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Calling In the
Senates (and Faculty

Accreditation Leaders)
Two years ago a consultant came to an opening-day plenary meeting at one of the State Center campuses and advised faculty that we might
resolve differences and meet challenges more
effectively if the divisive practice of “calling
out” were replaced by the more collegial practice of “calling in.” When we judge a colleague
in need of correction, a frequent occurrence
among us, we should call in the miscreant with
gentle admonition and instruction, presumably in a private setting. No doubt it is easier
to gossip than to confront, and often seems a
more emotionally satisfying course to criticize
an absent colleague publicly than to approach
him or her in person with our grievance. This
is especially true when we think our material
interests are threatened by another person’s
opinions. Then it requires strong discipline to
keep ourselves from resorting to manipulation,
of which calling out is the favored method
when our object is outright repression of opinions we consider noxious to our livelihood.
In recent years maintaining accreditation
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An Academic Senate
President handles a
Bookstore in Chaos
A bookstore in disarray added to the
excitement of the first day of classes for
students and instructors at Fresno City
College this fall semester of 2019, a result
of the transfer of bookstore management
to Follett Higher Education Group, which
runs some 1,200 college and university
bookstores across the country. The newly
elected academic senate president, Karla
Kirk, began hearing complaints immediately: book orders placed in March were
not in the bookstore on the first day of
classes; books that were available were not
the books that faculty had ordered; faculty
who placed book orders on time were told
that their orders had never been received.
The wrong edition of a $200 automotive
technology textbook was sold to students;
a student who bought the wrong book
was told he couldn’t get a refund, and
that there was no expected date to get
the correct book. Kits for nursing classes
and supplies for chemistry classes were
not available. The bookstore ran out of
Scantrons in the second week, and did not
have all the kinds of Scantrons instructors
needed. The prices of some books were
exorbitant.
Perhaps most discouraging was the predicament of students who receive vouchers
to purchase textbooks and other supplies.
These are CalWORKs students, Former Foster Youth, Veterans, and EOPS and DSPS

BOOKSTORE continued
on page 7
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When a headline appears in the Fresno Bee which proclaims, “The Hot
Cheetos craze has arrived at the Fair. Here’s what you can try and
where,” the reader easily locates himself in the genre of promotional journalism and proceeds to inform himself about the Hot Cheetos craze or to
move on to other things, never particularly thinking that an attempt has been
made to manipulate him. When the same reader encounters the headline,
“Fresno Bee’s Education Lab: A bold move to bring more local coverage to the Valley,” he is apt to experience some initial dislocation at the
self-promotional content and self-congratulatory tone.
Newspaper readers are perhaps a naïve bunch, but after a bewildered pause
over this headline, they will recognize that they have stumbled on a project of
not-very-well-disguised manipulation.
The article tells us that their Education Lab will enable the Bee to “expand
its newsroom” using “a new funding model for journalism that partners with
philanthropy to support important storytelling that the community needs.”
“It’s a concept that will allow us to do meaningful work while we build a
bridge to a more sustainable business model.” We are told that the Bee will
hire new four reporters dedicated to covering education in the Central Valley;
their salaries will be paid by grants from foundations, and donations from
private individuals.
In their straitened circumstances the Bee has turned to a business model
which may be sustainable, but which is also likely to make their copy resemble advertising as much as reporting. They make a point of telling their readers that they will protect their editorial independence under the new funding
model, but it is inevitable that the editor and his reporters will take some of
their direction from the foundations and individuals who provide the money
to pay the reporters. It is also inevitable that conflicts will arise between the
goal of reporting education news accurately, and the need to use a light hand
in reporting any failures of the educational reforms sponsored by the Bee’s
new, reform-minded patrons. As the next negotiating season approaches,
perhaps we’ll see a headline like this in the Bee: “State Center Chancellor:
New research proves that there is no correlation between adjunct
pay and adjunct morale.”
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ADMINISTRATION WATCH

The problem is the dysfunctional SCCCD administrator, whose
name is Legion.
One key to effectively dealing with Legion can be expressed in
two words: minimize contact. I once asked a Reedley College
colleague for advice about how to deal with the negativity of
(some) administrators. He carried the question to his parents,
who together spent over sixty years working as teachers. The
short version of their answer: “You shouldn’t be talking to administrators much at all.”
