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This study examined the importance of the goals for

community colleges as rated by seven internal and external

constituency groups from four selected Washington community

colleges. The study also examined the goals for differ-

ences between the four selected community colleges.

The sample included 638 persons from the following

seven constituency groups: administrators, fulltime

faculty, parttime faculty, trustees, students, community

members, and state legislators. The four selected commu-

nity colleges included two large urban and two small rural

colleges from diverse geographical areas of Washington

State. The four colleges also represented a varied

proportion of academic, vocational, and community service

FTE enrollments.



The Community College Goals Inventory was used to

assess the current goal (IA) perceptions and the preferred

(Should Be) goals of community colleges. ANOVA was used

to determine if significant differences existed among the

seven constituency groups and between the four community

colleges. Correlational analyses were used to assess the

relationship between the mean ratings and rank orders of

the four colleges. The t-test was used to test for signi-

ficant differences between the large urban/small rural

colleges and the academically/vocational-technically

oriented colleges.

Statistically significant differences were found at

the .05 level among the seven constituency groups in 13

of the 20 Ii goal areas and 15 of the 20 Should Be

goal areas. In general, the internal groups rated the

goal areas of higher importance than did the external

groups. Legislators rated the goal areas less important

than did the other constituency groups.

The four colleges differed more in their ratings of

the perceived (fl) goals than in their ratings of

preferred (Should Be) goals. However, a very high

positive relationship was found between the rank order

of the mean scores for the 20 goal areas as rated by the

four colleges.

Few differences were found between the large urban/

small rural community colleges in either the Ia or Should



kg goal area ratings. However, vocational-technically

oriented colleges rated 12 of the 20 Should Be goal areas

as more important than did the academically oriented

colleges.
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tunnel vision and myopia. With a sense of accomplishment,

I return to a world that abounds with

children and adults to be hugged.

family and friends to be loved and enjoyed.
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and appreciation.

mountains to be climbed; meadows and

trails explored.

teaching and learning to be nurtured

and shared with joy and excitement.

ocean beaches to be walked; waves pondered.

opportunities to share love, hope, and

encouragement
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF THE GOALS FOR
COMMUNITY COLLEGES BY INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL
CONSTITUENT GROUPS FROM SELECTED WASHINGTON

STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGES

I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Public community colleges in the United States are a

coat of many colors. They have borrowed heavily from the

public high schools, private junior colleges, four-year

colleges and universities. The community colleges not

only possess characteristics found in all of these insti-

tutions but have developed and maintained an identity of

their own (Vaughan, 1982).

The first public junior college was founded in 1901

in Joliet, Illinois. It was an extension of the public

secondary school to provide the first two years of col-

lege. By 1920 community junior colleges were developed

in other states, e.g. California, Michigan, Minnesota,

Kansas, Iowa, and Texas. The focus remained on the first

two years of a baccalaureate degree program. With the

passage of the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917, federal funds

became available for vocational education at the secon-

dary school level as well as the public community

college. George B. Vaughan, author of The Community

College in America: A Pocket History, stated that

vocational-technical education had become a permanent and

1
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major component of the community junior college by the

1930s (Vaughan, 1982). Vocational and terminal degree

programs increased as community colleges recognized that

approximately two-thirds of their students did not

transfer to four year colleges or universities (Bru-

bacher,. 1976; Gleazer, 1968). Most of these community

junior colleges were funded by local levies and governed

by local Boards of Education.

Community junior colleges continued to expand during

the depression and after World War II. The 1947 Presi-

dential Commission on Higher Education for American

Democracy, known as the Truman Commission, provided

impetus to the community college movement. The Truman

Commission urged the establishment of a network of com-

munity colleges throughout the nation within commuting

distance of greater numbers of citizens. The Commission

further encouraged the community colleges to charge no

tuition, serve as cultural centers for communities, offer

continuing education for adults, emphasize civic respon-

sibilities, be comprehensive, offer technical and general

education, be locally controlled, blend into statewide

systems of higher education while coordinating their

efforts with the local high schools. Spurred on by the

Truman Commission report, new jobs in expanding indus-

tries and technologies, a post-war population explosion,

and the GI Bill which provided education benefits,
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community colleges expanded their offerings in academic

transfer, vocational-technical, and general education

curriculums.

During the 1960's a new community college opened

at the rate of approximately one each week. The number

of community colleges more than doubled between 1963

and 1975. Enrollment increased from approximately

500,000 in 1960 to 2.4 million in 1970. Many states

passed legislation to develop statewide systems of

community colleges, e.g. Illinois, Washington, and

Florida. These statewide systems increased the state

funding and also the degree of state control (Vaughan,

1982; Cohen and Brauer, 1982). The 1960s also brought

increased emphasis on equal access to educational

opportunity. This "open door" philosophy provided a

first step in equalization of opportunity for millions

of Americans never before served by higher education

(Brubacher, 1976). The new clientele required increased

and different student services and instructional modes.

Remedial/developmental education programs were developed

for the underprepared, disadvantaged and returning adult.

Most state funding models for public community

colleges were based on enrollment. Thus, increased en-

rollment resulted in increased appropriations. This

funding model and the "open door" philosophy encouraged

expansion of off campus curriculum and offerings to new
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audiences and locations. Community service and contin-

uing education had been a part of the community college

philosophy since the 1940s. However, it was not until

the 1970s that the concept of lifelong learning for

adults gained a stronghold in many community colleges.

Today, lifelong learning in its many forms occupies a

place of prominence beside the transfer and occupational-

technical functions (Vaughan, 1982; Peterson, 1978).

The Washington State Community College System de-

veloped in a similar pattern as did community colleges in

the rest of the nation.

After nearly four decades of junior college
education in the state, legislation enacted
in 1961 opened the way for statewide develop-
ment of community college education and
signalled the close of the junior college
era The 1961 Act took cognizance of the
growing interest in vocational and adult
education. It introduced through Washington
statutes the idea of the comprehensive cur-
riculum and adopted the term "community
college" to distinguish this emerging
institution from its purely academic
ancestor (Washington SBCCE, 1970 Vol. 1:8).

In 1967 Washington State Legislature created a state

system of community colleges.

The Community College Act of 1967 forma-
lized the concept of the community college
as it had evolved in Washington - an inde-
pendent, unique and vital section of higher
education, open to all citizens and offering
vocational, academic and adult programs with
equal emphasis

The law required that the community colleges:
Offer an open door to every citizen, re-
gardless of his academic background or
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experience, at a cost normally within his
economic means.

Offer thoroughly comprehensive educational,
training, and service programs to meet the
needs of both the communities and students
served by combining, with equal emphasis,
high standards of excellence in academic
transfer courses; realistic and practical
courses in occupational education, both
graded and ungraded; and community services
of an educational, cultural, and recrea-
tional nature (Washington SBCCE, 1970:6).

Eight new colleges were opened from 1963 to 1969.

Enrollment almost tripled from 17,124 FTE in 1963 to

52,720 in 1969. "This growth was due to the opening of

new colleges, the increase in occupational programs and

to the growth of adult education programs throughout the

state" (Washington SBCCE, 1970; Vol. 111:6). Washington

State Community College enrollment continued to climb to

a peak of 102,320 FTEs in 1980. Washington community

colleges were serving over 200,000 residents in 1979-80

(Washington SBCCE, 1982).

The extraordinary post-war and 1960s growth rate in

higher education, including community colleges in Washing-

ton State and the nation began to slow in the mid-1970s.

Most community colleges now defined their mission and

goals as academic transfer/general education, vocational-

technical, continuing education, remedial/developmental,

and community service. However, the community colleges

began to face social, economic, political, and demographic

shifts concurrent with their enthusiastic expansion of
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mission and goals. By the late 19708 community colleges

experienced a sharp decline in the headcount enrollment

of the traditional fulltime 18-22 year old student re-

flecting the demographic shift in the general population.

Parttime older student enrollment increased dramatically.

Many students elected courses based on immediate need and

interest rather than completing a prescribed program or

curriculum. Adults returned for skills and training

needed for mid-life career changes. Colleges faced

increased competition for students from other private and

public higher education institutions as each scrambled to

maintain enrollment (Cohen and Brewer, 1982; Vaughan,

1982; Jedamus, et al., 1980; McCartan, 1983).

Community colleges which had traditionally been

funded by local tax levies sought increasing support from

state appropriations. Increased state dollars also

brought increased state control in the form of regula-

tions, program priorities, and accountability. Some

state officials placed higher priority on employment

training and economic development. They questioned the

community colleges' role in offering community service,

hobby, and avocational courses. State coordinating and

citizen advisory groups including business and industry

representatives became more active and vocal in expres-

sing needs and concerns regarding the college programs
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and budgets (Cosand, 1983; Jedamus, et al., 1980;

McCartan, 1983).

Federal employment training legislation, e.g. Man-

power Development and Training Act (MDTA), Comprehensive

Employment Training Act (CETA) and Job Training and Part-

nership Act (JTPA) provided monies for the education and

training of disadvantaged and under-employed persons.

With the lure of additional federal monies and increased

service to the community, many states and community col-

leges expanded their programs to include MDTA/CETA/JTPA

clients.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s the enrollment

shifts and social/political trends were accompanied by

high inflation rates, a stagnant and/or recessionary

economy. State agencies and public education were com-

peting for scarce state dollars. Legislators and state

coordinating agencies became more involved in budget

allocation and program priorities (Jedamus, et al.,

1980). During affluent economic times the many goals and

aspirations of the community colleges could be more

nearly met. When resources became scarce, the competi-

tion for limited resources forced policymakers to examine

priorities among the multiple goals and missions

(Richardson, 1980-81; Lenning and Micek, 1976).

The Washington State Community College System experi-

enced a 27 percent reduction in head count and a 14
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percent reduction in FTEs from 1980 to 1982. The prin-

ciple reason cited for the enrollment reduction was the

elimination of classes necessitated by legislative budget

cuts; however, enrollment was also affected by the

tuition increases (Washington SBCCE, 1982). Not only

did the Washington State legislature mandate the budget

cuts; it also established some guidelines for course

offerings, credit generation and state reimbursement for

specific programs and courses. These policy guidelines

resulted in enrollment and FTE reductions.

Breneman and Nelson (1981) examined the community

college financing related to community college mission

and goals in Financing Community Colleges. In this

Brookings Institute study, the authors cited the public

supported community college as one of the greatest

educational success stories of the last two decades.

Breneman and Nelson reported a recurring theme in

their national study: community colleges continue to

expand educational offerings and elected officials are

increasingly reluctant to appropriate funds for the

expansion. The authors argued that disputes over funding

formulas, for instance between community college admini-

strators and state legislators, are often disguised

fundamental disagreements over purpose, mission, and

priorities. R.C. Richardson also supported this position.

Richardson challenged the community colleges to reassess
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priorities and goals in view of limited resources in the

1980s.

Public two-year institutions have enthusias-
tically embraced the concept of an expanding
and evolving mission limited only by the
imagination of those guiding the enterprise
and their ability to acquire the necessary
funds. Policymakers have been less enthusi-
astic about "all things to all people"
commitment and have consistently refused to
provide funding commensurate with the aspira-
tions of community college leaders. The
result has been a growing disparity between
the definition of mission and the funds
available for implementation (Richardson,
1980 81:52).

Other community college leaders have supported and

encouraged expansion. Most notable is Edmund J. Gleazer,

Jr., former president of American Association of Commu-

nity and Junior Colleges. Gleazer agreed that community

colleges are searching for a description of their mission

and goals. He acknowledged that legislators may not view

the community college in its 1980 reality. Gleazer be-

lieved that the community college must serve a nexus

function in the community's learning system (1980:15).

He stated that the mission of the community college is:

"To encourage and facilitate lifelong learning, with

community as process and product" (1980:16). Gleazer be-

lieved that the community college should serve a broker-

ing function building on the collaborative relationships

established with unions, local businesses, area voca-

tional centers, health care agencies, libraries, public

television stations, and numerous other organizations and
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institutions. This is the community college as community

and process according to Gleazer (Gleazer, 1980; McCartan,

1983).

Clark Kerr, Chairman, Carnegie Council of Policy

Studies in Higher Education, saw the community college as

still evolving, dynamic, and the most mobile of all

institutions of higher education. Kerr advocated increa-

sing the functions, e.g. "youth services functions." He

foresaw only the academic transfer function decreasing

and all others increasing in importance (Kerr, 1980:8).

Anne Marie McCartan (1983) synthesized the trends and

recent major writings in "The Community College Mission:

Present Challenges and Future Visions." She cited the

trends or major areas of change in the community college

as 1) changes in students; 2) changes in curriculum and

3) changes in visibility: accountability, competition,

and coordination. McCartan stated that there is a good

good deal of consensus about these changes and challenges.

However, the future visions are more diverse. She

described the two extremes of mission as "college for

community" or "community college as college."

In her article "Judging Community Colleges," Judith

S. Eaton described a diffusion of mission.

A crisis is developing among us. Among
the millions of students, faculty and mana-
gers in community colleges, there is growing,
serious consternation surrounding the ques-
tions of what we are, who we are, and what
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we should be doing. We are having an iden-
tity crisis.

Community colleges - the Number One
national success story, serving more than
half of all entering freshmen, half of all
women in higher education, more minorities
than four-year colleges and universities,
virtually one-third of all higher educa-
tional enrollments - are encountering a
paralysis and confusion of role, meaning,
and purpose. The junior college mission,
the vocational education mission, the com-
munity service mission, and life-long
learning, should have meshed in the 1970's
in a powerful, seductive scenario - the
comprehensive community college.

Something has gone wrong. We are under
attack and must justify not only our purpose
and service, but also our financing and pub-
lic support (Eaton, 1982:16).

After analyzing the results of the field test of the

Community College Goals Inventory (Appendix A) conducted

by Educational Testing Service, K. Patricia Cross charac-

terized the late 1970s and early 1980s as a plateau between

two periods characterized by high energy and a sense

of mission in the community colleges. The old ideals

that sparked enthusiasm and the sense of common purpose

in community colleges have receded, and new ideals

have not yet emerged to take their place (Cross, 1981).

Most observers, citizens and leaders would agree that

community colleges, as well as other educational institu-

tions, local and state governments and agencies are

experiencing an era of scarce resources, resulting in

competition between and within institutions and agencies.



12

Leaders further observe that external groups such as

citizens, legislators, and coordinating agencies are

increasingly influential in decision making and policy

formation at the state and local level of community

college operation. These external constituents are

essential elements in maintaining and strengthening sup-

port for community colleges. Here, too, there appear to

be various and diverse opinions about the mission and

goals of community colleges among the constituents. There

seems to be even more disagreement when priorities and

retrenchment due to budget reductions are discussed.

As cited in Jedamus, Dorothy Knoell described the

apparent absence of consensus concerning goals and pri-

orities among the various constituencies of the community

college as "somewhat unique" to the community colleges.

While denying that they are or should be
"all things to all people" community colleges
have added constituencies during the recent
era of rapid growth without taking time to
address questions of priorities for an era
of limited resources (Jedamus, et al., 1980:
556).

As a result, some community college leaders are beginning

to re-examine their goals and priorities both for evalua-

tion and strategic planning (McCartan, 1983; Keller, 1983).

Roueche and Baker describe this process in Beacons of

Change.

Administration, faculty and learners must
collectively formulate statements that
clearly and concisely spell out the insti-
tutional purpose and mission. These
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statements serve as the operational frame-
work for the decisions and actions of
personnel and learners, but should not be
etched in stone. They should be modified
to reflect political, social and economic
change (Roueche and Baker, 1983:15).

These statements suggested by Roueche and Baker can

be described as goals.

Goals are the operational element of an organiza-

tion's mission and purpose. Connor (1980), Richards

(1978), and Cyert and March (1963) stated that goals

should direct the allocation of resources and the cri-

teria for decision making. In this era of increasing

competition for scarce resources and increasing demands

for accountability for public monies, participation of

external groups in policymaking in higher education in-

cluding community colleges, has been increasing. With an

ever-expanding mission and a shifting student clientele,

community college leaders are seeking ways of increasing

the effectiveness and efficiency of their organization

during this era of change and uncertainty. They are

examining the decision making and resource allocation

processes. They are evaluating their role in the educa-

tional marketplace.

Leaders are also assessing the external environment

and the extent of constituent support. Especially in this

strategic planning process, external constituents have

become more active participants in the funding and gover-

nance of community colleges.
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If goals are the criteria for decision making and the

basis for resource allocation, then goals become a major

focus of institutional self assessment and planning. When

aspirations, needs and goals exceed the resources avail-

able, priorities of activities and persons to be served

must be established. Community college leaders of the

1980s have faced these decisions repeatedly as they have

dealt with budget cutbacks and reallocation of resources.

Organizational effectiveness is increased when the

goals of the organization and of the various constituen-

cies are congruent (Connor, 1980; Keller, 1983). If the

"apparent absence of consensus concerning goals and pri-

orities among the various constituencies" of the community

college as described by Dorothy Knoell (Jedamus, et al.,

1980) is real, then this incongruity will impinge upon the

community college's current effectiveness as well as the

strategic planning for the future role(s) in the educa-

tional marketplace. Richard Peterson and Norman Uhl state

that systematic analysis of institutional goals has come

to be a significant means for understanding institutional

operations and for planning intelligently for the future

(Peterson and Uhl, 1977:13).

Statement of Problem

The problem is an apparent lack of clarity and

consensus about the goals and priorities for community

colleges by their various internal and external
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constituencies. A 1981 study in Washington State exam-

ined goal priorities of a statewide sample of community

college administrators, faculty, trustees, State Board

fcr Community College Education (SBCCE) staff, and a

limited number of state legislators serving on key House

and Senate committees. External groups, e.g. students and

community members were not included in the 1981 study.

The number and influence of external constituents

have increased. These external constituents appear to

hold differing priorities from the traditional internal

decision makers. Little empirical or documented evidence

exists on the degree of congruence on the goals and the

priorities of traditional community college internal

constituents compared to its emerging external consti-

tuents and policymaking bodies.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine if signi-

ficant differences exist between the goals for community

colleges as perceived by selected internal and external

constituencies of Washington community colleges. The

study further examined the perceptions of goals between

the local constituents of the four community colleges

with selected differing environmental characteristics.

Organizational effectiveness and achievement of

organizational goals are increased where consensus on

goals exists among its various constituent groups.
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Retrenchment has occurred due to reduced financial re-

sources and shifts in traditional student enrollment

patterns have resulted in competition and disagreement on

goal priorities among the internal constituents. External

groups exert immense influence on local community college

programs and goals through budget allocation roles and

as consumers. Effectiveness of statewide policies may be

challenged if a high degree of incongruence of goals

exists among the various and diverse community colleges

in the state. Knowledge of the goals and priorities of

the various constituencies of community colleges and

the current degree of agreement is necessary in seeking

consensus and increasing effectiveness.

The questions addressed in this research were:

1) Do local community college faculty, administra-
tors, Boards of Trustees, students, community members,
and state legislators have different perceptions of
the current goals and priorities of the community
colleges?

2) Do local community college faculty, administra-
tors, Boards of Trustees, students, community members,
and state legislators have different preferences about
what the goals and priorities ought to be for the
community colleges?

3) Do the goals and priorities vary between commu-
nity colleges with differing characteristics such as
size, geography, urban-rural, and/or enrollment patterns?

4) If the perceived and/or preferred goals of
individual community colleges differ, are there patterns
or clusters of goal priorities related to college
characteristics?
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Hypotheses

In order to examine the goal perceptions and prefer-

ences of the selected constituent groups and community

colleges, four null hypotheses were tested with respect

to the following goal areas and statements:

1) General Education
2) Intellectual Orientation
3) Lifelong Learning
4) Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
5) Personal Development
6) Humanism/Altruism
7) Vocational/Technical Preparation
8) Developmental/Remedial Preparation
9) Community Services
10) Social Criticism
11) Counseling and Advising
12) Student Services
13) Faculty/Staff Development
14) Intellectual Environment
15) Innovation
16) College Community
17) Freedom
18) Accessibility
19) Effective Management
20) Accountability

21) to learn about foreign cultures
22) to maintain autonomy in relation to

governmental and other educational agencies
23) to include local citizens in planning
24) to interpret college to local citizens
25) to provide educational experiences relevant

to Blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans and Native
Americans

26) to arrange for students, faculty, admini-
strators and trustees to be significantly
involved in college policymaking

28) to excel in intercollegiate athletics
29) to provide educational experiences relevant

to women
30) to serve as cultural center in community....

The null hypotheses tested in this study were:

H
o

1 There are no significant differences between
the perceptions of the current goals of commu-
nity colleges as perceived by fulltime and
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parttime faculty, administrators, Boards of
Trustees, students, and community members from
four selected Washington community college
districts and Washington State Legislators.

H o 2 There are no significant differences between
the preferred goals for community colleges as
perceived by runtime and parttime faculty, ad-
ministrators, students, Boards of Trustees, and
community members from four selected Washington
community college districts and Washington
State Legislators.

H o 3 There are no significant differences between
the four community colleges' perceptions of the
current goals of community colleges as per-
ceived by the composite of the six local
constituent groups from each district.

H o 4 There are no significant differences between
the four community colleges' preferred goals
for community colleges as perceived by the
composite of the six local constituent groups
from each district.

Where null hypotheses 3 and/or 4 were rejected, the

following hypotheses were tested:

H o 5 There is no significant relationship between
the current goal perceptions and priorities of
the community colleges and selected institu-
tional characteristics.

H o 6 There is no significant relationship between
the preferred goal perceptions and priorities
of the community colleges and selected institu-
tional characteristics.

Assumptions

The following assumptions are applied to this

research and conclusions to be drawn from the results:

1. The Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI)

statements and goal areas accurately reflect the major

goals of the community college in Washington State.
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2. The CCGI 20 goal area descriptions/definitions

are limited to the four goal statements per goal area as

designed and described by Educational Testing Service.

3. Goal preferences and perceptions are limited to

the literate public given the readability level and

length of the research instrument.

Assumptions related to the statistical inference are

described in Chapter III Design and Methodology under the

section containing the discussion of randomness of sample,

and normally and independently distributed error.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions will be used throughout

this report:

Goals: A future state toward which all or part of the

organization is striving.

Constituency: Any group of individuals sharing a common

goal or interest in the organization. Coalition, stake-

holder or claimant will be considered as synonomous terms.

Is Goals/Goal Areas: The goals/goal areas of the commu-

nity college perceived as important at the time of the

study. "Current goals" and "perceived goals" will be

used interchangeably with the term IL goals.

Should Be Goals/Goal Areas: The goals/goal areas that the

respondent/constituency group believe ought to be impor-

tant for the community college. The term "preferred goals"

will be used interchangeably with the term ,should Be goals.
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II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

In this review of literature the writer will examine

the literature in three content areas. The first section

provides the theoretical framework of organizational goals.

In the second section the community college as a goal-

seeking entity; thus an organization, is examined. The

last section summarizes the research and literature of

institutional goals studies with a focus on higher educa-

tion and community college studies.

Organizational Goals: A Theoretical Framework

One of the few things organizational theorists agree

on is the necessity of defining and studying goals. It

is the presence of a goal and organization of effort in

ways that maximize the probability of attaining the goal

which characterizes modern organizations (Connor, 1980;

Jedamus, et al., 1980; Richards, 1978).

Organizations are designed, continually
re-designed, and operated to best accom-
plish their purposes under whatever
conditions may prevail. Goals are spe-
cifications to which the organization
is designed (Connor, 1980:96).

Many organizational theorists and authors state that

goals establish boundaries, giving an organization a sense

of direction and a frame of reference for its activities

and a means by which to evaluate change and progress.
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Goals also help explain and relate the organization to

its publics (Connor, 1980; Conrad, 1974; Jedamus, et al.,

1980; Cyert and March, 1963). Conrad (1974) in "Univer-

sity Goals: An Operative Approach" cited the following

purposes for goals: 1) serve as standards by which to

judge success; 2) constitute a source of legitimacy;

3) define organizational needs and priorities; 4) define

production units or "outputs" for the organization;

5) define its clientele; and 6) define the nature of the

relationship between the organization and society. He

further states, "If university goals are to serve the

purposes...they must be identified more precisely"

(Conrad, 1974:505).

The elements of organizational goal theory that will

be explored in this section are goal definition, multiple

goals, source(s) of organizational goals and goal formation.

Goal Definitions

Goals, missions, purpose, function, role objective,

scope, and aspiration are terms often used interchangeably

in the literature. The most common usage in higher edu-

cation and community college as well as by many organiza-

tional theorists places goals as an intermediate concept

in a hierarchy between missions and objectives. Mission

is often defined as a statement of enduring purpose or

aspiration. It is more general in focus. A mission state-

ment holds more consensual agreement. Mission statements
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often express the institutional purpose for the general

public and external constituencies. Goals are more spe-

cific than missions. Goals may be stated in broad quali-

tative terms but often include reference to clientele

served, a process and an outcome or outcomes (Jedamus,

et al., 1980). Lenning and Micek (1976) state that goals

represent conditions sought in pursuit of the mission.

Objectives are the specific ends to be achieved with

regard to a particular goal. These are often stated in

quantitative terms. This review of literature and the

study will focus primarily on goals as the intermediary

level of specificity.

Goals have been defined and described by many organi-

zational theorists. As cited in Connor (1980), Etzioni

stated that an organizational goal is a desired state of

affairs which the organization is attempting to realize;

and Past defined goals simply as the desirable results of

organizational or individual activities. Thompson and

MeEwen viewed goals as dynamic variables that define re-

lationships between an organization and its environment.

Change in either the organization or the environment

require review and perhaps alteration of goals and,

therefore, an organization needs an on-going process for

goal setting (Thompson and McEwen, 1958).

Cyert and March defined organizational goals as a

"series of independent aspiration-level constraints"
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(Cyert and March 1963; Connor 1980). Simon as cited in

in Connor (1980) also supported this definition. Their

position contributed the view of goals as a set of con-

straints to organizational decision making.

Two common components in the many definitions of

goals seem to be the orientation to the future and that

goals are rooted in actions taken by the organizational

members. The latter approach was supported by Simon,

Etzioni, Gross, and Perrow as referenced in Connor (1980),

when they used terms such as "real" and "operative" in

describing goals. Connor combined these elements of

intention and action in the following definition:

Organizational goals represent a future
state toward which all or part of the
organization is striving. This striving
is reflected in activities of members and
the utilization pattern of organizational
resources (Connor, 1980:97).

Multiple Goals

Another prominent element of organizational goal

structure is that organizations pursue a variety of goals

simultaneously. Classical organizational theory held that

goals focused on output or profit and were determined by

top management. The open systems approach views the orga-

nization and its goals as dynamic and multiple. The many

individuals and external environmental conditions as well

as the organization contribute and require a variety of

goals.
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In his treatment of multiple goals in Organizational

Goals Structures, Richards (1978) identified Peter Drucker

as one of the first analysts to contend that organizations

do and should undertake the achievement of multiple rather

than single goals. Connor (1980) summarized the work of

several theorists in their attempt to categorize the

multiple goals of organizations. Parsons suggested four

categories: production, political, integrative, and pattern

maintenance. Etzioni named the various goal orientations

as control, economic, and cultural. Katz and Kahn focused

on the organization as subsystems of the larger society

and identified four goal categories: productive/economic,

maintenance, adaptive, and managerial/political. Bertram

Gross viewed the organization as composed of conflicting

groups and interests. The interaction and conflict

revolved around two sets of goals: performance and struc-

tural. Edward Gross offered another set of goal cate-

gories: output and support goals. Support goals were

further divided into four sub-sets: adaptation, manage-

ment, motivation, and position (Connor, 1980:92-96).

The theme of organizations being characterized by the

pursuit of a variety of goals concurrently is consistent

throughout the current literature on organizational goals.

This concept is commonly referred to as the "goal mix" of

the organization. While the organization pursues multiple
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goals, the organization attaches varying degrees of impor-

tance to each of the goals or categories. Thus, the goal

mix is actually a set of relative priorities (Connor, 1980).

Source(s) and Formation of Goals

What is the source of organizational goals? Who

determines the goals and/or goal mix in an organization?

The classical theorists viewed goal information as a top-

down process. The organization's owners or leaders set

the goals and delegated the responsibility for meeting

the goals down the hierarchy. An opposite view is that

goals reflect what the organization's members do, thus,

a bottom-up perspective to goal information.

Cyert and March (1963) provided an integrated

approach to goal formation and the source(s) of the

multiple goals in the organization. In A Behavioral

Theory of the Firm, they proposed a research-based com-

prehensive behavioral theory of organizational decision

making, one part of which is consideration of organiza-

tional goals (Cyert and March, 1963; Connor, 1980;

Richards, 1978). Cyert and March (1963) viewed the

oganization as a coalition of individuals and sub-groups.

Each of these coalitions may hold different preferences

or priorities of goals for the organization. The organi-

zation must deal successfully with this potential for

goal conflict or displacement.
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According to Cyert and March's Behavioral Theory of

the Firm, the actual goals of an organization are formed

through the process of bargaining of the coalitions.

Thus, an organization is never able to maximize the goal

of any one individual or coalition. Rather it seeks to

satisfy the goals of all coalitions in order to maintain

participation and yet keep the organization's focus on

its overall mission. The dominant coalition establishes

the goal priorities through bargaining among the various

coalitions. They theorize that in practice an organiza-

zation attends to only a few goals at a time or devotes

sequential attention to the goals, and then only when

performance falls below an acceptable standard, or envi-

ronmental conditions change. The sequence or priority of

the goal mix varies with internal and/or external pres-

sures and conditions.

The concept of organizational slack is central to the

bargaining and sequential attention to goals. Slack is

the difference between total resources and total payments

necessary to maintain the contributions or participation

of coalitions (Cyert and March, 1963; Richards, 1978).

