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Abstract:

Due to the environmental “susceptibility” of comniiyrcolleges, it seems necessary to study the itngfac
educational reforms, like the accountability movetnat the state level. Brint and Karabel (198%) Bougherty
(2001) have argued, community college leaders hadesome measure of institutional “autonomy” iratireg
institutional success, but this autonomy has alviegn continually negotiated and partly constrainguhrticular
historical contexts by various stakeholders, eglgainiversity leaders and state government affgci In order to
understand recent calls for institutional assessiaath educational “efficiency” in community collegyét would be
instructive for scholars to study this movementelation to the politics and institutions of a peutar state. In a
short research paper it would be difficult to coleth the socio-political environment and the depetent of
particular institutional structures over a largeiqe of time. Although reference will be made torse larger
political and economic issues, this paper’'s scepairrowly concerned with the history of an edwrstl institution
and the movement to evaluate the performance ®irtktitution. This paper will focus on the creatof the
California Postsecondary Education Commission &nbistorical role in evaluating the institution @élifornia
Community Colleges. Archival research was condliotéizing California state government publicaton
especially reports and records of the Californiat®econdary Education Commission and its antecedent
organizations. This paper will address two cergtadstions: What accountability measures have bsed to
evaluate the effectiveness of the California Comityu@ollege? And have these accountability measbeen

motivated by educational principles or politico-eomic conditions?



The California Postsecondary Education Commissiah a
Institutional Assessment of California Communityll€ges,
1965 — 2002

The Institutional Accountability Movement and trar@nunity College

For much of its history, institutions of higheruedtion in the United States were
traditionally given wide latitude in terms of denstrating what were assumed to be the practical
outcomes of a college education. Up until the E3686titutional reputations, the popularity of
individual scholars, apocryphal stories of the mat@and political success of alumni, and the
general aura that clings to stately college campuksubtly reassured the public that college
directly benefited individual students and sockgttjarge, even though no hard evidence was at
hand to bolster such a claim (Zumeta, 2001, pp, 165). As Grubb and Lazerson point out,
there had been a “simple faith” in the value anttooes of education (1988, p. 58). But this
faith gradually dissipated during the 1960s and0$93@s educational institutions were
increasingly besieged by calls for institutionadessment, which was often framed in a
“management by objectives” language of institutide#ficiency” and “productivity” (Cibulka,
2001; Grubb & Lazerson, 1988, pp. 53-55; Hursh,7200azzoni, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995,
pp. 78-82; Wildavasky, 1979). This change of dietin educational policy made it seem as if
educational programs were “being constantly unttack by hard-nosed evaluators” (Grubb &
Lazerson, 1988, p. 58).

Since the 1980s both federal and state governmmots, powerfully symbolized by the
actions of presidents and governors, have usetbthly pulpit” and the creation of educational

commissions to galvanize widespread institutioednm centered on so called “evidence based



practice” and accountability measuréBiesta, 2007; Grubb & Lazerson, 1988, p. 53; Mazz
1995; Sroufe, 1995). Other “nationalizing” intdrgeoups like business lobbies and think tanks
have also played a strong role in framing policues by creating “programmatic ideas,” and
thereby, influencing the rhetoric of state and fadefficials(Campbell, 2001; Cibulka, 2001, p.
19; Mazzoni, 1995, pp. 63-63). The implementabbNo Child Left Behindhas become the
paradigmatic symbol for the institutionalizationasfucational assessment legislation (Hursh,
2007), and it has become a model of sorts for otiard future reforms in higher education
(NCPPHE, 2000; Spellings’ Commission, 2006).

It was only a matter of time before this wavedatmunity colleges. There had been
early discussions of institutional effectivenessalation to public financial support during the
1970s. James W. Thornton (1972) explained how camnityncolleges would be increasingly
“required to justify its procedures and its expémais by reference to output” and standardized
“objectives.” Public policy surrounding commundglleges was still embryonic up until the
1980s due to a small and weak national policy-ngkimmmunity focused on this institution
(Breneman & Nelson, 1981; Levin, 2001). But witkive small circle of community college
policy-makers who became more vocal and visiblestitonal politicians, the policy rhetoric for
all levels of education significantly shifted, aothtized no doubt to the Republican ascendancy
of Ronald Reagan, and a new politics of efficiebegame the dominant logic, focused primarily
on “quality, productivity, and accountability” (Bieman & Nelson, 1981; Dowd, 2003, p. 109;
Edsall, 1989; Wilentz, 2008). But by the 1990gitnsonal accountability and performance
measures in community colleges were still policgawords and not yet established facts
(Breneman & Nelson, 1981; Dowd, 2003, p. 109; Daurggh& Hong, 2006; Thornton, Jr., 1972,

pp. 42, 91, 292; Garland & Martorana, 1988). 1899V. Norton Grubb and Associates (1999)



had noted that there was still “no general pressareommunity colleges to reform” because a
“national wave of dissatisfaction (as there isket2 education)” had not yet occurred (p. 245).
But Grubb’s study helped serve as a catalyst fmmamunity college institutional
accountability movement that began in earnestetuin of the 2% century (Laanan, 1999). By
2004 some important reports were published ontutginal assessment strategies for evaluating
this institution. The League for Innovation in tBemmunity College (2004) published a report,
An Assessment Framework for the Community Cqllegeeh called for an assessment
framework for community college practitioners thatuld standardize terms, processes, and
proceduresNew Directions for Community Collegpesblished an issue devoted to assessment
and student learning outcomes (Serban & Frielarf$4). The editors explained how
community colleges were “under increased pressupedduce evidence of student learning and
achievement” because older assumptions of “ingiitiat effectiveness do not fully satisfy new
demands for evidence of student learning” (p.This echoed the language of the report
Measuring Up 2000n which state systems of higher education weremiveport cards,” and
all states received a grade of “incomplete” fodstut learning outcomes (NCPPHE, 2000, p.
23). By 2007 a monumental transformation had tatece. Forty-seven states, with the
exception of Delaware, New York, and Rhode Isldrat| adopted a performance reporting data
system for community colleges in terms of retentgnaduation, transfers, and job placements,
and 15 states had adopted some form of performaased funding (Dougherty & Reid, 2007,
pp. 25-26). It seems clear that postsecondaryagidimal institutions in the 2century,
especially community colleges, will have to prokierhselves worthy of public funds by paying
the state tangible dividends in the form of studeatning outcomes and other accountability

measures.