So there it is, minimize contact.
Now why is this seemingly negative and defensive approach
toward administrators being advocated here? The answer is the
bad news that administrators have collectively devolved over the
years from being former faculty colleagues, who entered service to the college as administrators after a long and successful
teaching career, into a separate and differently trained class of
undereducated or thoroughly miseducated bureaucrats, who
consider their job to be something like “appearance management.” Generally, and of course there are exceptions, college
administrators these days focus on two tasks: (a) distracting
and harassing instructors, and thus constantly interfering with
instruction and student-learning, while (b) working to maintain
the appearance that they are not engaged in the first task. The
worst of administrators don’t seem to care at all about student
success, but work hard to maintain the appearance that they do,

and then exploit their own efforts at appearance management
to do a lot of moral posturing in front of the faculty, other administrators, and the Board.
Administrators (of the negative variety) invite faculty to “collaborate” with them, offering faculty “carrot and stick” incentives to do their work for them, motivating us with the “carrot”
of tenure, reassigned time, signed T&Cs, sabbaticals, international trips, and even opportunities to become administrators.
They employ the “stick” of guilt, harassment, hostility, phony
investigations, negative forms of communication, letters to be
placed in our personnel files, and even job loss. The good and
noble ideals of Shared or Participatory Governance are replaced with “discipline and punish” (Foucault’s phrase), power-plays, manipulation, and constant deception.
When we faculty try to promote a different, appropriate “Cooperation Model” of how faculty and administration should
relate to one another, the administration either makes a lying
agreement to cooperate—while actually still trying to “defeat”
the faculty and staff and students, or they outright reject the
Cooperation Model and simply demand that we submit to their
authority, which they typically both misunderstand and over-estimate: “You are just staff” or “You are just students” come
from the mouths of (too many) administrators, especially toward the end of meetings in which faculty, staff, or students asADMINISTRATION continued on 6
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ADMINISTRATION continued from page 5
sert our own proper authority, make fair and just demands,
and attempt to participate in governance.
Some administrators do invite us to “collaborate,” as did
one former college President to this writer in a face-to-face
meeting. The word “collaborate,” of course, should bring
up severely negative connotations for those familiar with
mid-twentieth century European history. Administrators often do tremendous damage to the colleges and the district,
and they would devoutly like our help to make the damage
they do even worse. But are we faculty to be “collaborators”? To put it mildly, the SCFT does not recommend any
“collaboration” on the part of faculty, at least not in the Vichy
or Quisling sense of the term, with any element of the SCCCD
administration, any time, at all.
Out of all this arises this hard news: we need to understand the relationship between SCCCD administration and
the faculty, staff, and students under a Conflict Model.
There’s simply no other way for professional educators, who
want, naturally enough, to “focus on our classes and on our
students,” to deal with the bureaucrats, power-mongers,
control freaks and manipulators who are nowadays found in
community-college education.
The recommended Conflict Model of course need not
imply constant and open conflict with the administrators.
For one reason, the bad administrators seem to enjoy open
conflict because they “feed off the negativity,” and use such
conflict to presume to the moral high ground and talk down
to faculty. Instead, on a case-to-case basis, we have three
options, and only the second and third should be “live
options”: (a) to collaborate with the administration, with
them functioning as an “occupying power,” and we as their
quislings, (b) to cooperate as good professionals with the
administration when they are playing fair and doing something good (which, of course, they sometimes do), or (c) to
assert ourselves and openly resist when the administration is
being dishonest, manipulative, malicious, “all of the above.”
Our own fear, self-interest, or ambition may at various
times tempt us toward the first option, (a), but fear, self-interest, and ambition should not be our “drivers” (to use a
word of education-speak). The first option, (a), is a live option for too many faculty (and here, one is too many) but
it ought not be a live option. It should be renounced and
rejected as soon as we think of it.

Option (b) can and should sometimes be our good-faith
and conscientious default. When things are going well, (b)
is the thing to do (even if, below the surface, the Conflict
Model remains).
The last of the three options above, (c), requires some
integrity, courage, and willingness to accept social disapprobation from our colleagues who prefer the easier, softer path
of day-to-day Vichy-style collaboration.