Thus, organizational slack or excess resources allows the

organization to satisfy the multiple and/or conflicting

goals of the coalitions. Fremont Kast's article, "Orga-

nizational and Individual Objectives," was referenced in
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Connor (1980) with a summary of goal formation theory in

this way:

The actual goals of the organization are
a result of the power interplay among dif-
ferent organizational units and individuals.
They are also continually being modified
by environmental forces. The goal set is
continually modifying and changing to
reflect those forces (Connor, 1980:75).

Who are these coalitions? A coalition is any group

of individuals who share a common goal, or interest rela-

ted to the organization. Terms such as constituent,

claimant and stakeholder have also been used in the

literature. Coalitions are often described as internal

or external. This boundary distinction is somewhat like

defining the boundary of a cloud; it is constantly

changing. However, a coalition is generally considered

internal if it falls within the formal authority relation-

ships of the organizational structure. It is an external

coalition if it is part of the external environment that

also makes demands and claims on the organization.

Richards (1978) described four types of internal co-

alitions that may develop to influence the organization's

goals and operations:

1) An executive coalition consisting of the chief
executive and whomever he selects to design
and operate the information, planning, and con-
trol systems through which power is exercised.

2) An expert coalition, consisting of a collection
of individuals whose power stems from technical
expertise.
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3) A bureaucratic coalition, consisting of a
collection of individuals whose control over
administration of systems within the organi-
zation provides their power.

4) Politicized coalitions whose power stems from
political skill (Richards, 1978:65).

Richards further described external coalitions as forming

outside the organization to attempt to control its inter-

nal operations. He suggested that the more concentrated

the external coalitions, the more influence they can

exercise.

Organizations face a variety of internal and external

coalitions. However, the management is the key decision

making and integrating force for the organization. It

must respond to environmental forces and to demands of

internal participants in order to maintain a viable coa-

lition. Connor (1980) cited Thompson as suggesting that

the role of administration is co-alignment of the various

forces toward goal setting and achievement.

Latham and Locke (1979) referenced a number of

research studies showing that the goal setting and parti-

cipation in goal setting were effective techniques for

motivating employee performance. Hersey and Blanchard

(1982) supported the view that the greater the degree of

integration of the individual (coalition) goals and the

organizational goals, the greater the degree of attainment

of the organizational goals. These authors illustrated

this concept with an example of greater similarity of
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management and subordinate goals with the organization's

stated goals leading to improved performance. This posi-

tion was also supported by Child's managerial correlates

of performance. One of his propositions was that the less

dispersed the objectives (goals) and the more agreement

among senior managers as to which objectives (goals) have

priority, the more successful the organization will be in

attaining them (Connor, 1980). Connor, Hersey and

Blanchard, Thompson and others suggested that the greater

the consensus of goals and priorities of the goals among

the coalitions, the greater the organizatinal effective-

ness in goal achievement.

This section has presented a theoretical framework

for organizational goals. The writer examined goals from

the following perspectives. What are goals? What are the

sources of goals? How are goals formed and by whom? In

summary goals are the desired results of an organization

toward which its members direct its resources and plan-

ning. Organizations pursue a variety of goals often

referred to as a goal mix. According to at least one

theory, goals and the goal mix result from the learning-

adaptive bargaining of the coalitions. The sequence and

relative priority with which an organization pursues a

goal will vary depending on internal and/or external

pressures and conditions. Furthermore, the greater the

agreement among the coalitions on the goals and
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priorities, the more effective the organization in goal

attainment.

The Community College: A Doal Seeking Entity

Organizations have been defined as social instruments

for accomplishing goals. Connor (1980) further defined an

organization as a formal collection of people that has

been created for the purpose of accomplishing collective

goals on a relatively continuous basis. Cyert and March

(1963) modified this definition by viewing the organization

as a coalition; consisting of coalitions of individuals

and sub-coalitions. Most theorists e.g. Cyert and March,

Connor, Simon and Perrow agreed however that organizations

would not exist without the satisfaction or continuous

seeking of some common goal(s). Richards (1978) described

an organization as a goal seeking entity. Community col-

leges are indeed organizations. Community colleges were

designed and organized to extend educational opportuni-

ties to individuals previously denied access to higher

education (Gleazer, 1968, 1980; Vaughan, 1982; Monroe,

1972; Cohen and Brewer, 1982).

The mission of the community college(s) was most

often defined by its legal authority expressed by charter

or through legislation. The more specific goals were

delegated to the local governing bodies, administrators

and faculty. For example the Washington State Community

College Act of 1967 (RCW 28:85.010) states:
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...its purpose is to provide for the dra-
matically increasing numbers of students
requiring high standards of education
either as a part of continuing higher
education program or for occupational
training...

The Act further defined the mission by mandating the

creation of a system of community colleges which would

1) offer an open door to every citizen....2) ensure a

thoroughly comprehensive educational, training and service

program....3) provide administration by state and local

boards....4) allow for growth, improvement, flexibility

as future needs occur.... (Washington State RCW, 28B:112

1979 Ed.). The development and implementation of the

individual community college goals, programs and priori-

ties were delegated to the local governing boards within

the parameters of the mission. In the early years of the

community college movement, local boards and institutions

were very autonomous in the development of the community

college and its goals.

During the first half of the 1900s most of the com-

munity college goals and programs emphasized the junior

college/academic transfer and general education function.

Vocational education became more prominent in the post

World War II years (Vaughan, 1982; Monroe, 1972; Cohen

and Brawer, 1982; Richardson, 1981). In response to the

growing demands and needs of diverse constituents, com-

munity colleges expanded their goals during the 1950s and
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1960s. Vocational education expanded. Remedial and com-

pensatory education increased in importance during the

1960s and 1970s. Community service and adult continuing

education expanded rapidly in the 1960s and early 1970s

(Cohen and Brewer, 1982; Vaughan, 1982).

Cohen and Brawer (1982) and Monroe (1972) identified

the curricular areas as functions to fulfill the insti-

tutional mission and purpose. Richardson et al. (1981)

cited the State Board of Directors for Arizona Community

Colleges as explicitly recognizing the role of the com-

munity college to provide 1) the first two years of a

college parallel or transfer program, 2) occupational

programs of two years or less, 3) general education for

all citizens, 4) continuing education to those working

professionals who wish to improve or expand their skills,

5) sound academic counseling and job placement and 6) cul-

tural and community service programs for the community at

large. Richardson, Cohen and Brewer, Gleazer and others

include similar listings of goals and functions as common

in the mainstream of community colleges in the nation.

These goals also follow the Carnegie Commission's 1970

report and recommendations for higher education. Cross

(1974, 1981), Monroe (1972), Richardson (1981) and others

cite the addition of compensatory/remedial education as

another common goal or function of the community college.
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During the recession of the 1970s and early 1980s

community economic development was often added to the

goals and role of the community college (Groff, 1982;

Gleazer, 1980; Roueche, 1983; Long, 1982; Knight, 1981;

Blake, 1981). The North Carolina Community College System

became a leader in this area. This goal priority was set

forth as the first of six goals in a twenty year plan,

Total Education: The Duty of the State (1977). The

report stated the goal as "acceleration of the state's

economic growth and development through a dynamic and

comprehensive manpower training program."

This rapid increase in size and complexity of the

goal mix of the community college resulted from the

internal and external pressures to serve the diverse

needs and expectations of many new coalitions throughout

society. The burgeoning population, flourishing economy,

increasing state and federal dollars available to commu-

nity colleges and students supported this expansion of

goals and functions during the 1960s. Local community

college governing boards and policymakers could satisfy

the goals and needs of these various and diverse coali-

tions when adequate or excess resources were available.

The community college simply added capacity; i.e. faculty,

facilities, programs, and services. However, the slowed

growth and recessionary economy of the mid-1970s chal-

lenged community college policymakers to examine the
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multiple goals and priorities within the goal mix (Jeda-

mus, et al., 1980; Richardson, et al., 1981; Lenning and

Micek, 1976; Richardson, 1980-81; Cohen and Brewer, 1981).

Some of the same socio-economic changes that brought

about the expansion of the community college goals in the

1960s and 1970s also altered and increased the number and

relative power of the coalitions. The traditional coali-

tions or constituents of the community colleges included

the local boards of education representing the community

or district, the administration and the faculty. They

operated their institutions with a high degree of inde-

pendence. During the last twenty years, the relative

power of the traditional internal coalitions has shifted.

Faculty associations and unions have increased their power

through collective bargaining. Students and community

members have demanded increased participation in advisory

and decision making roles. As consumers of the educa-

tional service they have exerted their power by their

enrollment choices. As voters in levy elections, they

have often influenced the budget, thus the goals of the

college.

The four internal coalitions or constituencies iden-

tified by Richards (1978) can easily be related to some

of the community college internal constituents:

1) executive coalition community college
administrators
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2) expert coalition community college faculty
and classified staff

3) bureaucratic coalition..community college business
services/management infor-
mation system personnel

4) politicized coalition...community college employees
union/faculty association.

These internal coalitions have organized to exert power

over the goals, activities and resource allocation of the

institution. The traditional internal policy making body,

the Board of Trustees/Education does not easily fit this

categorization. It holds formal authority as a coalition,

thus there is less need to organize to exert power.

External coalitions have also become more influential.

The increasing role of state and local elected officials

and state coordinating and planning agencies has been one

of the most prominent and far reaching trends of the 1970s

and early 1980s. These external constituencies have

impacted the goals and goal achievement through establish-

ment of statewide master plans for higher education, state

and federal legislation, budget allocations, funding for-

mulas, accountability and reporting procedures. This

increasing role of external constituencies has become the

leading issue for all of higher education including com-

munity colleges (Conrad, 1974; Jedamus, et al., 1980;

Richardson, 1981; Cosand, 1983; Martorani and Broomall,

1983; Breneman and Nelson, 1981; Keller, 1983; Peterson,

1973, 1977).
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Clark Kerr stated that the greatest change in

governance currently is not the rise of student power or

faculty power but the rise of public power. "The 'ivory

tower' of yore is now becoming a regulated public utility"

(Keller, 1983; Kerr, 1980). In Three Thousand Futures

Kerr wrote that what happens will be the result of exter-

nal forces and internal choices (1980:84).

One of the major issues in community college and other

higher education management is that of whose goals do we

serve? Who will make the decisions? Richardson consis-

tently suggested the lack of support for the diverse goals

of the community college by state legislators and funding

sources. Breneman and Nelson (1981) cited the lack of

agreement on mission and goals as the basis of disputes

over funding formulas. Keller (1983) wrote in Academic

Strategy: The Management Revolution in American Higher

Education that:

If educational institutions are to reverse,
or at least slow down the trend toward outside
interventions in their affairs, they must
shape their own destinies in ways that are
acceptable to the public and its elected
leaders (1983:25).

Richman and Farmer summarized a discussion of insti-

tutional goals and external constituents as follows:

Unless universities fall in line with
their financial backers many will be in
deep trouble soon.... Some academic insti-
tutions may become unmanageable, because
the goal systems of insiders and suppor-
ters are so diverse that no compromise
is possible (1974:224).
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S.V. Martorani has charted the expansion and impact

of state and federal legislation on community colleges

over the past ten years. While Martorani acknowledged

the increasing influence of legislators and state co-

ordinating agencies, he rejected the position that

legislators and public policymakers have not supported

the diverse goals and programs of the community colleges.

He proposes that the:

Community colleges are close and important
to large numbers of individuals and commu-
nity groups. The proximity is more than
the physical one coming from the fact that
a community college exists in every congres-
sional district in the country (Martorani,
1983:41).

Martorani further cited evidence that community colleges

have generally been treated relatively well by legisla-

tors in appropriation of funds and in avoiding restrictive

public policies traditionally viewed to belong to insti-

tutional governing bodies. He emphasized that over

three-fourths of the laws affecting the two-year college

were not intended exclusively for it, rather for the

broader education and social service spectra. Martorani

encouraged extensive and continuous political education

of community college administrators and policymakers to

continue to balance institutional autonomy and public

accountability (Martorani, 1983).

Joseph Cosand considered the issue of the various

constituent groups and the future philosophy, mission and
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goals of the community college in "Who Will Make the Deci-

sions?" (1983) Cosand grouped the decision makers into

institutional, community, state, and federal. He included

numerous categories in each group. Cosand expressed con-

cern for decisions regarding education for whom, for what

purpose, at which institution, and decisions by whom.

The institutional decisionmakers must be in
agreement concerning the purposes of their
colleges. They must educate and pressure
aggressively the external decisionmakers
(Cosand, 1983:28).

The community college is an organization; diverse,

complex and goal seeking. It pursues a diverse goal mix.

The internal and external constituents are numerous.

They hold multiple values and goals./ According to the

literature constituencies vary in their relative priority

of the goals for the community college. Many are ques-

tioning the diversity and priorities of the goal mix in the

current era of limited organizational slack. If the func-

tion of the management/administration in an organization

is to co-align the coalitions toward the organizational

goals and achievement of the goals, then knowledge of the

goals and priorities of the various coalitions and con-

stituents of the organization is essential for effective

decision making.

The following section will review the literature of

goals studies in educational institutions.
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Institutional Goals Studies: The State of the Art

Debate and discussion about the goals or purposes

for higher education dates back to Aristotle and Plato.

Aristotle questioned "whether the pupils should practice

pursuits that are...morally edifying..." Plato coun-

selled his colleagues to "educate [both] the mind and

character..." (Peterson, 1978:47).

In late nineteenth century England, Cardinal Newman

and John Stuart Mill were strong proponents of the cen-

trality of humanities and cultivation of the intellect for

for its own sake. At about the same time the Morrill Act

(1862) was passed in the United States to establish one

college in each state, accessible to all, where practical

agriculture and mechanical arts would be taught (Peterson,

1978; Brubacher, 1976). Prior to this time higher educa-

tion had been limited to the study of liberal arts,

theology and law for work of the church and government

service. The debate and struggle between relative merits

of the liberal arts and vocationalism continues in edu-

cational institutions today (Brubacher, 1976).

Most of the literature on institutional goals of higher

education prior to the 1960s focused in two areas: 1) broad

statements encompassing mission and purpose of institution

and 2) goals for growth and expansion. The published goals

outlined plans for additional facilities, faculty, programs

and monies to meet the needs of the ever expanding student
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population and knowledge explosion. Planning and goal

setting seemed to be anchored in the assumption that there

were no real limits to growth (Knoell, 1974; Jedamus, et

al., 1980). There was limited focus on measurability or

priority. Goals were simply added as constituents grew.

Disagreement over priority usually resulted in additional

goals (Pratt and Reichard, 1983; Lenning and Micek, 1976).

The accreditation process is one of the early goal

study procedures. The accreditation movement arose in the

1920s and 1930s in the United States. In the accreditation

process the institution completes an extensive self-study of

its goals and accomplishments against a criterion or set of

guidelines established by the accrediting association. An

external team visits the institution for on-site audit and

evaluation. The visiting team then writes a final report

including recommendations. Accreditation is a qualitative

and subjective review. However, this voluntary accredi-

tation has been the primary evaluation for educational

standards (goals) in higher education (Worthen and San-

ders, 1973; Jedamus, et al., 1980).

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education has con-

ducted extensive studies and analyses of college and uni-

versity goals beginning in the early 1970s. The Carnegie

Commission reports have included discussions and evaluation

of purposes, interpretation of performance and recommenda-

tions. These reports have been broad, philosophical and
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national in scope. As goals studies, the Carnegie Commis-

sion reports have served as benchmarks and pulse cheeks for

institutions and state education agencies (Peterson, 1978).

The first empirical study of goals in higher educa-

tion was conducted by Edward Gross and Paul Grambsch in

1964 and replicated in 1971. Gross and Grambsch surveyed

68 non-denominational Ph.D. granting universities in the

United States. The sample included 5,667 administrators

and 3,463 faculty members in 1964. In the 1971 replica-

tion, the sample was increased to 8,829 and 6,756,

respectively. The faculty response rate was about 40 per-

cent in both studies. About 56 percent of the administra-

tors responded in 1964 and 51 percent in 1971 (Gross and

Grambsch, 1968, 1974; Peterson and Uhl, 1977; Richman and

Farmer, 1974).

Gross and Grambsch introduced the concept of per-

ceived and preferred goals in their 47 goal statement

questionnaire. The questionnaire included statements

dealing with "support" goals and "output" goals (Peter-

son, 1977; Jedamus, et al., 1980).

The purpose of the study was to analyze university

goals in relation to internal patterns of power, insti-

tutional prestige and institutional characteristics

(Peterson, 1978). Gross and Grambsch found that both

faculty and administrators ranked "protecting academic

freedom" first in both the perceived and preferred goals.
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In the seven top-ranked goals, only one was a student

related goal: train students in methods of scholarship,

scientific research and creative endeavor. Generally

differences between faculty and administrator rankings

were small. However, perceived and preferred goals

varied substantially (Peterson, 1977; Richman and Farmer,

1974).

Gross and Grambsch also found few significant

relationships between the size and location of univer-

sities and their goal systems. The few differences were

primarily urban versus rural locations (Gross and

Grambsch, 1968; Richman and Farmer, 1974).

In comparing their findings in 1964 and the 1971

replication, Gross and Grambsch found little overall

change. Universities remained primarily focused on

faculty interests and research with students and their

needs secondary. Protecting academic freedom remained in

first place in both categories: "perceived" and "pre-

ferred." Professors and administrators showed a stronger

congruence between "perceived" and "preferred" goals and

were strikingly similar in their ratings (Gross and

Grambsch, 1974; Farmer, 1974; Jedamus, et al., 1980).

Gross and Grambsch (1968) also documented the goal

preferences and perceived power of external groups, i.e.

regents, parents, general public and elected officials.

The researchers indicated that the internal constituents
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held more similar goal orientations than did the external

constituents.

Richman and Farmer (1974) suggested that the inter-

nal cohesiveness could have been a result of a joining

together of the insiders against the outsiders. Gross

and Grambsch pointed out that where external constituents

have greater power than deans, department chairs, and

faculty; more emphasis was found on practical and service

goals and de-emphasis on research, graduate work, and

other faculty related goals.

The Gross and Grambsch research strategies became

models for nearly all subsequent goal studies. The

differentiation between output and support goals was

followed in most instrumentation. The response format of

perceived/Il and preferred /should Be also became the model

for measuring both goal activities and goal intentions.

Peterson (1977) reported a study by Nash with the

Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia University

in 1968. A 64 goal statement inventory was sent to the

academic dean of every college in the country. The deans

indicated the extent to which their college emphasized

each goal. In general the results demonstrated that dif-

ferent goals existed for different types of institutions

and that some goals were more strongly emphasized univer-

sally, e.g. "improve quality of instruction." Through

factor analysis, five goal domains were identified. They
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were labelled: 1) orientation toward research and in-

struction; 2) orientation toward instrumental training;

3) orientation toward social development of students;

4) democratic orientation (participatory governance); and

5) orientation toward development of resources (physical

expansion).

The Danforth Foundation sponsored a study (Peterson,

1977) using a revised Gross and Grambsch questionnaire

with 50 goal items for private liberal arts colleges. The

form was administered to administrators, 20 percent of the

faculty and 100 students at 14 private liberal arts col-

leges. This study found great emphasis on teaching and

student oriented activities with little emphasis on re-

search and related activities. Researchers also found

agreement among administrators, faculty and students on

most matters relating to college goals and governance and

marked difference between perceived and preferred goals.

For example the goal to "ensure confidence of contribu-

tors" was ranked as the most important existing goal by

both faculty and students but was ranked 22nd and 36th by

faculty and students respectively as a preferred goal.

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) research group

headed by Richard E. Peterson conducted the most comprehen-

sive study to date (Peterson and Ohl, 1977). The research

group began developing the Institutional Goals Inventory

(IGI) in 1969. The Gross and Grambsch conceptual
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framework of outcome and process goals and response as Ig

and Should Be was followed in the development. Peterson

and Uhl described the developmental history and concep-

tual framework in detail in Formulating College and

University Goals: A Guit_e_flor liztniz the T(T. The

present Form 1 was developed and field tested in 1972

after a preliminary and a revised experimental form in

1970 and 1971. The field test results of the 1972-73

study in California were used for the data base for

analysis of the statistical basis and comparative data

for the IGI and for later modifications of the Institu-

tional Goals Inventory.

Peterson's study of the Goals for California Higher

Education included 116 California institutions: eight

campuses of University of California (UC); 16 campuses of

California State University and Colleges (CSUC); 69 com-

munity colleges and 23 private colleges and universities

(Peterson and Uhl, 1977; Peterson, 1973). Seven constitu-

ent groups were surveyed: faculty, undergraduate students

(juniors and seniors at four-year institutions), graduate

students, day and evening students at community colleges,

administrators, trustees of private and community col-

leges, and members of the communities surrounding each

institution. The IGI was also mailed to presidents or

chancellors of an additional 177 institutions initially

invited to participate in the study, the University of
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California Regents, and the Trustees of the California

State University and Colleges. The sample included over

24,000 individuals (Peterson, 1973).

The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) included

90 goal statements from 20 goal areas. The 20 goal

areas were divided into two categories: 1) outcome, the

student and substantive objectives of the institution,

e.g. intellectual development, vocational preparation,

public service programs, and 2) process goals, internal

objectives that relate to educational process and campus

climate. The inventory also contained ten miscellaneous

statements, an option for local goals to be added and

demographic data on respondents. Using a five-point scale

of importance, respondents gave two judgments on each

goal statement: 1) how important 11 the goal presently,

and 2) how important should the goal be.

The results of this California study are massive.

The different institutions and their constituencies

differed in the value they placed on various goals; yet

some common trends appeared. Since this writer is

focusing on the community college component of higher

education, she will review the results related to com-

munity colleges only.

A common thread in the study was the near universal

agreement among the institutions and constituencies about
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the importance of Community and Intellectual Orientation.

Community ranked in the top three for all institutional

groupings and constituencies. Intellectual Orientation

ranked in the top six for all groups. Intellectual

Orientation ranked somewhat lower for community colleges

than at the four-year colleges and universities. Voca-

tional Preparation ranked number one for all constituen-

cies of the community college except faculty. Faculty

ranked it second only to Community. Individual Personal

Development was a third common priority for the community

college constituencies.

Peterson (1973) noted that, in the past decade,

society had come to expect institutions of higher edu-

cation to place more emphasis on social conditions and

issues. However, their study showed little consensus

among the constituencies as to the importance of these

social responsibility goals, e.g. individual development,

meeting local needs, public service, social egalitari-

anism, and social criticism/activism. Community colleges

generally rated these goals as medium to high importance

and preferred even greater emphasis. Peterson reported

sharp disagreement between all constituent groups on

Innovation, Accountability/Efficiency and Off-Campus

Learning.
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Peterson summarized the findings that institutional

categories and their constituencies have both common and

varied priorities. He suggested that policymakers look at

similarities and differences as related to the mission of

the institutions. Peterson further stated that institu-

tional effectiveness would be considerably reinforced by

greater consensus and broader commitment to goals. He

noted that community colleges and private institutions

had the highest levels of agreement among their consti-

tuencies about preferred institutional goals. Richman

and Farmer (1974) suggested that this may be the reason

public junior/community colleges were generally well

supported and in 'good shape' and other public higher

education institutions were less well supported.

Another comprehensive goals study of community col-

leges was conducted by David Bushnell of Project Focus in

1971. The full report of his study is included in Organi-

zing for Change: New Priorities for Community Colleges

published in 1973, as cited in Peterson and Uhl (1977) and

Cross (1974). Using 26 items from the preliminary IGI with

a slightly modified response format, Bushnell obtained goal

ratings from 2,500 faculty, 10,000 students, and 90 presi-

dents from a national sample of 92 public and private two-

year colleges. Bushnell summarized the results:

There is a high degree of consensus among
community junior college administrators,
faculty and students on the major goals to
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be served by their colleges. Differences
do occur, however. Presidents emphasize
responding to community needs; faculty
place greater stress upon the student's
personal development; and students press
for more egalitarian goals, like the con-
cept of the 'open door' and expanded
financial aid (Peterson and Uhl, 1977).

Other findings of the Bushnell study included the fol-

lowing:

1) career preparation and personal development were
top priorities.

2) community colleges were oriented to serve student
needs whatever they may be.

3) students ranked egalitarianism as second, faculty
as seventh and presidents as eighteenth in their
expression of priorities.

4) community college faculty and students ranked
'achieving knowledge' as twelfth of 20 goals.

5) The least preferred goal for faculty was "to
allocate percentages of the total enrollment
for minority groups having low socio-economic
status." This item also had the highest standard
deviation (Peterson and Uhl, 1977; Allegheny
Community College, 1974; Cross, 1974).

Following the Goals for _California Higher Education

Study which provided comparative data with the present

version of the IGI, numerous community colleges and other

higher education institutions conducted goals studies using

the IGI. Oakton Community College, Morton Grove, Illinois,

distributed the IGI to all fulltime faculty and administra-

tors in Fall 1974 (Hers, 1975b). Responses were obtained

from 98 faculty (84 percent) and 13 administrators (81 per-

cent). Faculty and administrator responses tended to be
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similar according to researcher, Trudy H. Bers (1975b).

Results indicated that faculty respondents perceived

Individual Personal Development, Freedom, Innovation, Com-

munity, and Social Egalitarianism to be the most important

goals at Oakton Community College. The faculty believed

that Community, Vocational Preparation, Individual Per-

sonal Development, Freedom, and Democratic Governance

should be the most important. The 0CC administrators

rated Individual Personal Development, Vocational Prepa-

ration, Community, Innovation, and Freedom as the most

important current goals. Administrators believed that

Community, Vocational Preparation, Individual Personal

Development, and Democratic Governance should be the most

important goals. Faculty and administrators agreed that

Social Criticism/Activism, Public Service, and Off-Campus

Learning were and should be the least important goals at

Oakton Community College in 1974.

Bers later compared Oakton Community College results

with those of six other public community colleges who had

completed the IGI study (Bers, 1975a). This comparison

included a California community college from the 1974

study and Allegheny County Community College which is a

multi-campus district. In this comparative study Bers

found that OCC faculty differed from faculty at the other

institutions primarily on perceived (IA) goals of the in-

stitution rather than on the preferred (should Be) goals.
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Faculty at the other institutions rated Public Service

consistently higher than 0CC faculty.

Differences for administrators at Oakton Community

College and administrators at other community colleges

were found in two goal areas only. Oakton administrators

perceived Individual Personal Development as more impor-

tant than other administrators. The administrators from

the other institutions perceived Public Service as more

important. The t-test was used to determine significant

differences between Oakton faculty and administrators

and the other six institutions' faculty and administra-

tion. The researcher also examined the rank order of

goal areas of Oakton and the other six institutions.

She found the priorities to be similar. Oakton again

placed highest priority on Individual Personal Develop-

ment. Bers concluded that 0CC was 'not terribly

different' from other community colleges, although 0CC

faculty viewed most of the goal areas to be of greater

importance (higher mean scores per item) than faculty

at other community colleges (Bers, 1975b).

Brevard Community College completed an IGI study

in 1975 as part of a goals setting model development

project. According to Brueder and King (1976-77),

Brevard Community College selected the IGI to provide

a means for many individuals and constituent groups

to contribute to the institutional goal setting process.
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The constituents included were administrators (44),

fulltime faculty (155), full and parttime students

(138) and residents of Brevard County (109). All

instructional faculty and administrators were included

in this sample. Students and community residents were

randomly selected. Results of the Brevard Community

College study were reported in a variety of configura-

tions. As a total group combining all constituents,

Vocational Preparation was ranked number one in both

the IA and Should Be. The next four IA goals in descen-

ding rank order were as follows: Academic Development,

Meeting Local Needs, Accountability/Efficiency, and

Freedom. The Should Be goals in descending rank order

were Community, Individual Personal Development, Intel-

lectual Orientation, and Meeting Local needs.

The greatest discrepancy between the IA and Should

kg goal areas for the total group was in the area of

Individual Personal Development, Community, and Intel-

lectual Orientation. These data are not meaningful

unless examined by individual constituent groups given the

unequal cell size. The discrepancy score for the goal

area Individual Personal Development was the highest for

the students, community and administrator constituent

groups. It was fourth highest for the faculty. The goal

area Community was the highest discrepancy for faculty

and was second for the administrators. Faculty believed
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Democratic Governance should be more important. It was

the second highest discrepancy score for the faculty.

Students wanted more emphasis on Vocational Preparation

and community residents believed more emphasis should be

placed on Intellectual Orientation and Vocational Prepa-

ration. Four of the top five discrepancy scores were also

the same goal areas that all constituents believed should

be the most important goals. Thus Brevard Community

College constituents believed that these goals should be

the most important and that the college had the farthest

to go to achieve these goals.

A more recent IGI study was completed for a doctoral

thesis by Bette Kerr at Hostos Community College (1981).

The English/Spanish version of IGI Form 1 was used with

five constituencies: administrators, faculty, students,

board members and local elected officials. Only /Should

Be responses were elicited from Board members and local

elected officials. Responses were obtained from 324

subjects, 81 percent of the sample. Data were analyzed

by use of means, standard deviations, distributions, and

Student's two-tailed t-tests.

The purpose of the study was to identify and compare

the perceptions of the constituent groups of Hostos Com-

munity College with regard to IA and should Be goals of

the college. Kerr (1981) found that administrators were

most satisfied with the present goal emphasis, faculty
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moderately satisfied, and students were least satisfied.

