmplqgment, op. cit.). :

s
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- /» , . APPENDIX A ‘ a
¢ $ - ’ ‘ ‘ |
K > . . . ] ) , \ -
L 2 . . )
e .- " STUDY METHODS /
) . . . ' t -
| Q | ‘ e . v ’ . ) ’ SN . ~ :
o ' {‘P ;’rhis study combined several data collection strategies ,a:;d included Tive -
) . . -~ * .

sets of research act.ivi—ties:‘ 1) iﬂte:&ieﬁing selnec‘ted communi ty college » o

leaders,-academic and govermment agency éxperts; and members of the Sacramento

. ' policy commgﬁity.; 2) collecting and synthesizing availaSlé data and literature.
on the colleges; 3) convening panels. éf experts “in five key issue areas |
'Av)fcondu.cting an opififon survey. amoﬁg a broad c:oss-seétio’n of I;nowiedgeable

@ community college obse_rversh atid participants; a;:xd‘S) visiting 33 of :he. 106 "

college campuses across .California in ordg‘r\ to conduct personal interviews -

*

- with approximately 400 administrators and faculty members, and collect

® =~ additional data. - | " | o - S

~

These research activitieg were mutually suppowtive. For-example, initial

.
~

. contacts and interviews helpedkﬁcﬁidentify and collect the available

® ‘ literature and data on community colleges, and also guided the selection of

»

colleges for our sample and the development- of our ‘fieldwork strategy!and »
procedures. ‘and. while our site vis{its concentrated on interviews wi t.'hq campus

:. respondents, they also uncovered local data and helped us to identify .
. ' o, . : ) '\ X
candidates for the panels ahd respondents for the opinion survey. Each of

. &
these activities is described briefly below.
“ .

-

@ ’
. ! ¢

. V> CONTACTS AND INTERVIEWS

~ Contacts with governmept, academic, and private expérts in state and local

-

¥ ) agencies; four-year colleges and zmiversities, commug_xi'tybcollegés,

[ s
' s
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{

-

professﬁonal'essoclatibns and releted~orgadizs:ions,.end business and iandustry

A

. were. employed to help us ldentlfy snd collect data and information of & t\
[N ,E 'y

potential in;erest to the study._ Many of \\ese per30385were interviewed at

length in or§§?fto advance olr understending of ccmmunlty college lsecesa

{/ obtain reputatiensl infonmation on colleges and on exemplary programs or

. projects, and*ldentlfy‘cendidetes for the panels ane'reSpendents‘for the —y—

L
opinion surveys. A numhex of these individuals continued to provide helpful

. guidance throughont the reseerch effort, and several of’ them served as

panelists, opinion surwvey respondents, end/er reviewers for tarioss chepters

-

* of this report. (Panelists and reviewers are listed at the end of this

- ~

Appendix.) |

SECONDARY ANALYSES:- OF AVAILABLE DATA | , . Q b

o

'S

Contacts and lnterviews, and leter, the site visits, helped us to identify

state sources- 1nclude<l theg(:ali.fomia Pos tsecondary Education Commission* the
Community College Board .of Governors and foice of the Chancellor; the Office
of the Legislative Analyst; the Office of the Governor; the Department of
Finance; the Employment Development‘ﬂepectment; state offices offgprofessional
- associations, lneerest groups and unions;’Sepate and Assembly Offices of
Research; and.publlcatlcns of various legislgtive commi ttees.’ NetipnalP
sources included the National Center for Education Statistics,qthe American
Association eéijunior aed Communi ty Colleges, the National Institute of
Educatien, the Buresau eflLaﬁer Stsgistlcs, end conmiunity college systems in
‘several other states. Local solirces incfﬁded reseesch u?its‘and other .
departments within the community college dlstrices end colleges in our

S 214 “ '
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-

AY
-

e " fieldwork sample. S'éanéard library sou:‘g:ee -- books, journals, research °

s - 'S ) 0 N
reports, newspaper articles, directories, etc, -~ were also comsulted, The
] N 1 - .

bibliography te this"’\report cen‘tains a selected listing of the §ources used in
- _- . - . . f* . A .* .
® _ the study. Lo -

[ 3

« *
F

. The}‘evavi,l.able 11 te;‘é.mne and other data collected were examined in grder
T to ascertain what they ceuld tell ug about the stai:z_xs and effectiveness of 3

o communi ty eefl‘eges in California. Where neeeseé:ry, ~data were marized or
: o . . SR . .