G.F.W. Hegel is the great philosopher of conflict, and Karl
Marx, who “turned Hegel on his head,” reinterpreted but
preserved the idea that all history is to be understood as
constant conflict.
Perhaps SCCCD administrators are so many crypto-Hegelians. In any case, they certainly foment conflict often and
unnecessarily “out of thin air,” a point that Zwi Resnik often
made in his many fine years as our SCFT President. “Why do
administrators just make up problems for no reason? Why
do they manufacture problems out of thin air?”
Those who have served on the SCFT Executive Council are
struck by how much time, energy, and money that we have
to expend on problems that needn’t have arisen in the first
place, but are manufactured ex nihilo by an administrator
who thinks it’s a good idea to willfully misinterpret the contract, make false accusations, create a hostile work environment, or remove personal property from a staff member’s
office. The near-constant negativity coming from administrators is just so unnecessary.
When an administrator acts out in a negative way, report it
to your SCFT representatives. We cannot help you if we don’t
know about your situation. Our Past President, Lacy Barnes,
makes this a point of emphasis, and has often become indignant on behalf of faculty members whom we could not help,
simply because the faculty member didn’t let any of us know
what was going on.
Note well, brothers and sisters: a conflict with management is not something to try to handle on your own. There
are more of them than there are of you, but there are more
of us than there are of them. We have many obligations, but
we also have many rights. An administrator’s office can be
a dangerous place. You don’t want to go in there alone, and
you never really do. Every member of SCFT/CFT/AFT goes in
there with you. Have at least one of us there, visibly present
with you, whenever necessary.
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BOOKSTORE continued from page 1
students. They can only use their vouchers at the FCC Bookstore. They could not get their books or supplies because Follett
was not yet set up to process vouchers.
Privatization of the bookstores in the State Center District had
been under consideration for several years. A proposal to sign
a contract with Follett was on the agenda for the May 7, 2019
board meeting. Even a May approval would probably have been
too late to ensure a smooth transition for the start of the 20192020 academic year. Board members in favor of the Follett contract expected to approve it at the May meeting, but one of their
number was absent and the proposal failed on a tie vote. The
contract was on the agenda again for the June 4 meeting and
passed. It still took until July for Follett to assume its responsibilities, just one month before classes started.
Neither Follett nor the District seemed to regard the short
transition period as a problem which required intense, immediate, hands-on management. By the second day of classes, when
the scope of the problem was well known, one would have expected senior district and Follett management to be personally
present in the bookstore seeing what needed to be done and
directing district and Follett employees to do it. The Fresno City
student newspaper, the Rampage, did some excellent reporting
on the bookstore transition. One of Follett’s managers told the
Rampage that “Follett Higher Education primarily goes through
AT&T for its technological services, and AT&T works at its own
pace and that has become something we expect when setting
up at a new campus.” This remark might interest a sociologist
or psychologist, but it is appalling to anyone who understands
a manager’s job. District administrators heard complaint after
complaint from students and instructors through Karla Kirk and
others. They should have demanded that Follett begin to act
with a sense of urgency, including solving the voucher problem
(a highly sensitive equity issue) within twenty-four hours. They
should also have reassured students and faculty by developing
an emergency response and communicating it district-wide
within the first few days of the semester.
But where the first principle of management is to keep up
appearances, managers develop a psychology which denies the
very concept of a crisis. When a crisis comes, they can only
react reluctantly and confusedly. So as it was, the bookstore
was not even on the agenda for the September 3rd Board of
Trustees meeting, despite three full weeks of problems which
continued unresolved. The chancellor and the board president,
who set the agenda, apparently had nothing to report and no
reassurances to give their constituents about the bookstore fiasco. It was much on the minds of students and faculty, however.
During the public comment period, the ASG president present-

FCC Academic
Senate President
Karla Kirk

ed a long list of complaints from his student constituents; another student told the board about her difficulties getting lab
materials during summer session. Karla Kirk, addressing the
board as academic senate president, devoted her entire report
to the demoralizing effect of bookstore mismanagement on students and faculty. A board member tried to speak to the issue
during the public comment period and was cautioned that the
bookstore transition was not on the agenda, that it would violate the Brown Act if he continued his remarks, and that he
should limit himself to a question which staff would respond to
later. The board president closed the public comment period
by informing the meeting that administration would be communicating their corrective action plan.