Satisfaction was determined by the discrepancy between IA

and Should Be scores. There was a high degree of congru-

ence between the current and preferred goal structures

when all constituents were examined. Goal areas with both

high present and preferred priority were basic skills,

educational and career training opportunities and academic

and career counseling in English and Spanish. Goals

desired by administrators, faculty and students were more

similar to each other than they were to the preferred goal

structures of the Board members and local elected offi-

cials. This 1981 study showed some divergence between the

goals of internal and external constituents.

Increased use of the IGI by community colleges for

institutional goal studies stimulated ETS, in cooperation

with American Association for Community and Junior Col-

leges (AACJC) to develop an adapted version of the IGI to

more closely fit the community college. The Community

College Goals Inventory (CCGI) was field tested by

K. Patricia Cross and released in 1979 (Cross, 1981). The

Is/Should Be response format and the inclusion of both out-

come and process goals were similar to the IGI. However,

some of the goal statements and goal areas were changed to

more closely resemble the goals of the community college,

e.g. lifelong learning, developmental/remedial, community

services, counseling/advising, and accessibility. The IGI
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goal areas of research, advanced training, and traditional

religiousness were omitted. Academic development was

changed to general education.

The Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) was

field-tested in 1979 with 18 geographically dispersed

community colleges with five constituent groups: faculty

(1064), administrators (321), trustees (94), students

(2866), and community members (203). Results of the field

test showed consistently high ratings for Vocational/

Technical Preparation and General Education in both the

currently perceived goals and preferred goal systems.

Cross (1981) concluded that:

Most community colleges were established
as comprehensive postsecondary institutions,
with the intention of providing education
for careers as well as general education,
and that intention is firmly established
in the faculties and curriculum of most
colleges (1981:115).

Other goal areas receiving high Should Be ratings

are Intellectual Orientation and Developmental/Remedial

Preparation especially for faculty and administrators.

The discrepancy between the current emphasis and /Should

M rating was high for community college leadership

groups i.e. faculty, administrators and trustees.

K. Patricia Cross (1981) noted that the developmental-

remedial education area was a recent instructional goal

for the community college and that the dissatisfaction

with the status was demonstrated by the CCGI responses.
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The most striking data from the 1979 CCGI field

test as reported by Cross was the ranking and discrepancy

between the IA and Should Be in the goal area of College

Community. It was ranked number one by faculty; number

two by administrators and trustees. Students and commu-

nity members rated it near the middle of the twenty goal

areas. However, the disarming issue according to Cross

was that faculty perceived that its current importance was

18th and administrators ranked it 14th. While this goal

area had consistently been ranked as a top priority in

previous studies e.g. Peterson's California study in 1973,

Bushnell's Project Focus in 1971 and others, it was appar-

ent that morale, mutual trust and respect had deteriorated

on community college campuses in the last decade. Cross

(1981) and Richardson (1980-81) cited declining enroll-

ments, reduced funding, internal competition, and

retrenchment as causes for dissention and mistrust.

Other findings of the CCGI field test were that:

1) Students want more attention to Personal
Development and Counseling/Advising. These
two goal areas had the highest discrepancy
scores.

2) Innovation ranked in the bottom five of goals
which should be important. This is a drop from
previous studies.

3) Accessibility ranked in the low middle of the
Should Be category though generally ranked in
the top five of current goals. Other priorities
seemed to be pushing the Accessibility goals to
lower importance according to Cross (1981).
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Some of these goal areas are difficult to compare with

previous IGI studies since categories i.e. innovation,

developmental/remedial preparation, faculty development,

accessibility and community services were added or changed.

However, Cross noted that the goals which dominated the

college campuses in the 1960s were ranked very low in

importance as we entered the 1980s i.e. freedom, social

criticism, humanism/altruism, innovation and community

service (Cross, 1981).

Greenfield Community College in Massachusetts par-

ticipated in the 1979 Educational Testing Service field

study of the CCGI. DiCarlo (1979) reported somewhat

different goal priorities for their constituents. The

combined staff: faculty, administrators, and trustees,

ranked the top five =mains goal areas as follows:

1) General Education, 2) College Community, 3) Intel-

lectual Orientation, 4) Personal Development and

5) Vocational/Technical Preparation. However, Faculty

Staff Development, Humanism, Intellectual Orientation

and Environment, and Developmental/Remedial Preparation

were the goal areas with the highest discrepancy between

the IA and Should Be. College Community did not rank in

the high dissatisfaction category. Greenfield Community

College students responded more like the national sample.

Counseling/Advising, Personal Development, Vocational/

Technical Preparation, and General Education were GCC
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students' highest priorities. High discrepancies were

found in the Personal Development, Developmental/Remedial,

Counseling/Advising, and Vocational/Technical Preparation.

Northern Virginia Community College conducted a goals

study in 1979 in partial completion of a college planning

objective "to evaluate the relevance of the mission,

goals, and objectives process including its effectiveness

and continuation beyond 1978-79" (Douglas, 1979). Goal

statements in the CCGI were compared with local institu-

tional goals. Where the CCGI did not adequately cover or

include the local goals, a local goal was added to the

CCGI study. This assisted the college to use the data

more effectively in revising NVCC's mission and goals

for the 1980s. Northern Virginia Community College

results were further compared to the CCGI field test

results. A random sample of all permanent faculty and

administrators (219) and all local board members were

asked to participate in the study. The response rate

was about 80 percent. Douglas (1979) reported that

the should Be responses were the focus of the study

and analysis.

In general Northern Virginia Community College

(NVCC) respondents held similar goal priorities for their

community college as did the respondents in the 1979 ETS

field study. The top five goal areas were the same,

though the rank order was different. Vocational/Technical
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Preparation was ranked first, followed by Intellectual

Orientation, General Education, and Developmental/Remedial

Preparation. College Community was ranked fifth by NVCC

and first by the CCGI field test faculty. The discrepancy

between the IA and Should Be was also lower for NVCC

respondents than the field study respondents. However,

College Community still had the second highest discrepancy

score of all twenty goal areas at NVCC. The NVCC staff

emphasized the outcome (student-oriented) goals more than

the process (internal climate) goals. As with other

studies many of those goals with the highest mean Should

kA scores also had the highest discrepancy, e.g. College

Community, Faculty Staff Development, and Intellectual

Orientation.

Another recent goals study using the CCGI was admini-

stered at Virginia Western Community College (VWCC) in

1981. C. A. Houston, Director of Institutional Research

and Planning at VWCC, stated that the purpose of the

study was to provide baseline data for revising the

College's educational master plan and for input into the

College's self study required by Southern Association of

Colleges and Schools (Houston, 1981). The constituents

included in the VWCC sample were: faculty (145), admini-

strators (15), Board members (4), selected advisory

committee members (9), and staff (43). Virginia Western

Community College responded in similar patterns to the
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CCGI field study and to Northern Virginia Community Col-

lege. With such a high percentage of the total sample

being faculty and staff, the results are most meaningfully

compared with the faculty responses on the CCGI field

test. The top three goals perceived to be currently most

important were: Vocational/Technical Preparation, General

Education, and Accessibility with Lifelong Learning and

Developmental/Remedial Preparation tied in the fourth

ranked position. VWCC preferred the goal emphasis to be

in the following descending rank order of importance:

General Education, College Community, Vocational/Technical

Preparation, Developmental/Remedial Preparation, and Intel-

lectual Orientation. Like the CCGI field study respon-

dents, the College Community goal area had the highest

discrepancy score. Intellectual Environment, Faculty/

Staff Development, Effective Management, Intellectual

Orientation, and Personal Development also had discrepancy

scores over +1.00. Three of these high discrepancy goal

areas were process goals which were also the highest

discrepancy areas for the Northern Virginia Community

College: College Community, Faculty/Staff Development and

Intellectual Environment.

A new Community College Goals Inventory: Comparative

pata Report (1981) was published by Educational Testing

Service in 1981. This report was based on CCGI administra-

tion at 74 colleges between June 1979 and December 1980.
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These data excluded the field test responses in 1979. These

comparative data included 1816 fulltime faculty, 254 part-

time faculty, 566 administrators, 78 trustees, 1032 full-

time students, 279 parttime students, and 17 noncredit

students. The top five Should He goal areas remained

the same as in the 1979 field study though the rank order

was slightly changed. College Community dropped to third

for faculty and remained second for the administrators

and trustees. Three other goal areas were in the top

five for all constituents: General Education, Vocational/

Technical Preparation, and Developmental/Remedial Prepa-

ration. This showed a slight increase in preferred

emphasis on Developmental/Remedial Preparation. However,

the differences between the mean scores for the top five

goal areas were within a narrow band of t.10. The

highest discrepancy scores in the most current compara-

tive data were similar to the previously reported campus

studies. College Community topped the list followed by

Faculty/Staff Development, Intellectual Environment,

Intellectual Orientation, Personal Development, and

Developmental/Remedial Preparation.

The students in this current Comparative Data Report

also had similar responses in the Should Be category when

compared to the 1979 field study. Again the rank order

was slightly different with General Education ranking

first followed by Vocational/Technical Preparation,
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Counseling/Advising, Personal Development, and Develop-

mental/Remedial Preparation. The mean scores were very

close; t.10 for the first four goal areas. Developmental/

Remedial increased in priority. The report corroborated

the 1979 field study results for student preference for

the increased emphasis on counseling and advising.

Washington State Board for Community College Educa-

tion (SBCCE) conducted a statewide survey using the

Community College Goals Inventory (1981). The CCGI was

distributed to all 115 members of the 23 local Boards

of Trustees; five administrators per campus; State

Board staff; the seven members of the SBCCE; and 900

randomly selected full and parttime instructors who

taught Spring Quarter 1981. Legislators who were

members of the Senate Higher Education, Senate Ways and

Means, House Higher Education, House Appropriations/

Education, and House Ways and Means committees were also

included. Total respondents included the following

representation: faculty (N = 428), administrators

(N = 138), trustees (N = 84), SBCCE (N = 18), and legis-

lators (N = 19).

The Washington State respondents ranked the priorities

for community colleges in similar patterns to other CCGI

studies since the 1979 field test. Vocational education

ranked first in both the LA and Should Be priority. Like

the other studies, College Community, General Education,
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and Developmental/Remedial Preparation were also in the

top five preferred goal areas. Accountability and Effec-

tive Management were ranked five and six respectively.

While there were some differences in rank order by the

different constituent groups, the differences were within

two ranked positions. The low ranked goal areas were also

similar in both the IL and Should Be e.g. Social Criticism,

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness, and Innovation.

As with many other studies, the College Community

goal area showed the highest discrepancy between IA and

Should Be for all constituents. Other areas with dis-

crepancy scores above +.90 were Intellectual Orientation,

Developmental/Remedial Preparation, Effective Management,

Faculty-Staff Development, and Humanism/Altruism. Although

the latter had a high discrepancy score, it was ranked as

14th of 20 for the Should Be goal areas.

This Washington State study produced some interesting

contrasts in goal areas believed to be over emphasized.

Accessibiity, Lifelong Learning, and Freedom were ranked

in the top five goal areas perceived to be currently im-

portant in the community college. These same three were

ranked only moderately important as should Be goals.

Student Services was also perceived as being currently

over emphasized by relative rank order.

Although the legislative sample size was small, the

responses exhibited some additional contrasting perceptions.
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Using the five-point scale of importance for both

the IA and Should Be response usually produces a positive

(+) discrepancy score. The Should Be mean usually exceeds

the IA on this instrument and scale. However, the legisla-

tive repondents showed a marked contrast resulting in

several goal areas with negative (-) discrepancy scores.

Legislators believed that the following areas were more

important at the time of the 1981 study than they should

have been: Lifelong Learning (-.41), Cultural/Aesthetic

(-.19), Community Services (-.31), Social Criticism (-.55),

Counseling/Advising (-.15), Student Services (-.43),

Freedom (-.45), and Accessibility ( -.69).

Individual community colleges participating in this

1981 study had an opportunity to increase the sample size

for their campuses and receive an individual college

report for comparison in this statewide study. Bellevue

Community College, a large urban metropolitan community

college, participants responded with similar goal systems

although the rank order of the top five were somewhat dif-

ferent. College Community was ranked first in the Should

Be goal area for faculty and trustees and third for admi-

nistrators. Vocational/Technical Preparation dropped to

fourth for faculty and tied with Developmental/Remedial

Preparation for sixth with trustees. However, administra-

tors ranked Vocational/Technical Preparation as number one

Should Be goal. The faculty focus on academic programs
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was reflected in high ranking of General Education and

Intellectual Orientation.

Respondents from Walla Walla Community College, a

rural eastern Washington campus, also showed similar

results to the statewide goal patterns. Again the top

four priorities as Should Be were similar for WWCC and

the statewide sample. Administrators and trustees had

quite different responses but the sample size was so

small in comparison to the faculty that the total WWCC

response must be considered a faculty rating/ranking.

College Community and Faculty Staff Development goal

areas had discrepancy scores over +1.00. College Commu-

nity ranked as third highest Should Be goal area for

faculty, first for trustees and eleventh for administra-

tors. However, administrators rated all areas as Should

LI more important than did faculty and trustees. Thus,

the Should Be mean scores were higher even though the

ranking was lower.

A 1974 study of goals for Washington community col-

leges by Gillo, Landerholm and Goldsmith (1974) found

similar goal preferences among faculty, administrators

and trustees. Gillo concluded that all three consti-

tuents expressed almost identical goal preferences

toward an emphasis on vocational training with a de-

emphasis on open-door policy, academic transfer and

public/community interest programs. The researchers used
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a self-designed questionnaire including output/support

goals to be rated on a seven-point Likert scale for the

actual and preferred goals for the community college. The

statewide sample included 1404 fulltime faculty, 443 ad-

ministrators, and 57 trustees. The response rate was from

60-71 percent of those sampled. While the high degree of

agreement among the constituencies may not currently

exist, the direction of goal priority shifts was accurate.

Other goals and mission studies have been completed

using a variety of methods and instruments. Coast Commu-

nity College District conducted an extensive telephone

survey in 1980 (Butler, 1981). The purpose was to deter-

mine the values and priorities of their community

constituents on the diverse mission/goals of the college.

The Coast Community College study asked the 546 telephone

respondents to rate the following seven mission areas on a

four-point scale of importance: occupation training, trans-

fer education, general education, basic skills, lifelong

learning, cultural/recreational, and support services.

Respondents were read a one-sentence description of each

area by a telephone interviewer. Respondents were asked to

indicate two ratings: 1) importance to individual respondent

and 2) importance to others in the community. Significant

differences were found between the personal and social

ratings and between mission areas using a One Way ANOVA

to test for differences. Lifelong learning was the most
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important on the personal dimension while occupational

training was most important on the social dimension.

Transfer education ranked sixth for personal need and

second for social needs. Higher ratings were consistently

found in all seven mission areas on the social dimension.

Coast Community College also found that their respondents

were significantly more positive than were respondents

in a previous statewide study conducted just seven months

earlier. Butler concluded that mission and goal priori-

ties were unique to the community. Statewide master plans

may not fit all community colleges in the state (Butler

1981).

Richardson, Fenske, Bogart, Doucette and Armento

designed and conducted a mission/goals study with the

Arizona Community College system in 1981. Richardson,

et al. believed that community colleges have expanded

their mission/goals beyond their resources to fund the

diverse activities and beyond the support of external

and internal constituencies. Thus

In order to re-examine and re-define the
mission of the Arizona Community College,
it is necessary to generate definitions
of the various missions (goals) of the
community college in operational terms.
Such operational definitions must be
anchored in specific statements of the
actual activities and practices in which
the community colleges are engaged
(Richardson, et al. 1981).

The research was designed to assess which of their

activities and missions were supported by the various
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constituencies of the Arizona Community Colleges including

State Legislature; local governing boards; community

college administrators; faculty; students; and the

community-at-large. The research further examined the

differentiation between activities to be supported by

tax dollars and those not expected to be supported by

tax monies.

Richardson, et al. (1981) believed the CCGI was too

abstract and philosophical for operational use in the

local community college. The researchers designed a 60

item Community College Activities Survey based on twelve

operationally defined missions. Six were function-based

and six were clientele-based. Respondents rated the

statement on a five-point scale of strongly agree to

strongly disagree. Respondents rated the statement for

"important to do" and also to "fund with tax dollars."

After a pilot test, the survey was administered to

state legislators; members of State Board of Directors

for Arizona Community Colleges; community college dis-

trict governing boards; community college administrators;

community college faculty; and a random sample of regis-

tered voters in Maricopa County, a large representative

urban county, and Pinal, a sparsely populated, represen-

tative rural county (Richardson, 1982).

The results showed nearly unanimous support for

importance and use of tax dollars for providing courses
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and associate degree programs/occupational/technical

preparation and general education; providing entry level

vocational training and providing basic skills instruction.

Special interest courses, student activities and provision

of facilities for community/business use was supported as

important but willingness to fund with tax dollars was

low.

Of the six clientele-based missions, those serving

high academic ability students, high school students and

the mentally and physically handicapped received highest

overall support. Support was mixed for the latter mis-

sion and much less willingness to expend tax dollars in

support of this mission. Mission (goals) of serving non-

high school graduates, special support services for

minority groups, and providing facilities and services

for non-residents received support for the importance

but opposition to use of tax monies. The internal and

external constituents were varied in their responses to

these items (Richardson, 1982).

The researchers concluded the external constituen-

cies tended to view the college in terms of whom they

served rather than in terms of the services provided.

In contrast internal constituencies tended to think

of their college in traditional functional terms.

Instruction in basic skills surfaced as a major opera-

tional mission of the community college. This mission
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had not previously been defined by the State Board. The

researchers further identified that rural constituents

were more likely to perceive the community college as

multi-purpose institutions as well as traditional,

residential instructional institutions.

Richardson (1982) reported continuing research and

analysis of this instrument and data. A thesis was in

progress examining rural and urban administrators and

external constituents including legislators. The

available results were similar to curricular priorities

established in the CCGI studies since 1979. The addition

of specific clientele to be served and use of tax dollars

for support of the specific activity/clientele was a new

dimension to institutional goals study.

In summary, this section of the review of literature

related to institutional goals studies in community colleges

provided a sense of the history and trends in goals and goal

study methodology. It is evident that the comprehensive

community college offering general education, academic

transfer, and vocational-technical education is a high

priority for both internal and external constituents.

Developmental/remedial/basic skills instruction has emerged

as an important goal and function in the past ten years.

The goals of innovation, accessibility, community services

seem to be losing favor with many constituents in the

1980s.
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The process/support goals of college community,

faculty/staff development, effective management, and

accountability have also become more important. The sharp

increase in discrepancy between I. and $hould Re for col-

lege community and faculty/staff development may be a

result of the increased importance of effective management

and accountability especially by external constituents.

Where differences in goals and priorities existed between

institutions and over time, the differences were usually

concentrated in the perception of the current goals of the

institution(s). There was a high degree of consensus among

the internal constituents in the literature in the area

of preferred or $hould Be goals for community colleges.

In the past the sample in most of the studies has been

heavily weighted by faculty. When data are analyzed as a

composite, the differences between fulltime and parttime

faculty, administators, and staff are lost. Few studies

have included an adequate or representative sample of

external constituents. The few studies including external

constituencies, i.e. legislators and community members,

showed some incongruence in the goals and their relative

importance.

External constituencies have increased in numbers and

power to influence the goals and priorities of public higher

education in recent years. This perception is supported by
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the increase in recent goals studies including selected ex-

ternal constituents. Community colleges are examining

goals studies and the strategic planning process for

matching organizational goals and resources to the changing

external environment. Numerous external constituents have

become involved in these assessments and goals studies

(Keller, 1983; Groff, 1982; Halstead, 1974).

The predominant goals study instrument has been the

IGI/CCGI or a similar goal statement instrument with a

summated rating scale for response. Most have adopted

some form of a two-profile format, i e Is/Should Be,

personal/social need, important to do/important to fund

with tax dollars. The strengths of the IGI/CCGI are its

national/constituent comparative data option, availa-

bility, standardization, ease of scoring and analysis

potential. However, its use with constituent groups

not familiar with the community college has been limited.

The time required for completion and reading level have

been limitations (Peterson, 1977; Pratt and Reichard, 1983;

Jedamus, et al., 1980). All of the studies emphasize that

an IGI/CCGI process be only one element of an institutional

planning/evaluation process. Some process must be con-

tinued to gain consensus if differences are found between

Js/Should Be and between powerful constituents (Jedamus,

et al., 1980; Lenning and Micek, 1976; Pratt and Reichard,

1983).
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Most of the goals studies have been descriptive

studies using an analysis of means, rank order and standard

deviation for comparing the goal priorities of the various

constituencies. Fenske suggested more stringent statisti-

cal analysis, i.e./analysis of variance and t-test when

the assumption of interval data are applied. However, be

cautioned against reducing the broad base of participation

and understanding of results by introducing more powerful

statistical analysis (Jedamus, et al., 1980). Peterson

(1977) supported this position in his guidebook for the

IGI.

Cross (1974), Butler (1981) and others suggested that

the local campus studies about goals and priorities are

the most reliable and important for action. Alfred

(1982), Pratt and Reichard (1983), Lenning and Micek

(1976) alerted their readers that goals are relatively

time specific. Goals must be examined on a continuing

basis. Halsted (1974) urged local institutional planners

to consider goal setting as continuous.

Goals, initially defined and subsequently
modified by the direction of an organization
cannot be established in a vacuum. They can
be clearly stated only after a thorough
analysis of the organization and its en-
vironment. For this reason, goal setting
and subsequent modifications are continuing
phases of planning, not merely the first
step. Frequently realistic goals cannot
be specifically stated until after alter-
native solutions to existing problems have
been determined (Halstead, 1974: 17-18).
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The community college is on a plateau between two

periods of high energy and a clear sense of mission,

according to K. Patricia Cross. The external constitu-

ents are becoming more numerous and influential in

community college operation. The literature provides

limited data regarding the goals and priorities of

influential external constituents.

If planning and goal setting are continuing phases

and external constituents are becoming more influential in

community college direction and policymaking, additional

study is needed regarding goals and priorities of those

new constituents compared to the traditional internal

constituencies. In states with highly state controlled

community college systems, the similarity and differences

between the individual institutions need to be examined

and documented if local autonomy is to be maintained.
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III. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The research instrument, population and sample,

sampling and data collection, and statistical design will

be described in this chapter.

Instrumentation

The data collection instrument for this study was the

Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) developed by

Educational Testing Service (Appendix A). The CCGI is

designed to help community colleges define their educa-

tional goals, establish priorities among these goals and

give direction to their present and future planning. K.

Patricia Cross field-tested and standardized the CCGI in

1979 in a national study of 18 community colleges. The

CCGI includes 90 goal statements. Eighty of the goal

statements are grouped into 20 goal areas (four per goal).

The 20 goal areas include both outcome and process goals.

A description of the 20 goal areas is included in Appendix

B. The Inventory also contains seven background questions

about the respondent.

Respondents were asked to make judgments in the

CCGI regarding the importance of each goal statement in

two categories: 1) as statement Ix currently important

and 2) as statement Should Be important for the community

college. Responses were recorded on a five-point summated

rating scale with the following definitions:
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1 = No importance or not applicable

2 = Low importance

3 = Medium importance

4 = High importance

5 = Extremely high importance

This summated rating scale was treated as interval scale

for the statistical analysis in this study. Kerlinger

(1973) and Courtney (1982) support the assumption of the

Likert scale as an equal and continuous measure. Behavioral

scientists have routinely accepted the underlying conti-

nuity principle for use with such scales (Courtney 1982).

ETS reports CCGI Alpha Reliabilities for the 20 goal

areas ranging from .62 to .87 for the IA and Should Be

goal areas for faculty and students. The CCGI is a modi-

fication of the Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI). Both

instruments have been used extensively with community

colleges. The Inventories meet the standards of content

and construct validity, although the correlation pattern

varies with the goal areas. Accountability seems to hold

different meanings for different groups and, therefore,

should be interpreted with caution (Peterson and Uhl,

1977:74). In a telephone conversation, Dr. Richard Peter-

son, ETS-Berkeley, California, assured the researcher that

previous studies and the field test by K. Patricia Cross

showed the CCGI to have content validity and construct

validity with groups familiar with the community college
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and its goals, e.g. faculty, administrators and students.

Peterson suggested that the results be interpreted with

caution for other constituencies.

Population and Sample

Washington State Community College System serves the

entire state of Washington through 23 geographical commu-

nity college districts with a total of 28 campuses. Three

of the districts are multi-campus districts. In Fall

Quarter 1982 Washington State Board for Community College

Education (SBCCE) reported systemwide enrollment as 88,079

Fulltime Equivalents (FTE) and a headcount of 152,976.

Fifty-five percent of the FTEs were academic; 42 percent

occupational and 3 percent community service. Other

characteristics and data are displayed for the Washington

community colleges in Table 1.

Table 1: Characteristics of Washington State Community
College System, Fall Quarter 1982

Districts
Campuses
Total FTEs - system wide
Largest campus FTE enrollment
Smallest campus FTE enrollment
Median FTE campus
Mean enrollment of 28 campuses
Headcount - system wide
Largest campus by headcount
Smallest campus by headcount

23
28

88,079
7,611

393
3,096
3,146

152,976
14,080

390
Academic Enrollment by % of FTE 55%
Occupational Enrollment by % of FTE 42%
Community Service by % of FTE 3%
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The sample for this study was drawn from four

selected community colleges and from the Washington State

Senate and House of Representatives. In an effort to

typify the community college in Washington State, the

four colleges were selected based on the following

characteristics:

. public community college

. single campus district

. discreet geographical service area

. geographical representation of the state
. urban/rural representation
. differing size of institutions
. differing academic/occupational/community service
enrollment rates.

After reviewing available community college reports and

catalogs and consultation with SBCCE staff and community

college administrators; Bellevue Community College (BCC),

Clark College (CC), Grays Harbor College (GHC) and Walla

Walla Community College (WWCC) were selected for this

study. Pertinent characteristics of the individual

community colleges are displayed in Table 2.

Table 2: Charactersitics of Selected Washington Commu-
nity Colleges (1982 data).

BCC CC GHC WWCC
Geographical location Puget Sound Southwest Western Eastern
Rural/Urban Urban Urban Rural Rural
Charter Year 1966 1933 1930 1967
FTE Enrollment (1982) 4398 4799 1313 2618
Rank by FTE in State 7th 6th 24th 17th
Headcount Enrollment 9089 8387 2508 4429
% Academic Enrollment 62% 56% 64% 41%
% Occupational Enrollment 31% 33% 36% 56%
% Community Service Enrollment 7% 11% .01% R%
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The four selected community colleges include Bellevue

Community College, a Seattle area urban community college

and Clark College, a southwestern Washington urban col-

lege. The two rural colleges represent both an eastern

Washington and a western peninsula district. Walla Walla

Community College serves an agricultural based economy in

eastern Washington. Grays Harbor College district includes

industrial, fishing, logging, and tourist communities on

the Washington peninsula. The four colleges fall in the

middle range of FTE enrollments of the Washington State

system. Three distinct sizes of colleges were included.

Grays Harbor College and Clark College were founded

in the early 1930s. Bellevue Community College and Walla

Walla Community College were part of the 1960s expansion

of new community colleges in Washington. The four col-

leges reflect differing ratios of academic, occupational

and community service enrollments, e.g. Grays Harbor

College with 64 percent academic and 36 percent occupa-

tional enrollments and Walla Walla Community College with

41 percent academic and 56 percent occupational enroll-

ments. The community service enrollments ranged from

less than .01 percent to 11 percent. These four community

colleges contributed 15 percent of the total FTEs and 16

percent of the total headcount of the Washington State

Community College enrollments in Fall 1962.
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While no attempt was made to select colleges that

were statistically representative of the Washington State

System, the total sample is typical of the diverse

characterisitcs of the Washington State community colleges

and communities they serve.

The subjects for this study were selected from the

following seven internal and external constituent groups

of the four selected Washington community colleges.

Internal A. Local community college administrators
B. Local community college fulltime faculty
C. Local community college parttime faculty
D. Local community college Boards of Trustees

External E. Local community college students
F. Local community members
G. Washington State legislators

These constituent groups represent the traditional

internal constituents previously studied as cited in the

literature review. The external constituencies, espe-

cially the legislators, represent groups with increasing

influence on the community college. The division of

internal and external constituents (coalitions) further

meets the definition as cited on page 27 in the literature

review.

Sampling Procedure

The sample size, selection procedure, and data col-

lection procedure for this study were determined by the

researcher with the advice of the local community college

personnel assigned as college liaison for the study.
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Minimum requirements necessary for statistical analysis

were established. Community colleges requested additional

sample size and/or constituent groups to enhance their

individual college study. However, only the seven selected

constituency groups are included in this study and report.

For example, Bellevue Community College asked to include

the total fulltime faculty in the study. For research

consistency, a random sample of the respondents was drawn

which was proportional to the sample and response rate of

fulltime faculty of the other three community colleges in

the study. The sample size by constituent group and com-

munity college is displayed in Table 3.

Table 3: Sample Matrix: CCGI Distribution to Seven Con-
stituency
Colleges.

Groups from Four Washington Community

BCC CC GHC WWCC Totala

Administrators 24* 22* 13* 18* 77*

Fulltime Faculty 55 40 30 50 175

Parttime Faculty 53 30 30 50 163

Trustees 5* 5* 5* 42 19'

Students 106 110 84 103 403

Community members 48 56 58 61 223

Legislators - - - 100

Subtotalb (291) (263) (220) (286)

Total sample 1160

* total population
asample size for H

o
1 and 2

bsample size for H
o

3 4
9,

5 and 6
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A variable response rate of 50-90 percent among the

seven constituent groups was projected. This sample size

and response rate exceeded Cohen's recommended sample

size for the F-test in all cells except Board of Trustees

where a total population was used. Cohen's tables sugges-

ted a minimum cell size of 32 for seven groups and 45 for

four groups at power (1-0 of .80, effect size of .25 and

an alpha (a) level of .05 (Cohen, 1969). Courtney (1984)

cited the .80 power level as conventional for most prob-

lems to control for Type II errors. He further stated

that the effect size of .25 is suggested for interval

scale scores obtained from data collected by standardized

testing in the social sciences. This medium effect size

is used for detecting differences where the range of

scale values is large and/or where detection of medium

differences is needed.