While there is a substantial body of historicatétture that discusses early"aentury
social, political, and economic influences on Aroan higher education (Lucas, 1994; Thelin,
2004; Veysey, 1965), there is a remarkable absehlcistorical literature on the community
college (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Frye, 1992; Labare@90; Thelin, 2004, p. 404). Even in two
recent studies of the California system of pubighkr education, only a small fraction of either
book covered community colleges (Douglas, 2000;des12007). Wechsler (2001) is the only
historical monograph on a single institution, fdogson La Guardia Community College in
Long Island City, Queens. The historical literaton the formative period of “junior” college
history suggests that the institutional structureé affectiveness of community colleges were
highly determined by the socio-political environrtseaxternal to the institution. For instance,
James L. Ratcliff (1987) published an importantigtof the effects of progressive reformers on
the evolution of public junior colleges. Ratclifgued that the institutional success of junior
colleges has always been environmentally “suscleftib the external “political, economic, and
social reforms” surrounding these institutiombert Pedersen (1987) argued that the
institutional success of junior colleges has ofieen hampered by “conflict with state and
intermediate governments, instability of operatma an ambiguous legal status.” One
administrator went so far as to symbolically chige institutions “hermit crabs” because of their
continual need to adapt to changing environmentsder to survive (Hall, 1974).

Due to the environmental susceptibility of commuymiblleges, it seems necessary to
study the impact of educational reforms, like thecaintability movement, at the state and local
level (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Wechsler, 2001). mrand Karabel (1989) and Dougherty (2001)
have argued, community college leaders have haé so@asure of institutional “autonomy” in

creating institutional success, but this autonoy &#lways been continually negotiated and



partly constrained in particular historical contely university leaders, state government
officials, business coalitions, and community poess from students and their parents. In order
to understand recent calls for institutional assesg and educational “efficiency” in community
colleges, it would be instructive for scholars tiady this movement in relation to the politics
and institutions of a particular state.

California is perhaps the best state to addresssine of institutional accountability
because California led the national junior collegmement in the early 30century and,
thereby, served as a national model for developingr colleges across the nation. California
was the first state in the U.S. to unify a statgtesy of higher education, which also served as a
national and international model — the Californiatem. And because of these first two factors,
California also has a sizable repository of goveennpublications documenting a century-long
accountability movement (documents that have baeyely unexamined by scholars, especially
historians).

This paper is part of a larger monograph on thetyf the of the community college in
the 20 century. While this paper selectively discussasigns of the political environment
surrounding the California Community College, thagper will focus specifically on the history
of this institution in relation to the creationtbe California Postsecondary Education
Commission and its historical role in evaluatindifdenia Community College$. Archival
research was conducted utilizing California stateegnment publications, especially reports and
records of the California Postsecondary Educatiom@ission and its antecedent organizations.
This paper is a small part of a larger projecttantistory of institutional evaluation on
California community colleges over the™€entury. This paper will address two central

guestions: What accountability measures have bsed to evaluate the effectiveness of the



California Community College? And have these antalility measures been motivated by

educational principles or politico-economic conutiis?

Institutional Evaluation and The California Posteedary Education Commission

The CaliforniaMaster Planof 1960 announced the formation of the first s&yfstem of
higher education in the United States, and it deghthe transformation of the California Junior
College into an expanded institution that would edmbe called over the next decade the
California Community College (Douglas, 2000). e twvake of this policy document, a new
emphasis outside of coordination emerged. Duhedl960s, state policy groups become very
focused on evaluating the effectiveness of the yetistened Californi€ommunityColleges.
But with a growing body of effectiveness data amthie quest for more reliable effectiveness
markers over the past forty years, there has beemeasy tension between improving
institutional effectiveness for educational andialogurposes and reducing resources for
economic and political purposes. Thus, even thaifgttiveness markers over the past half
century have been very unimpressive, and commugnitgges have not been very effective on a
host of effectiveness measures, one must alsodmms$iat ways that lack of resources have
inhibited this institution from accomplishing arcieasingly complex educational mission,

While junior colleges in the state of Californiaveebeen institutionally evaluated for
close to a century, a movement for institutionaleation sprang up after the release of the
Master Planin 1960. Two important assessments of the Cailifocommunity college system
were released in 1965. The California Junior @alAssociation put together a Committee on
Institutional Research with grant money from theidfaal Defense Education Act (CJCA,

1965). The Committee wanted to survey the 77 juciatleges in the state, which were serving



roughly half a million full-time and part-time steudts, and 70 percent of the full-time freshman
and sophomores in the state. Up until 1965 thadelieen some individual scholarly
monographs and articles on California communityegas, but no multiparty “organized”
research programs that sought to study institutiefiectiveness on a larger scale (pp. 1-8).
According to Edmund J. Gleazer (1968), Californeswne of the first states in the nation to
conduct such a survey.

A second report released in 1965 was conducteddZoordinating Council for Higher
Education (CCHE, 1965). This legislative sanctpelicy group organized thdaster Plan
and it became the coordinating policy body for pesbndary education in California. Since
there was no state level coordinating body fordu@illeges as an institutional unit within the
higher education system, this group “assumed aereasponsibility” to provide a
comprehensive assessment of the California Jurotbe@es as a whole, and to provide policy
recommendations that would be congruent with tbstgecondary segment’s foundational
position within the newly coordinated state systd@rhigher education. The Council engaged
several community college experts to research arid this report, including Dale Tillery and
Leland Medsker, both of whom would later work tdgeton a Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education report on the community college (Till&yMedsker, 1971).

Despite the publication of tiMaster Planin 1960, the proposed coordination of
California’s postsecondary education system ovemntgxt decade remained more of an ideal
than a reality. The seventy-five California junamileges turned out to be the largest and most
difficult part to coordinate. Even getting polioyakers to utilize the new terminology of
“community” colleges, rather than junior collegess a tall order. The Council called it a

“loosely affiliated system” of postsecondary ediarathat was still “deeply rooted” in the



secondary school system via the state’s educatcmiid and administrative agencies (CCHE,
1965, p. 11). Junior college faculty were stitbsgly connected to high school standards and
routines, with almost 30 percent of all junior egié faculty being former high school teachers,
and with all faculty required to hold junior colkegertification, which was very similar to the
credential held by secondary school teachers istdite. ThéVaster Plandictated that the
junior colleges play clean-up in the higher eduwrasystem of the state. Junior colleges were
supposed to serve whoever could not gain accdbe tather more prestigious and selective
segments of public postsecondary education. Tha€loexplained that “Junior Colleges are
particularly charged with providing services andgrams not offered by the other levels of
higher education and to educate a more heterogsrstodent body” (p. 12). However, the
Council acknowledged that this complex task wasettily beyond “the resources and the
teaching talents” of California Junior Collegedfasy existed: “The doubts about the identity of
Junior Colleges have not been put to rest in gfildaster Plandeclarations and Junior College
assertions. History sheds considerable light anlitngering ambivalence about Junior College
education” (p. 33). The Council’s report soughetaluate the actual state of California Junior
Colleges in relation to the demands placed upanltaisely affiliated collection of institutions
by theMaster Plan The Council needed to deliver to the state lagyise a detailed report on
the work that needed to be done, and on the fiaresources that needed to be invested, in
order to make the state’s Junior Colleges a viabteefficient postsecondary educational
system.