2 .

reorganized in order to pgevide a different perspective on the community o

eollege system over time, or to facilitate comparisens te‘pémnmnity college

. N / .
@ ~ systems in other states. Some data were subjected to original statistical
- ot and/or,.-centent.analysgs in order to supplement information available from
' ’ - . - - L ’

. - .

. published reports.
R R Yy - L . .
”> Finally, some of the data collected facilitated the selection of colleges

' - -

for qur fieldwork sample,- and ,were used to prqvide*f;he fiei:dwork staff with

. ~
i backgrciffﬂn{egmation on the commmity tolleges. -

| » . L e
. PANEL MEETINGS 4 ) |
& y\In order tor gain aéele[ar:er: unders tanding of {he issues feeing'fthe -~
’ ) emmmit"§ collgees, five day-long genel meeti}xgs were convened to discuss:
1) community college roles;nd missions, 2~) coliege rela.tioeships with
bus‘iness and industg’, 3) program effectiveness, 4} personnel,“ and
@ - 5) ‘governance and finance. | | )
Recommenda tions forfknewledgeable and experienced panelists were obtained
through contacts and .1ntervie‘£es, and fr,_em fieldwork Fige visits.; For each
°« - *

’ 7
-
e
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"~ 'viewpoints.'

<
1

s panelists were sent a brief description of
. i..' o
study purposes, and a panel agenda that }nclu@gd the issues and questions to

- “Persons who agreed to serve

. - ) T . % . ~ k .
be discussed. - Panelists were also agked to identify and where possible,

»féubmit materials and, other data that might be of interqst to :he“study. A

H

list of the panelist$-is provided at the end of this Appendix.

r

A brief opinion survey was employed as dnothér means to solicit the views

~ OPINION SURVEY

of knowledgeable obsérvers abeﬁ; the strengths and weaknesses of cgmmuniéy
colleges, and to collect Broposals for pali;ies-éesignéd to iméfove the ‘

quality and efficiency of collegg programs.. Contactg and interviews, ;ite»‘
visits, and panelists helped hé to identify respondent; fot the é&rvey. |

Special efforts were ffade to inélude_representagivgé and officers of the state _
' acadggic;sen&te{ pgofeésicnal aséociatioﬁs;,faculty unions, and other .

. A : t '
. cammhgity college organizatﬁoﬁé, in or&er‘io insure that a w}ée cross-section
‘éf informed opinion would be obtained. Questionnaires were mailed to 327

respondents:vand 113 insﬁruments were returned, many of them filled out in

gpea: detail.. . (A copy of the short, eight question instrumeat is published

separa%ely in A Study of California's Community Colleges: Fileldwork and

—

- . .
Survey Ins truments, WP-107, April 1985.) . :
. N
/T : S ¢ :
. ' - » i : : ‘ g f:

* FIELDVORK

It was decided early in the course of the study that available data, and(’

the views of panelists and ‘other observers, should be suppleméﬁted by

. ' A-4 231{3 “ : | \\\\‘ kr
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. oo interviews and data collectiow at a large sample: of @communitty colleges.

Accordingly, e nti}xe-persoe field s?ff visited 33 college campuses in 27

districts across Celifomia. The- site visits were intended to provide us with
- ¢ . . -\\ .
‘. ~ more &eteiled and specific info;mtioo (especial/y.« in* areas where evai-.},ég\
‘ s
data were rela tively weak) about the variation among colleges in student and .

) ¢
y community context, college pfograms and~services, and faculty .
'. characteristics. Additional information on exemplary program and project ..

- e

efforts, and opindons about current-pro@plems and eeys in which the,, -
effectiveness of college programs might be improved, were also solicited. -
@ . . Information ohteined during these site visits provided us with a better

) y unders tanding of the conditions and factors that influence the quality and 4 7

character of community college proggams ‘and services. It also helped us to .

@ A _) validate some hypotheses that »emergedtfrom secondary analyses of aveilable

-

data, and to identify strategies used by different colleges to deel with

»

[V

similer problems. ’ ’ ‘ , A

® ' Table A-1 pr:ovides an overview of  the numbér; and composition of -informants
interviewed; and the data collection strategies employed .during the visits.-

The fleldwork effort involved site visits of two to four days each; with 11-12

: ) *
persons interviewed at each of 33 colleges. ’ L

\

In addition to these interviews, relevant documents from eech coilege
(e.g., course catalogues, accreditation reports,, etc..) were elso’co‘llect‘&d Aao_d

¥ ‘ reviewed, To minimize data reduction problems and fectlitate coroperisons
across sites, ;qnestionnaire was completed by our interview stef'f for each of
the colleges they visited. The followiné sections des@crihe in more detail the

® sampling and fieldwork strategy for this effort.

f\)fr ‘




- FIELDWORK- STRATEGY:
» .