A stratified random sampling procedure was used to

select the fulltime faculty and student sample. Borg and

Gall (1983) state that stratified samples are particularly

appropriate in studies where the research problem requires

comparisons between the various subgroups. This procedure

assures that the sample will be representative of the

population in terms of the critical factors that have

been used as a basis for stratification. A random selec-

tion procedure was used for the parttime faculty, community

member and legislative sample.
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The total population of community college administra-

tors and Boards of Trustees from the four colleges were

selected for this study since each constituent group is

small.

Fulltime Faculty

Using a stratified random sampling procedure, the

runtime faculty sample represented the vocationallacademic

faculty proportionate to the total runtime faculty assign-

ments. The current community college catalog faculty list

and Management Information System personnel records were

used for this selection procedure.

Parttime Faculty

Parttime faculty were randomly selected from the four

colleges' current personnel records for the appropriate

quarter of data collection.

Administrators

The total population of community college administra-

tors at the four colleges constituted the administrator

group. Administrators were defined as runtime management

contracted personnel.

Trustees

Again the total population of trustees from the four

community colleges were sampled in this study. Trustees

from the four colleges who held current appointments by
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the Governor of the State of Washington constituted the

Board of Trustee constituency.

Students

A stratified random sampling procedure was used to

determine the student constituency group. The student

sample was selected based on the following subgroups:

academic-day on campus, vocational-day on campus, and

parttime, evening including vocational/academic/contin-

uing education, and off campus. The number per subgroup

was proportional to the total FTE enrollment of the

individual college. The student sample from Bellevue

Community College, Grays Harbor College, and Walla Walla

Community College was randomly drawn from the current

quarter's rosters of selected classes generally focused on

each of the three strata of students. Clark College's

spring quarter student enrollment was available on

computerized student information system. Thus the student

sample was randomly selected from sets of address labels

ordered in the following subgroups: fulltime day voca-

tional, fulltime day academic, and parttime day/evening/

off campus (less than eight credits).

Community Members

The community member sample was randomly selected from

the telephone books in each community college district.

Selected community representatives were telephoned prior to
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mailing the Community College Goals Inventory form. The

purpose of the telephone call was to:

1) determine if the person was a community college

student or faculty member. If so, she/he was eliminated

from the community member sample.

2) briefly explain the study.

3) request willingness to participate in the study.

4) verify the mailing address.

This procedure was developed to increase the response rate

and accuracy of the data. A script was used to reduce

experimenter bias (Appendix C).

Legislators

The 100 Washington state legislators were randomly

drawn from the 1984 roster of 147 Senators and House of

Representatives. The sample was proportional to the

Senate and House membership. Since the Washington State

Legislature acts as a policymaking and budget allocation

body for all of the Washington community colleges, the

sample for this study was selected from the total member-

ship rather than only from the four selected community

college districts.

Luminary

This sampling procedure for each constituency provided

for randomness and sufficient response rate for statistical
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analysis and attempted to assure representativeness within

selected constituency groups of the four community

colleges.

Data Collection Procedure

Data were collected during Winter and Spring Quarter

1984. The following procedure was used for data collection

at each community college.

After the individual college's sample was identified,

a master set of address labels was typed and coded to

indicate the community college, constituent group and

number on the master list. An extra set of labels was

copied for follow-up notices to non-respondents. This

coding procedure assured confidentiality of the respondent.

Packets containing the following items were prepared for

each subject in the sample:

1) cover letter with the appropriate salutation and
signed by the appropriate community college
official (samples in Appendix D)

2) instruction page (Appendix E)

3) Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI)

4) Number two pencil

5) addressed/postage paid return envelope with code
corresponding to the code on the address label on
the entire packet.

Distribution of the packets in each of the community

colleges was based on the normal communication procedures

and preferences of the college personnel. Administrators'
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packets were distributed through campus mail at all four

colleges. Fulltime faculty at Bellevue Community College,

Grays Harbor College and Walla Walla Community College

received their packets through the campus mail. Clark

College mailed the runtime faculty packets to their home

addresses by US mail. Parttime faculty; Boards of Trus-

tees; parttime, evening and off-campus students and

community members at all four colleges also received

their packets through the US mail. Packets were distri-

buted to fulltime day academic/vocational students through

their instructors at Bellevue Community College and Walla

Walla Community College. Clark College and Grays Harbor

College mailed the packets to all students at their cur-

rent home address.

The Washington State legislator sample received their

packets at their home addresses in mid-April 1984 fol-

lowing the 60-day 1984 special legislative session. The

packets included the same contents as local community

college constituents with the addition of a one-page

insert with six Optional Information Questions specific

to legislators which included party affiliation, years in

legislature, current employment status and occupation

(Appendix F). Original cover letters to each of the 100

legislators were co-signed by Walla Walla Community College

president representing the four institutional presidents

and the researcher (Appendix 0).
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The responses from each community college and consti-

tuent group were sorted by group and placed in numerical

order based on the coded return envelope. The second set

of coded address labels and master list were used to

determine the respondents and non-respondents. Respon-

dents were checked off the master list and the address

labels were destroyed. The remaining coded address labels

for non-respondents were used for sending follow-up

reminder notices signed by the appropriate college offi-

cial three to five days after the deadline identified in

the original cover letter (Appendix H). Non-responding

legislators received a postcard reminder notice approxi-

mately one week after the requested return date (Appendix I).

Senators and Representatives also received a letter of en-

dorsement from their respective Senate Education Committee

Chairman or House Higher Education Committee Chairman.

The completed CCGIs were removed from the coded

return envelope and coded for the appropriate constituent

group and college. If a respondent returned the completed

CCGI in an envelope other than the coded envelope, the

appropriate constituent group was determined by responses

to Information Questions on page 11 of the CCGI. Fewer

than ten persons in the total sample returned completed

CCGIs in uncoded envelopes.

The completed CCGIs were batched by college and sub-

group and shipped to Educational Testing Service for
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scoring. Individual college Summary Data Reports and the

raw data tape necessary for statistical analysis were

provided to ETS.

Dependent and Independent Variables

The dependent variable(s) for this study were the Is_

and $hould Be mean scores for each of the 20 goal areas

from the CCGI. The ten miscellaneous goal statements were

examined individually for Is/Should Be importance and

significant differences between constituencies and commu-

nity colleges. The independent variables for hypotheses

one and two of this study were the seven constituency

groups: administrators, fulltime faculty, parttime

faculty, Boards of Trustees, students, community members,

and state legislators. The four selected community col-

leges were the independent variables for hypotheses three

and four.

Statistical Design

The primary objective of this study was to determine

if statistically significant differences existed between

the perceived goals of community colleges by seven consti-

tuent groups from four selected community colleges in

Washington State. Two separate null hypotheses were de-

veloped to examine this objective. A secondary objective

was to determine if statistically significant differences

existed between the perceived goals of the four selected
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community colleges as perceived by a composite of the six

local constituent groups from each community college.

Again, two separate null hypotheses were postulated to

examine this secondary objective.

The following null hypotheses for each of the two

dependent variables were tested:

Bo: PA t PH: PC r PD = PE= PF = 0

1. There are no significant differences between
the perceptions of the current goals of com-
munity colleges as perceived by fulltime and
parttime faculty, administrators, Boards of
Trustees, students, and community members from
four selected Washington community college
districts and Washington State Legislators.

2. There are no significant differences between
the preferred goals for community colleges as
perceived by fulltime and parttime faculty,
administrators, Boards of Trustees, students,
and community members from four selected
Washington community college districts and
Washington State Legislators.

H ;-1 =0' 1 2 3 4

3. There are no significant differences between
the four community colleges' perceptions of the
current goals of community colleges as per-
ceived by the composite of the six local
constituent groups from each district.

4. There are no significant differences between
the four community colleges' preferred goals
for community colleges as perceived by the
composite of the six local constituent groups
from each district.

The statistical procedure used to test for these dif-

ferences was a One-Way Analysis of Variance with a Fixed

Design. The ANOVA was used for the four null hypotheses
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as stated above. This statistical analysis is recommended

by Peterson and Uhl for examining means for more than two

independent groups (Peterson and Uhl, 1977:80). The

statistical analysis was performed using the Statistical

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) with consultation at

the Oregon State University's Computer Center.

The F-test was applied to each of the 20 goal areas

for each of the two dependent variables (IA and $houl4

to determine if statistically significant differences

existed. The ten miscellaneous statements were analyzed

individually. Thus, 30 F-tests were examined for each of

the null hypotheses.

For testing the above stated hypotheses using the One

Way Analysis of Variance with a Fixed Design, the fol-

lowing mathematical model was used:

Yij r u + Qi

where, u is a fixed but unknown constant.

Ui

Cij

is the differential effect associated with
the group/college

is a random variable NID, (0,0 2)

(Courtney, 1984:93).

The .05 level of significance was selected as the

basis for rejection of the null hypotheses. The .05 alpha

level and .80 power level are considered acceptable for

avoiding Type I and Type II errors in educational research

(Borg and Gall 1983; Courtney 1984). Tukey's BSI) Multiple
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Range Comparison test was used to ascertain the group mean

differences between all possible combinations of the

independent variables (Courtney, 1984; Nie, et al., 1975).

Since significant differences were found in the tests

of H
o

3 and H
o 4, the following hypotheses were

examined.

Ho 5:

Ho 6:

There is no significant relationship
between the current goal perceptions
and priorities of the community col-
leges and selected institutional
characteristics.

There is no significant relationship
between the preferred goal perceptions
and priorities of the community col-
leges and selected institutional
characteristics.

Pearson's product moment correlation was used to

assess the relationship among the goal area ratings and

the selected pairs of institutional characteristics of

a) large urban vs. small rural community colleges, and

b) academic orientation vs. vocational-technical orien-

tation as identified on page 78. Spearman's rank order

correlation was used to assess the relationship between

the rank orders of the 20 goal areas by the four commu-

nity colleges.

The t-test was then applied to each of the 20 goal

areas as I,g and Should Be ratings to determine if

differences existed between the two subgroups of colleges:

a) large urban vs. small rural, and b) academic vs.

vocational-technical orientation community colleges.
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The .05 level of significance was selected as the basis

for determining if significant differences existed between

the subgroups.

In addition, descriptive analyses were also completed

in relationship to each of the hypotheses by examining

the means and rank orders of the LA and Should Be

ratings. These analyses were conducted for the seven

constituency groups and the four colleges in relation

to the 20 goal areas. Additional analyses were conducted

to examine the data for patterns or clustering of priori-

ties and/or significant differences with respect to the

selected characteristics of the four community colleges.
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IV. RESULTS

This chapter will report the data on respondents,

results of analysis of each of the null hypotheses with

respect to the 20 goal areas and ten individual goal

statements examined in this study.

Besoondent Data

The total sample included in this study for hypo-

theses one and two was 638 persons from seven constituent

groups from four selected Washington Community colleges.

The total sample for hypotheses three and four for the

four community colleges excluding the 35 legislators was

603 persons. Table 4 shows the breakdown of the re-

spondents by constituent group and community college. The

cell size of each constituent group was as follows:

administrators = 68, fulltime faculty = 157, parttime

faculty = 82, Board of Trustees = 10, students = 152,

community members = 134, and legislators = 35.

With the exception of the trustee group, response

was sufficient from all constituent groups to meet minimum

sample size for statistical analysis as cited by Cohen

(1963). Although the Trustee sample constituted 53 per-

cent of the total trustee population for the four colleges,

the small cell size indicates that the results for this

constituent group should be viewed with caution.



Table 4: Respondents by Constituent Group and by Community College

Bellevue CC Clark C Grays Harbor C Italia Walla CC Total
N N % N N % N N % N N % N N %

Sent Ret Re- Sent Ret Re- Sent Bet Re- Sent Ret Re- Sent Ret Re-
=rim spouse snows monm sponse

Administrators 24 20 83 22 18 81 13 13 100 18 17 94 77 68 88

Fulltine Faculty 55 48 87 40 37 90 30 27 90 50 45 90 175 157 90

Pattine Faculty 53 25 49 30 10 33 30 20 67 50 26 52 163 82 50

Trustees 5 2 40 5 3 60 5 2 40 4 3 75 19 10 53

Students 106 40 38 110 35 32 84 29 35 103 48 47 403 152 38

Community

Umbers 48 30 62 55 31 55 58 32 55 61 41 67 223 134 60

Legislators - - - - - - - - - - - 100 35 35

Subtotal

by CC (291)(166) (57) (263)(134) (51) (220)(123) (96) (286)(180) (63) - - -

IbtalN
1160 638 55

1/40
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Administrators responded at an average rate of 88 percent

with a range of 81 percent at Clark College to 100 percent

at Grays Harbor College.

Fulltime faculty and students were selected based on

a stratified random sampling procedure to assure represen-

tation of the various subgroups. Fulltime faculty from

academic and vocational curriculum areas responded at a

similar rate of approximately 90 percent. Thus, each

subgroup was represented proportional to the FTE of its

individual campus and to the state. The individual campus

breakdowns and totals are displayed in Table 5.

The student sample of 152 included 43 percent

academic/day on campus, 30 percent vocational/day on

campus, and 27 percent parttime, evening and off-campus

students. The overall response rate was 38 percent with

a range of 47 percent from Walla Walla Community College

and 32 percent at Clark College. The individual campus

response rate and stratum representation are exhibited in

Table 5.

Parttime faculty responded at a rate of 50 percent

with a range of 67 percent at Grays Harbor College to 33

percent at Clark College. Community members responded at

a 60 percent rate producing a total sample of 134 persons.

Responses ranged from 67 percent at WWCC to 55 percent at

Clark College and Grays Harbor College.



Table 5: Respondents within Stratified Random Sample

Bellevue CC Clark C Grays Barter C Walla Walla CC Total

Sent
N N % %

Het Ret Sample
N N % %

Sent Ret Ret Sample
N N % %

Sent Net Het Sample
? 1 N % %

Sent Ret Bet Ssaple
N N % %

Sent Ret Ret Sale

Fulltime Faculty
Total 55 48 87 100 40 37 SO 100 30 27 90 103 50 45 90 100 175 157 90 100

- Academic 37 33 89 69 27 24 89 65 20 18 SO 67 23 20 87 411 lar 95 89 61

- Vocational 18 15 83 31 13 13 100 35 10 9 90 33 27 25 93 55 68 62 91 39

Students Ibtal 106 40 38 100 110 35 32 100 84 29 35 100 103 48 47 100 403 152 38 100

- Day Academie 59 22 37 55 40 13 33 37 33 14 42 48 30 17 57 35 162 66 41 44

- Day Vocational 36 12 33 30 30 10 33 29 17 6 35 21 33 18 % 38 116 46 40 30

- Parttime/Eve/
Off Campus 12 6 50 15 40 12 30 34 34 9 26 31 40 13 33 27 99 40 40

%.0
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The legislative sample of 35 is comprised of 11 Sena-

tors and 24 Representatives. This is a 35 percent response

rate for the legislators. Respondents were geographically

dispersed across the state including central and eastern

Washington, the peninsula, southwestern Washington and the

metropolitan Puget Sound area. Legislators representing

districts served by one of the four community colleges

participating in the study did not respond at a higher

rate than legislators throughout the state.

The response rates of the composite of the six local

constituent groups from each of the four community col-

leges ranged from 63 percent to 51 percent with an average

response rate for the four colleges of 57 percent. These

data are further delineated in Table 4 on page 95.

Analysis of Data

Each of the four null hypotheses were tested with

respect to the following 20 goal areas and ten individual

goal statements from the Community College Goals Inven-

tory (CCGI):

1. General Education
2. Intellectual Orientation
3. Lifelong Learning
4. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
5. Personal Development
6. Humanism/Altruism
7. Vocational/Technical Preparation
8. Developmental/Remedial Preparation
9. Community Services

10. Social Criticism
11. Counseling and Advising
12. Student Services
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13. Faculty/Staff Development
14. Intellectual Environment
15. Innovation
16. College Community
17. Freedom
18. Accessibility
19. Effective Management
20. Accountability

21. .,..to learn about foreign cultures....
22. ....to maintain autonomy in relation to govern-

mental and other educational agencies....
23. ....to include local citizens in planning....
24. ....to interpret college to local citizens....
25. ....to provide educational experiences relevant

to Blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans and Native
Americans....

26. ....to arrange for students, faculty, admini-
strators and trustees to be significantly
involved in college policymaking....

27. ....to maintain high standards of academic
performance....

28. ....to excel in intercollegiate athletics....
29. ....to provide educational experiences relevant

to women....
30. ....to serve as a cultural center in community....

A One-Way Analysis of Variance with a Fixed Design

was used to test for statistically significant differences.

The F-test was applied to each of the 20 goal areas and the

ten individual goal statements. The .05 alpha level was

selected as the basis for rejection of the null hypothesis.

Bvnotheses One and Two

Hypotheses one and two examined differences between

the goals as perceived by the seven constituency groups.

The Analysis of Variance arrangement in Table 6 was used

as the basis for rejection of the null hypothesis for

each of the goal areas and statements for hypotheses one

and two. With degrees of freedom equal to six for the
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between groups, 631 for error and an alpha level of .05,

the tabular F for significance is 2.12.

Table 6: Analysis of Variance Arrangement
Hypotheses 1 and 2

Source of Variation df SS MS Computed Tabular F
F a = .05

df 6.400

Between Groups

Within Groups
(Error)

Total

6 A A/6
MS

MS
E

631 B B/631

637

2.12

Hypothesis One. There are no significant dif-
ferences between the perceptions of the
current goals of community colleges as
perceived by runtime faculty, parttime
faculty, administrators, Boards of Trustees,
students, and community members from four
selected Washington community college
districts and Washington state legislators.

The results of the analyses for each of the .j per-

ceptions of the seven constituent groups for each of the

20 goal areas and the ten goal statements are reported in

Table 7 and 8 respectively. Exact probabilities are repor-

ted for these tests. Those with statistically significant

differences beyond .05 are indicated by asterisk(s).

Statistically significant differences were found

between the seven constituent groups for 13 of the 20

goal areas and six of the ten individual goal statements

for the current or IA goal perceptions. Thus, null
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Table 7: Analysis Summary for j. Goal Areas by Seven Constituent Groups

Goal Area RK xe S.D. Value Value
Source(s)

General Education 1 14.42 2.51 1.25 .281

Intellectual 9 12.52 2.57 1.05 .395
Orientation

Lifelong Learning 3 12.96 2.34 .35 .909

Cultural/Aesthetic 19 10.23 2.38 2.41 .026* Not Identified
Awareness

Personal 14 11.76 2.85 3.47 .002** Not Identified
Development

Humanism/Altruism 17 10.72 2.79 3.18 .004** Not Identified

Vocational/Tech 2 14.00 2.81 3.79 .001*** Not Identified
Preparation

Developmental/ 4 12.85 2.55 1.83 .090
Remedial Prep

Community Services 16 11.28 2.68 1.19 .311

Social Criticism 20 10.07 2.60 2.72 .013* Students Admn.ComMbr. Admn.

Counseling/ 7 12.68 2.73 2.36 .029* Not Identified
Advising

Student Services 10 12.35 2.35 2.16 .045* Not Identified

Faculty/Staff 11 12.30 2.51 7.04 .000*** Admn. , ComMbr.
Development Trsts. Legis.

Intellectual 15 11.30 2.61 1.27 .270
Environment

Innovation 18 10.70 2.49 .90 .496

College 12 12.27 3.05 2.41 .026* Not Identified
Community

Freedom 8 12.53 2.88 3.85 .001*** FT Fac.
Admn. ComMbr.

Admn. > PT Fac.
Accessibility 13 12.23 2.50 2.75 .012* Not Identified

Effective
Management

5 12.72 2.63 3.52 .002** Admn.
> ComMbr.Trsts.

Trsts.,. PT Fac.

Accountability 6 12.68 2.78 2.25 .037* Trsts.
/ComMbr.

*
**

***

<.05
.01

.001

level
level
level

of significance
of significance
of significance

aMean .--. average of sum total of
, ratings on 4 goal statements
bDetermined by Tukey's HSD Multiple

Range Comparison Test
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Table 8: Analysis Summary for .1,1 Individual Goal Statements by Seven
Constituency Groups

Goal Statement

.learn about foreign
cultures i.e. through
studying a foreign
language

.maintain...autonomy
and independence from
gov't and other educa-
tional agencies.

..include local
citizens in planning
college programs...

to

college
to local citizens...

.educational exper-
iences relevant to
Blacks, Chicanos,
Puerto Ricans and
Native Americans...

.arrange for students,
faculty, administrators
and trustees to be sig-
nificantly involved in
college policy-making.

...maintain high
standards of academic
performance...

.excel in inter-
collegiate athletics.

.educational experien-
ces relevant to women...

..serve as cultural
center for the community.

X S.D.
F

Value Value
Source(s) ofa

Difference

2.59 .78 1.62 .138

2.87 .87 1.37 .226

3.06 .90 6.23 .000*** Admn. > Students

2.92 .86 3.40 .003** Trsts.
, Sinks

FT Fac.;,Students

2.78 .91 1.07 .378

PT. Fac.
3.01 .86 4.65 .000*** Admn. >Students

ComMbr.

3.44 .88 1.43 .201

2.92 1.07 5.48 .000*** Not Identified

3.21 .85 2.38 .028* Not Identified

2.90 .89 2.57 .018* Not Identified

* < .05 level of significance
** < .01 level of significance

*a* < .001 level of significance

aDetermined by Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison Test
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hypothesis one was rejected with respect to the following

goal areas: Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness, Personal

Development, Humanism/Altruism, Vocational/Technical

Preparation, Social Criticism, Counseling/Advising,

Student Services, Faculty/Staff Development, College

Community, Freedom, Accessibility, Effective Management,

and Accountability.

The null hypothesis was rejected with respect to

the following individual goal statements:

....to include local citizens in planning college
programs....;
....interpret nature, purpose and work of college
to citizens;
....arrange for student, faculty, administrators,
and trustees to be significantly involved in
college policy making--;
....excel in intercollegiate athletics;
....provide experiences relevant to women; and
....to serve as a cultural center for the
community.

Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison test was

applied to identify the source(s) of significant differ-

ences found in the Analysis of Variance (Table 7). The

data consisted of the responses of the seven constitu-

ency groups as they perceived the importance of the goals

at that time. The following summary of results is related

to these A ratings. This analysis showed that admini-

strators and trustees perceived Faculty/Staff Development

to be more important than did community members and legis-

lators. Fulltime faculty and administrators rated the

importance of Freedom higher than did the community
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members. Administrators also rated Freedom as more

important than did parttime faculty. The data showed that

administrators and trustees perceived Effective Management

to be more important than did the community members.

Trustees also rated Effective Management as more impor-

tant than did the parttime faculty. Trustees perceived

Accountability to be more important at the time of the

study than did the legislators and community members.

Students and community members perceived Social Criticism

as more important than did the administrators in the

the sample. The Tukey's HSD test was unable to detect

the source of difference between the constituent groups in

the remaining eight goal areas where significant differ-

ences were found.

When examining the difference detected by Tukey's

test on the six individual goal statements, the sources

of differences were identified for three statements.

These differences are displayed in Table 8 on page 102.

Administrators perceived the goal of "involving local

citizens in planning" as more important than did the

students. The data showed that trustees rated the goal

of "interpreting the college to local citizens" as more

important than did community members and students. Full-

time faculty also perceived the latter goal statement to

be more important than did the students. Administrators

rated the Is goal of "arranging for students, faculty,
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administrators, and trustees to be significantly involved

in college policy making" as more important than did the

parttime faculty, students, and community members. The

sources differences were not detected by the Tukey's test

for the remaining goal statements where significant dif-

ferences were found by the F-test.

Bvoothesis Two. There are no significant differences
between the preferred goals for community col-
leges as perceived by fulltime faculty, parttime
faculty, administrators, Boards of Trustees,
students, community members from four selected
Washington community college districts and
Washington State Legislators.

Analysis for the preferred or Should Be goals for

community colleges by the seven constituent groups showed

the results as displayed in Tables 9 and 10. Statisti-

cally significant differences were found between the

seven constituent groups for 15 of the 20 goal areas and

six of the ten individual goal statements. Thus null

hypothesis two was rejected with respect to the following

goal areas: Lifelong Learning, Cultural/Aesthetic Aware-

ness, Personal Development, Developmental/Remedial

Preparation, Social Criticism, Counseling/Advising,

Student Services, Faculty/Staff Development, Intellectual

Environment, Innovation, College Community, Freedom,

Accessibility, Effective Management, and Accountability.

The null hypothesis was also rejected with respect

to six individual goal statements regarding the preferred

goals for community colleges (Table 10).
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Table 9: Analysis Summary for Should Be Goal Areas by Seven
Constituency Groups

Goal Area RK 1a S.D. Value Value
Source(s) ofb
Difference

General Education 1 17.26 1.92 .78 .586

Intellectual 3 16.36 2.27 1.43 .201
Orientation

Admn.
Lifelong Learning 6 15.49 2.32 3.23 .004** Students:, Legis.

FT Fac.

Cultural/Aesthetic 19 12.39 2.98 5.09 .000*** PT Fac.
Awareness FT Fac. > Legis.

Personal 8 15.35 3.10 2.32 .032* Students ).Legis.
Development

Humanism/Altruism 13 14.40 3.35 1.84 .090

Vocational/Tech 2 16.87 2.36 1.82 .092
Preparation

Developmental/ 4 16.19 2.39 4.19 .000*** Admn.
Remedial Prep Students Legis.

Community Services 17 13.72 2.95 .39 .890

Social Criticism 20 12.03 3.30 4.12 .001*** Not Identified

Counseling/ 7 15.37 2.59 3.03 .006** Not Identified
Advising

Student Services 15 14.04 2.64 6.56 .000*** Students "Legis.

ComMbr.
Faculty/Staff 10 15.32 2.57 9.55 .000*** FT Fac. >Legis.
Development Students

Intellectual
Environment

12 14.57 2.64 3.73 .0012** FT Fac. Legis.
ComMbr.

Innovation 18 13.57 2.88 4.44 .000*** Not Identified

Adorn.
College 5 16.04 2.49 5.72 .000*** FT Fac. > ComMbr.
Community Trustees

Freedom 16 13.85 3.42 5.57 .000*** Not Identified

Accessibility 14 14.07 2.93 2.48 .022* Admn. Legis.

Effective
Management

9 15.33 2.50 4.12 .001*** Admn. > ComMbr
PT Fac

iccountabilitv 11 15.10 2.56 3.62 002** Not Identified

* < .05 level of significance aMean ... average of sum total of
et < .01 level of significance ratings on 4 goal statements
*** < .001 level of significance

,
uDetermined by Tukey's HSD

Multiple Range Comparison Test
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Table 10: Analysis Summary for Should Be Individual Goal Statements by
Seven Constituency Groups

Goal Statement

...learn about foreign
cultures i.e. through
studying a foreign
language

andind independence from
gov't and other educa-
tional agencies.

.include local
citizens in planning
college programs...

..interpret college
to local citizens...

..educational exper-
iences relevant to
Blacks, Chicanos,
Puerto Ricans and
Native Americans...

.arrange for students,
faculty, administrators
and trustees to be sig-
nificantly involved in
college policy-making.

.maintain high
standards of academic
performance...

...excel in inter-
collegiate athletics.

.educational experien-
ces relevant to women...

..serve as cultural
center for the community.

7
F

S.D. Value Value
Source(s) ofo

Difference'

3.31 .95 2.61 .017 Not Identified

3.23 1.03 4.60 .000*** Not Identified

3.69 .91 1.48 .183

3.56 .94 5.47 .000m Not Identified

3.14 1.09 .57 .751

3.75 .93 8.77 .000***
Students
Admn. Legis.
FT Fee. ComMbr.

4.39 .69 .48 .825

Legis.
Students->FT Fac.

2.39 1.03 10.76 .000*** ComMbr.

Admn.
Legis.

....7PT Fac.

3.52 .95 .57 .754

3.37 1.07 2.71 .013* FT Fac. > Legis.

* .05 level of significance
** < .01 level of significance

*** < .001 level of significance

aDetermined by Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison Test
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Significant differences were found for the following

individual goal statements:

....learn about foreign cultures....;

....maintain a large degree of autonomy...from gov-
ernment and other educational agencies....;
....interpret the college to local citizens
....arrange for students, faculty, administrators and
trustees to be significantly involved in college
policy making;
....excel in intercollegiate athletics; and
....serve as a cultural center for the community....

Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison test detected

the following source(s) of differences between the seven

constituency groups in ten of the goal areas of Should Re

importance. Administrators, students, and parttime faculty

preferred the goal of Lifelong Learning to be more impor-

tant than did the legislators. Cultural/Aesthetic Aware-

ness was more important to parttime and fulltime faculty

than to the legislators. Students also indicated that

Personal Development as a preferred goal for community

colleges was more important than did the legislators.

The data for Developmental/Remedial Preparation showed

that administrators and students rated the goal area as

more important in the Should Be category than did the

legislators. Students preferred more importance for the

goal area of Student Services than did the legislators.

The data on Faculty/Staff Development as a preferred

goal for community colleges indicated significant differ-

ences among the constituent groups. Fulltime faculty rated

the goal area higher in importance than did community
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members, legislators and students. Administrators also

rated the goal area as more important than did the commu-

nity members. Only the fulltime faculty preferred the

goal area of Intellectual Environment to be more important

than did the legislators and community members.