At the October 1st board meeting, the Vice Chancellor of Finance and Administration did indeed present a corrective action plan (in the form of a PowerPoint) which listed bookstore
problems with their proposed solutions. No doubt Follett will
solve all the problems that arose at the bookstore during the
summer and fall transition. After all, they’re not difficult problems. The only real challenge was to solve them expeditiously,
and in this Follett and the District not only failed, but failed with
attitude, as if they knew what was required but refused to do it
because treating an emergency as an emergency would itself
be an admission of weakness or failure. In a word, they failed
the Pete Wilson Test. When Caltrans told Wilson that it would
take a year or more to fix the Santa Monica Freeway after the
1994 Northridge Earthquake, he said, “That’s unacceptable,
find some emergency powers I can use to get it done sooner.”
They did, and the freeway was repaired within three months.
“That’s unacceptable” was not part of the district’s repertoire
of responses when they confronted a mess of their own making
at the FCC Bookstore and had to do something to get their newly
hired managers to straighten out the mess in a hurry. “Who
manages the managers?” is a version of the ancient question,
“Who guards the guards?” In the State Center District, the repeated answer is, “No one.”
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CALLING continued from page 1
has been drummed into community-college employees as their
supreme material interest. Since there is no non-material interest, maintaining accreditation becomes the actual purpose
of a community college, and loss of accreditation the great
fear which infects all its activities. Thus a vice president at one
of our colleges told faculty at another college plenary in the
past ten years, “Accreditation is everyone’s full-time job now.
It’s the most important thing we do as an institution.” Calling
in just doesn’t work when the real object is manipulation of a
perceived opponent. And so, on our Fall 2019 Opening Day, in
the name of accreditation, we witnessed the spectacle of faculty
calling out absent colleagues in the bold terms of mockery and
derision.
The issue was inclusion of Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)
in syllabuses. SCFT points out that the contract does not require
that faculty include SLOs in syllabuses, and argues that faculty
cannot be disciplined for not including them. Administration
and faculty accreditation personnel point out that the contract
requires faculty to assess SLOs, and that the Accrediting Commission for Junior and Community Colleges (ACCJC) requires
that faculty include SLOs in syllabuses. So, on Opening Day, faculty had to get this message: include SLOs in your syllabi.
For some reason administration did not want to deliver this
message to faculty themselves. Instead they handed the job off
to senate leadership, probably not from cowardice or any desire to shirk their duty but because they thought the message
would be more persuasive coming from faculty. Disguising their
obsequiousness in tones of command, senate leaders chastised
their colleagues with authority: “Come on, people. We have to
put SLOs in our syllabi. This is about accreditation. Where is
the union getting that we don’t have to put SLOs in our syllabi?
People have come up to me at meetings and said, ‘What’s wrong
with your union?’ They think our union is crazy. We have to
put SLOs in our syllabi. We could lose our accreditation if we
don’t.” It goes without saying that explaining the union’s position, and then leading a discussion of its merits or demerits,
was not part of the choreography.
Fallacies often depend on lack of context for their success.
So perhaps the Federalist can place the issue of SLOs in a larger
context. There has been a movement among community-college faculty across California over the last five years to eliminate
all use of SLOs, whether to assess student achievement, to plan
and assess courses and programs, or to evaluate faculty performance. ACCJC’s requirement that SLOs be included in syllabuses is a relatively minor issue. The governing opinion is that
SLOs add nothing to assessment of learning and improvement
of instruction, but contribute significantly to the dumbing-down

of college education. The most important issue for faculty in
terms of threat was the use of SLOs to evaluate faculty performance, which was part of ACCJC’s original plan, and included
in their Standards. ACCJC is now party to a legal settlement that
SLO results cannot be used to evaluate faculty performance, so
this issue has been resolved for the time being.
In our district, the syllabus issue came to the fore again in
May 2019 when SCFT leadership sent members an email advising them that they were not required to include SLOs in their
syllabuses. This advice from the Federation especially alarmed
administrators and faculty accreditation leaders at Fresno City
College. In 2018 ACCJC issued a “compliance recommendation” to FCC (their second-strongest warning) that their faculty
must include SLOs in their syllabuses.