- - ’ >
a v/ - }
v ' . ‘ N
‘é ’» ¢ ’ T bl .
o] yTable A<l -
C -  FIELDWORK FACTS )

— - -
.

NDOMBER OF. SITES VISITED: 5'3,‘colleg'es in 27 -districtﬁ

, .

v -

TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS %NTERVIEHED- 383‘ o o .
AV'ERAGE nmm-:x OF INTERVIEWS PER STTE: 11-12 people
. . < ‘ .
- ROLES OF. INTERVIW RESPONDENTS' ‘ » .
. - . -~ : «
L -— comge prestdents ) o .
, == acadenmic senate presidents Lo o
~= faculty union representatives - ‘ T
-~ administrators . ‘ ST

-- faculty members (full- and part-time) ,

-= other college personnel ( .8, registrars, students,
counselors, other clasffied personnel)

== chancellors and vice-chancellers

~= local trustees A

N

t

Interviews and fieldnotes .
Document collection and review . .
Interview summar{es

Site case survey questionnaites

4
w

[”1
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; *  The'Fieldwork Sample .. , o . -
' L ' =~ ' ‘ 3 . . 5
The sample included lé urben eelleges, 11 subux:ban colleges, and 8 rural

”~ . " e

‘ Py " our classification of can;pixe size',} our sample consisted‘ of 7 small, “1»0 medium,
; ’ and 16 large ‘celgleges. The. semple“it‘xéluded 17 ‘celleges sgi:ha felatively h.{gh

propertion of tmnsfer mdents and {6 colleges with a low prepbrtion of such

Py smdents. Table A-2 sh@s the dis tritmtion -of ‘the pepulation of colleges
- . s @
cempered to our sgple, by campus siee, metrepo.li ten sgatus and rela tive .

. . ’ . ¢

®
-k
* v

¢ ) . .
/are discussed below., o

‘ ?KSample Seleetier;. Te meet: study ohjéctives, we hoped to identify a large
e

LY (o] ¥

sample. of comnnmi.:y colleges thet weuld captute the variation in focal

LY

settings and condi tions, while simultaneous}.y .exploring the exemplary ar .
special efforts ﬁhat same colleges were making in particular areds. Thus,
® .- whlle we wanted thé emnpleftc be reesonably :epreqentative of the popuie tion

eleng key dimensiens, we also sampled purpcsively te make sure that we
£ * {

included sites with eharact:eri.stics reflecting peliey issues of interest t:o

-

@ ' the study. . s

~ ' K L .
[3

4

The selection requirad a. two-—stage sampliné proeess: 1) c‘refetlien‘ of a

. « ‘ ‘ . . . AV
‘.\ dimensions, to insure that the sample selected would be sufficiently

PO ‘ . . - »;\A . - R N \

represent‘etfve of the population along these diﬂensiens‘,\ené ‘2\). .pu;.-pesive

-

selection of colleges wi thin célls of the matrix, bas'ediAon_regutetienal and

[N . . .
f

A Y
. - - ¢ —
: N . : .
.. ) e L : p .
ks R ,
. .
.

(Y

cell‘eges in 27 districg:s, of which 13 were multi—cempus districts. Basad en ¢ »

NN

proportion of transfer studentg. The rationale and’pr‘oeedures fortthi's sample

‘sampling matrix based dpon the disr:ri.bntion of col‘leges_ eler'xgéthfee ‘ L

S
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Table A-2 :
DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE AND POPULATION BY METROPOLITAN
STATUS,. CAMPUS SIZE AND PROPORTION OF TRANSFER STUDENTS
. i ‘ ‘ ) o ]
' Y Cémpus Size} - T
High Transfer Large - Medium -Small
Rural "2 2.- 2 =6
s [3] (71 (71 = [17]
. Suburban’ 5 1 0 =5 ‘ 17
o [14] (5] - l2] = {21] [52]
Urbap . & 2 0 - =6
T € 1 [31 o] = [14] *
i.o;.r Tmns@ A ‘
Rut§1 ‘ : -0 '_ o R W 1 - =2
- (o] »mZ [13] = [16]
Subutban | _ 2 2 2 =65 .
S R ~ [5] (41 = 1143 ~  [33]
: S o . N
Urban 4 2 . 2 -8
. : [10] 91 . [4]. ‘= [23]
‘ .16 .10 L7
‘ '. | - [43] [32] [30]
| n = 33 (sample)
N = 105 [population] S S
. Q .
- - 4 "' _____
N . R . ‘t e )?A‘ '.e“ ,
- i ’
. ¢
~ - '
™\ R
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-