Administrators, fulltime faculty, and trustees

preferred that the goal area of College Community be

more important than did the community members. Only ad-

ministrators differed from legislators on the issue of

Accessibility. Administrators rated the goal area as

more important than did the legislators. As a preferred

goal, administrators rated Effective Management as more

important than did community members and parttime faculty.

The source of the differences was not identified between

the seven constituency groups for the remaining five goal

areas where statistically significant differences were

found.

With respect to the six individual goal statements

where statistically significant differences were found

between the preferred ($hould Be) importance by the

seven constituent groups, Tukey's test identified the

source(s) of difference for three of the statements.

Students, fulltime faculty, and administrators believed

that the goal of "arranging for significant involvement

in college policymaking" should be more important than
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did the legislators and community members. Students

again differed from legislators, community members, and

parttime faculty in their preferred importance of "inter-

collegiate athletics." Administrators also differed

from legislators and parttime faculty. Students and

administrators rated the goal as _Should Be more impor-

tant than did the other constituency groups. Fulltime

faculty indicated a stronger preference for the college to

"serve as a cultural center for the community" than did

the legislators. The source of the difference was not

detected for the remaining three individual goal state-

ments.

Upon further examination of the results of the analy-

sis for hypotheses one and two, it should be noted

that where the sources of the statistically significant

differences were identified, most of the differences

were between the internal and external constituent

groups. One exception was the parttime faculty with

respect to the preferred importance for the goal area

of Effective Management and in the individual goal

statements regarding current importance of *involvement

in college policy making" and preferred importance of

"intercollegiate athletics." It was observed that the

parttime faculty frequently responded more closely to

the community member sample than the fulltime faculty

sample. Another exception was the students' higher
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preference for the Lifelong Learning goal area than the

legislators.

Of the 13 IA goal areas where significant differences

were found, two were significant at the .001 level: Voca-

tional/Technical Preparation and Faculty/Staff Development.

However, the source of difference was not detected in the

Vocational/Technical Preparation goal area. Nine of the

15 should Be goal areas were significant beyond the .001

level. The source of difference was identified by the

Tukey's test for six of the nine areas. This seems to

indicate a more distinct differentiation in the preferred

goals between the constituency groups. Two of those goal

areas where the sources of difference were identified

ranked in the top five Should Be goals for all consti-

tuents. These were Developmental/Remedial Preparation and

College Community. Four of the goal areas with a p value

of G.001 were ranked in the bottom five of the 20 goal

areas: Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness, Innovation, Freedom,

and Social Criticism.

Faculty/Staff Development and Effective Management

were ranked in the middle of the ,Should Be goals for

the seven constituency groups. Significant differences

were found at the .001 level. In the middle ranked areas,

internal groups preferred these goal areas to be more

important than did the external groups. Parttime faculty
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responded more like community members in their ratings

of Effective Management.

The 20 goal areas are divided into two general cate-

gories: outcome and process goals. The first ten goal

areas are the outcome goals or substantive goals that

colleges may be seeking to achieve. Goal areas 11-20 are

the process goals: the internal campus objectives which

may facilitate the achievement of the outcome goals. It

is worth noting that all ten of the process goals in the

Should Be analysis showed statistically significant

differences between the seven constituency groups with

the primary differences occurring between internal and

external groups.

When the data were analyzed by rank order of goal

areas by the seven constituency groups, some similar

differences in rank order of the goal area and the signi-

ficant differences testing were found. The means and rank

order by goal area for each of the seven constituent

groups is included in the Washington Statewide Summary in

Appendix J.

Significant differences were found by the F-test for

the lowest five ranked goal areas; however, all of the

constituent groups ranked them of lowest importance.

This was especially true in the Should Be rankings.

In the top five ranked Should Be goal areas of the total

sample, College Community and Developmental/Remedial
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Preparation showed significant differences between the

constituent groups. The rank order varied between the

constituent groups more than three positions also in

these goal areas.

The goal areas where significant differences were

found and also were ranked in the middle range by the

total sample showed more diversity between the rank orders

by the seven constituency groups. Some examples in the

Should Be goal areas follow. Administrators ranked

Effective Management fifth as compared to ninth by the

total sample. Legislators ranked Accountability as third

while the total sample ranked the goal area as eleventh

in importance. Lifelong Learning was ranked tenth by the

legislators and sixth by the total constituency sample.

Legislators also ranked Developmental/Remedial Prepa-

ration eighth compared to the fourth ranked position for

all other constituencies. Fulltime faculty ranked

Faculty/Staff Development as fifth. in importance while

the group average was ranked tenth. These differences

in individual constituency group rankings follow a

similar pattern as the sources of differences identified

by the Tukey's RSD Multiple Range Comparison test.

One difference in rank order of importance not

reflected in the significant difference testing was with

the Should Be goal area of Counseling and Advising.

Students and legislators ranked the goal area fifth and
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sixth respectively while other constituency groups ranked

it ninth and tenth. Although the goal area showed sta-

tistically significant differences at the .01 level, the

source of difference was not detected by the multiple

range comparison test.

The most goal incongruence between the constituency

groups was reported in the goal areas of moderate rank

order importance and in the support and/or process cate-

gories. The data indicate less difference among the seven

constituency groups on the highest ranked goal areas both

in the current perceptions and in the preferred ratings.

There was more congruence among the internal constituency

groups than between the internal and external groups as

evidenced by the sources of difference and the number of

goal areas with significant differences between the

constituency groups as displayed in Tables 9 and 10.

Analysis of the individual goal statements showed

distinct differences between the constituency groups on

two statements. "Arranging for students, faculty, admin-

istrators and trustees to be significantly involved in

college policymaking" was significant at the <.001 level

in both the IA and should Be rating. The sources of

difference were identified also. The goal statement re:

"intercollegiate athletics" as a preferred goal also pro-

duced differentiation between the constituency groups.

This is the only goal statement or area where the mean
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for the current IA category is higher than the Should Be;

thus indicating a current perception of overemphasis of the

athletics in community colleges among the total sample.

jivootheses _Three and Four

Hypotheses three and four examine differences between

the goals of the four selected community colleges as per-

ceived by a composite of the six local constituent groups

from each community college district. Table 11 displays

the ANOVA arrangement used to test for statistically sig-

nificant differences between the four colleges.

Table 11: Analysis of Variance Arrangement
Hypotheses 3 and 4

Source of Variation df SS MS Computed Tabular F
F a = .05

df 1.400

Between Groups

Within Groups
(Error)

Total

3 A A/3
MS

___Z_ 2.62
MS

E

599 B B/599

602

With degrees of freedom equal to three between groups,

599 for error and an a equal to .05, the tabular F for

significance is 2.62.
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Pvnothesis Three. There are no significant differences
between the four community colleges' perceptions
of the current goals for community colleges as
perceived by the composite of the six local
constituent groups from each district.

The results of the analysis for the current (j.) goal

perceptions of the four community colleges for each of the

20 goal areas and the ten individual goal statements are

exhibited in Tables 12 and 13 respectively.

The null hypothesis was rejected with respect to the

following goal areas: General Education, Lifelong Learning,

Vocational/Technical Preparation, Developmental/Remedial

Preparation, Community Services, Student Services, Intel-

lectual Environment, Accessibility, and Accountability.

Two of the nine goal areas where significant differ-

ences were found for the IA rating were significant at the

.001 level (Table 12). These were Vocational/Technical

Preparation and Student Services.

The null hypothesis was also rejected with respect

to the following individual goal statements:

....learn about foreign cultures....

....maintain high standards of academic perfor-
mance....
....excel in intercollegiate athletics, and
....serve as a cultural center for the community.

Tukey's test was applied to each of the goal areas

to determine the source(s) of significant differences

found in the F-test (Table 12). The data consisted of

the responses of the four community colleges as the com-

posite of the local constituents perceived the importance
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Table 12: Analysis Summary Darin Goal Areas by Four Community Colleges

Goal Area RK la S.D. Valle Valte
Source(s) ofb
Difference

General Education 1 14.44 2.51 3.45 .017* Clark 7 BCC

Intellectual 8 12.53 2.59 .91 .438
Orientation

Lifelong Learning 3 12.98 2.37 4.57 .004** WWCC BCCClark

Cultural/Aesthetic 19 10.25 2.37 1.32 .269
Awareness

Personal 14 11.78 2.88 2.09 .100
Development

Humanism/Altruism 18 10.72 2.83 .68 .564

Vocational/Tech 2 13.97 2.83 12.84 .000*** WWCC BCC
Preparation Clark / GHC

Developmental/ 4 12.89 2.57 3.04 .029* WWCC 7 BCC
Remedial Prep

Community Services 16 11.28 2.67 4.41 .005** Clark > BCC

Social Criticism 20 10.10 2.60 1.38 .248

Counseling/ 7 12.69 2.74 1.29 .279
Advising

*..2

C
Student Services 10 12.38 2.36 11.71 .000*** Clark WWCC

BCC

Faculty/Staff 11 12.35 2.53 .31 .821
Development

Intellectual 15 11.32 2.64 3.80 .010* GHC 7 WWCC
Environment

Innovation 17 10.72 2.50 1.54 .202

College 12 12.29 3.09 2.22 .085
Community

Freedom 9 12.52 2.86 .51 .677

Accessibility 13 12.27 2.53 3.29 .020* WWCC 7 BCC

Effective 5 12.74 2.63 1.29 .277
Management

Accountability 6 12.71 2.78 2.82 .019* Not Identified

* < .05 level of
** < .01 level of
*** < .001 level of

significance aMeans r average of sum total of
significance , ratings on 4 goal statements
significance unetermined by Tukey's HSD Multiple

Range Comparison test



1 1 8

Table 13: Analysis Summary for J. Individual Goal Statements by the
Four Colleges

Goal Statement

...learn about foreign
cultures i.e. through
studying a foreign
language

andand independence from
gov't and other educa-
tional agencies.

...include local
citizens in planning
college programs...

...interpret college
to local citizens...

.educational exper-
iences relevant to
Blacks, Chicanos,
Puerto Ricans and
Native Americans...

..arrange for students,
faculty, administrators
and trustees to be sig-
nificantly involved in
college policy-making.

...maintain high
standards of academic
performance...

.excel in inter-
collegiate athletics.

.educational experien-
ces relevant to women...

..serve as cultural
center for the community.

I
F

S.D. Value Value
Source(s) of
Difference

2.61 .79 3.00 -030' Not Identified

2.88 .87 1.12 .339

3.07 .90 1.05 .370

2.92 .86 2.31 .075

2.78 .92 1.48 .218

3.02 .87 .60 .614

3.44 .88 3.38 .018* GHC 7 Clark

2.94 1.07 39.87 .000***
BCC
GHC

..,,

r Clark

GHC
WWCC BCC

Clark

3.22 .85 1.31 .272

2.91 .88 4.53 .004** GHC WWCC

**
***

<
<
<

.05

.01

.001

level
level
level

of significance
of significance
of significance

aDetermined by Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison Test
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of the goals at the time of the research. The following

summary of the results is related to these 2g goal

ratings.

Clark College rated General Education more important

than did Bellevue Community College. Walla Walla Commu-

nity College and Clark College perceived Lifelong Learning

to be a more important goal than did Bellevue Community

College. WWCC and Clark College also perceived

Vocational/Technical Preparation to be a more important

goal than did Bellevue Community College and Grays Harbor

College. WWCC again rated Developmental/Remedial Prepa-

ration as significantly more important as an La goal of

community colleges than did Bellevue Community College.

The analysis of response to the current importance of

Community Services resulted in a significant difference

between Clark College and Bellevue College with Clark

College rating it more important.

Clark College perceived Student Services to be

more important than did all of the other three colleges.

Grays Harbor College rated Intellectual Environment as

more important as a current goal than did WWCC. Walla

Walla Community College perceived Accessibility to be

more important than did Bellevue Community College. The

Tukey/s HSD did not identify the source of the difference

in the goal area of Accountabiity as perceived to be

important to the four community colleges.
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The source of differences was detected by Tukey's

test in three of the four individual goal statements where

significant differences were found in the perceptions of

the current importance between the four colleges. These

differences are displayed in Table 13. Grays Harbor Col-

lege perceived "maintenance of high standards of academic

performance" as more important than Clark College. Grays

Harbor College also rated the goal statement of "serving

as a cultural center for the community" as more important

than did the WWCC constituents. The individual goal

statement related to "excelling in intercollegiate athle-

tics" produced significant differences beyond the .001

level of significance. The Tukey's test showed that

Bellevue Community College and Grays Harbor College

perceived the goal to be more important than did Clark

College constituents. Walla Walla Community College

rated the goal statement as more important than all of

the other three colleges.

Bvnothesis Four. There are no significant differ-
ences between the four community colleges'
preferred goals for community colleges as
perceived by the composite of the six local
constituent groups from each district.

Statistically significant differences were found

between the four community colleges in seven of the 20

preferred (Should Be) goal areas. Results of the

analysis are reported in Table 14. The null hypothesis
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was rejected with respect to the following goal areas:

Personal Development, Vocational/Technical Preparation,

Community Services, Counseling and Advising, Student

Services, College Community and Effective Management.

Vocational/Technical Preparation was the only goal area

in the Should Be category with a significant difference

at the .001 level (Table 14).

The null hypothesis was also rejected for four of the

ten individual goal statements. The results are reported

in Table 15. Statistically significant differences were

found between the four colleges in the following goal

statements, as preferred importance to the community

colleges:

....learn about a foreign culture ;

....include local citizens in planning....;

....arrange for students, faculty, admini-
strators, and trustees to be significantly
involved in college policymaking...; and
....provide educational experiences relevant
to women.

Tukey's Multiple Range Comparison test was applied

to those goal areas where significant differences were

found in the Analysis of Variance. Table 14 displays the

source(s) of the difference between the four community

colleges. Walla Walla Community College constituents

preferred that the goal area of Personal Development be

more important than did Bellevue Community College. In

the area of Vocational/Technical Preparation, WWCC rated

it as a more important preferred goal than did Bellevue
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Table 14: Analysis Summary for Should Be Goal Areas by Four Community
Colleges

Goal Area RR 7a S.D. Value Value
Source(s) ofh

Difference'

General Education 1 17.28 1.91 2.58 .053

Intellectual 3 16.37 2.27 .88 .453
Orientation

Lifelong Learning 6 15.56 2.26 1.64 .178

Cultural/Aesthetic 19 12.47 2.94 .62 .600
Awareness

Personal 7 15.44 3.04 3.61 .013* WWCC ) BCC
Development

Humanism/Altruism 13 14.47 3.31 .96 .410

Vocational/Tech 2 16.83 2.36 5.88 .001*** WWCC > BCC
Preparation Clark > GHC

Developmental/ 4 16.26 2.38 2.36 .070
Remedial Prep

Community Services 17 13.72 2.94 5.12 .002" Clark -> BCC
WWCC

Social Criticism 20 12.13 3.23 2.20 .087

WWCC
Counseling/ 8 15.38 2.51 4.98 .002** GHC BCC
Advising Clark

Student Services 15 14.11 2.62 3.27 .021* Clark 8g8

Faculty/Staff 9 15.36 2.54 1.65 .178
Development

Intellectual 12 14.65 2.63 1.62 .185
Environment

Innovation 18 13.61 2.87 1.27 .285

College 5 16.07 2.48 3.67 .012* Not Identified
Community

Freedom 16 13.91 3.37 .82 .482

Accessibility 14 14.14 2.87 1.98 .116

Effective 10 15.34 2.48 2.66 .047* Not Identified
Management

Accountability 11 15.24 2.56 2.34 .073

* < .05 level of significance aMeans r. average of sum total of
** < .01 level of significance ratings on 4 goal statements

*** < .001 level of significance
,
uDetermined by Tukey's HSD

Multiple Range Comparison test
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Table 15: Analysis Summary for Should Be Individual Goal Statements
by the Four Colleges

Goal Statement

. learn about foreign
cultures i.e. through
studying a foreign
language

andand independence from
gov't and other educa-
tional agencies.

...include local
citizens in planning
college programs...

to

college
to local citizens...

.educational exper-
iences relevant to
Blacks, Chicanos,
Puerto Ricans and
Native Americans...

...arrange for students,
faculty, administrators
and trustees to be sig-
nificantly involved in
college policy-making.

.maintain high
standards of academic
performance...

.excel in inter-
collegiate athletics.

.educational experien-
ces relevant to women...

...serve as cultural
center for the community.

A
F

S.D. Value Value
Source(s) of
Difference

3.30 .96 6.12 .000*** BCC > MC

3.25 1.02 1.69 .167

3.69 .91 2.65 .048* Not Identified

3.57 .94 1.66 .175

3.15 1.09 1.18 .316

3.78 .90 2.98 .031* WWCC 7 GEC

4.38 .67 1.09 .353

2.42 1.02 1.06 .366

3.52 .95 3.25 .022* WWCC 7 Clark

3.40 1.07 1.87 .133

* < .05 level of significance
** < .01 level of significance

*** < .001 level of significance

aDetermined by Tukey's ESD Multiple Range Comparison Test
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Community College. Also Clark College rated Vocational/

Technical Preparation as more important as a Should Be

goal than did Grays Harbor College. Clark College and

WWCC differed from BCC in its preferred importance of

Community Services with BCC rating it lower in importance

than the other colleges.

Walla Walla Community College, Grays Harbor College

and Clark College preferred that Counseling and Advising

be a more important goal than did Bellevue Community

College. In the area of Student Services, Clark College

preferred the goal area to be more important than did

Grays Harbor College and Bellevue Community College. The

source of the difference was not detected by the Tukey's

test for the goal areas of College Community and Effective

Management.

With respect to the Should Be importance of the ten

individual goal statements, Tukey's test detected the

source(s) of difference in three of the four statements

where significant differences were found at the .05 level

of significance. These differences are shown in Table 15.

Bellevue Community College rated ',learning about foreign

cultures" as Should Jig more important than did Walla

Walla Community College and Grays Harbor College. Walla

Walla Community College constituents preferred the goal

statement "to arrange for students, faculty, administra-

tors, and trustees to be significantly involved in
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college policy making" to be more important than did Grays

Harbor College constituents. WWCC also rated the goal

statement "to provide educational experiences relevant to

women" as Should Be more important than did the Clark

College constituents.

In most of the goal areas where significant dif-

ferences were identified, Bellevue Community College

constituents rated the goal area as less important both

currently and as preferred. Clark College and WWCC

frequently rated goal areas as more important. Grays

Harbor College responded more like BCC when differences

were detected between the four colleges.

Upon further examination, it was noted that Bellevue

Community College constituents rated many goal areas and

statements lower than the other three colleges. This was

especially true for the a goal ratings. The potential

significance of these differences in perceptions prompted

the compilation of Table 16 which would allow comparison

of the mean ratings and rank orders of the 20 goal areas

for all four community colleges. It was then apparent

that while the mean ratings are lower in many goal areas

for BCC, the rank orders of the 20 goal areas for BCC did

not differ greatly from the other three colleges.

When Spearman's rank order correlations were calcu-

lated with the 20 goal areas as I.S. and Should Be for the
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Tab's 16: Mean Values and Rank Orders of 20 Goal Are by ftnr Community Colleges

Is 7 s z Dirt
a .1..

is 7 se 7 nue
4 .

is 7 33 7
;.-

21404
a

CIC

Is i ss 7 Due

Deneral Mats 13.93 17.15 3.22 14.17 17.45 2.99 14.80 16.98 2.18 14.68 17.53 2.85
1 1 9.5 1 1 8 1 2 15 1 1 11

Intallectuel 1233 16.57 4.24 12.75 16.32 3.57 12,62 16.42 3.9) 12.36 16.14 3.78
Orlon:dm: 8.5 2 1 8 5 5 a 3 2.5 10.5 3 2

=an Laermieg 12.50 15.40 2.50 13.34 15.83 2.49 ¶3.2B 15.64 2.35 12.74 15.32 2.58
6 7 11 4 7 14 4 6 13 6 8 12

CultiraLtimetbetle 10.* 12.69 2'29 9.98 12.25 2.27 10.40 12.52 2.12 10.20 12.47 2.7tharem 19 19 6 20 20 TT 20 19 16 19 19 15

Pervessl 11.62 14.55 3.31 12.24 15.01 3.77 11.60 15.40 3.86 11.53 15.34 3.81
Develos= 14 9 6 13 6 2 15 10.5 2.5 15 7 1

ammedia/A3trinsis 10.2 14.68 4.13 10.63 14.53 3.70 10.94 14.57 3.83 10.53 1443 3.50
la 13 2 TT 12 3 17 14 4 17 13 3

Vocational/ 13.09 16.37 3.26 14.45 17.18 2.73 14.85 TI.2T 2.42 13.41 16.47 3.06
Teciadcal Fray 2 3 7 2 2 10 2 1 12 2 2 7

Developmatalf 12.54 16.10 3.5 13.37 16.65 336 1273 16.19 3.416 12.84 15.98 3.14
Bassdial Prep 4 4 3 3 1 6 5 5 5 4 5.5

Camunity Services 10.9) 13.06 2.14 11.51 14./5 2.64 11.2 14.15 2.34 10i27 13.53 2.5
16 18 15 15 15.5 12 14 16 14 17 13

8octs10-lt1eaeo 9.811
20

11.79
20

1.85
18

10.04
19

12.41
19

2ir 10.47
19

12.49
20

242 10.09 11.& Iiii

CcunsellaTI 12.39 14.73 2.311 12.56 15.76 2.90 12.78 15.51 2.73 12.5 15.57 3.01
4444941224 7 11 $4 7 8 9 8 11 7 6 8

Student Services uei 13.84 1.51
12-4"4i1.; lir 13.33 14.69 1.36 11.65 13.81 2.16

i5 3 12 19 14 15 16

Fw44ty/S1aff 12.24 15.45 322 12.49 15.55 3.07 12.27 15.40 3.13 12.36 14.91 2.55Donbas 11 6 9.5 10 10 7 13 10.5 7 10.5 12 14

Tatellectool 11.47 14.70 3,23 10iI9 3i55 11.41 14.58 3217 11ip 1545 3426
Esscuonnt 15 12 a

97
16 13 4

Icoosation 10.63 13.55 3.32 11.04 13.44 2.40 10.12 1345 2ig3 1042 13.95 2.94
T7 15 16 18 15 1 18 9

Collage Caeamity 11,35 15.75 COO 12.40 16.42 4.02 12.55 16.35 3.81 12 54 15.68 3.14
5 3 11 4 1 9 4 1 1 5 5.5

?mks 12.67 14.20 1.53 12.31 1328 1.57 12.63 13.50 1.2T 12i48 13.577 1.g9
3 14 19 12 17 20 7 17 217

aacomaall-Cr 11.85 13.86 2.0 2.70 14.51 1.81 12.36 14.27 1.91 12.09 13.84 1.75
12 16 17 9 13 19 12 15 14 12 14 19

Effective 12.57 15.01 2.44 12.98 15.66 2.68 12.47 15.55 3.09 12.91 15.10 2.91St 4 8 13 6 9 11 10 7 8 It 9 10

4cemnad1124 12.30 14.87 2.57 13.01 15.52 2.50 12.45 15.48 3.03 13.09 15.06 1.2
10 10 12 5 11 13 11 9 9 3 10 TT

Dtstremarcy Fader (X 7 - 7s B



127

four colleges, high positive correlations were found among

the four colleges in their rank orders. These correla-

tions are shown in Tables 17 and 18. The correlations

for all four colleges are above +.90 in the rankings of

Should Be goal areas. This indicates a very dependable

relationship among the four colleges.

While significant differences were found between the

four colleges, analyses of the individual goal area mean

scores and rank orders showed less important differences

than the F-test results might imply. Bellevue Community

College did not appear to differ from the other three

colleges in correlational analysis. The greatest differ-

ences were found in the IA ratings between the four

colleges.

Examination of the rank orders within the 20 goal

areas by each of the four colleges showed very similar

rankings for individual goal areas (see Table 16). The

top five goal areas were the same for each of the commu-

nity colleges, although the rank order varied one or two

positions. The lowest ranked goal areas were also within

two ranked positions for all four colleges. This was

consistent for both the IA and ,Should Be goal rankings.

Differences in rank order of two or more positions

occurred with the goal areas of Counseling and Advising

and Student Services. Consistent with the significant

difference testing, Bellevue Community College ranked
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Table 17: Rank Order Correlations of 20 La Goal Areas
by Four Community Colleges.

BCC WWCC CC GHC

BCC 1.00

WWCC .88 1.00

CC .90 .81 1.00

GHCC .87 .94 .80 1.00

Table 18: Rank Order Correlations of 20 Should Be Goal
Areas by Four Community Colleges

BCC WWCC CC GHC

BCC

WWCC

CC

GHCC

1.00

.93

.93

.93

1.00

.95

.97

1.00

.96 1.00
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Counseling and Advising as 11th in preferred importance;

more than three ranked positions lower than the other

three colleges. Clark College also ranked Student Ser-

vices as more important than the other colleges by more

than three ranked positions.

As with the analysis of the seven constituency

groups, the greatest congruence on goal areas appeared

to be on the most and least important goals as rated

by the sample. The differences occurred in the relative

importance of the mid-ranked and support goal areas.

hypotheses Five and Six

hypothesis Five. There is no significant relationship
between the current perceptions and priorities
of the community colleges and selected insti-
tutional characteristics.

Hypothesis Six. There is no significant relationship
between the preferred goal perceptions and
priorities of the community colleges and
selected institutional characteristics.

Since statistically significant differences were

found between the four community colleges when testing

H03 and H04, the above stated null hypotheses were tested

and examined. The results of these two hypotheses will

be reported together in this section.

The four colleges for the study were selected to

represent the diversity and commonality of the community

colleges in Washington State. For the purposes of this
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study, the selected characteristics were: a) large urban

vs. small rural community colleges and b) academic transfer

orientation vs. vocational technical orientation.

Bellevue Community College and Clark College were

the two large urban institutions with enrollment exceeding

the median FTE enrollment in Washington State and located

in urban metropolitan regions. Walla Walla Community

College and Grays Harbor College represented the small

rural community colleges with enrollment below the median

and serving the rural districts in eastern and western

Washington.

Bellevue Community College and Grays Harbor College

represent community colleges with a greater emphasis in

academic transfer programs as evidenced by more than 60

percent of FTE enrollment reported in academic areas.

This orientation was supported by the perceptions shared

with the researcher by the community college administra-

tion and faculty during the research project. For the

purposes of this study Walla Walla Community College and

Clark College were considered to have a more vocational-

technical orientation. WWCC reported 56 percent of its

enrollment in occupational areas in 1982. While Clark

reported a 56 percent academic, 33 percent occupational

and 11 percent community service enrollment in 1982, the

college supports a strong vocational and high technology

focus in its program offerings and institutional mission.
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Many of the academic course offerings are technical

courses that are also college transfer. With the ceiling

on state supported FTE's, some vocational technical

courses especially for upgrading of workers have been

offered as self-support (community service) where the

total cost of the course is supported by the student or

employer. Discussions with Clark College staff and the

State Board for Community College Education staff sup-

ported this consideration of Clark's orientation toward

vocational-technical education.

In order to assess these two hypotheses for rela-

tionship between the goal perceptions and preferences

of the community colleges and the selected institutional

characteristics, Pearson's product moment correlation

was applied. The 20 goal areas as rated IL and Should

L± and the two colleges categorized in each of the sub-

groups by selected characteristics were the two covariant

pairs in this analysis. A positive correlation of .96 was

found between the large urban and small rural colleges on

the IL ratings of the 20 goal areas. Also, a positive

correlation of .98 was found for the ,Should Be goal

ratings.

When the Pearson's r was applied to the .L and

Should Be goal ratings for the academic and vocationally

oriented subgroups, a positive .94 correlation was found

between the two subgroups of colleges for the IL goal
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ratings and a positive .96 correlation for the Should ja

goal ratings.

The results showed a very high positive relationship

between the subgroups for the two combinations: large

urban/small rural and academic/vocational orientation.

The should Be goal area resulted in a slightly higher

positive relationship than the perceptions of current

goals. These correlations represent a very dependable

relationship between the ratings of the 20 goal areas

for the two subgroups of community colleges (Courtney,

1984:526). Thus the null hypotheses of no relationship

between the selected characteristics and the goal area

ratings were rejected. The relationships were obviously

significant due to the very high and consistent correla-

tion.

However, the research question of goal priorities or

patterns related to college characteristics remained unan-

swered by this correlational analysis. By examination of

the sources of differences in the ANOVA and Tukey's HSD

for H
o3 and Ho4 regarding differences between the four

colleges, it was observed that differences did follow a

pattern with Bellevue Community College and/or Grays

Harbor College differing from Walla Walla Community Col-

lege and/or Clark College.

While the testing for correlation by Pearson's r

showed a very high positive relationship of the composite
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of the 20 goal areas between the college groups, further

examination and testing appeared necessary to determine

if a pattern existed within the 20 goal areas. Thus, the

t-test was applied to each of the 20 goal areas for the

two subgroups of community colleges with selected charac-

teristics. The results of these t-tests are shown in

Tables 19, 20, 21, and 22.

When the subgroups of large urban and small rural

community colleges were analyzed with the t-test, statis-

tically significant differences at the .05 level were found

for the following four goal areas in the IA category:

Developmental/Remedial Preparation, Student Services,

Effective Management, and Accountability. Table 19 details

these results. In the Should Be rating the following three

goal areas showed statistically significant differences at

the .05 level: General Education, Personal Development, and

Counseling and Advising (Table 20). In each instance except

for the Ts goal of Student Services, the small rural col-

leges rated the goal areas as significantly more important

than did the large urban colleges.