In email exchanges with SCFT leadership, faculty accreditation leaders at FCC pointed out that ACCJC Standards were
clear that SLOs had to be included in syllabuses: “In every class
section students receive a course syllabus that includes learning outcomes from the institution’s officially approved course
outline” (Standard II.A.3.). The larger issue, though, is what
strategy faculty should adopt to persuade ACCJC to remove SLOs
altogether from the criteria they use to evaluate colleges. Defiance of ACCJC on Standard II.A.3. might cause them to sanction
FCC, but imposition of that institutional learning outcome (as it
were) is not as certain as it would have been six or seven years
ago, before City College of San Francisco, with a lot of help
from CFT, began its long battle with ACCJC. Perhaps it will be
worthwhile to trace the evolution of the ACCJC Standard which
defines faculty responsibility for student achievement.
Standard III.A.1.c., adopted in June 2002 and revised and
edited in 2012, reads as follows: “Faculty and others directly
responsible for student progress toward achieving stated student learning outcomes have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning outcomes.” This
fearful Standard required administrators to hold instructors accountable for the failure of students to achieve at an acceptable
level.
Standard III.A.6., adopted in 2014, states that “the evaluation of faculty, academic administrators, and other personnel
directly responsible for student learning includes, as a component of that evaluation, consideration of how these employees
use the results of the assessment of learning outcomes to improve teaching and learning.” By 2014, the Commission had
regressed or progressed from holding faculty accountable for
student achievement, to holding faculty accountable for using
SLOs to improve teaching and learning. This was more reasonCALLING continued on page 9
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CALLING continued from page 8
able, though faculty still had to go through a stilted and artificial
process of writing and assessing SLOs, and using the so-called
results of SLO assessment to plan and improve.
When ACCJC and CFT reached a settlement agreement in 2017,
ACCJC agreed to eliminate III.A.6. of the 2014 Standards and
add II.A.2. under “Instructional Programs.” The ACCJC Board
approved two versions of the new Standard at its January 2018
meeting. Here I quote the version which applies to comprehensive reviews scheduled after Fall 2019: “Faculty, including full
time, part time, and adjunct faculty, regularly engage in ensuring
that the content and methods of instruction meet generally accepted academic and professional standards and expectations.
In exercising collective ownership over the design and improvement of the learning experience, faculty conduct systematic and
inclusive program review, using student achievement data, in
order to continuously improve instructional courses and programs, thereby ensuring program currency, improving teaching
and learning strategies, and promoting student success.”
It is not an accident that this Standard makes no mention of
outcomes, let alone student learning outcomes or even just
learning outcomes. Consistent with the call of the new Standard for faculty to use student achievement data to improve instruction in the effort to improve student success, faculty could
cashier the use of SLOs altogether, and confine themselves to
mentioning them in their syllabuses in order to comply with the
Standard which requires this.
As part of the effort to call in senate and faculty accreditation
leaders to the goal of eliminating SLOs from our culture, let me
quote from the letter faculty accreditation leaders at FCC sent

to faculty to persuade them to include SLOs in their syllabuses: “SCFT is correct that accreditation Standard III.A.6, which
required assessment of SLOs as part of the faculty evaluations,
has been eliminated as of January 2018. The communication
from ACCJC regarding this change in Standards explained that
while it is no longer required as part of the evaluation, it is
required that faculty take ownership of Student Learning Outcomes, and make every effort to accurately communicate SLOs
with students.”
Maybe our faculty colleagues in charge of accreditation matters at FCC received a communication from ACCJC akin to a
private letter from the IRS. They represent ACCJC as communicating to them that faculty are required to take ownership
of Student Learning Outcomes, and faculty are required to
make every effort to accurately communicate SLOs with
students. If ACCJC did communicate this privately, they violated
the spirit of the settlement agreement they reached with CFT in
2017. The Standard ACCJC adopted as a result of that settlement
agreement pointedly does not mention SLOs, let alone require
that faculty take ownership of Student Learning Outcomes.
What self-respecting instructor even talks like this? “I will take
ownership of Student Learning Outcomes”—as if ACCJC and its
SLOs awakened us to a new reality that bringing learning to our
students was the purpose of our profession. In sum, we call
our faculty accreditation leaders into the campaign to make
SLOs a thing of the past, and away from the administrator-ACCJC
collaboration which is on a path to making education itself a
thing of the past.