«“‘

The three criteria selected to stmtify :he pepulstion of commity ®

D calleges were campus 'size, relative proportion of studen'ts transferring “to

. four-year institutions, and me tropoli tan stams. “Although several measures of

N , éampus size were coﬁsidered, the total number of students Aénrolled iﬁ 1982
' « - N ‘1[ i ' . B s
(both credit and nencredit) was used, with cutpoints detarmined by the namral

t ¥

. b:eakpaints in the distx:ibu:ion of the population. I.I We used the total

-

] number of transfers in 1982 and 1983 as a measure of trsnsfer activity, using
LN &~

:. the medfan for the population to classify colleges as high and law. 2/

N

Finally, we classified each college on a mtrepolitan stat:us sc.ale (urban, :

L]

subpurban, rural), using a pane], of five "expert judges to rate all 106

° . colleges. 3/ _ _ A ] : ‘ ¢
Five 1ndividuals were selected as being sufficiently familiar with the
. communi ty colleges to mke 1nfomed jucigments as to college metsopolib\n

ﬁ. -, status. 4/ The judges were asked independently to rate each callege in the

* - o i

population according to a five-way classification of metrepolitan status.*.
based on the characteristics of the students served and the location of the
?. ceilegg. In general, agreement among raters was reasonably high. If three or

! A :
more judges agreed on a classification, a college's metbébpolitan status was

' based on thé‘t category, and only lé4 c;f 1»06 ce;mmxinity 'coll-eges could not be
® | | classified using this rule. The remaining Eonrcteen were classified‘ base‘d on
the research staff's knowledge of the area the callege Served.
Based on project resources and the time frame for the study, we de<§ided -
A‘ ~ that a sample of 30-40 eolleges,wauld .befsppropriate. ‘The clgssification cf "

colleges by me tropoli'tan status prloc'iuced a san{pling ma trix wi‘:h 18 cells
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isolated given limited project resources. Similar colleges that werekﬁo:e :

'readily accessible’ still remained as po:en:ial candidates for the

5

(2x3x3 -~ see Table A-2), with two colleges to be selected from each of the

" cells so as to insure that the sample was roughly repregentativé of the

population aldng the dimensions selected. -

Selecting colleges. After dividing the. popu}ation of colleges inac the 18

- <

cell matrix that embraced the primary sampling dimensiads, we eliminated 15
. N ‘ R

colleges from fu::he: cegSLderatian as unfeasible sites because ﬁhey(wefe'too‘

¢

1 8

'fieldwork _To obtain a sample fr:om the remaining colleges 9 t:he popnlation, .

£

. colleges were seleczed on. the basis of special Interest (e;g., campuses that

s tood out because éhe data were counteristuitivé -=- for instance, increasing

\' transfers and decreasing enrolfﬁents) and some variatfon in the sample

» ~ .

gccoréfﬁg’te gheﬁfqllewing ehgfaéteristics: K ' .

-~ Locatian‘(Nééth, Centfal, Séuth); ; -L o E . .
--, Percentage of full—time faculty at the college* .

-- Ethnicity of students (percentage of 1981 freshman who were white);

== . District size (catégo:ized as small = one college district, medium = 2
. or 3 college district, large = more than 3 colleges), *

{
-- Degree of emphasis on aéult.eéucation (ncur;redit enrollment as a
. percentage of total enrollménts);

-=~. Percentage of £uli%time credit students; and .o ‘ N

== Direction of tténsfer.ratés (Letween 1981 and 1983§.~

Odr aim was to maXimize the representativeness of the colleges selected so
. K . - ~ O

-

~ that the sample approximated the distribution of calleges in the population

-»



.

of lew-skille& s tudents, campuses'with’"ecademic floers“, etc ) was{ceilected, . '

along these dimensiens; In general, the semgﬁ% selected was reesonably well

~ & @

distribu:ed in cempsrisan to the population.