Tables 21 and 22 show the results for the academic/

vocational-technical subgroup. When the t-test was

applied to the 20 goal areas with the community colleges

with academic/vocational-technical orientation, statisti-

cally significant differences were found at the .05 level

for six goal areas in the IA rating and 12 goal areas for
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Table 19: Analysis Summary for 1,. Goal Areas by Large Urban/Small
Rural Community Colleges

Goal Area

Large
_Urban
x SD

Small
_Rural
x SD

Value Value

General Education 14.34 2.39 14.55 2.62 1.03 .305

Intellectual Orientation 12.46 2.63 12.59 2.54 .61 .545

Lifelong Learning 12.87 2.32 13.09 2.41 1.10 .271

Cultural/Aesthetic 10.45 2.45 10.10 2.35 1.72 .087
Awareness

Personal Development 11.63 2.79 11.96 2.98 1.38 .168

Humanism/Altruism 10.75 2.72 10.72 2.96 .12 .906

Vocational/Technical 13.92 2.78 14.03 2.86 .46 .643
Preparation

Developmental/Remedial 12.64 2.45 13.14 2.65 2.35 .019*
Preparation

Community Services 11.26 2.55 11.28 2.79 .08 .938

Social Criticism 10.15 2.59 10.08 2.63 .31 .754

Counseling/Advising 12.59 2.70 12.81 2.79 .92 .359

Student Services 12.81 2.41 11.98 2.26 4.23 .000***

Faculty/Staff 12.27 2.50 12.45 2.57 .85 .395
Development

Intellectual Environment 11.45 2.40 11.21 2.87 1.07 .284

Innovation 10.66 2.30 10.80 2.71 .66 .510

College Community 12.13 3.02 12.46 3.13 1.28 .201

Freedom 12.67 2.95 12.40 2.79 1.11 .269

Accessibility 12.10 2.30 12.46 2.72 1.73 .084

Effective Management 12.52 2.52 12.96 2.71 2.00 .046*

Accountability 12.38 2.69 13.04 2.83 2.82 .005**

.05 level of significance
** < .01 level of significance

*** < .001 level of significance
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Table 20: Analysis Summary for Should Be Goal Areas by Large
Urban/Small Rural Community Colleges

Goal Area

Large
Urban

x SD

Small
_Rural
x SD

Value Value

General Education 17.07 2.05 17.48 1.73 2.66 .008**

Intellectual Orientation 16.51 2.49 16.22 2.05 1.52 .128

Lifelong Learning 15.51 2.35 15.61 2.17 .52 .601

Cultural/Aesthetic 12.62 3.08 12.32 2.82 1.23 .217
Awareness

Personal Development 15.15 3.21 15.71 2.86 2.23 .026*

Humanism/Altruism 14.63 3.43 14.29 3.21 1.25 .213

Vocational/Technical 16.79 2.43 16.88 2.29 .46 .644
Preparation

Developmental/Remedial 16.14 2.44 16.37 2.32 1.14 .254
Preparation

Community Services 13.57 2.96 13.90 2.91 1.36 .175

Social Criticism 12.08 3.41 12.17 3.05 .33 .739

Counseling/Advising 15.09 2.71 15.69 2.48 2.78 .006*

Student Services 14.23 2.65 14.00 2.59 1.07 .285

Faculty/Staff 15.44 2.60 15.29 2.48 .68 .495
Development

Intellectual Environment 14.65 2.67 14.64 2.60 .06 .954

Innovation 13.83 2.94 13.38 2.84 1.90 .057

College Community 16.03 2.59 16.11 2.37 .38 .701

Freedom 14.08 3.63 13.74 3.08 1.21 .227

Accessibility 14.06 2.84 14.21 2.93 .66 .511

Effective Management 15.27 2.54 15.43 2.43 .77 .439

Accountability 15.15 2.57 15.34 2.56 .91 .363

*
**
***

<

<

<

.05

.01

.001

level
level
level

of significance
of significance
of significance
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Table 21: Analysis Summary for za Goal Areas by Academic/
Vocational-Technical Orientation Community Colleges

Goal Area
_Academic
x SD

_Voc-Tech
x SD

t
Value

p
Value

General Education 14.26 2.49 14.61 2.51 1.72 .086

Intellectual Orientation 12.35 2.65 12.69 2.52 1.59 .113

Lifelong Learning 12.61 2.36 13.31 2.32 3.56 .000***

Cultural/Aesthetic 10.39 2.53 10.17 2.28 1.12 .265
Awareness

Personal Development 11.61 2.83 11.96 2.94 1.44 .150

Humanism/Altruism 10.58 2.81 10.88 2.87 1.23 .218

Vocational/Technical 13.24 2.69 14.63 2.78 6.00 .000***
Preparation

Developmental/Remedial 12.68 2.59 13.09 2.53 1.90 .058
Preparation

Community Services 10.86 2.51 11.64 2.75 3.50 .000***

Social Criticism 9.98 2.71 10.22 2.51 1.09 .277

Counseling/Advising 12.49 2.66 12.88 2.81 1.70 .089

Student Services 12.06 2.22 12.70 2.47 3.28 .001***

Faculty/Staff
Development

12.32 2.46 12.40 2.60 .33 .739

Intellectual Environment 11.63 2.61 11.06 2.65 2.58 .010**

Innovation 10.56 2.53 10.90 2.49 1.61 .109

College Community 12.11 3.01 12.47 3.14 1.38 .169

Freedom 2.63 2.92 12.45 2.84 .73 .469

Accessibility 11.97 2.50 12.56 2.52 2.76 .006**

Effective Management 12.73 2.49 12.75 2.74 .10 .924

Accountability 12.66 2.69 12.76 2.86 .46 .647

* < .05 level of significance
** < .01 level of significance

*** < .001 level of significance
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Table 22: Analysis Summary for Should Be Goal Areas by
Academic/Vocational-Technical Orientation Community
Colleges

Goal Area
_Academic
x SD

_Voc-Tech
SD Value Value

General Education 17.30 1.86 17.25 1.96 .32 .747

Intellectual Orientation 16.37 2.39 16.36 2.18 .07 .941

Lifelong Learning 15.35 2.18 15.75 2.32 2.14 .033*

Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness

12.58 2.97 12.36 2.94 .86 .390

Personal Development 15.09 2.99 15.74 3.08 2.60 .010**

Humanism/Altruism 14.38 3.35 14.54 3.30 .61 .545

Vocational/Technical 16.42 2.54 17.22 2.11 4.17
Preparation

.000***

Developmental/Remedial 16.05 2.42 16.45 2.33 2.02 .043*
Preparation

Community Services 13.28 2.96 14.15 2.86 3.60 .000***

Social Criticism 11.76 3.29 12.45 3.16 2.55 .011*

Counseling/Advising 15.11 2.57 15.65 2.63 2.54 .011*

Student Services 13.83 2.58 14.38 2.64 2.54 .011*

Faculty/Staff 15.24 2.54 15.49 2.53 1.19 .234
Development

Intellectual Environment 14.84 2.58 14.46 2.67 1.73 .084

Innovation 13.69 2.86 13.53 2.93 .65 .518

College Community 15.72 2.47 16.40 2.45 3.33 .001***

Freedom 13.92 3.37 13.89 3.38 .11 .909

Accessibility 13.85 2.92 14.40 2.83 2.32 .021*

Effective Management 15.06 2.45 15.62 2.49 2.75 .006**

Accountability 14.98 2.61 15.50 2.51 2.46 .014*

< .05 level of significance
et < .01 level of significance

*** < .001 level of significance
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the _Should Be rating. The 1,1 goal areas were: Lifelong

Learning, Vocational/Technical Preparation, Community Ser-

vices, Intellectual Environment, and Accessibility. In

all but one goal area, the vocational-technical oriented

college subgroup rated the goal areas as currently more

important. The academic oriented college subgroup per-

ceived Intellectual Environment as currently more important

than did the vocationally oriented colleges.

In the Should Be ratings the following goal areas

showed statistically significant differences between the

academic/vocational subgroup: Lifelong Learning, Personal

Development, Vocational/Technical Preparation, Developmen-

tal/Remedial Preparation, Community Services, Counseling

and Advising, Student Services, College Community, Acces-

sibility, Effective Management, and Accountability. In

all 12 goal areas, the vocational-technical oriented

colleges preferred the goal area to be more important

than did the academic transfer oriented community

college subgroup. These _Should Be results are shown in

Table 22.

These t-test results showed more clustering of the

differences of the perceived and preferred goals around

the characteristics of academic/vocational-technical ori-

entation than the large urban/small rural college subgroup.

The goal areas appeared to be the more student and commu-

nity oriented goals as well as the management goals.
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These differences were not as evident when the rank order

by means or the F-test results were examined for the four

colleges.

Summery of Results

The purpose of this study was to determine if signi-

ficant differences existed between seven internal and

external constituencies on the current perceptions and

preferred goals of community colleges. A secondary goal

was to determine if significant differences existed

between the current perceptions and preferred goals as

perceived by the local constituency groups of the four

selected colleges.

Each of the null hypotheses was rejected with

respect to specific goal areas and individual goal state-

ments. Significant differences were found between the

seven constituency groups on 13 of the 20 goal areas as

perceived to be currently important to the community

college. Six of the ten individual goal statements also

showed significant differences between the seven constitu-

ency groups, perceptions of the Is. goals of the community

colleges. In the analysis of the Should Re goals, sig-

nificant differences were found for 15 of the 20 goal

areas in the rating of importance by the seven internal

and external constituency groups. Constituent groups

differed significantly on the preferred importance of

six of the ten individual goal statements.
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When the source(s) of difference were identifiable by

the multiple range comparison test, the vast majority of

the differences were between one or more of the internal

constituency groups and the external groups. Legislators

differed most frequently from the internal groups. Part-

time faculty occasionally responded more like the community

members as an external group. Students responded as an

internal group in differing from the other two external

groups in three of the preferred goal areas and two of

the individual goal statements.

In the analysis of the ratings of goal areas by the

four colleges, significant differences were found in nine

of the 20 goal areas as perceived as currently important

in community colleges. Seven of the 20 goal areas showed

significant differences between the four colleges as pre-

ferred importance. Where the source(s) of difference were

detected by the multiple range comparison test, Clark

College and/or Walla Walla Community College most fre-

quently perceived and preferred the goal areas to be more

important than did Bellevue Community College and Grays

Harbor College.

Correlational analyses of the rank orders of the 20

goal areas as IA and Should Be responses by the four

community colleges showed a very high positive relation-

ship among the four colleges. The rank orders did not
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show important differences in the perceived or preferred

priorities among the goal areas between the four colleges.

Upon further analysis to determine the relationship

and differences between the goal perceptions and prefer-

ences and selected characteristics of the colleges, the

two colleges with stronger vocational-technical orienta-

tion rated student oriented and support goal areas

more important than did the two colleges with an aca-

demic transfer orientation.

While all six null hypotheses were rejected in this

study, the significant differences occurred in specific

goal areas. The source(s) of difference were more dis-

tinct between the constituency groups for some of the

goal areas. Other goal area differences were more

evident in the analyses of the four community colleges.

The college characteristic of academic vs. vocational-

technical orientation produced the most clustering of

significant differences in the preferred goal areas.
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V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

K. Patricia Cross described the late 1970s and early

1980s as a plateau between two periods characterized by

high energy and clear sense of mission. "The old ideals

that sparked enthusiasm and a sense of common purpose

in community colleges have receded, and new ideals have

not yet emerged" (Cross, 1981:113). Dorothy Knoell

stated that the apparent absence of consensus about the

mission, goals, and priorities among the various consti-

tuencies is "somewhat unique" to the community colleges.

Breneman and Nelson (1981), Richardson (1982, 1983),

Richman and Farmer (1974), Keller (1983), and others

emphasized the increase in the number and power of the

external groups involved in educational policymaking.

These writers further cited the lack of support for the

diverse goals of higher education by these external

groups. Keller recently observed:

If educational institutions are to
reverse, or at least slow down the trend
toward outside interventions in their
affairs, they must shape their own desti-
nies in ways that are acceptable to the
public and its elected leaders (Keller,
1983:25).

As the above illustrates, the recent literature

abounds with references to the differences between the

goals and priorities for community colleges between the
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traditional internal decision makers and the external

funding sources and consumers. Are these differences

real? Is there a lack of support by some of the consti-

tuency groups for the diverse goals of the community

college in the 1980s? Which goals are most important to

its various constituency groups? These questions need to

be answered if community college leaders are to be suc-

cessful in the educational marketplace during the late

1980s and the decade of the 1990s.

This study examined the importance of the goals for

community colleges as rated by seven internal and exter-

nal constituency groups from four selected Washington

community colleges. The study also examined the goals

for differences between the four selected community

colleges.

The sample included 638 persons from seven constitu-

ency groups. Administrators, fulltime faculty, parttime

faculty, and trustees were the internal, constituency

groups. The external constituency groups were students,

community members, and state legislators. The state

legislator sample was randomly selected from the 1984

roster of the Washington House of Representatives and

Senate. The six local constituency groups were drawn

from four selected community college districts. The four

community colleges included two large urban districts and

two small rural colleges from diverse geographical areas
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in Washington. The four colleges also represented varied

proportions of academic, vocational, and community service

FTE enrollments.

Research Questions

Six null hypotheses were tested to examine the

following research questions:

1) Do local community college faculty, adminstra-
tors, Boards of Trustees, students, community members,
and state legislators have different perceptions of
the current goals and priorities of the community
colleges?

2) Do local community college faculty, administra-
tors, Boards of Trustees, students, community members,
and state legislators have different preferences about
what the goals and priorities ought to be for community
colleges?

3) Do the goals and priorities vary between the
community colleges with differing characteristics such
as size, geography, urban-rural, and/or enrollment
patterns?

4) If the perceived and/or preferred goals of the
individual community colleges differ, are there patterns
or clusters of goal priorities related to individual
college characteristics?

Methodology

The Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) was

used to assess the current goal perceptions (IL) and the

preferred (Should Be) goals of the community colleges

by constituency groups. The CCGI was developed by Edu-

cational Testing Service to help community colleges

delineate their goals and establish priorities. The
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Inventory consists of 90 goal statements clustered into

20 goal areas and ten individual goal statements.

The CCGI was distributed to the sample during Winter

and Spring Quarters 1984. Respondents rated each goal

statement on a five-point summated rating scale of

importance. Responses were scored and summarized by

Educational Testing Service. Data were analyzed using

the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).

Analysis of Variance was used to determine if sta-

tistically significant differences existed among the

seven constituency groups and between the four community

colleges. Tukey's HSD Multiple Range Comparison Test was

applied to identify the source of differences. Correla-

tional analyses were used to assess the relationships

between the goal area ratings and rank orders of the four

colleges. The t-test was used to test for statistically

significant differences between the large urban and small

rural colleges and the academically and vocational-

technically oriented colleges.

Findings

Statistically significant differences at the .05

level were found among the seven constituency groups in

13 of the 20 I.S. goal areas and 15 of the 20 Should He

goal areas. In general, the internal groups rated the

goal areas as more important than did the external groups.
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Legislators rated the goal areas as less important than

did the other constituency groups. However, all seven

constituency groups rated 18 of the 20 Should Be goal

areas as medium or higher importance.

The four colleges differed more in their ratings of

the perceived (Is) goals than in their ratings of the

preferred (Should Be) goals. Statistically significant

differences were identified between the four colleges in

eight of the Is goal areas and in five of the Mould

as goal areas. However, a very high positive relation-

ship above .90 was found between the rank order of the

mean scores for the 20 goal areas as rated by the four

colleges.

Few differences were found between the large urban

and small rural community colleges in either the Is or

Should Be goal area ratings. However, when examining

the academically oriented colleges and those with a

stronger vocational-technical orientation, statistically

significant differences were found in 12 of the 20 Should

Al goal areas. The vocational-technically oriented col-

leges rated all 12 of the goal areas as more important.

These goal areas included the student support, community

service, and management goals.

Conclusions

Given the results of this study and the definitions

and limitations of the goal areas of the Community
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College Goals Inventory (CCGI), the following conclusions

were drawn:

1. Internal and external constituency groups dif-

fered in their perceptions of and preferences for the

importance of the goals for community colleges. In

general, internal groups believed that the goal areas

were currently more important and should be more impor-

tant than did the external constituency groups of

legislators and community members. However, the priority

of the goal areas were similar for all seven constituency

groups.

2. The traditional core of the community college

such as General Education, Vocational/Technical -Prepara-

tion, and Intellectual Orientation was highly important

to all constituency groups.

3. Developmental/Remedial Preparation has become

increasingly important to all constituency groups except

legislators.

4. The goal area of College Community was highly

important to the internal constituency groups as well as

to legislators.

5. The goal area of Accessibility, Innovation, Com-

munity Services, Social Criticism, and Cultural/Aesthetic

Awareness had the lowest priority to all constituency

groups. Although these goal areas were ranked as the

lowest five of the 20 goal areas, the constituents still
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ranked them of medium importance. Thus, it was concluded

that the areas are still moderately supported as goals

but were of lowest priority for community colleges.

6. Internal and external constituency groups varied

most in their perceptions and preferences of the impor-

tance of the mid-ranked goal areas. These included

student oriented and community service goals as well as

Faculty/Staff Development, Accountability, and Effective

Management.

7. Community colleges held more diverse perceptions

about the importance of their current goals than in their

preferred goal area ratings.

B. The differences between the four colleges

clustered around the characteristics of academic or

vocational-technical orientation rather than the large

urban or small rural attribute. The vocational-

technically oriented community colleges preferred that

the community and student oriented support service and

management goal areas be more important than did the

academically oriented colleges.

Many of the findings and conclusions of this study

were consistent with the literature on recent insti-

tutional goals studies in community colleges. The

conclusions were consistent with recent research and

demonstrated a high degree of consensus among the seven
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constituency groups and the four colleges regarding the

importance of the top ranked goals of General Education,

Vocational/Technical Preparation, and Intellectual Orien-

tation. The findings also reinforced the literature by

showing a high level of agreement of goals among the

internal constituency groups. However, parttime faculty

often responded more like the external groups of commu-

nity members. The majority of the differences in the

importance ratings were found between the internal and

external constituency groups. Thus, the apparent lack

of clarity and consensus about the goals and priorities

among the constituency groups as cited by Dorothy Knoell

in Jedamus, et al. (1980) were only partially supported

by the results of this study.

This study contributed empirical data which rein-

forced the position cited in the literature that

influential external constituency groups hold different

views than do the traditional internal groups regarding

the importance of the goals for community colleges. This

study further showed that the importance of the goals

varied with the community college's emphasis and orienta-

tion toward academic or vocational-technical education.

Implications

The findings and conclusions of this study indicate

some considerations, directions, and implications for
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community colleges in Washington State. Since the most

frequent source of difference was between the internal

constituency groups and the legislators, some of the

implications may also apply to other state funded commu-

nity college systems.

The solid commitment by all constituency groups to

General Education, Vocational/Technical Preparation, and

Intellectual Orientation implies a stable foundation and

future for these traditional core programs of the commu-

nity college.

The consistently high rating of the College Commu-

nity goal area among the internal groups indicates a

continuous concern and interest in governance, communica-

tion, and participation in decision making. The slight

decrease in the discrepancy factor between the /a and

Should Be rating since the 1979 CCGI field test and the

1981 Washington State study, which is described on pages

62 to 65 of this study, may indicate an increased sense

of morale, mutual respect, trust, and shared commitment

to college goals. However, the discrepancy factor re-

mains among the highest for each of the colleges. Thus,

administrators, faculty, and trustees must continue to

work toward governance models which promote shared

decision making and open communication.

Legislative actions regarding budget appropriations,

funding formulas, student aid packages, and tuition rates
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and policies impact the ability of the local community

college to serve its community. Many factors influence

legislative actions such as political goals, available

resources, and relative importance of demands by other

agencies such as health and social services, corrections,

four-year colleges and universities, and common schools.

The results of this study provide some indicators of the

legislators' goals and potential actions.

The legislators' lower importance ratings for several

of the goal areas indicate areas for attention and consi-

deration by state board staff, faculty associations, and

college administrators. These lower ratings may reflect

a lack of current information regarding the community

college students, programs, and community needs. Conse-

quently, there is a need for increased public information

and education of legislative policy makers. There is

also a need for alertness to specific issues such as

funding formula development, tuition, student aid, and

policy deliberations during the budget planning process.

Lower importance ratings by legislators for

Developmental/Remedial Preparation, Accessibility, and

Lifelong Learning may indicate less willingness to fund

educational opportunity for non-traditional, parttime

students, and underprepared learners. If these areas are

considered important, community college leaders and com-

munity advisory members may need to expand their public
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information efforts to interpret the educational needs

and experiences of many adult learners.

Lack of legislative support for the lower ranked

goal areas of Student Services, Innovation, and Acces-

sibility may inhibit favorable policies and budget

appropriations to meet the increasing demands for adult

retraining and community economic development. These

target audiences and educational programs often require

flexibility, responsiveness, and non-traditional

approaches to instruction, administrative procedures, and

student services. The low ratings of Innovation by all

groups does not bode well for the community college as it

faces the increasing competition and challenge of private

for-profit educational organizations and institutions.

As community colleges face the challenge of updating

curriculum and faculty for new and emerging technologies,

faculty development becomes increasingly important. The

lower legislative rating for Faculty/Staff Development

suggests that special appropriations for faculty sala-

ries, sabbatical leaves, travel, and professional

development will be difficult. The lower rating by

community members and students implies that this goal

area is primarily an internal priority and concern.

Faculty associations should examine this issue for

possible public information campaign focus and support



153

for community involvement and budget appropriations for

faculty development and updating.

The high rating and ranking of the Accountability

goal area by legislators indicates that cost effective-

ness, efficiency, and evaluation issues will continue to

be important and imposed by external funding sources.

Evaluation, coordination, planning, articulation, and

cooperative programs and partnerships with business,

industry, and other educational institutions will likely

receive even more emphasis in this era of accountability

and competition for scarce resources.

The higher importance rating of community and

student support goals by the vocational-technically

oriented colleges implies that these service and com-

munity involvement activities are essential for the

delivery of vocational-technical education. This may

also reflect a more intense involvement with the student

and community which is characteristic of vocational-

technical programs. The significantly lower importance

rating of these community and student goal areas by leg-

islators paired with the legislators' number one rating

and ranking of the goal area of Vocational/Technical

Preparation poses a potential conflict in funding programs

and services. This discrepancy suggests a need for in-

creased interpretation of vocational program and community
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involvement needs to legislative budget and higher

education committee members.

Researcher's Observations

This study tested for significant differences among

seven constituency groups and four community colleges in

Washington State. The null hypotheses were rejected with

respect to several goal areas.

While generalizations of similarity or agreement

among the constituency groups cannot be drawn where sig-

nificant differences were not found, the commonality of

the ratings of importance of the goal areas is striking.

All seven constituency groups rated 18 of the 20 Should

kg goal areas of medium to high importance (3.0 - 4.5)

on a five-point scale of importance. Where significant

differences were identified, the mean rating of the goal

area by the constituency groups was within the medium

importance range. Furthermore, the difference between

the ratings of the two or more groups was usually less

than .50. The range between the mean rating of the first

ranked and the twentieth ranked goal areas averaged only

1.5. Trustees group was the only constituency group with

a range of greater than 2.0 between the top and bottom

ranked goal areas. Also, the rank orders were very

similar for most of the constituency groups for the 20

goal areas. While there were some selected exceptions
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with specific constituency groups and goal areas, it is

apparent to this researcher that all of the constituency

groups believed the goal areas to be important functions

of the community college.

When examining the responses to the 20 goal areas by

the seven constituency groups and the four community col-

lege districts together, a pattern to the responses

emerged. Some of the goal areas seemed to draw upon the

respondent's or constituency group's specific role or

responsibility. For example, students have more vested

interest in the importance of the goal area of Personal

Development and Student Services than do state legisla-

tors. Fulltime faculty, administrators, and trustees

have more immediate concern with College Community and a

climate of trust and respect than do community members.

Other goal areas seemed to express the respondent's or

constituency group's current experience or institutional

affiliation. For example, respondents at Walla Walla

Community College and Clark College hear, see, and

experience an emphasis on vocational-technical prepara-

tion more than the respondents at Grays Harbor and

Bellevue Community College where the vocational-technical

emphasis is less. Thus, some of the differences between

goal area ratings were more distinct among the constitu-

ency groups while others showed stronger differences

between the institutional experience and environment.
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While statistically significant differences were

found between some constituency groups and the four

community colleges on the level of importance of the

goal areas, the results of this study also imply that

the constituency groups support the 20 goal areas as

identified on the CCGI for the community colleges.

Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations are proposed for

further study:

1. The ratings of each of the four individual goal

statements that constitute the 20 goal areas should be

examined and tested to determine how each goal state-

ment contributed to the mean rating for the goal area.

In some cases, one goal item more heavily influenced

the mean score than the other three goal statements.

This individual goal item analysis would provide more

specific goal preference data for the seven constituency

groups. The disparity in individual goal statement

rating was especially obvious for the legislator group.

This analysis would also assist in the interpretation of

the results for campus or system-wide implications.

2. The data from the six local constituency groups

from each of the four community colleges should be

examined and tested for differences within the local

community college. These data should then be compared to

data and results of this four-college study.
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3. The study should be conducted with other commu-

nity colleges in Washington State to further examine the

vocational-technically oriented college's higher prefer-

ence for community and support goal areas, as found in

this study.

4. The apparent tendency of one or more of the

individual institutions to rate the importance of goal

statements and areas consistently lower than other insti-

tutions in the study should be examined.

5. Other groups are also becoming more powerful exter-

nal constituency groups for the local community college.

Future studies should include such groups as state educa-

tion staff, regulatory boards, and agency personnel.

6. An alpha-coefficient for determining the relia-

bility of the goal statements in the Community College

Goals Inventory (CCGI) should be computed by Educational

Testing Service for the external constituency groups.

ETS has reliability data for faculty and students only.

7. A goal perception and preference study using an

alternate methodology such as interview technique would

supplement and/or corroborate the results of this study.

These results would be especially useful in examining the

goals of community members.

8. A goals study such as this one should be repli-

cated periodically in local community college districts

as part of the continuous planning and evaluation effort.
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APPENDIX A

COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY

To the respondent:

During the past decade a number of educational, social, end economic circum-
stances have made it necessary for community colleges to reach clear, and often
new, understandings about their goals. Now, widesoreed financial and enroll.
ment concerns make it imperative for colleges to specify the objectives to which
limited resources may be directed.

The Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) was developedas a tool to
help colleges delineate their goals and establish priorities among them. The
instrument does not tell colleges what to do in order to reach the goals. Instead.
it provides a means by which many individuals and constituent groups can con-
tribute their thinking about desired institutional goals. Summaries of the results
of this thinking then provide a basis for reasoned deliberations toward final
definition of college goals.

The Inventory was designed to address the specific needs and concerns of
community colleges. About half of the goal statements in the Inventory refer to
whet may be thought of as "outcome" or substantive goals colleges may seek to
achieve (e.g.. qualities of graduating students, kinds of servicel. Statements
toward the end of the instrument relate to "process" goalsgoals having to do
with college environment and the educational process.

The CCGI is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be
summarized only for groupsfaculty, students, trustees. and so forth. In no
instance will responses of individuals be reported. The Inventory ordinarily
should not take longer than 45 minutes to complete.

NAME OF INSTITUTION:
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page two

DIRECTIONS

How important is the goal at this
institution at the present time?

In your judgnent, how important
Mould the goal be at this institution?

The Inventory consists of 90 statements of First
possible institutional goals. Using the answer
key shown in the examples below, you are
Wed to respond to each statement in two Then
different ways:

EXAMPLES

0
o,.

i. %
... 9 ,

% af et

o,..

... lb
'4.

4 %s

A. to require a common core of learning
experience for all students...

In this example, the respondent believes the goal "to require
students" is presently of extremely high importance, but thinks

s

should be

0 CD
C= I 0

0 0I

I

OS I Or

S
C=i

a common core of learning experiences for all
that it should be of medium importance.

0 to give alumni a larger and more direct
role in the work of the institution..,

In this example, the respondent seas the goal "to give alumni
the institution" as presently being of low importance, but thinks

is i C
should be I 0

a CO

f=i

C.=

IS
CM

C=i

a larger and more direct role in the work of
that it should be of high importance.

- Unless you have been given other
instructions. consider the institution
as a whole in making your udgments.

blackening one oval after is and one
oval after should be

Use any soft lead pencil. Do not
use colored pencils or a penink,
ball point, or felt tip.

Mark each answer so that It
completely fills (blackens) the
intended oval. Please do not make
checks (%) I or X's.

In giving should be responses, do not
be restrained by your beliefs about
Whether the goal. realistically, Can
ever be attained on the campus.

Please try TO reSOCWICI to *were goal

statement in the Inventory, by

Additional Locally Written Goal Statements-Local Option 191-1101: A
section is included for additional goal statements of specific interest or
concern. Thee, statements will be MIPPlifed locally. If no statements are
supplied, leave this section blank and go on to the Information Questions.

Information Questions (111-117): Thesequestions are includedto enable
each institution to analyze the results of the Inventory in ways that will be,
the most meaningful and useful to them. Respond to each question that
applies.

Subgroups I 1 18) and Supplementary Information Questions (1 19-124): If
these sections are to be used instructions will be given locally for marking
theta Items. If not, please leave them blank.

The Community College Goals Inventory was adapted from the Instnulional Goals trimmery one
wee devIllOthed in CODOeMtion with the Newnan ereciatier of Community and Junior Colleges.