In 1961 about 32 percent of California publicthgghool graduates entered California
Junior Colleges, compared to 8 percent who enrati&tate Colleges, 5 percent enrolled in the

University of California, 5 percent enrolled inyate California colleges, and 2 percent enrolled
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in out-of-state colleges (CCHE, 1965). THaster Plancalled for raising the eligibility
standards for CSU and UC, which would have divestade 50,000 students to the newly
expanded Community Colleges by 1975. In the eE360s, about 56 percent of California high
school graduates were ineligible to enter the STatléege or the University of California
segments, thus, these students had to enter Jbolieges if they were to attain some level of
postsecondary education. The overall academiityabflCalifornia Junior Colleges was mixed,
with some high-achieving and low-achieving studef@se study suggested that low-ability
students accounted for only about 10 percent géialbr college students, but most junior
college students had some “deficiencies” in subjeatter knowledge, basic academic skills, or
motivation. However, about 20 percent of Universligible students enrolled in a Junior
College instead of a university, many for financedsons. Many, if not most, junior college
students in the 1960s had to be employed out afssty. All together, California Junior
Colleges enrolled approximately 40 percent of@dlHime undergraduates in the state and
accounted for 70 percent of full-time freshman aaghomores (CCHE, 1965, pp. 11, 15-17).
While California Junior Colleges in the 1950s aadye1960s were responsible for a
majority of freshman and sophomores in the sthesd institutions were not very good at
retaining students through to the sophomore yearwere they getting large numbers of
students to transfer to four-year universities (BZH965). Only about 68 percent of freshman
made it through two semesters of junior collegthtar sophomore year, and less than 50 percent
of freshman completed four semesters of junioreg@l More academically prepared students
had greater chances of success. One study sudglesteJniversity of California eligible
students enrolled in California Junior Colleges hat8.6 percent rate of finishing four

semesters, while students who were ineligibletiesé university segments had between a 30
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and 36 percent chance of completing four semesidisse persistence numbers were ahead of
the curve nationally. On the whole, only 50 peta#runior college students in America
persisted to their sophomore year and only 30 péanpleted two full years. The numbers of
transfer students to the University of Californiaghated overall between 1950 and 1962, but
the number of transfer students to the State Gedlageadily increased over this same period,
with over 2,200 more students transferring in 18& had in 1957. Overall, based upon the
data available for 1960, about 11 percent of fiatletjunior college students were able to transfer
to either the University of California or a Statel€ge. But full-time junior college students
only accounted for about 30 percent of all enrofiteeduring the 1960s, so the transfer rate
would decrease to about 3.3 percent of all junadlege students, which is a rough
approximation (CCHE, 1965, pp. 18-19).

The California Postsecondary Education Commissias @veated by the California
legislature in 1973 as a planning and coordinagigency, eventually replacing the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education. This commission vedso responsible for systematically
collecting data on higher education in Califormidaich was to be used as a tool to gauge
“educational equality goals,” following the Civilights Commission reports on segregation in
California, and the widespread acknowledgementgdmin access to higher education between
white and non-white minority groups. The Calif@mostsecondary Education Commission was
responsible for developing an “equitable educatisgstem,” and progress toward this goal
“would be measured in terms of evidence.” As agenay report noted, “Our intention [is] to
measure outcomes as well as opportunities.” Butltta collected by this agency would

gradually be used for other purposes: developiatitutional assessment measures on the
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effectiveness of individual community colleges &ocreditation standards, formalizing the
curriculum, and ranking individual schools (CPEG78, p. 21; CPEC, 1988, pp. 4-5).

The Coordinating Council for Higher Education begammvestigate the performance of
the California Community College in 1970. This aggpublished four reports from 1973 to
1974 collectively titledThrough the Open Doognd these reports mark the first significant
usage of the term “Community Colleges” in the Qatlifa policy literature. The final report was
prepared by the California Postsecondary Educ&mmmission, which had replaced the
Coordinating Council in 1974Through the Open Door: A Study of Patterns of Hmeht and
Performance in California’s Community Collegeas published in 1976, and it was the most
comprehensive institutional evaluation of commuitjieges in the state since the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education’s 1965 report (CPEG74, p. 5)°

Through the Open Doaxplains how enrollments in California Communityll€ges
kept “exceeding” the projections made in Master Plan Total enroliments between 1969 and
1974 had grown from 722,480 to 1,137,668, an irs@ed 57 percent. Further, the student
populations were gradually changing to include ntbverse and needy populations, including
more ethnic minorities, working class students, tredphysically disabled. The report also
noted that the number of part-time students wagaminhg full-time students, and many part-time
students would attend on an “intermittent basigrhetimes taking a semester or two off before
re-enrolling. By 1974, part-time students madénalb of all students taking college credit
courses. These changes in student compositiomaasg an effect on the functions of the
community colleges, as these institutions begaujost to the diverse needs of these new
students. The report argued, “continuing educdbompart-time, adult students has become the

dominant function of the Community Colleges, withnesultant neglect of the occupational,
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transfer, and general education functions for ni@eitional students.” Thus, the Commission
argued that Community Colleges should create margrams and services to meet the needs of
these new populations because the primary strexigtbmmunity colleges was an “ability to
respond individually and collectively to state dodal needs for new programs and services
relatively quickly” (CPEC, 1976, pp. i, 2-3, 1%).

The report also explained that performance evalnatof the community colleges were
difficult because of the “complex nature of the r&wdent clienteles and the idiosyncratic
nature of their objectives.” In fact, the repaiticized community colleges for their “inabilitp t
guantify and measure their success.” The Comnmismigued that traditional measures of
grades, grade-point averages, transfer studerdsgwarded degrees and certificates were no
longer “appropriate,” and that new measures shbeltbund, which would capture the
objectives of the new student population, and naolejuately measure how community colleges
were helping students reach those objectives. dBe#liese early performance measures had not
been very informative, nor were they focused cotepteon the community college. For
instance, the majority of community college studetitl not want to attain the associate degree,
so how was this a measure of the institutions |8&eAnd yet, associate degree attainment was
one of the primary markers of institutional succedthough the degree was largely meaningless
in terms of transferring to a state university, értthd limited currency in local labor markets.