.

In addition, *mtienel information on colleges that had introduced new

programs or wefe!makingkspeeial efforts in pafticular areas (e.g., retedt;en

L

S
and our sample’was checked to ineure thet it included most of . nhese sites,

"with the necessary substitutions and adjustments te the sample so that {t’

£

remsined roeghly representative of the pepulation according to the dimensions ‘ ;

listed ebeve.
»

Collages seleeted*eere sent a letter requestingitheir'ceepe:etien and.

’ patttcipeﬁion in the study. Ofgéhe 34 colleges we initially selected (sdhe“ o ‘: )

E
‘)1 !

cells of the sempling matrix were empty -- see Table A-2), one was unable ta -
\

-

-participate {n the study. : ?

LY

“and develop comparable interview agd sitd prOCédnres.r Interim staff meetings

‘were also held to refine precednres, discuss common problems, and share

com ‘\ij colleges in general and the colleges in our sample in particular. A .

Fieldwork Strategg‘ - . L » . ‘ TN
o . o , : i * t
°" Training sessions were held to familiarize staff with the questions and ..
. : ' - e 8 ’ - - A ‘e -

issues of interest, previée theﬁ with background information on the colleges, -

i — . . .

~ ! . " ) .

information about the colleges. Several strategies were used to i{nsure that
the data collected was both systematic and comparable across sites:

1. Interviewer training: during a day.long training session, nine

Y
i

interviewers were provided with meterials to fami%;a:ize them with the

fieldwork guide developed by‘the project director served as a focus of
1 . R ok . .

discussion to fmgiliarize staff with the questions and issues of iﬁteresE to

~ ,21\ ' " .XA-il 223
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the sméy, and i.nsure that they shared a similar eoneeptualization of the
‘ issues. Similerly, a memo provided interviewere with the basic interview
- prorocol“ (e g.3 who to speak with, how to conduct the interview, length of
" the interview, ete.) aed site preeedures (errenging the visit, documents to
celLect, etc. ) | |
2. Interim staf f meetings- S:aff meetings durid& the fieldwork period

helpeé to refine study questions and fieldwork procedures. Discueeions about N

the si:es visited helped the fieldwork staff 'to de lopla similer persgeetive

~and seek comparable informatien.
. ‘ 3. Re%iaeiliry exarcises: ng‘in.erviewers were assigned to one site
dnring the first round of visies, ﬁuring the interim stsff'heetings e nunber
-t of exercises were counducted to determine wheﬁher both memders of a team weuld
draw similar eonclueioes about a site they had visrted tcgether. For example,*
- interviewers :;re asked to summarize their interviews usrng a form organized
eroundrthe topics of the fieldwork guide; Summaries of the same ieterview
cenduereg by both members of a team eere‘eempared in order‘to detereine,
: whether interviewers heer& and recorded comparable information.
: \\ Two strategies were emple?eé ro helé us coilect data fa; ieterAanalysisi
1. Interview summeries: As‘previcusly'described,‘interviewerstwere asked\\

to complete a summary for each of the {ntarviews they con cted, organized

around the main issues and themes of the fieldwork guide. These summaries

" were primarily for the interviewers; a tool for helping them to organize their

L3

fieldnotes. : _ >f

o
&
Yoy
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’ 2. Site_questionnsireg;_A questionnaire based on the ma}ﬁr topicgreas ;i |
cove:éé‘by the fieldwork guide was developed with the help of informstion

prdvided by interviewers during interim staff meetings. (A copy of the

questionnaire {s publiéhed sepé:ateiy in A Study of\Califbrniqfs Commun?tyf

Colleges: Ffeldwork and Survey Ins truments, #P-lO?, April 1985.)

e

Intetviewers were gsked.to?cempleta a draft of this questionnaire, and their

criticisms and suggestions were used, to revise the instrudeht& Nuestions for

which most interviewers had Iittlefinfornstion were dropped and areas that had

been ﬁisséd'we:e added. This questionnaire,?rsthef than interview fieldnotes,

served gé the basis for subsequent analysis, = - J
- . . ) . . e ’ (‘3 ‘ é is '
We asked some of the panelists, as well as others, to review drafts a} ,

. ‘ : o ;e
chapters of this report and to assess the validity of the findgggs in light of
the evidence presented. The following reviewers aach‘critiqued one or more -
draft chapters: : ' A ‘ _ e

Fredrick Balderston
Graduate School of Business
University of California, Berkeley

Lois Callahan . ‘ \ ot ) J
?9leege of San Mateo f : .