Cawthorn c 1979 by Educational Tatting Sena Aim °ghee rammed
Copied with permission of Educational Testing Service

No pan of ems mstrucrient may be saws er tteroauceo
in any loan without permeelon m wnong from the pueinner

Pudrilmra end distributed by ET5 Community and Junto/ College Programs.
Princeton. New Jersey 011641
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page three

Please respond to an goal statements
by blackening one oval alter is and
old alrer should be

n 67,

% on
4..

% % % %

1; 0 e

1 to ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge of is

communications, the humanities, social sciences, mathe-
matics. and natural sciences . . should be

CC

CD

CC

CD

CD

0
CI
0

CO

0
' 2. to teach students methods of inquiry, research, and

Problem definition and solution . ..
iS

should be

0
0

CD

0
CD

C=

0
0

CD

(=
8. to offer courses that enable adults in the community to

pursue vocational, cultural. and social interests...
is

should be

C)

0
CD

CC

=
CC

CD

CD

CO

CO

4 to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some
level of reading, writing, and math competency...

is

should be

CD

CC

CD

CD

CC

irD

CD

0
CD

CD

5. to increase the desire and ability of students to undertake
self-directed learning ...

is

should be

CD

C=

CD

CD

CO

CC

CD

O
0
0

6. to provide a general academic background as preparation
for further, more advanced or specialized work. .

is

should be

C1

CD

CO

CD

0
CD

(=
0

CD

CO

7 to develop student6 ability to synthesize knowledge from
a variety of sources...

is

should be

C
i=2)

CD

CD

CD

CID

CD

0
0
CD

8. to seek to instill in students a commitment to a lifetime
of learning...

is

should be

Ci
=

01

CD

CD

CD

0
CD

CC

C=

9. to ensure that students acquire knowledge and skills that
will enable them to live effectively in society.

is

should be

0
0

CO

=
CID

O
0
Cr)

CD)

CD

10. to instill in students a capacity for openness to new ideas
and ways of thinking.

is

should be

0
0

40

CD

0
0

=7

(227

CC

CC

17 to be committed as a college to providing learning
opportunities to adults of all ages...

is

should be

=
CC

=
CD

CD

CD

CO

0
CD

CO

12 to encourage students to learn about foreign cultures. for
example, tnrough study of a foreign language...

is

should be

CO

CD

CD

CO

CO

CD

O
0

CD

CD

13. to award degree credit for knowledge and skills acquired
in nonSChool settings...

i5

should be

t=
i=

C:n

CD

CD

Cp)

CC

0
f=
CID
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Page four

3.

Please respond to all goal statements
e3 c''' iby bfackenmg one oval alter is and s- ;

%
one after should be. c a , S.,

S oc

'a a
1 . \

14. to increase students' sensitivity to and appreciation of is 1 0 CC) I CID 0 0
various forms of art and artistic expression...

should be I 0> 0 ! CD C 0
15. to nolo students identify their personal goals and develop is ! 0 0 0 0 0

means of achieving them...
should be I 0 CD 1 0 0 0

16. to help students understand and assess the important
moral issues of our time..

is I

I

0 CC C=. 0 0
should be I 0 0 l CD 0 0

17 to encourage students to elect courses in the humanities or
ens beyond required course work.

is I 0
i

CD CD
I

0 I 0
should be . 0 CD ! CD 0 0

18. to help students develop a sense of self-worth. sell- is 0 0 CD 0 0
confidence, and self-direction...

should be 0 0 1 CD 0 I 0
19. to help students understand and respect people from is 0 CD CD 0 CD

diverse backgrounds and cultures...
should be 0 0 CD 0 CD

20. to encourage students to express themselves artistically, is 0 CD CD 0 0
such as in music, painting, and film-making...

should be 0 CD 0 0 CO

21 to help students achieve deeper levels of self- is 0 0 CD 0 CD
understanding...

should be 0 CD CD CD 0
22. to encourage students to become committed to working for is 0 CD CD 0 e=

peace in the world.
should be 0 CD CD 0 co

23 to acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary is 0 CD CZ3 CD 0
expression from non-Western cultures, such as African
or Asian... should be 0 0 CD 0 CD

24. to help students to be open, honest, and trusting in their is 0 CD CD
relationships with others..

should be 0 CC CD

25. to encourage students to have an active concern for the is 0 0 0 0 . 0
general welfare of their communities...

should be CD CD CD 0 (0)

26. to provide opportunities for students to prepare for specific is 0 CO CD 0 0
vocational/technical careers. such as accounting, air
conditioning and refrigeration, and nursing... should be 0 CO CO 0 C:=/
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page five

Please respond to all goal statements a,4 1.,by blackening one oval alter is and
one after should be.

flk.
.. 40

0 .

27 to identify and assess basic skills levels and then counsel is 0 0 0 0 i=
students relative to their needs...

should be 0 0 0 0 OD

! 28. to make available to community groups college resources is 0 0 0 0 0
sucn as meeting rooms, computer facilities, and faculty

I problem-solving skills... should be 0 CD O C3D 0
29. to provide critical evaluations of current values and is 0 CD l CD 0 CD

practices in our society...

should be 0 CO 0 CD

30. to offer educational programs geared to new and emerging is I 0 CD CD 0 CD
career fields...

should be 0 0 CD CO 0
31 to ensure that students who complete developmental is 0 C=1 0 CD CD

programs have Renewed appropriate reading, writing. and
mathematics competencies... should be 0 0 CD 0 0

32 to offer alternative developmental (basic skills) programs is <0 CD CD 0 C=
that recognize different learning styles and rates...

should be 0 CID 0 0 CD

33 to serve as a source of ideas and recommendations for is 0 0 CD 0 CD
changing social institutions...

should be 0 CD CD in CD

34. to convene or conauct communny forums on topical issues is 0 0 0 CD CD
sucn as conservation of energy, crime prevention, and
community renewal... should be 0 0 CD 0 CD

35 to cooperate with diverse community organizations to is 0 CD CD 0 OD
improve the availability of educational services to area
residents... should be CD CD CC 0 0

36. to provide opportunities for individuals to uodate or is 0 0 0 o 0
upgrade present lob skills...

should be CC) CO CD 0 CO

37. to work with local government agencies. industries. is 0 CD CD 0 r=t
unions, and other community groups on community
problems. should be 0 CD CD 0 CD

38. to provide retraining opportunities for indiviclualswhowish is CC CI C C CD
to Qualify for new careers or acquire new fob skills...

should be c:=/ 0 0 0 0
39. to help students learn how to bring about changes in our is 0 CD CD 0 CD

social, economic, or political institutions...

should be 0 CC CD f= CO
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Par sir.

Please respond to all goat statements
by blackening one oval after is and
one alter should be.

, 0 4,

ty 'a

e
1.,

a es

40. to be engaged. as an institution, in working for basic
changes in our society.

u 0
should be 1=7)

0 i 0
CD CD

0 0
CD I CC)

41. to evaluate continuously the effectiveness of basic skills
instruction...

, 0
should be 0

0
CD

0
0

0 I 0
I

0 CD
42. to maintain support services for students with special

needs. such as disadvantage°. or handicapped...

is

should be

0 CD
I 0 CD

I CD

CC

0 I CD

0 <=1
43. to commit college resources to faculty and staff

development activities...
is 1 CID 0

should be 0 CD

CD

CD

0 0
0 0

44 to provide career counseling services for students... is CD I CD

should be I 0 CD
C
CD

0 0
l= Cl

45. to conduct a comprehensive student activities program
consisting of social, cultural, and athletic activities. .

is i O,
should be =I

CS

CID

CO

CD

0 0
0 0

46. to provide opportunities for professional development of
faculty and staff through special seminars, workshops,
or training programs..

is i C CD
should be CD CD

CO

<70

=.
CD

C=.

0
47 to provide personal counseling services for students.. is 0

should be 0

CD

CD

0
0

0
CD

. 0
0

48. to provide comprehensive advice for students about
financial aid sources...

is 0
should be 0

CD

CD

CD

CD

0 CD
10 CD

49. to evaluate faculty in an appropriate and reasonable
manner in order to promote effective teaching...

is

should be

0
0

0
CD

0
0

CD . 0
0 C=

50 to provide academic advising services for students.. is

should be

a)
0

C
CD

C
0

Ca=

0
C
0

51 to operate a student lob-placement service... is

should be

CD CD

0 CD
CD

CD

0
CD

0
0

52. to overate a student health service that inclupes health
maintenance. preventive medicine, and referral services...

should be

0 <0
r= C

CD

C
CD

r=
CD

cc)
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Page seven

Please respond to en goal statements
by blackening one oval alter is and
one alter shoul d be.

cr.

....4 t
Ibt .

3
1>

..1

.t,
.a

53. to provide flexible leave and sabbatical opportunities for is

faculty and staff for purposes of professional development .
mould be

0
0

CD

t=
CD

CD

0
0

CD

CC

54 to create a campus climate in which students spend much is

of their free time in intellectual and cultural activities..
should be

I 0
0

0
CD

0
CD

.0
0

0
0

55. to build a climate on the campus in which continuous is

educational innovation is accepted as an institutional way
of life... should be

CD

I CD

CD

CD

1 CC

I CD

0
CD

CD

CD

56 to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment to the
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as
commitment to professional careers...

is

should be

0
i 0

CD CD

CM 0
C=

0
0
CD

57. to create a climate in which students and faculty mayeasily
come together for informal discussion of ideas and mutual
interests...

is

should be

0
I 0

0
CZ)

CID

CD

Cf
0

CD

CZ)

58. to experiment with different methods of evaluating and
grading student performance...

is 0
should be I 0

CD

CD

0
CD

0
CD

CO

0
59 to maintain a climate in which communication throughout is

the organizational structure is open and candid...
should be

0
0

CO

CD

CD

CO

C=

C=

0
0

60. to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events. such is

as lectures. concerts. and an exhibits...
should be

0
0

CD

10

CD

CD

0
0

0
0

61 to experiment with new approaches to individualised
instruction such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, and
students planning their own programs..

1 is

should be

0
0

CD

0
OD

CD

Cr
0

CD

CD

62 to maintain a climate at the college in which differences I

of opinion can be aired openly and amicably..
is

should be

0
0

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

0
CO

CD

63. to create an institution known in the community as an
intellectually exciting and stimulating place...

is

should be

0
CD

CD

CO

CD

CD

CD

0
CD

CC

. 84 to create procedures by which curricular and instructional
innovations may be readily initiated -

is

should be

CC)

CD

CO

CD

CO

CD

C
CD

CD I

CD

65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among
students, faculty. and administrators...

is

should be

0
0

CD

CC)

CM

CD

0
0

CID

0
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Page eight

Please respond to all goal statements
by blackening one oval alter is and
one after should be

0.-

o. 0. o.

"r a \

66. to ensure that students are not prevented from hearing
speakers presenting controversial points of view..

is I =>

should be 0

C 0
0 Cr

I =
C

0
0

67 to set student tuition and fees at a level such that no one
will be denied attendance because of financt need...

is 0
should be , 0

0 CO
0 H 0

C 0
0 0

68. to involve those with appropriate expertise in making
important campus decisions...

is

should be

i 0
C

C
C

CO C ! 0!
0 =1 =

69. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose
their own life styles. such as living arrangements and
personal appearance...

is

should be

CC

CC

C CO C CO
C C j C CD

70. to offer programs at oft-campus locations and at times that
accommodate adults in the community...

is

should be

C
(0/

C
CC

C i C CO r
CD C 0

71 to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of autonomy
or independence in relation to governmental or other
educational agencies...

is

should be

CD

CD

0 CO
C C

C CD
j CD 0

72. to achieve general consensus on the campus regarding
fundamental college goals...

is CD

should be C

CDI C :0 C
C CO C .=

73 to place no restrictions on off-campus political activities oy
faculty or students...

is I C C 0
should be 1 0 CO CD

C 0
C 0

74 to recruit students who in the past have been denied, have
not valued. or have not been successful in formal
education...

is

should be

0 C CD 0 C
C C C C C

75. to oe organized for systematic snort and long-range
Planning for the whole institution.

is

should be

0
0

0
C

C ! C 0
0 0 C

76. to protect the right of faculty members to present
unpopular or controversial ideas in the classroom...

,5

should be

C
C

C
C

C
CO

CD C
CC CD

77. to maintain or move to a poliCy of essentially open
admissions. and then to dove= worthwhile educational
experiences for all who are admitted...

is

should be

0
C

CO

C
CO

0
CO , CD I

C C
78 to engage in systematic evaluation of all college

programs...
is

should be

0
CC

I C
CD

I 0
C

0
C

CD

0
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page nine

Please respond to all goal statements
by blackening one oval alter is and
one after should be.

79. to consider benefits in relation to costs in deciding among
alternetwe college programs...

is

should be

0
1 0

f= CD

CC CC

I 0
CD

CC

=
80. to =lime local citizens m planning college programs that

will affect the local community..
is CZ) CZ) CD =3 CO

should be 0 = 03 C0 0
81. to provide regular evidence that the institution is actually

achieving its stated goals...
is C=i CC 0 0 0

should be I 0 CC = CO 0
82. to interpret systematically the nature. purpose. and work

of the college to local citizens...
is 0 CO 0 0 10)

should be 0 I CO CC 0 CC

E3. to monitor the efficiency with which college operations ate
conducted...

is C= Cr= C (=) C
should be 0 = 0 0 0

II

84. to provide educational experiences relevant to the interests
of Slacks, Chicanos. Puerto Ricans. and Native

is 0 0 I 0 C0 CC

Americans... should be 0 a) C 0 CD

85. to develop arrangements by which students. faculty.
administrators. and trustees can be significantly involved

k I 0 0 CD 0 0
in college policy making... should be 0 CO CC 0) 0

85. to seek to maintain high standards of academic
performance throughout the institution...

is 0 = I = t= 0
should be r0) 0 = CC 0

87. to be accountable to funding sources for the effectiveness
of college programs..

is 0) 0/ 0 0 CC

should be 0) CD CC .0 CC)

88. to excel on intercollegiate athletics... is 0 = Cif= CZ) 0
mould be CC = = CC CD

89. to provide educational experiences relevant to the interests is 0 CC 0 CO =
of women...

should be c=3 CC 0 0 0
90. to serve as a cultural center in the community.. <0 CC CD 0 CD

should be 0 CC CZ) 0 CC/

If additional locally written goal statements have been provided, use page ten for responding and then go on to page eleven.
If no additional goal statements were given, leave page ten blank and answer the information questions on page eleven.
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page ten

ADDITIONAL GOAL STATEMENTS
Local Optionl

11 you have been provided with additional goal statements. use this section
for responding. Use the same answer key as you used for the first 90 items. and
respond to both is and should be.

0,
9,

0, o,
o , 3,

12 115

5,6 sy

s ^,

p
°d, °.

91.

should be

CC

CM

C
CD

= l =
lCO , C

CO

=
101. is

should be

=
=

CD

=
CO

CD

CD
I

=
CC> i

CC

C
CO

CD

=
102.

should be

C 1
=

C
CO

C
C

0 1
C

C'
C'

93.

should be

=
=

CC

C
CO

C
C
C

=
C

103. is

should be

CO

=
CO

C
C
CO

0
C

CC !

01
94

should be

=
=

CD

CO

=
C

CO

C
CD

C
104

should be

0.=

Ca

C
CD

C
CZ)

C.
C

CO!

C
95.

should be

CD

CO

C
C

CO

C
C
Cr

=
CO

105. is

should be

C7

=
CD

C
CD

CO

C
C

CO

C
96 is

should be

=
0

CD

=
C
CD

C
C

CD

CD

106. is

should be

=
C

CO

C
C
C

C; 0
C O,

97. is

should be

=
CD

O
C

C
C

O
C

i=7

C
107. is

should be

=
C

C
CD

CD

C
OD 1 0
Cr) = !

96. is

should be

=
=

C
CD

C
C

0
0

CO

CO

109: is

should be

=
C

C
CD

CD

C
C
CD

O'
COI

99. is

should be

0
CO

CO

CO

C
C

C
=

E =
C

109: is

should be

C
C

C D

C
C D

CO

C 2D

CD

C D

C
100. is

should be

=
:=

C
C

CD

C
C
=7

C
CD

110. n

should be

C
=

CO

C
CD

C
=
C

=
=

Go on to last page.
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Page eleven

INFORMATION QUESTIONS
Please mark one answer for each question below that applies to you.

111. Mark tne one that best describes
your role.

0 Faculty memberO Student
0 Administrator
O Governing/coordinating board member
0 Advisory committee member
CO Community member

C=D Other

112. Faculty and students. mark one field of
teaching or. for students, mayor field
of study.

O Biological/physical sciences
CD Agriculture/ agriculture technologies
0 Math/computer science/data processing
O Social services (e.g. criminal Justice, child care)
O Liberal arts
CD Fine arts. performing arts
= Health science professionsO Business
O Pre-engineering/engineering technologies
O Other

113. Faculty indicate academic rank.

O Instructor
CD Assistant professor
O Associate professor
O Professor
O Other

114. Faculty: indicate primary teaching
arrangement.

O Full-time. day
O Pan-time, day
O Full-time, evening
O Part-time, evening
CD Other

115 All respondents. indicate age at
last birthday.

O Under 20
O 20 to 29
O 30 to 39
O 40 to 49
O 50 to 59
O 50 or over

116. Students: indicate number of credits earned.

O 15 or fewer
O 16-30O 31-45
O 46.60
O more than 60O Noncredit student

117 Students indicate current enrollment
status I mark only onel.

CD Full-time. day
O Part-time. day
O Full-time, evening
O Part-time, evening

CD Noncredit, credit -free

118. SUBGROUPSone response only.
Instructions will be given locally for
ridding this subgroup item.
If instructions are not given, leave blank.
O One
C= Two
co ThreeO Four

Five

OPTIONAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS.
it you have been provided with aachtionai infor-
mation questions. use this section for responding.
Mark only one response for each question.

119. 120. 121. 122. 123. 124.

If you nave any pro/Orono comments or complaints IllbOVI m< Inventom Plum send then, 10. CommonoV
College, Gorda IfIVOMPY. ITS Commando, and Jut,or Coleco Programs. Princeton. N 05541

THANK YOU



APPENDIX B

Descriptions of the 20 Goal Areas in the Community College Goals Inventory

OUTCOME GOALS

G Educationhas to do with acquisition of general
knowledge. achievement of some level of basic competencies.
preparation of students for further, more advanced work, and
the acquisition of skills and knowledge to live effectively in
society. (1,4.6.9.)
Intellectual Orientation relates to an attitude about learning
and intellectual work. It means-familiarity with research and
problem soiving methods, the desire and ability for self-
directed learning. the ability to synthesize knowledge from
many sources, and an openness to new ideas and ways of
thinking. 12.3.7.10)

Lifelong Learningmeans providing courses to community
adults so they can pursue a variety of interests, instilling in
students a commitment to a lifetime of learning, providing
learning opportunities to adults of all ages, and awarding de-
gree credit for knowledge and skills acquired in nonschooi set-
tings. 0,3.11.13)
Cultural/Aesthetic Awarenessentails a heightened appre-
ciation of a variety of art forms, encouraging study in the
humanities and art beyond requirements, exposure to non-
Western art and literature. and encouragement of student par-
ticipation in artistic activities. 114,17.20.23)
Personal Developmentmeans identification by students of
personal goals and the development of ways of achieving
them, ennancement of feelings of self-worth. self-confidence.
and self- direction, and encouragement of open and honest
relationships. (I3.18.21.24)
Humanism/Altruismreflects a respect for diverse cultures.
a commitment to working for peace in the world. an under-
standing of the important moral issues of the time. and
concern about the general welfare or the community.
06,19,22.251

Voestioaal/Tehnical Preparationmeans offering specific
occupational curricula (such as accounting or air conditioning
and refrigeration), programs geared to emerging career fields,
opportunities for upgrading or updating present job skills,
and retraining for new careers or new job skills.)26,30.36,38)

Developmental/Remedial Preparationincludes recognizing,
assessing. and counseling students with basic skills needs, pro-
viding developmental programs that recognize different learn-
ing styles and rates. assuring that students in developmental
programs achieve appropriate Levels of competence, and eval
uating basic skills programs. (27.31.32,41)

Community Servicesis concerned with the college's rela-
tionship with the community: encouraging community use of
college resources l meeting rooms. computer facilities. fatuity
skills), conducting community forums on topical issues, pro-
moting cooperation among diverse community organizations
to improve availability of services, and working with local
government agencies, industry, unions, and otner groups on
community problems. (28.3423.37)
Social Criticismmeans providing critical evaluation of cur-
rent values and practices. serving as a source of ideas to
change social institutions, helping students learn how to bring
about mange in our institutions, and being engaged. as an
institution. in working for needed changes in our society.
(29.33.39.40)

'The corners to Inrenateses are 'he ityr goal >raiment; Ina, make up etch
Cistern.
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PROCESS GOALS

Counseling and Advising means providing career counseling
services. personal counseling services. and academic advising
services for students and providing a student job-placement
service. (44.47.50.51)

Student Servicesmeans developing support services for stu
dents with special needs. providing comprehensive student
activities program, providing comprehensive advice about
financial aid sources. and making available health services
that offer health maintenance, preventive medicine. and refer-
ral services. 142,45.48.32)

Faculty, Staff Developmententails commitment of college
resources to provide opportunities and activities for profes-
sional development of faculty and staff, approprtate faculty
evaluation to improve teaching, and flexible leave and sabbat-
ical opportunities for faculty and stiff. 03,46,49.53)

Intellectual Environmentmeans a rich program of cultural
events, a college climate that encourages student free-time in-
volvement in intellectual and cultural activities, and one in
which students and faculty can easily interact informally, and
a college that has a reputation in the community as an intel-
lectually exciting place. 154.57,60,63)

Innovation is defined as a climate in which continuous edu-
cational innovation is an accepted way of life. It means estab-
lisned procedures for readily initiating curricular or tnstruc-
[tonal innovations, and. more specifically, it means experi-
mentation with new approaches tO individualized instruction
and to evaluating and grading student performance.
(35.59.61.64)

College Communityis defined as fostering a climate in
Arno there is faculty and staff commitment to the goals of
the college. open and candid communication, open and ami-
cable airing of differences. and mutual trust and respect
among faculty, students, and administrators. (56.59.62.651

Freedomhas to do with protecting the right of faculty to
present controversial ideas in the classroom, not preventing
students from hearing controversial points of mew, placing no
restrictions on off-campus political activities by faculty or
students, and ensuring faculty and students the freedom to
choose their own life-styles. 166.69,73.761

Accessibilitymeans maintaining costs so students at a level
that will not deny attendance because of financial need, offer-
ing programs that accommodate adults in the community, re-
cruiting students who have been denied. have not valued, or
have nos been successful in formai education, and. with a
Policy of open admission. developing worthwhile educational
experiences for ail those admitted. (67.70.74571

Effective Managementmeans involving those with appro-
priate expertise in making decisions, achieving general con-
sensus regarding fundamental college goals, being organtzed
for systematic short. and long-range planning, and engaging
in systematic evaluation of all college programs. (68.72.75.78)

Accouniabilitv is defined to include consideration of bene-
fits in relation to costs in deciding among alternative pro
grams. concern for the efficiency of college operations. ac-
countability to funding sources for program effectiveness.
and regular provision of evidence that the college 3 meeting
its stated goals. 179.81,33.871

Misethaneous goal statements not included in goal areas 112.71.80.82.84,85.86.88.89.901

Copyright clt 1979 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.
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Introduction:

APPENDIX C

SAMPLE

SCRIPT Telephone InterviewforCommunityMeters
Cnvnity College Goals Inventory

Is this the residence?
This is calling for
a project with Community College.
Is it convenient for you to talk on the telephone
for a few minutes?

Community College is conducting a
self study project this year We are looking
at what we are offering and how well we are doing.
This year we would like to include about 100
community members in this self-study. Your
name was selected at random from the telephone
book.

We want the opinions of community members who
may or may not have taken classes at We
are asking your participation as voters and

tasPaYmrs.and community members

We would like to send you a questionaire
for you to complete at your convenience and
return in the self addressed postage paid
envelope included in the packet.

This is a 90 it questionaire. The 90 items
are statements about activities or programs
offered by community colleges. We would ask
you to rate these statements on how important
you believe that this activity is at now.
An then rate it on how important you believe
that the item aught to be at

Would you be willing to complete the questionaire
if we mailed it to you? It may take about 30
minutes of your time.

If Yes: Verify mailing address, on and zip code

We plan to nail these questionaires by the
end of this week or the first of next week.
Thank you for your willingness to participate
in this Community College project.

If No: Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE COVER LETTERS



April 9, 1984

178

1

21 0%,

Dear Faculty Member:

I have agreed to have Grays Harbor College participate in a study
of goals and priorities for our community college. The study is
being conducted by Ms. Nancy Maxwell, a faculty member at Walla
Walla Community College who is working on a Ph.D degree in educa-
tion at Oregon State University. As a faculty member, you repre-
sent an important team member in determining the goals and the suc-
cess of programs in our institution. Your intensive contact with
our students and active involvement in the community provide a
unique perspective for this goals study. We would like to have your
opinion on the importance of present programs and goals of Grays Har-
bor College. We also want to know how important you believe that
these goals and activities ought to be. Your response in this study
will help us more closely match our program offerings to the import-
ant needs in our community. Changing employment patterns, a si.O.fting
economy and numerous state and national education reports challenge
us to keep in contact with our many publics.

Would you please take about thirty minutes of your valuable time to
participate in this study? Enclosed find a Community College Goals
Inventory, an instruction page and a number 17pencil. Please com-
plete the questionnaire and return in the enclosed envelope by April
20, 1984. Your responses will be confidential.

You were selected randomly as a faculty member to participate in this
study. Faculty. administrators, the Board of Trustees, students and
community members of the Grays Harbor College district and three other
Washington state community colleges will also be included. A sample
of Washington State Legislators will also participate. Grays Harbor
College will have an opportunity to examine the goals and priorities
of our local constituents and to compare the results with other com-
munity colleges and the views expressed by the state's budget and
policymakers.

Thank you for your participation and response in this important study.

(-)incerely,

Redacted for Priva-cy
jofseph A. Malik
President

s

Enclosure



Bellevue
Or; Community

College

Office of Instruction, A202
January 27, 1994

Dear Administrator,

179

We ask your help with an important job. We request that you take 30 minutes
to complete the attached 90 question survey, a goals inventory, and return
it to us in the enclosed envelope by February 3.

We ask reluctantly because it is mid -year and nearing mid-quarter time,
always an intense time of year for us in terms of workload. But because wewant to serve our college employees, our staff and faculty, as well as ourstudents and our community as best we possibly can, we have agreed to be oneof the four Washington State

community colleges to participate in a national
research project with the Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI). Thisquestionnaire may be somewhat familiar to some of you, as we participated in
a statewide CCCI project in 1980. This research project is especially
timely since we are presently engaged in our accreditation self-study.

Your responses, along with responses from other BCC administrators, will
help us know better if what we are doingour goals and prioritiesare what
our community needs and expects from their institution. The inventory is
also being requested from students, faculty, trustees, as well as from
Eastside community citizens and state legislators. The results of the
college's study will be known and shared with you in March.

Please help us by taking 30 minutes to complete this questionnaire.

An instruction sheet follows. If you have any questions, please contact the
office of the Dean of Instructional Services at 641-2305.

Surely,
Redacted for Privacy
A. wound Dolan,
Dean of Instructional Services
and Accreditation Liaison Offices

Enclosures

LANDERHOLm CIRCLE 5 -E.
BELLEVUE. wASHVIGTOT1 96007
1206, 641.0111
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Walla Walla Community College
500 Musick Way - Walla Walla. WA 99362-9267

-Serving Southeastern Washington"

April 19, 1984

Dear WWCC Student:

180

Phone (509) 522-2500
SCAN 629-1011

Walla Walla Community College is participating in a study of the goals
and priorities for our community college. We continuously examine our
programs and offerings as we seek to meet the educational needs of
adults in the community. The changing employment pattern, shifting
economy and the numerous state and national education reports chal-
lenge us to keep in contact with our many publics.

We want your opinion about the importance of present programs and
goals of Walla Walla Community College. We also want to know how im-
portant these goals and activities ought to be. Your response will
help us to more closely match our program offerings with the important
needs of the community.

Will you take about 30 minutes of your valuable time to participate
with us in this study? Enclosed find a Community College Goals In-
ventory (CCGI) and an Instruction page. Please complete this
questionnaire using the soft lead pencil included in this packet.
A return envelope is included for your convenience. Please complete
and return by April 30.

You have been randomly selected to participate in this study. Faculty,
administrators, Board of Trustees, classified staff, students and
community members from Walla Walla Community College district and
three other Washington community colleges will be included. A sample
of Washington State legislators will also participate.

Walla Walla Community College will have an opportunity to examine the
goals and priorities of our local constituents and compare the results
with the other community colleges and the state's budget and policy-
makers. Your responses will be confidential.

Thank you for your participation and response in this important study.

Redacted for Privacy
President Doctoral Candidate

Enclosures
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DIMS Colleague:

You have been randomly selected as a representative of Clark College to
participate in a study which is part of a doctoral dissertation study by
Nancy A. Maxwell, a faculty member of Walla walla community College.
The responses of representatives of the faculty, administration, board
of trustees, students, and community in the Clark College district and
three other Washington state community college districts will be
included. The results will allow us the opportunity to examine the
goals and priorities of our local constituents and compare the results
with the other community colleges.

The questionnaire should be completed and returned in the enclosed
envelope by April 16, 1984. All responses will be kept confidential.

Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions regarding
this study, please call Dr. Jim Marble, 690-0218.