Another example of improper measurments of suogassransfer students. Most of the
studies on transfers had focused on how many stsidancessfully transferred to the University
of California or a California State College, andaathe kinds of grades students earned in these
new institutions. However, while two-thirds of t@alifornia Community College student

population declared intent to transfer, less thag-hird would transfer. But no study ever
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focused on community college academic programeaoster counseling services, nor did any
study ever focus on the community college studepugation and why so many students failed
to reach their stated goal. Likewise, it was kndhaet only about 78 awards were earned per
1,000 students in college credit courses, but mdyshad ever investigated the student
populations who earned awards, their intended goalshy they earned a particular degree or
certificate (CPEC, 1976, pp. ii, vi-vii, 2, 6, D1A better performance marker to gauge the
quality of community colleges themselves was stugersistence, especially if broken down by
particular types of students. However, this pen@ance marker had not often been used in
institutional evaluations of the community collegad never was there any attempt to compare
the persistence rates of different student popriati This particular report stands out as the firs
to do so.

Traditionally, the most legitimate student perfonoa marker for California Community
Colleges was transfer rates to four-year univesitind colleges. Given the origins of the
California Junior College as a transfer orientestifation, it had always been assumed that the
primary function of the California Community Collegvas and continued to be the transferring
of students from the junior college to the univgtsiThis performance marker was also assumed
to be relatively easy to measure; however, thaetiout not to be the case. The first
comprehensive statewide study of community coltegiesfer rates was not conducted until 1979
and it was published in 1980. But it turned outt tinis early study was plagued by incoherent
institutional definitions of a “transfer” studemthich made it exceeding difficult to measure
transfer students. It was also almost impossibkstablish some sub-population of “potential”
transfer students, which could be measured agaiostal” transfer students, so as to more

accurately compare how well the California Commygibllege was doing in preparing students
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for the university (CPEC, 1978, p. 21; CPEC 198BEC, 1985, p. 48; CPEC, 1989, p. 28;
CPEC, 2005). Defining an adequate measure offgaretes for comparative purposes proved
impossible during the 1980s and researchers direogtis day trying to sort out this difficult
task (Bradbum & Hurst, 2001).

The California Postsecondary Education Commissidntsl best to come up with basic
measures and they kept a sustained focus on trarsfeublishing around 30 reports focused
on this issue between 1980 and 2005. To takeyablent and generalized analysis of this data,
from 1960 to 1985 a slight but significant trendsvedear. If the raw numbers of transfers were
divided by the total student population then tlaasfer rate went from 3.3 percent of all junior
college students in 1960 to 5.2 percent in 198%e tbtal junior college population also
increased from around 400,000 to over 1 millionmythis time. The rise in transfers outpaced
this general enrollment growth and went from 10,8@7sfer students in 1960 to 52,043 in
1985. Clearly the transfer process and a refitete\wide articulation system was becoming
more effective, although reports on the ethnic kadean of transfer students during the 1980s
revealed that White and Asian students accounte8(fdo 83 percent of all transfers, even
though they were only 74 to 75 percent of the Gali Community College student population
(CPEC, 1978; CPEC 1980; CPEC, 1985; CPEC, 19893CR&05).

In 1984 the California Postsecondary Education Casion began a statewide
reassessment of the state system of higher edncdboring 1984 the state legislature passed SP
1570, which called for the creation of a Commisdimnthe Review of thdaster Planfor
Higher Education in order to evaluate the changithgcation needs of the state, and how the
system of higher education was meeting those neBas.work of this Commission would

culminate in a reviseMaster Planby 1987. The public postsecondary student pojouniat
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during the 1990s was expected to increase by &@&0QA0 students, and the California
Community Colleges would be the primary postseconuhetitution to accommodate this
growth, taking up over 200,000 of those new stuslé@PEC, 1985, pp. 133-35, 140, 184;
CRMPHE, 1986, p. 125).

The state legislature also passed SP 2064 in 188dh called for a special reassessment
study of the California Community College as thiestfpriority” of theMaster Planreview. By
1986 the Commission had published a report onitisigtution, The Challenge of Changehich
criticized community colleges and ended with a falla newMaster Plan While the
Commission acknowledged that community collegeshesh “a gateway to opportunity” for
many Californians, simply being an “open door” visas enough: “Access alone does open the
door to higher education, but without successat @or which too often leads to broken dreams
and shattered promises. Too frequently it is fasgothat access without success does not equal
opportunity.” The Commission argued that accessgber education “must be meaningful; and
to be meaningful, it must be access to a qualiyesy that helps ensure the success of every
student who enrolls.” While the report did notigtw details, it was clearly criticizing the low
rates of persistence, completion of degrees artdicates, and low transfer rates of the
California Community College system. What made gfoor performance even more galling
was the fact that 80 percent of all underrepresestiedents who enter postsecondary education
in the state did so through community collegesveithe California’s history afe jureandde
factoracial segregation up to th 1970s, it made it saefifithe community colleges were
second-rate institutions designed to further degspootunity to minority populations just
breaking into higher education. What made theaita even worse was the lack of information

on various aspects of student academic performamten down by race and gender, both in
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terms of secondary preparation and in terms ofseaeshdary educational experiences
(CRMPHE, 19864, pp. 44, 126; CRMPHE, 1986b, pp, 3,2, Fischer, 1987; Schrag, 1986).

To address charges of poor institutional perforreatiee Commission argued that
California Community Colleges should not try todmmprehensive institutions offering
everything to everyone, but instead they needgulitoitize and focus on two fundamental
missions: “high quality” academic instruction tdgetudents obtain associates degrees or
transfer to a four-year university, and helpingatomnally oriented students “prepare for an
occupation.” Remediation in basic skills was intpot in relation to helping prepare students
for academic instruction. Both Adult Education d&mhlish as a Second Language were deemed
important functions, but these program areas wiaireed as adjuncts to basic skills education.
All other community oriented services were stithaically “authorized,” but they were deemed
non-essential to the revised mission, and they evoallonger be funded by the state.

The Commission also urged the state to furthenttred support of the community
colleges, which had become more dependent upanfstads since the passage of Proposition
13in 1978. This new law put a mandatory cap ategtroperty taxes, which was the primary
source of funding for both the public school systrmd community colleges. In the wake of
Proposition 13, state support jumped to almostefégnt of the average community college
budget, but this financial support slowly declirdeee to a depleted state surplus and an
economic recession. By 1986 state support was dow8 percent, and with local taxes frozen,
the community colleges had to fish for externalerawes by charging students fees (now 6
percent of the budget) and taping into federal lblgrants (now 4 percent of the budget). In
essence the Commission’s recommendation was td ftrdtegies to promote an increase in

student access to and success in postsecondamtiediicand to provide enough state funds to
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promote more efficiency and equity in the stateéesysof higher education (CRMPHE, 1986b,
pp. 7,12, 21, 25, 126).