Chéster Case .
Los Medanoi{College

Walter A. Garms o
Graduate School of Education .
University of California, Berkeley - v

Clive Grafton D | >
School of Education :
University of Southerm Califormia

-

William Pickens .
California Postsecondary Education Commission

.
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. ¢ i\ . .

v ‘ ‘ . |

" . Nancy Renkiewicz o ‘ R ‘

Sacramento City College ‘ R

odn _Sallee - | ' H ' e
lifornia Pastsecondary Educa tion Commission

S niel Wall ‘« - | |
‘ oun ty Supervisars Association of Califomia - \
) - Stephen S. ﬁeingr o . - ¢
« Mills College ‘
- Wellford Wilms ) o .

[y

School- of Eéucation
University af Califomia at Los Angeles

»

PA@EL{STSG;,‘ B
Five dsy—iang paneis‘ :.fe:e c‘anvax;ed “to'»discas‘s issues §erta~iniug to:
1. Cmmnniltfr college roles and missio . |
2. College éel#tienships’w.{‘i:h‘ business. dnd industry
3. Program effectiveness. a | . B ‘ N
4., Personnel N " |
5. Governance and finance

Panelists who attended these meetings are listed below.

- .

.
Debra L. Banks — President, Academic Senate, Mission College ,
Leon Baradat , Political Science- Faculty, MiraCosta Communbi;y College
Ernest Berg L Specialist, Program Evaluation and Apﬁ:o@éiﬁnit,;
Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges
- . ‘ :
Marjorie K, ‘Blaha : President, Solano Commugtity College
Douglas Burris Vice Chancellor off Educational Services, Los Rios
- ‘ . Community College District - -
H .
Lois Callahan . . President, College of San Mateo
Ches ter Es. Case ‘ Ins tructor, Los Medanos College, and lecturer in ,
, oo higher education, University of California, Berkeley*
- . A

- 2,,@

- ) Fl}lt
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.{’bn W. Casey' ’ Superintendgnt/?ges1dent, Pasadena. . City College
g"williagﬁ‘ Craig President, Monterey ‘Institute of Internmational ,S‘t:udi'es
Camen Decker p Faculty,»Cypress College; Preéiden:, Academic Sena.té‘,
' California Community Colleges
o Carol Enacs - Trus:ee, Rancho Santiago Commmity College District,
‘ ' ) Past President, Trustees Asseciation
Ronn Farland .+ Administrator for Special Projects, Office of the
: ‘ Chancellor, California -Community Colleges -
Thomas W. nyer, Ir. Chancéilot,?oothill-}),e Anza Community College
“ District ’
William Furry Smff, Assembly ways and Means Committ:ee -
e Robert Gabriner . President, Communi ty College Camcil California
‘ ' - Federation of Teachars
. « Terry Gildea A} Manager, Tec:hnical a‘raining, Hewlett Packard -Gm
: Glenn Gooder A Consultant, Office of the Chancellox:, Califomia
® S . _ A Community Colleges

Trustee, San Diego Community Colleée Distriy,\ Past_

Daniel Grady
‘ ) ; President, Trustees Asseciation

| Clive Graf ton Associate Dean, School of Educa tion, University of ~
® L . -Southern California * : L -
Robert Hall +  Director of Train#ég - 'Iumbing, Pipéfitting,

X . Refrigeration, Heating anyd Airconditioning Joint
‘ ' Apprenticeship and Training Committee of Santa Clara
‘ ‘ and San Benito Counties

# John P. Hernandez Vice Chancellor Kern Cemmunity College District
- George D. Kieffer President, Board of chemers, Califormia Communi.ty
folleges \ A ‘
e  Sarann Kruse Administrator, Operations Education/Government
Liaison, Northrup Atrctaft
{ B A P |
. A £ )

*Now Presidént, Los Hedangs College
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¥

. R Eilehn«Lewis Faculty, Canadeﬁcellege;'Member, Executive Committee
: . - of the Academic- Senate, California Community Colleges

Keéey Lusk | - , Desn of Occupet nal Education, Santa Ana College |
reter R.‘Haggeugell \Superintenden President, Santa Barhara City College
- Jenny Magid;‘,» . Corperate Contributions Coordinator, Tandem Computers
: : Incerporeted : :
~ARoberta Meeen . ‘President, Celifernia Comtunity College Trustees