Sincerelu,_

Redacted for Privacy

Earl P. Johnson, Ph.D.
President

as

Enclosures

15400 E. NerCiOuGHLiN ELvc,' VANCuVER, WASHINGTON 9E6E3 206-E1974..EM2i
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Dear Clark College Community Member:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the Clark College goals study.
Enclosed is the community College Goals Inventory as described by our
representative in a recent telephone conversation with you. The study
is part of a doctoral dissertation by Nancy A. Maxwell, a faculty
member of Walla Walla Community College. The responses of representa-
tives of the faculty, administration, board of trustees, students, and
community in the Clark College district and three other Washington
state community college districts will be included. The results will
allow us the opportunity to examine the goals and priorities of our
local constituents and compare the results with the other community
colleges.

The questionnaire should be completed and returned in the enclosed
envelope by April 16, 2984. All responses will be kept confidential.

Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions regarding
this study, please call Dr. Jim marble, 699-0119.

Sincerely,

Redacted for Privacy

P. Johnson, Ph.D.
President

as

Enclosures
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APPENDIX E

INSTRUCTIONS
Community College Goals Inventory

Please complete this questionnaire using the soft lead pencil included
in the packet.

The 90 statements are possible goals of the community college. Please
rate each of the goal statements in two ways:

With your knowledge of the present programs,
courses and services at your community college.
how important do you believe this goal is now?

Should be: How important do you believe this goal should be
at the community college in the 1980's?

Fill in the oval under your rating after each statement.

The rating scale is from 1 to 5.
1 Not important at all
5 Extremely important

Please complete the Information Questions on Page 11. NOTE:
Community members need to complete only questions 111 and 115.

Make no other marks on this form. Please do not fold or staple. etc.

Return your completed CCGI in the enclosed envelope. Please note the
return date in the cover letter.

The code on the envelope is only for identifying
the group you represent. Your responses will be
confidential. Only group ratings will be used in
this study.
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APPENDIX F

Legislators

Please answer Questions 111 and 115 on page eleven of the CCCI

Please answer the following OPTIONAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS using the
response section on the lower right hand section of Page 11 of the CCCI.

OPTIONAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS

119. Sex: 1. Female
2. Male

120. Years in Legislature: 1. 1 year
2. 2-4 years
3. 5-8 years
4. 9-12 years
5. 13-16 years
6. 17+ years

121. Party Affiliation 1. Democratic
2. Republican
3. Other

122. Mark the one that best describes your current employment status:

1. Employed by private business
2. Employed by public agency/institution
3. Retired
4. Self-Employed
5. Unemployed

123. Mark the one that best describes your Occupation /Profession:

1. Agriculture
2. Education
3. Finance/Insurance/Real Estate
4. Homemaking
5. Industrial/Manufacturing
6. Legal Profession
7. Retail/Sales Business
8. Service Related Business
9. Other

124. Mark the highest educational degree attained:

1. 8th grade level
2. High School diploma
3. Associate degree
4. Technical certificate/credential
5. BA/BS
6. MA/MS
7. PhD/EdD
8. Other Professional credential/license

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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Walla Walla Community College
500 Tausick Way - Walla Walla, WA 99362.9267

-Serting Southeestern Washington'

April 19, 1984

The Honorable w.H. Fuller
330 Brockway Rd.
Chehalis, WA 98532

Dear Mr. Fuller:

185

Phone (509) 522-2500

SCAN 629-4011

Four Washington State Community Colleges are participating
in a study of the goals and priorities for Washington
Community Colleges. This study is being conducted by a
doctoral candidate in community college education and willinvolve rural and urban colleges with state-wide
representation.

hs a legislator you are an important participant in the
budget and policy-making processes which direct the
community college serving citizens in your district.

We solicit and need your opinion as a legislator regarding
the importance of the present programs and goals of
community colleges. We also want to know what you believe
these goals and activities should be.

Will you please invest 30-45 minutes of your valuable time
to participate with us in this important study? Enclosedplease find a Community College Goals Inventou, an
Instruction page and a 42 pencil. Please complete the
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope byApril 30 1984. You have been randomly selected to
represent the legislators in Washington State, thus your
response is important. Your response will be confidential.
Faculty, administrators, Boards of Trustees, students and
community members from the four community colleges are also
included in this study. The results will be available inAugust 1984. If you would like a summary of the results,
please enclose a self-addressed envelope in your return
packet.

Thank you for your participation. Your response will helpus to more closely match our program priorities with the
important needs of the communities we serve.

Sincerely,

Redacted for Privacy
vm.y.aHlc uww.r,-yresmneot Nancyvkaxweil
Walla Walla Community College Doctoral Candidate
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Walla Walla Community College
500 Taus I& Way - Walla Walla, WA 99362-9267

-sewing Southeastern Washington"

May 3, 1984

186

Phone (509) 522-2500
SCAN 629 -103l

Dear Community Member of the WUCC District:

Check your mid April mail stack. We have not received yo completed
Community College Goals Inventory (CCU). Your response is important:
Would you please complete the questionnaire and return it by Thursday, May 10,

1984.

If you have already completed your CCCI, thank you for
cooperation.

Redacted for Privacy
Wayland DeWitt Nancy Ma ell '

President Doctoral Candidate



APPENDIX I

April 30, 1984
Dear Washington State Representatives and Senators:
Check your mid-April mail stack. A packet from Walla Walla Community College Included an important com-
munity college study. Your response is important? Would you please complete the questionnaire and return it by
Friday, May I I, 1984.

If you have already returned your completed Community College Goals Inventory, thank you for your interest
and cooperation.
Sincerely,_

Redacted for Privacy

Nancy Maxwell
President Doctoral Candidate
Walla Walla Community College
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WASHINGTON STATEWIDE SMEARY 1984

Community College Goals Inventory

FT PAC
N'157

FAG

N - 82
:RUB= STUDENTS
N 10 A 152

CON MR
134

LEG IS

35

188

.,.. RIE x d1t = 2.1b. i ak ; Eat ; Rk ; Rk

2.63 2 5.66 1 3.56 2 3.95 : 3.63 1 3.53 . 3.52 2

4.35. '1 4.32 'I .33 '1 4.35 '2 4.35 'I 4.26 '2 4.20 *2

3.07 12 3.06 14 3.13 6 3.40 (9) 3.18 5 3.09 4 3.09 7

4.10 6 4.155 '3 4.10 '3 +.13 '5 4.15 '4 3.97. '4 4.02 *4

2.21 :: 3.29 4 3.22 4 3.35 10 3.23 3 3.23 3 3.18 4

3.91 9 3.86 9 3.96 6 3.55 II 3.955 6 3.83 8 3.5+ 10

2.37 20 2.58 19 2.58 19 2.85 (16) 2.54 20 2.66 18 2.46 13

3.10 19 3.32 19 3.18 19 2.78 18 3.0+ 20 2.97 19 2.72 19

2.81 13 3.08 13 3.C1 12 3.48 6 2.80 15 2.95 12 2.87 12

3.73 11 3.87 8 3.79 8 3.75 9 3.95 7 3.87 6 3.45 11

2.44 17 2.70 18 2.71 17 2.32 14 2.60 18 2.86 15 2.68 17

3.50 17 3.71 12 3.49 13 3.44 13 3.625 14 3.66 II 3.27 14

2.77 1 3.57 2 3.45 2 3.86 2 3.40 2 3.36 2 3.50

4.32 '2 4.13 '4 4.12 '2 4.28 '3 4.23 '2 4.27 '1 4.38 'I

3.375 4 3.24 6 3.25 3 3.40 (9) 3.13 4 3.13 5 3.02 a

4.19 '3 3.99 6 3.97 '5 3.78 7 4.18 '3 4.03 '3 3.75 8

2.75 14 2.94 15 2.78 26 2.90 15 2.76 16 2.80 16 2.82 15

3.47 18 3.48 18 3.40 15 3.20 15 3.41 13 3.42 15 3.40 12

2.30 19 2.55 20 2.42 20 2.45 17 2.59 19 2.62 20 2.38 20

2.89 20 3.1+ 20 2.92 20 2.45 19 3.15 19 2.95 20 2.59 20

3.26 8 3.30 3 3.10 9 3.45 7 3.13 6 3.035 8 3.13 5

3.78 10 3.81 10 3.72 10 3.65 (10) 4.03 '5 3.80 9 3.78 6

3.215 10 3.125 11 3.11 6 3.28 (21 3.11 10 2.96 11 2.91 11

3.58 16 3.33 15 3.33 16 3.28 14 3.74 12 3.41 16 3.18 18

3.33 6 3.195 8 3.08 10 3.36 5 3.015 12 2.87 14 2.85 14

4.01 4.08 '5 3.81 7 3.77 8 3.77 11 3.57 12 3.66 9

2.72 15 2.82 16 2.63 15 3.25 22 2.84 14 2.79 17 2.74 16

3.635 3.80 11 3.64 2 3.65 (10 3.68 13 3.51 13 3.34 13

2.70 1 2.705 17 2.60 18 2.85 (16 2.73 17 2.83 13 2.54 Id

3.50 16 3.30 18 3.13 16 3.48 17 3.19 18 3.19 17

3.23 5.22 12 2.84 14 3.43 8 5.10 13 3.03 s 2.96 10

4.17 ' 4.17 '2 3.98 '4 4.50 'I 3.94 3 3.84 3.87 '5

3.33 3.23 7 3.32 11)1 3.13 131 3.22 9 2.94 13 3.23 3

3.63 3.69 14 3.32 1 3.13 1 3.54 16 3.21 17I 3%22 15

3.2: 3.16 10 3.00 13 3.28 (1 3.92 (17 2.97 10 2.86 15

3.69 3.485 1 3.41 1 3.48 L2 3.62 1' 3.50 1 3.20 16

3.37 5 3.245 6 3.115 7 3.78 4 3.25 3.06 7 3.11 9

4.106 - 3.875 3.74 4.08 6 3.846 3.69 10 3.77 7

3.31 3.19 9 3.17 3.93 3 6.155 3.39 6 0.05 2

3.92 3.70 I 3.71 II 4.22 '4 3.84 1 3.88 '5 4.13 '3

'Top 5 Should Be prioritise of each conetituancy.

( ) Tied for rank order.
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APPENDIX K

BELLEVUE CONOWNITT COLLEGE

CCGI

GOAL AREA

:3

58

65
sa

15
58

15
55

15
58

y5
53

15
ZS

6.3

58

IS
SS

:5
58

IS
55

63
S5

15
55

.S
.553

.13

Se

63
55

55

LT
58

63
so

55

ADMIN
N 20

FT FAC
N 0 77

PT FAC
N 26

TRUSTEES
N 2

CLASSIF
N Al

ST
9 . 40

COM MRS
N o 30

Gen Ed

Intel Oriel,

Lifelong Lrng

Cult/Aasth

Pers Dev

Hum/Altru

Voc Tec

Dev Remed

Com Sere

Soc Grit

Coun /Adv

St Sery

Fac Dev

Intel Envir

Innov

Col Com

Freedom

Access

Effect Mgt.

ace' ty

3.32

4.51
_

4.27

; 5.13

14.16

2.60
3.49

2.89
, 3.75

'2.46
3.40

3.49

4.25

3.1.8

4.24

2.60
3.59

2.38
3.21

3.33
3.69

Z. 30

3.73

3.41
+.09

..30
3.75

2.70
3.85

; 3.15

!4.11

3.33
3.68

3.22
13.81

.3.45

, 3.30

. 3.98

Rik

4

' L

11

3

3

* 5

15

(7

32

12

:6

11

2

' 2

10

4

16

16

17
18

6

14

6

13

3

7

13
32

14

9

10

6

5

15

8

10

2

7

7

8

x

3.44

4.33

3.02
4.25

3.21
3.87

2.65
3.50

2.98
3.82

2.67
3.40

3.24
4.00

3.16
4.02

2.74
3.39

2.56
3.19

3.17
3.63

3.08
3.51

3.13
+.09

2.78
3.85

2.58
3.63

3.3J

4.12

5.4;
5.46

3.02
5.50

3.06
3.45

3.17
3.64

Rk

1

6

' 2

4

7

13

14

17,

10

16

10

3

6

6

5

24

[5

:8

16

5

12

2

13

7

4

:3
9

17
12

12

3

2

4

20

14

6

9

6

11

3.68
4.39

3.27
4.36

Z. 2:

3.82

2.72
3.22

2.97
3.59

2.74
3.55

3.30
4.15

3.38
4.05

2.68
5.17

Z. 3Z

2.69

3.04
3.59

E.:5
3.39

Z. 22

3.87

2.26
3.81

2.7Z
3.46

2.33
+.05

5.2Z
5.54

2.88
3.33

3.05
3.66

E.06
3.53

Rk

1

t

4

' 2

6

36

17

22

9

15

LI

3

3

2

' 4

ZS

18

19

19

10

10

6

15

7

5

Z2

7

17

14

14

4

2

12

13

16

9

8

3

13

X

3.37
3 25

Rats

5

' 3

2

4

4

5

6

10

6

8

7

9

3
5

3

' 4

12

7

ZO

12

3

7

4

8

2

' 2

7

8

8

8

6

2

7

11

5

6

' 1

5

* 4-

RkX
3.40 1

4.44 ' I

3.30 3

3.97 6

3.05
3.98 5

2.72 15

3.29 14

2.84 22

3.91 7

2.62 :6

3.77 9

3.28 2

4.44 2

3.04 7

4.22 3

2.62 /6

3.35 13

2.44 18

2.96 17

3.59 4

3.97 6

3.2E 3

3.66 11

3.02 8

3.91 7

2.76 34

3.76 10

2.48 17

3.33 15

2.09 13

+.03 4

2.33 10

3.20 16

2.3Z 11

3.63 12

3.08 6

3.66 I I

3.02 4

5.47 3

3.52
4-29

3.15
4.07

3.04
3.81

2.44
2.45

2.80
3.89

2. 56

3.66

3.2Z
4.05

3.09
4.03

2.58
3.16

2.49
2.99

5.03
5.8+

3.05
3.61

2.36
3.74

2.60
3.48

2.61
3.39

2.69
3.76

5.57
5.45

2.39
3.42

3.03
3.74

3.00

3.78

Rk

2

1

3

2

7

7

18
19

23

' 5

16

It

2

3

4

4

25

17

11

18

8

6

C

12

12

10

13

13

14

16

1:

9

5

14

10

15

8

10

3

4

X

3.38
4.06

J. 04

3.89

3.05
3.75

2.66
2.94

2.83
3.70

2.75

3.55

3.17
4.18

2.89
3.97

2.67
3.05

2.45
2.58

2.86
3.61

2.30
3.08

2.7Z
5.39

2.54
3.52

L.65
3.11

2.64
3.68

2.26
3.19

2.82
3.34

2.90
3.52

2.3Z
3.74

Ric

' 2

4

'

3

5

Z7

18

7

15

10

2

1

8

3

16

17

39

19

9

9

24

16

/6

L2

10
11

Z8
IS

6

5

14

/2

13

7

11

16

6

2.75
3.47

3.50
3.25

3.25
2.87

3.25
3.37

3.00
3.25

3.62
4.25

3.62
3.87

2.35
3.50

2.82
2.37

3.62
3.50

3.50
3.37

4.12
4.37

3.00
3.37

2.87
3.37

3.37
+.37

3.00
2.75

3.37
3.62

4.25
4.50

3.37
3.87

'Top 5 Should Be priortties of each constituency.
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COAL AREA

Gem Ed

:coal Orden

U.:slang '...rag

Cult/Reath

Pars Deo

Sum/Al:mu

Voc :ed

Div Remed

Com Ser.,

So: Ccic

Catzni;idv

Sc Sari?

Fa: Div

imdel Lavdt

Dcmcv

C_1 Com

Freedom

Access

85fec: Sgt.

ACe:7

:s
33

43
ZS

43
53

43
53

45
55

25
sa

.75

83

43

Sa

43
53

43
83

S3

53

53

53

S
43
SS

43
sa

ZS
SS

43
S3

ADMEN
N .18

APPENDIX L

r: ?AC
N 37

CLARK COLLEGE

C C C 1

PT PAC TRUSTERS
5 10 N 3

ST
s 35

CON 12115

N .31

; ak ; lk ; 1k ; lk Y. MIL Rkl

3.71 2 3.85 3 3.40 3 4.00 1 3.78 I 3.46

4.II '2 4.27 '3 4.23 '4 4.48 '1 .31 '1 .19 '2

2.87 11 3.20 14 7.05 (6) 3.33 (6) 3.22 7 3.25
.
h

3.93 '5 4.18 '5 4.18 '5 +.05 '5 .22 '3 .96 "4

12 14 7 3.33 6 3.43 2 3.33 (61 3.48 3 3.23 4

13.74 9 3.99 (8) 4.27 '3 3.10 12 .08 6 .84 '5

2.14 20 2.61 20 2.55 16 2.75 (23) 2.77 18 2.86 26f
2.78 17 3.45 17 3.63 15 2.60 16 .10 19 .86 (17R

2.52 27 3.13 13 3.05 (6) 3.25 10 2.89 15 2.61 14
3.36 14 3.88 9 4.38 'I 3.43 7 4./0 '5 -.70 9

2.22 18 2.81 17 2-90 (11) 2.75 (13) 2.69 19 2.93 11
13.24 16 3.89 (8) 4.03 (6) 3.33 (10) 3.63 14 -.54 10

4.31 1 3.33 1 3.38 2 3.93 2 3.55 2 3.46 2
4.37 '1 4.33 '2 4.28 '2 4.18 (3) 4.29 (2 .33 1
3.23 5 3.24 3 3.30 (81 3.33 (61 3.17 3 3.17 5

3.90 (6) +.03 6 3.80 10 3.48 e

14

29. (2 .99 '3

2.75 14 3.07 15 2.30 (121 2.75 (23) 3.05 13 2.86 12
3.25 15 3.59 (15) 3.95 7 2.85 14 3.60 16 .51 22

2.19 19 2.65 19 2.74 13 2.50 IS 2.80 27 2.62 17
4.67 18 3.35 18 3.73 13 12.33 17 3.26 18 '.86 (17,

2.18 6 3.37 5 2.00 (81 3.25 3 3.21 6 3.02 6
3.63 10 3.84 10 3.85 (9).3.35 9 4.19 '4 --77 7
1

2.46 3 3.45 3 3.35 4 3.40 (5) 3.41 4 2.00 (101
3.58 1I 3.75 14 3.85 (9) 3.18 11 3.83 10 3.40 (141

1,.3.12 9 3.22 9 2.83 12 3.40 (3) 3.22 10 2.85 (13,
3.31 7 4.20 '4 3.78 11 3.33 (10) 3.82 11 3.53 LI

12.61 15 2.93 16 2.58 15 3.35 7 3.03 24 2.76 15 f

3.50 (12) 3.80 12 3.55 (91 3.50 6 3.69 13 3.40 (10
2.56 16 2.73 28 2.38 17 2.68 24 2.85 16 2.60 18
3.49 13 3.49 16 3.45 17 2.75 (15) 3.61 15 F4.12 15

2.00 10 3.52 7 2.70 14 3.30 6 3.25 5 3.00 (204
4.10 '3 4.35 1 3.93 8 4.43 '2 4.07 7 .50 (6)

D.37 4 3.42 4 5.20 5 2.33 11 .0613 12 2.65 (131
3.69 9 3.79 13 3.53 16 3.08 13 15.45 17 .0+ 16

2.12 8 3.20 10 2.45 20 2.63 12 3.10 21.04
3.50 (12) 3.59 (15) 3.68 14 L2.75 (15) 3.70 12 .48 13

i.36 22 3.14 12 2.38 9 3.68 3 3.23 (643.02
4.00 '4 .00

1+

7 3.75 12 )4.18 (31 3.86 9 .72 8

2.37 13 3.17 11 3.03 7 3.45 4 3.93 (6 -.02
5.90 (6) 3.82 11 4.03 (6) 4.13 '4 3.94 8 .80 l'A

'rap 5 Should Be priorities of each constituency.
()Sank order is tied.
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GOAL AREA

Get Ed

'Carel Ortac

UfaErns Crag

Cal:faith

Parr Day

Rum/42.2=

Voc

Dev Rased

Co = Ear,

Soc C :tt

Coun/Ady

Sc Ear:

Sac Day

Impal Zcrir

Laney

Co i :cm

Freedom

Access

Effect Hgc.

Ace :7

23
sa

23
SB

:5
SD

a
a
75

:s
SS

ES
sa

:s
sa

is
sa

:s
sa

sa

:s
a

a

aZ

a
:5
03

:5
a

APPENDIX M

GRAYS ROWE

CCGI
ADC ET SAC ET SAC TRIM=

N NN 13 N 27
ST CORNERS

$ 1.2

! ; Rk A Rk $ Mc ; Rk ; Mc ; Rk

3.9! 1 3.74 .75 1 14.18 1 13.46 1 3.57 1

4.60 '1 4.34 '1 .26 'I }.43 '1219..57 'I 4.39 'I

3.08 9 2.06 (11) .17 7 3.85 3 13.04 7 3.10 7
4.04 '5 4.10 '2 '.92 '3 .50 '1 4.01 '5 +.00 '5

Z. 10 8 3.31 6 .22 ( 6) ". 50 (3)3.02 8 3.25 4
3.65 (10 3.75 8 79 8 13.53 11 3.94 7 3.90 8

2.29 18 2.50 17 .60 1612.83 15 2.47 15 2.70 19
2.98 16 3.37 (13) 1.99 19 -.00 14 3.09 18 3.04 18

2.63 15 2.88 13 3.04 10'3.50 (3)2.61 25 3.02 10
3.65 (10 3.83 6 80 713.35 7 3.71 12 4.04 '5

2.57 17 ..80 15 2.69 15 3.15 (12)2.45 19 2.83 15
3.31 14 3.61 10 -.16 15 3.75 9 5.51 15 3.75 (9)

3.25 6 3.66 2 3.46 2 3.83 4 13.11 6 3.32 2
4.08 "( 3.93 5 -.95 '2 4.00 '5 4.23 '2 4.25 '2

3.27 5 3.34 4 3.22 (643.15 (1273.12 3 3.18 5
4.19 2 3.81 (7) 3.83 '5 3.93 (6)4.20 3 4.02 "4

2.67 14 2.88 (14) 2.86 1413.08 (13)2.54 16 2.82 16
3.42 ( 3.31 14 3.25 13 3.83 813.37 17 3.53 14
2.06 19 2.46 18 2.57 17 2.43 16 2.53 17 2.75 17
2.60 17 2.96 17 2.75 20 2.83 15 3.15 19 3.09 17

2.98 11 3.41 3 3.13 6 3.70 .5 2.97 10 3.07 (6
3483 3.81 (7) 3.65 11 3.93 (6)4.10 '4 3.92 6
2.85 13 2.88 (14) 2.94 13 3.08 :a 2.84 13 3.02 11
3.42 ( 3.27 16 3.03 15 3.43 12

1

3.78 LO 3.57 13

5.13 7 3.27 8 3.26 4 3.68 (6 2.88 12 3.03 3
3.84 6 3.81 (7) 3.69 10 3.83 4813.710 13 3.65 (10,

3.02 10 3.02 12 3.06 9[3.55 8 2.67 (14. 5.00 12
3.69 9 3.98 '4 3.61 L213.93 (6 3.72 II 3.65 (10

2.46 26 2.60 16 2.60 (1612-18 14 2.67 (14 3.62 18
3.29 15 3.42 12 3.09 1743.35 13 3.48 (16. 3.31 15

3.48 (0 3.23 7 3.15 7 3.88 (6 2.92 11 2.99 23
4.08 "I 3.99 '3 3.85 '4 4.43 C213.98 6 3.23 (9

3.37 3 3.171 10 2.39 12 3.43 20 3.19 2 2.98 24
3.48 11 3.48 21 3.13 16 3.68 10 3.48 (16 328 16

2.35 1 3.06 (12) 3.00 11 3.35 11 2.32 0 5.07 (9
3.40 1 3.29 15 3.19 14 4.10 '(4)3.56 14 3.63 11

3.31 4 3.30 6 3.24 5 3.60 7 3.13 3 3.16 6
4.13 3.70 9 3.71 9 4.10 "(4 3.87 9 5.62 12

3.46 3.19 9 3.31 3 4.00 2 3.26 4 3.28 3
3.75 5.37 (13) 3.81 6 4.25 '5 3.89 3 3.91 7

-rap 5 Should Sa priorities 4; each conatituerscy.

Must order is tied.
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Can td

Ixtal One=

Lifelong .rag

Coif/Meth

Pere De.

Rum/Ai.tru

Voc Ted

Dev tamed

Com Sery

Soc Cr_:

Caun /Adv

St Sery

Sac Dev

Incel tovir

Innov

Col Can

Freedom

Access

Effect Mgt.

Amery

sa

:s
sa

is
a

a
:5
93

IS
SS

23
523

ZS
.53

ZS
SB

sa

:3

25

SB

SB

.11

a

a
LS

:s
Sa

IS
a
ZS
a
ZS
a

APPENDIX N

WALLA WALLA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

CCCI

ADMIN FT PAC PT FAC TRUSTEES
Ny2 N 21: N

CLASSIF
A 26

ST

192

COM MRS
. ,2

Rk x Rk X Rk X Rk Z Ric X Rk : Rk

0.57 (51".66 1 3.38 2 4.0 (11 3.73 1 3.76 - 3.59 2

4.47 '2 .29 '1 4.34 .1 4.1 '3 4.45 '2 4.43 '1 4.36 '1

10.18 (91%09 21 3.09 10 3.6 6 0.33 (6) 3.31 i 3.26 4
4.09 3 .03 7 3.97 6 5.85 7 4.03 7 4.21 '3 4.01 '5

5.39 (81%33 4 3.23 4 3.325 9 3.34 5 3.37 4 3.35 3

4.00 11 .94 10 4.11 '3 3.35 12 4.10 '5 3.99 7 3.85 9

12.36 16 .52 27 2.48 19 2.575 17 2.62 17 2.48 17 2.60 78
3.06 18 .06 (191 3.11 19 2.5 17 3.12 16 3.09 19 3.04 32

3.18 (3) .22 8 3.02 12 3.925 2 3.14 3 2.89 12 3.06 10
4.15 7 .07 6 5.75 10 4.175 '2 4.01 (8) 4.06 '5 3.97 7

2.71 13 .66 16 2.62 17 3.175 12 2.87 12 2.72 15 2.86 15
5.60 14 '.59 13 3.49 14 3.6 (10) 3.72 11 3.79 15 3.76 11

4.24 .63 2 3.51 1 3.72 3 3.65 2 3.66 2 3.41 V

4.53 '1 .23 '3 4.19 '2 3.95 '5. 4.50 '1 4.3+ '2 4.27 '2

3.84 2 '.28 6 3.35 3 3.425 (7) 3.55 4 3.40 3 3.22 5

4.46 '3 .14 '4 4.07 "4 3.75 (8) 4.28 "3 +.21 '4 4.09 '3

2.37 12 .33 13 2.8 13 2.925 15 2.86 13 2.86 13 2.87 14
2.62 13 .57 14 3.52 13 2.75 16 3.47 13 3.54 16 3.54 14

2.50 25 '.48 18 2.36 20 2.35 26 2.71 16 2.59 16 2.64 (17)
2.99 19 .06 (191 2.99 20 2.25 18 3.01 17 3.20 18 3.20 19

2.47 6 3.3 (5) 3.24 6 3.425 (7) 3.51 3 3.28 7 3.08 3

4.01 10 -.95 9 3.87 8 3.825 6 4.14 (*4 ) 4.03 6 3.86 8

2.20 10 3.02 (12) 3.08 11 3.1 13 3.26 (8) 3.11 10 2.39 (11)
5.51 17 .50 17 3.30 16 3.r 13 3.73 (10) 3.73 (13 351 15

3.57 (5 3.19 9 3.10 9 3.4 (8) 3.07 10 3.14 (3) 2.88 13
4.244 '5 .11 '5 3.89 7 3.75 (8) 4.06 6 3.60 10 5.66 12

2.51 14 2.70 15 2.68 16 3.25 20 2.75 15 2.30 (14) 2.64 (171
5.59 (15 .63 L2 3.40 15 3.65 9 3.59 12 3.79 11 3.46 16

5,11 22 2.82 14 2.54 18 2.375 14 2.82 24 2.80 (14) 1.65 16
5.59 (15 '.41 15 3.23 17 3.075 14 3.31 15 3.46 17 3%21 18

1.40 7 3.02 112) 2.74 15 3.4 (8) 2.33 12 3.29 6 3.10 5Lr '4 .25 '2 4.03 '5 4.5 '1 4.14 ('4) 3.94 3 4.06 '4

3.39 id .15 a0 2.7.9 14 3.15 11 2.26 (8) 3.14 (2) 2.97 12
2.58 16 51 16 3.16 18 2.925 15 3.37 14 3.73 (1251 5.32 17

5.47 (6 -.34 3 3.24 2 3.575 4 3.44 5 3.07 11 2.99 (21)
5.99 12 . 15 3.55 12 3.425 11 3.73 (10 3.71 14 3.55 13

1.77 5 .30 (5) 3.12 8 3.55 5 3.29 7 3.18 (8) 3.11 7

2.1. 6 -.98 8 3.64 9 3.6 10 3.39 9 3.87 9 3.82 10

1.65 4 .26 7 3.26 5 4.0 (1) 3.33 (6) 3.18 (8; 3.17 6
l OK 0 3.0 ?' /1 7 71 17 A 1170 'A A /17 I.,2 7 7A 71 7 OA A

'Top 5 Should Be Frloritiss of each conatituency.

f 1 Tied for rank order.