However, this goal was not unanimously supportethbyentire Commission. In the
Background Paperkeading to the final report, members of the Commarsacknowledged that
there was a “tension” between “competitive excelérand “egalitarianism,” and that there was
a shift “occurring from an emphasis on issues otas/equity to a concern with issues of quality
and budgetary constraints.” Some members of traraission argued,

Access has been achieved and educational quahtywsthe goal. In a period of

limited resources, decisions have to be made, @anich&ny the option is for

quality instead of access. Thus, many believesthge before California is not

increasing access to Community Colleges, but holmib access and who will

be limited. (CRMPHE, 1986a, pp. 30-31)
Some members of the Commission argued furthetthieaCalifornia Community Colleges were
“accommodating too many under-prepared studentsamhdl-equipped to handle college
work.” The institution was “struggling to educaeblem learners who have many academic
deficiencies and limited motivation.” Many Commgsmembers believed that this situation
overburdened this institution during a time of teyhed budgetary constraints and limited
resources. The “open door” had apparently leitany students through. It seemed to some on
the Commission that it was now time to start clggsimat door, restricting access, and increasing
quality controls (CRMPHE, 19864, pp. 30-31).

Despite these misgivings, and some deep suspioicthe California Community
Colleges, theMaster Planwas upheld and “renewed” by the Commission forRkgiew of the
Master Plan. The final report of this body waswaekd to the Governor and the state

Legislature in July, 1987. By this time Califcarhiad the largest aggregate postsecondary

“system” in the United States. There were 9 carapws the University of California, 19
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campuses of the California State University, 10n@mnity Colleges, 181 private colleges and
universities, and 265 private occupational schodltogether these institutions awarded
50,000 associates degrees, 86,000 baccalaureaigz=dep8,000 masters degrees, 6,800
professional degrees, and 9,000 doctorates, moetdion the thousands of students who would
be certified for occupations. The stat®laster Planof 1960 had created a system that,
according to state officials, operated “in reasda&larmony” over the past twenty seven years;
however, some developments during that time hadjpite a lot of stress on postsecondary
institutions (CRMPHE, 1987, pp. 1-3).

The Commission “renewed” thdaster Planby articulating four principle goals. The
first was promoting “unity” of all the segmentspdstsecondary education, including the private
sector, and also including the secondary sectaretisbecause the issue of adequate student
preparation for college had become a growing canc&he second goal was “equity” and
promoting the “unrestricted opportunity” of “all {farnians to postsecondary education. The
third goal was ensuring the “quality” and “excelteh postsecondary education in the state. And
the final goal was “efficiency” and the maximizinglimited resources to produce the best
possible educational product. No mention was niadee finished report on how these goals
might conflict with each other, or if push camestmve, which goals would receive policy
priorities by the Legislature, the Governor, ortgesondary governing boards (CRMPHE, 1987,
pp. 3-4).

But this report seemed to imply that the postseapndducation system was not working
as well as thdlaster Planhad designed. The community college as an itistitwas singled
out for criticism. The final report declared, “TB®mmunity Colleges, with a weak governance

system, have been unable to carry out their fglboasibilities within the postsecondary
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education system. The success of the whole syd¢p@nds on them.” The Commission
recommended a prioritizing of the community collegission. The academic function leading
to associates degrees and transferring to fourigstitutions was deemed the primary mission.
The secondary mission would be vocational educat@alifornia Community Colleges would
have “principal but not exclusive responsibilityvafcational education.” Any other function
would be subordinated to these two institutionasiuns (CRMPHE, 1987, pp. 4, 10-14).

Clearly the issue of improving “quality” and “effency” had to take priority if the
postsecondary system was to operate, as the Coramissdieved it should. The multipurpose,
community-oriented community college had to beneted back to the junior-college model so
that this institution could reduce the undergradimirdens of CSU and UC campuses (allowing
them to become even more selective). If the conityngnllege could just get back to its junior
college roots then it would become a “revitalizedtiergraduate institution, moving more
deserving students toward the baccalaureate defedtalization also meant improving
institutional quality. The report recommended thaiew agency needed to create formal
evaluation mechanisms to gauge the effectiveneiseegiostsecondary system, but this solution
assumed that the major problem facing postsecoretargation in the state wegaality, not
efficiency Or, to put it differently, this report assumédttthe educational institutions and the
students they served were the main problem toxeel finstead of looking in another direction:
resources (CRMPHE, 1987, pp. 4, 10-14).

This report could have asked why the communityeg@land other areas of the
postsecondary system had been chronically undetefliby the state legislature, and thus, this
report might have pointed out that the main probtértne postsecondary system, especially the

California Community College, was not really theopquality of programs, but thmefficiency
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of running institutions on less than adequate nessu It was assumed that institutions of higher
education could maintain a constant quality of @enfance with less resources. It was also
assumed that any resulting deficiencies causeditgdi cuts were due to defective institutions,
not to the lack of resources. It never seemedtoiroto state policy makers that public
institutions cannot provide efficient, quality praghs without the necessary resources. It's a
classic Catch 22: Public institutions are expetbedio more with less, and when they cannot, it
is the fault of the institution, not the politicefstem that sets them up for failure. This problem
became much more acute in the 1990s. State heglueation budgets continued to decline, yet

politicized expectations for institutional perfornt@ continued to increase.

The Master Plan Revised: Declining Budgets and Ngstem of Accountability

Institutional evaluations of the California ComnityrCollege during the 1990s didn't
reveal much improvement from the mediocre perforreanf the past twenty years. While
community colleges were often blamed for poor pennce, there was a good reason for
stagnant evaluation measures: lack of resourcdsle\tfie root cause of stagnant effectiveness
measures was clear to some, it has rarely beematdaiged, let alone remedied, by state policy
makers. Even though a lack of resources contitueegatively impact the performance of
California Community Colleges, recent policy liteng on institutional effectiveness continues
to narrowly focus on institutional performance a&udicational standards as independent issues
divorced from adequate funding. Furthermore, psaffor an expanded system of institutional
evaluation in higher education in the state of {Gatia have often been made because of
political and economic considerations that arenasisissarily aligned with the missions of

educational institutions.
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Clark Kerr was one of the first major policy figarm California to bring attention to the
systematic lack of recourses given to institutiohkigher education in the state. Kerr was one
of the most eminent statesman of higher educati@aiifornia. Kerr had been Chancellor of
the University of California, Berkeley for severaye during the 1950s, and then went on the
become President of the University of Californiadadecade. Kerr also served as the Chairman
of the Carnegie Commission on Higher EducationtaedCarnegie Council on Policy Studies in
Higher Education. It was Kerr who was a drivingctin 1959 to create and implement the
Master Planof 1960, and he had been a tireless supportealkifo€hia’s higher education
system. But Clark Kerr prophesied dark times i@ 1990s (CPEC, Oct 1993).