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A Philosopher Examines the Work of the Accrediting
Commission for Junior and Community Colleges (ACCJC)
Part II: Remarks on the Standards
by Wendell Stephenson, Ph. D., Fresno City College
Editor’s note: Wendell Stephenson taught philosophy at Fresno City College from 1999 to 2019. In the previous issue of
the Federalist we published Part I of Mr. Stephenson’s examination of the Accrediting Commission, which focused on their
mission. In this issue we publish Mr. Stephenson’s examination of the Standards the Commission uses to evaluate colleges.
PART II. REMARKS ON THE STANDARDS
Standard I.B.1 speaks of demonstrating “a sustained, substantive dialog about student outcomes, student equity,
academic quality, institutional effectiveness, and continuous improvement of student learning and achievement.” How does ACCJC understand academic quality? Where
would it look to find this dialog? Program Review (PR)? Curriculum Review (CR)? Neither get into academic quality, properly
so called, because neither provide analysis of the contents of
courses, the rigor and breadth of the courses, etc. This can
only be done by discipline faculty who understand the subject
matter and know how to teach it well and who are therefore
qualified to evaluate the academic quality of the courses and
the program. It is true, of course, that PR and CR provide some
check on the academic quality of courses and programs, and
ACCJC should look closely at an institution’s processes for Program and Curriculum Review and the documentation of its deliberations and decisions. It should also assign specific members of its teams, preferably faculty with experience of both PR
and CR, to meet with members of the committees to get insight
into the quality of the committees, but this is not sufficient and
is in any case not something highlighted and emphasized by the
ACCJC standards.
There are at least two ways one could measure academic quality. One could assess how well a college prepares its
students for their subsequent career at a transfer institution of
good or high academic quality or for a job. ACCJC doesn’t do
that, for there are no data for most programs. Even if there
were data, and ACCJC studied the data, the data would not get at
the quality of the feeder institution because there are too many
variables that the data would not and could not catch.
As just one example, suppose one looked at all the students
who took at least one of my philosophy courses at FCC and
tracked each one who transferred to a four-year institution.
Suppose all did quite well in their philosophy courses or in their
courses in general, and that students who did not take any philosophy courses from me who went on to the same four-year in-

stitutions didn’t do nearly as well. Could one properly infer that
it was my philosophy courses that made the difference to the
success of the one cohort of students compared to the success
of the other cohort? No, because of all the factors that could
as well explain the differences as having taken my philosophy
courses. This way of attempting to measure the academic quality of feeder institutions seems like a non-starter, but perhaps
there are ways of setting up the studies that would surmount all
the problems. In any case, I am aware of no attempts on the
part of ACCJC to set up such studies or to evaluate their results.
Another way to measure academic quality is for qualified faculty to assess the academic quality of courses and programs.
Can ACCJC assess whether the faculty at an institution it is evaluating are qualified? Perhaps it could do so if it had a lot more
highly-qualified faculty on its accreditation teams than it typically does, and if it assigned those faculty the specific task of
evaluating the quality of faculty at the campus being evaluated.
As things stand now, however, after a careful reading and analysis of the current standards, this is not an emphasis or even an
expected area of review.
There may be other ways to assess the academic quality of
courses and programs, and it may be that ACCJC uses one of
those ways on a regular basis, but it is not clear that there are,
and far from clear that ACCJC has or uses any effective way of
evaluating the quality of the faculty at the institutions it is evaluating.
Standard I.B.7 states “The institution regularly evaluates its policies and practices across all areas of the
institution, including instructional programs, student
and learning support services, resource management,
and governance processes to assure their effectiveness
in supporting academic quality and accomplishment of
mission.”
This is another sentence that contains an absurdity. Instructional programs don’t “support” academic quality. They are
either of good or high academic quality or they aren’t. The
ACCJC continued on page 11
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ACCJC continued from page 10
question is how the institution ensures its programs are of high
academic quality and how ACCJC can possibly monitor this.
Standard I.C. 3: “The institution uses documented assessment of student learning and evaluation of student
achievement to communicate matters of academic quality to appropriate constituencies, including current and
prospective students and the public.”