Assistant to the President, Dieblo Velley College

e

Janet McAfee v

Jochn McFarland "Fecqity, Sierra College
David Mertes e ~ Chancellor, Los Rios Cemmunity College Distriet‘
: ” . _ s
. Larry Miller o - Ins tructor and Exeeutive Heed Respiratory Therapy,

‘ ' Foothill College;: Chairman, Vocational Education °
3 - -Commi ttee, Faculty Association of California Community

Colleges ‘
1 A -
John C. Pétersen , Supetihtendent[?resident, Csbrillo College p
’ , ?
William Pickens . 7 Staff, Celiforni&;?ostseecndary Education Commission
Rohert;Pietrowski Higher Education Speegalist Califernia Teachers
) ) Assoeietien Ll : ,
"t Joe'Richey' , _Employment Manager; Pacifié Telephone Company, Los
: Angeles |
‘ Joan Sallee . Staff, California Postsecondary Education Commissidn
. & - ~ .‘ ’ R ‘ ) :
_Edward Simonsen Community and Junior College Comnsultant }/
’k . Sheila Swanson * - Directer, California Community Cellege-Student'Lo by
\ &
Robert L. Sweansen Executive Director, Accrediting Commission for y
T -— ﬁiCemmnnity and Junior Celleges ' '
Max R. TXdlock Sep&rintendent/gresiéent Monterey Peninsula College
~.Dale Tillery " Professor Emeritus, University of Califernie at
‘ \ Berkeley
A . . .
Tom Van Gromingen - Chancellor/Superintendent, Yosemite Communi
District :

b - | .
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. , . § ¢ b
. . ‘ . - . ' ‘ .
:“ Daniel Wall Staff, Senate Finance Committee* ' .
Kevin Woolfork .- Staff, Californig Postsecondary Education Commisgibn .
a Gene Wright A " Administrative Dean, College Services, Cabrillo
' . ‘ College ‘ ‘ ’
@ o ‘ . | : s .
f ) \\
‘ » : ' 4
. / ’
. L4 K \
‘ i o ' [ -~
- - (f ‘ '
Ygl“ - ~ ‘ "
. ‘AV\F F] : : . ¥
- . P o ‘
- < & . b)v,
¢ ? }f ‘
p ‘ )
K 1 )
s ., . Y » - S/ 14
‘ / ; * . f) . f‘
+ An . A . j;f ‘
f L : \ ~
/f /

*Now staf f, County Superviso;s Association of California
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NOTES TO APPENDIX A o
C f' ) \_//

1/ This measure was thought to be the best availahle indicator of possible

differences in the degree of "administrative burden” imposed by the number -

of students enrolled. Examining the distribution of colleges in the
- population, natural breakpoints were selected: . less than or equsal to,

‘ ' 7,597 students was considereg small, greater “¢han 7,597 and less than |
'14 839 was considered medium, and equal to or greater than 14,839 was
considered a large college. ~§§ A : .

-
2

2/ Oux objective was to insure variation in the sample SIOhg.Ego dimensions

- colleges: transfer/education and vocational edication., There are no
. state data that cowdd be used for sampling purposes on. the relative ‘size,
: ! 'of vocational programs; statistics on numbers of transfers were used to -
‘ broadly charaggerize colleges as "high transfer” and "low transfer.”
- 3/ - Although a measure.of the metropolitan status of community college
‘ districts was available from the Chancellor's Office, our experience
sugges ted that variation within multi-campus districts might'be .
" gsubstantial., In addition, comnmunity colleges serve diverse pcpnlations
of ten spread across large geographic areas.\ Thus, they do not fall neatly
into census tracts or county boun&sries, where-information on population
density and other indfcators me tropolitan status would .be readily
available. Informants at the state-level in&icated that no measute of the
me tropoli tan statyus of each college was available from past studies or
‘from other data sources. Given these ccnstraints the use of expert
judges seemed the mcst appropriate alternative._’r :

: 4/ The judges were from the Accrediting Commission for Cammunity and Junfor
Colleges, the legislative staff, the Department of Finance, the Office of
the Chancellor, and the California Association of Community Colleges.

o
B

: s ERIC Ciearmghouse for Junior . Colleges
A R - RUG 18 1985

A

of eritical importangs¥to the study, given their emphasis in the'communityf\\

{®