In 1993 Kerr published a special report throughGlaéfornia Postsecondary Education
Commission to warn higher education policymakesuabthe most severe financial crisis that
has ever faced higher education in California.lingering international recession still gripped
the country, federal defense spending had beenvbith drastically hurt one of California’s
most important economic sectors, unemploymentarstate was at 9.5 percent (the national rate
was at 7 percent), and annual economic productiritypped from the post-war high of 3 percent
down to below 2 percent since the 1970s. Thisired crisis was especially bad news to
California’s system of higher education becausesthte was anticipating Tidal Wave Il by
1997, a large surge of adolescents would be cotoingllege. From the early 1980s to 1993,
the state legislature cut spending on higher educaly over 30 percent, the biggest cuts
beginning in 1990. Higher education lost some $lllibn between 1990 and 1994. Kerr
related the sentiments of Tom Hayes, the formeeddar of Finance for the State of California,
who said that th&laster Plan®is broke and can't be fixed” because the budgetess is a

“battle of knives” and “higher education has nof&rii Hayes predicted that in such dark
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economic times, California higher education wowdtmue to face cutbacks, as other agencies
and the government bureaucracy battled over thergebudget (CPEC, Oct 1993, pp. 1-4, 6;
CPEC, Dec 1993).

That same year the California Postsecondary Eauc@ommission reviewed thdaster
Plan again and discussed its relevance “in light of3l8lities.” The Commission affirmed the
Master Planand the commitment from state legislators to mtevadequate support” for higher
education in California. The Commission conclutieat its greatest challenge in its 20 year
history would be trying to get the state legislatto honor the financial commitment it had made
in 1960s (CPEC, April 1993, p. 25). Not two monldter, the Commission published another
report with a much more somber tone, warning oflif@ania’s waning higher education
opportunities.” The report noted that Californiasanot staying true to its “promise of wide
access to higher education” because of the budiget of the past three years. At a time when
more and more high school graduates were eligibéntoll in the University of California and
the California State University, state funding fleese institutions had dropped and student fees
had increased, thus, restricting access and “@dsia doors to higher education.” The
Commission warned, “If California cannot find théevewithal to increase that investment [in
higher education], it must develop equitable cidtéor reducing enrollment and limiting higher
education opportunities. If access must be limitkd state should be guided by an explicit plan
rather than by the haphazard consequences of nedstinent. California cannot continue to
starve its higher educational institutions of teaurces they need to carry out their many
missions” (CPEC, June 1993).

By the late 1990s, the reality of tighter budgetsifistitution of higher education in the

state of California became an ever present andgent reality, although the economic
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recession had finally passed and the state Legisl&iad increased funding to higher education.
To make up for the budget reductions of the pasadie, maintenance costs and building to
accommodate growth had stalled, deferring over Billian worth of physical plant repairs and
needed expansions. Student fees for all threeesgtgrhad also increased. University of
California fees more than doubled from $1,624 i8A & $3,799 in 1995. California State
Universities doubled their fees from $780 to $1,584d California Community Colleges more
than tripled their fees from $120 in 1990 to $39@995. Federal and State financial aid in the
forms of grants did not keep pace with tuitionatifin, and students turned more and more to
educational loans to pay for school. Between 18801997 student borrowing jumped from $1
billion to over $3.1 billion. By the late 1990s$udent loans accounted for over 60 percent of all
financial assistance to California students. Ad while the California postsecondary system
was experiencing large increases in student demsuatdhout 450,000 new students were
expected to enroll, mostly in community collegeg20605.

The good news was that the state legislature gligdnereased spending on higher
education between 1995 and 1999, 5.9 percent iseffea the California State University, 6.6
percent for the California Community Colleges, &8l percent for the University of California.
Altogether state spending rose from $4.5 billiod @95 to almost $8 billion by 1999, with an
additional $2.5 billion in bonds raised for constian, although these increased funds were
barely enough to keep pace with inflation and tleevth of student enrollments (CPEC, 1999,
pp. 5-6, 8-9).

The end of the 1990s also saw the reaffirmatiotm@fguiding principles of California
postsecondary education, although the goals hatelasince 1987. The new rhetoric stressed

four basic principlesaccessaffordability, accountability andcooperation The budget travails,
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combined with Tidal Wave Il, brought to the fore tissue ohiccesdo institutions of higher
education in terms of not only academic preparadih physical space, but also financial cost.
The two former principles of “quality” and “effianey” articulated in 1987 were re-branded as
accountability which became a catch-all term for increasingetkeellence and the
competitiveness of educational programs, while sting less resources. The last principle was
simply the re-branding of the previous call fortyramongst the three segments of the
postsecondary system. It was a call for coordimaéind shared sacrifice in meeting new needs,
while making due less resources (CPEC, 1999, p. 13)

From the late 1990s through the early' 2&ntury, the California Postsecondary
Education Commission kept the rhetorical prioribégquity, access, and affordability clearly in
public view; however, the policy reports releasedm this period gradually marginalized these
three principles so as to bring into focus the nemedominating educational policy of the’21
century: institutionabccountability In the 1990s the California postsecondary edoicatystem
inaugurated new data gathering techniques, infoomalearing houses, better articulation
agreements between segments, and improvementscdatethal programming. But these
innovations were not created for education endstehd, the call for increased accountability
was actually a new rhetorical tactic to normalize &xplicit prioritizing of certain measures of
institutional quality, while using this normativieatoric to implicitly reframe the expectations
and responsibilities of the postsecondary educattmnmunity. The education and social
mobility of students per se was no longer the psepaf higher education in California. One
could make a good case and argue it never wasinBlg¢ 21" century institutions of higher
education were narrowly focused on one objectwdzet “productive,” “efficient,” and “cost

effective.” The postsecondary education commuaityepted the stark political fact that
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resources were limited and “subject to fluctuatiovhile student “demand” and institutional
accountability were increasing. The postsecongalizy community, including the governor,
state legislators, the California Postsecondarycktion Commission, postsecondary
administrators, and many scholars, all rhetoricatiymalized the notion of “accountability” as
the defining political and economic priority forghier education in the state of California. And
Institutional accountability was not an educatigmabrity; it was a political and economic
priority that developed largely as a response tstacted financial support from the state
(CPEC, 1999, pp. 33, 37). Thus, the ends of ecuchecame subsumed within what W.
Norton Grubb and Marvin Lazerson (2004) have terftieel Education Gospel.” Clearly many
people within the postsecondary policy communitZadifornia still valued the principles of
education and equity, but these once foundatiamadiiredependent values were becoming more
and more dependent upon the limited availabilitpalitical and economic capital. During the
1980s and early 1990s, accountability measuresieaa increasing priority to policy makers
and the state legislature, but not because of angipled educational goal. Institutional
accountability was reduced to an economic necedsityanded by dire financial straights and
foreign economic competition.

Taking the lead from the Hart-Hughes Act of 1988jali mandated the establishment of
annual performance reports for K-12 schools, CaliltbAssembly Bill 1808 was passed in
1991, which called for the formulation of annualtfpemance reports on California higher
education. The purpose of these reports was tageddemonstrable improvements in student
knowledge, capacities, and skills between entrancegraduation.” It was also noted that these
improvements needed to be made “efficiently,” imte of “time, effort, and money” (CPEC

1991).
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The California Postsecondary Education Commissidimstted the first report in 1994,
The Performance of California Higher Educatj@nd these reports would continue to be
delivered through the 2001 school year. The oaigiaport had 61 performance indicators,
which grew to 75 by 1997 and 80 by 1999. The iattics were groups over five broad areas:
population context, fiscal context, student prepanasecondary), student access
(postsecondary), and student outcomes (postseggndawo issues should be noted about these
early postsecondary performance reports. Theidirste breadth of performance indicators,
ranging from general demographic information tcoselary statistics, and also including a large
range of postsecondary demographic and outcomeumgsasThe second is the relative absence
of community college performance indicators spealfy focused on the effectiveness of the
institution itself, not just as a feeder mechanienthe university. Only four performance
indicators focus directly on community college, arfidhese, only three are actual performance
measures: first-time freshmen enrolled, transiedestits, associates degrees, and vocational
certificates (CPEC, Dec 1994; CPEC, Feb 1996; CPpd| 1998; CPEC, Dec 1998; CPEC,
Feb 2000; CPEC, April 2002).

A new Master Plan for Educatiofrom Kindergarten through the sophomore year of
college (K-16) was inaugurated in 2002. The neselgred rhetoric of accountability pervaded
the document. Creating accountability measureftés described in the document as a means
to a “high quality education” for students, butstiend is overshadowed by a management ethos
of bureaucratic ritual: “defining roles and respbilgies,” “evaluating outcomes,” and
“ensuring consequences.” The document explictdlyceptualizes the essence of accountability
in terms of authoritarianism. Accountability meaasponsibility to “authority.” Students will

be responsible to teachers, teachers responsiblimistrators, administrators responsible to
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legislatures, and legislatures responsible to tome@mic and political bottom lines. The issue of
“who should be held accountable for what and tomPbis not easily answered because it is a
political andmoral question, not a technical question. The moral@oiiical cannot be
rationally managed by experts (JCDMPE, 2002, pp/9)7 There is no such thing as objective
“standards,” in terms of either creating knowledgén transmitting knowledge, as the so called
“culture wars” of the 1990s made abundantly cléathich students in what schools in whose
America and with what resources will be used towavtat end (Hunter, 1991; Zimmerman,
2002)? These are messy political questions focaeetiffering conceptions of the public good.
The sociologist Daniel Bell (1978) perceptively Btped that debates over public goods are
normative, not technocratic, “where the probleroléarly right versus right, rather than right or
wrong; of weighing the claims of group memberstagainst individual rights; of balancing
liberty and equality, equity and efficiency” (p.)26

The newMaster Planeven admitted this sticky point, acknowledging ooy that
different segments of public higher education hdifferent missions and functions, but also
noting the disagreements over what is to be tadghere is no common body of knowledge for
which consensus exists about what is expected taught to every student,” and therefore,
“there has been no basis for establishing a meadwtedent achievement.” If only this
acknowledgement were so forthrightly admitted Byted proponents of institutional
accountability. Yet the report pretends as ifeiver made this concession. It goes on to boldly
proclaim that the new California accountability teys will have “clear statements” of a
“common body of knowledge” that will enable mea$ileaachievement goals that can be
captured by standardized tests and institutionmdntecards. But how can this contradiction be?

The whole notion of objective standards and a combaaly of knowledge is an idealizéglos



29

at best and a mystified fantasy at worst. Butdlveas no acknowledgement of these ends as
idealized. Instead, they are simply assumed toblpective realities in a bald statement of faith.
Public policy built on such a utopian foundatiob@und to fail (JCDMPE, 2002, pp. 83, 85-88).
Who decides on the contours of the “common bodynofvledge™? Who will decide
what is standard and what is not? Mester Planadmits that “not everything that may be
important to the successful implementation of Master Planand to improving the
achievement of every student is easily measureat.id\everything that can be measured
important” (JCDMPE, 2002, pp. 64, 88). But in sagkto quantify and standardize the complex
and messy endeavor of education into measurabi@ngeoutcomes is difficult, if not
dangerous. It is difficult in terms of identifyiradl of the tangible and intangible “outcomes” of
the learning process. Itis dangerous in ternth@tendency of administrators, policy makers,
and the general public (and perhaps even edudakmsselves) to narrowly focus on particular
measurable “outcomes” that may be politicized qreghent, and thereby, the value of the larger

educational process, or even the specific objestdiehe educational institution, can be lost.

Conclusion: Constricted Resources and The Limitagiftutional Perfectibility

In 2004 California Assembly Bill 1417 was passéthis bill required the California
Community College system to design an annual etialuatructure to measure district-level
performance in meeting statewide educational ouésonThe Chancellor’s Office released the
first draft of the report in 200 Accountability Reporting for the Community Colleges
Institutional accountability is now going to be yetother mission for an already burdened and

under-funded community college system. At presenbuntability measures are simply being
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reported and analyzed by the Chancellor's Offigedtta purposes; however, other states have
begun to enact data driven performance funding.

Given the astronomical increase in the student ladipun and the huge increase of
disadvantaged minorities gaining access to puldjledr education, the historical achievement
trends in California are quite positive: more anafenstudents are being served by the
community college and more and more students arenhi@g successful in terms of gaining
larger amounts of education and credentials. @¢yt&alifornia Community Colleges could be
doing better on a host of issues: pedagogical ipes;tdevelopmental education, and
organizational efficiency (Grubb et. al. 1999; Sfukl & Moore, 2007a). But institutional
effectiveness markers should be reflective of tleerde missions of the institution, and they
should be deliberated and decided by the reletakélkolders and not decreed from above by
policy makers and legislators. Effectiveness mark@ould also be qualified because student
success is not entirely dependent upon the instituhor are measure markers of success the
most important or lasting effects of education.

While the California Community College as instituts should be held accountable for
their role within the state system of educationywh other parts of that system receive less
scrutiny? California community colleges must balamultiple and often competing missions
(transfer to university, economic development aadational programming, basic skills, and
community education), while serving the majorityuoidergraduates in the state. How could any
institution hope to manage such a task while behrgnically under-funded and under-
resourced for the last half century? Some poliekens have begun to focus on this issue
(Shulock & Moore, 2007b); however, this perennia¢stion is again being put to the test as the

worst economic recession since the 1930s has hib@&a and the national at large during
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2007-2009. California has been harder hit thantstages and the governor was looking to cut
more than $1 billion dollars from the higher edimabudget, with around 322 million set to be
cut from Community Colleges. Many community colle@re beginning to shed temporary
faculty, put on hold many needed full-time facudtyd counseling positions, stifle faculty and
staff cost of living increases (in a time of risimfjation), and cut the general operating budget.
The current national movement for performance basatdards and institutional
accountability needs to be understood in histopeatpective so as to receive its own share of
evaluation and accountability. Education policg haver been a disinterested “scientific-
technical enterprise” (Callahan, 1962; Grubb & lrape, 1988, pp. 57, 99). And as Grubb and
Lazerson (1988) point out, “formal evaluation methare not necessarily neutral” (pp. 57, 99).
All policy and performance measurements shouldnadyazed and critiqued as a form of political
argument advancing partisan interests. While ntamgent community college policy makers
focus on important issues, ask important questiang,suggest important policy prescriptions,
there is a marked tendency towards short-sightedares condemnation, which mirrors larger
debates over public education in general over thuese of the last forty years. There is also a
tendency to emphasize only certain student outcavhde ignoring others, which is a political
act privileging certain assumed normative valuesendis-privileging others. But these types of
political acts, where efficiency outcome markess given preference over equity outcome
markers, are often made by policy makers or comiywoillege administrators without proper
consideration of the qualitative and ethical défeces between different types of outcome
markers, and how often the most ethically profoabpctives, like equality or justice, are the
hardest to objectively measure and, thereforentbst likely to be ignored or displaced for more

observable and more ephemeral variables, likesteses. Also missing is a broader analytic
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framework to determine how institutional effectiess measures, like standardized testing or
student learning outcomes, actually affect thesligkstudents, their learning, and their long term
social and economic development. Recent accouityatbénds have brought forth a host of
policy recommendations, which have been based®uordssest form of positivistic
reductionism, whereby, empirical minutiae is swapfo phenomenological substance, and
education is replaced by behavioral manipulatiore@man & Nelson, 1981, pp. 55-59;
Dougherty & Hong, 2006, p. 52; Grubb & Lazerson889p. 57, 99; Zumeta, 2001, pp. 172,
185-86).

Study of American schools and the politics of refaver the last century seem to
reinforce four basic conclusions (Cibulka, 1995¢1@in, 1989; Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 135).
The first is that no one can articulate, let aloreasure, all the important parts of a complex
human endeavor like education (Zumeta, 2001, p). 186e second, instructors need to anchor
educational assessment to “the learning goals eddgwngies of particular educational contexts”
(Anson, 2008, p. 122). On behalf of teachers atyelevel, Chris M. Anson (2008) argues, “The
most meaningful assessments provide formative nméion to those closest to the learners
whose abilities are being assessed, in the coafakeir own curriculum and educational
outcomes” (122). This means, as Grubb and Laz€@51) have argued, that educational
institutions “should strive to be as good as thay lbein their own termgauthors’ emphasis]”

(p. 102). And finally, in the judgment of David dgk and Larry Cuban (1995), “Better
schooling will result in the future — as it hadle past and does now — chiefly form the steady,
reflective efforts of the practitioners who worksohools and from the contributions of the
parents and citizens who support (while they d¢eéix public education” (p. 135). However,

over the past century rarely, if ever, are prawmtigrs, parents, and citizens allowed to contribute
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to the framing of institutional accountability meass: which issues are most important, why,
and who should be accountable to whom? The toeditiideal of democracy in public
education still eludes us as a nation, as govertahand professional elites dictate policy for the
public to follow without debate. And finally, sdlaes like Gloria Ladson-Billings (2006) have
pointed out over the past decade that schools tameoate efficiently or equitable on a
shoestring budget. Financial resources matterpatitithe United States can overcome its
“educational debt” (Ladson-Billings, 2006), allkalf performance indicators and institutional
effectiveness is fundamentally limited in termsaofually producing lasting positive outputs.

Higher educational institutions should be effec@evhat they do, but education is more
of an art than a science, more of an affective e&pee than an effective enterprise, and its
highest goal is the internal transformation of harbaings, not the external measurement of
particular behavior. But more important than oogdal discussions of the human endeavor of
education, is the more practical imperative of deratic deliberation over the ethical parameters
of what educational effectivenesisouldmean. And this deliberation must include pramtiérs,
students, and the larger community, not just paiiakers, for the ultimate effectiveness of any
institution of education is enabled or constraibgdhe social, economic, and political context in
which it operates. Public focus on the perfeatipbf social institutions will only take us so far
before we realize that no utopian scheme has yeegded, no matter how well engineered with
the best intentions. We would be better advisdddas on th@rocessof perfection, and the
practical hope it breeds, than on the unattainadgasures of perfectibility.

But maybe the accountability movement is not albloeiperfection of education.
Perhaps is not about education at all. The widdlyential scholar of policy analysis, Aaron

Wildavasky (1979), warned that the growing accobifitg movement in education might be
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more about economic issues and political posturhjdavasky perceptively asked, “Is
education being made into, or accepting the ral¢heffall guy” (pp. 131, 148, 309)?

Wildavasky knew the answer of course. Educatodsdeeen waving flags since the turn of the
20" century when business oriented managers begargtaker American schools and
displacing educational ends for economic efficienby1912 a perceptive New York teacher
argued, “We have yielded to the arrogance of ‘higilbess men’ and have accepted their criteria
of efficiency at their own valuation, without quiest. We have consented to measure the results
of educational efforts in terms of price and prdduthe terms that prevail in the factory and the
department store” (Callahan, 1962, p. 121). Imstdalindly adopting efficiency metrics from
the business world and smashing them down upofrabge human ecology of education,
educators must step up and ask, as did Wildavd€kg9y, “efficiency for whom and for what?”

and “who will coordinate whom toward what ends” (81, 148, 309)?
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