Notice the terrible confusion here between student achievement and academic quality. You will have noticed that this is a
recurring theme in the standards: assessment of student learning
and achievement, presumably through assessment of SLOs, PSLOs, etc. is assumed to be a measure of academic quality. Since
it seems clear that this confused thinking is ACCJC’s thinking, it
is logical that it would say little to nothing about actually assessing academic quality or that it would have an effective means
of monitoring any process in place for assessing the academic
quality of the faculty or of the courses they teach. Communicating
such confused measures of quality to the public, as this standard
directs, would only compound the problem. It would encourage
a competition among colleges that would be detrimental to the

actual quality of education in the community college system.
Standard II.A.2 reads in part: “Faculty, including full time,
part time, and adjunct faculty, ensure that the content
and methods of instruction meet generally accepted academic and professional standards and expectations.”
How does ACCJC ensure that they ensure this? The only way
that I see that FCC does this is through our evaluation process
for instructors, but is this evaluation process good? How do we
know? More importantly, how does ACCJC know?
One way it could possibly know, or at least get some insight,
is to examine the faculty evaluation process in place and to talk
to a representative sample of those in charge of the evaluation
process and those who have been evaluated through the process. These processes are typically spelled out in collective
bargaining agreements. This does not appear to be an emphasis of ACCJC, and it is certainly not spelled out in its standards that it will take a close look at institutions’ processes for
faculty evaluation to ensure, in so far as possible, that they are
effectively doing what they are supposed to do. Speaking from
ACCJC continued on page 12
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personal experience on an accreditation team, I can say that
I was the only person on the ten-member team, dominated in
any case by non-faculty members, that insisted on looking at
the collective bargaining agreement on the evaluation of faculty, talking with union representatives about the process, and
talking with faculty who had been evaluated in accordance with
the process. The rest of the members of the team were not interested in doing this, and it was clear that they saw themselves
under no obligation to do it as part of an ACCJC accreditation
visiting team.
Another way it might possibly get some insight is to require
that each member of the visiting teams visit a certain number of
classes as part of their evaluation of the quality of instruction. A
ten-member visiting team could easily visit and evaluate at least
50 class sessions during its visitation, thereby acquiring a reasonably good impression of the quality of the courses and the
instruction. Of course, this would mean, among other things,
picking team members who are known to be qualified to evaluate the quality of courses and instruction, but this should not
be beyond the abilities of competent accrediting bodies and, indeed, should be an essential element of what they do. Again, my
experience as a member of an ACCJC visiting team was that I was
the only member of the team who visited and evaluated courses
and the quality of instruction, and that no other team member
evinced the slightest interest in doing so. This is almost certainly because ACCJC’s standards do not require team members to
do this, and do not encourage them to do it.
Standard II.A.5: “The institution’s degrees and programs follow practices common to American higher education, including appropriate length, breadth, depth,
rigor, course sequencing, time to completion, and synthesis of learning.”
The only persons competent to judge this are qualified faculty.
How does ACCJC determine that faculty are qualified? I have addressed this issue above. More important here is the question
of how the ACCJC determines that in so far as faculty evaluate
the breadth, depth, and rigor of degrees and programs, they
do so in an objective, fair, and sufficiently-informed way. This
is a critical issue. Departments can become lazy; faculty can
fail through indolence or lack of interest to maintain rigorous
courses; indeed, faculty can feel that they shouldn’t maintain
rigorous courses because they’re penalized for it when the data
show that their students fail to succeed at the expected or mandated rates. I venture that in so far as any college degree or
education is “worthless” it’s because its courses were not of
sufficient breadth, depth, and rigor.
Standard III.A.1: “The institution assures the integrity

and quality of its programs and services by employing
administrators, faculty and staff who are qualified by
appropriate education, training, and experience to provide and support these programs and services.”
How does ACCJC monitor this? Does it look at the qualifications of all the administrators, faculty, and staff? Impossible,
so does it look at a representative sample? Who is qualified on
accreditation teams to render judgments on the qualifications
of the employees and on their training and experience? Many
of my comments above are pertinent to these questions.
It would be tedious to continue to go standard by standard,
as I have done, but I should say that with respect to Standard
III.A.2 that speaks to faculty qualifications, Standard III.A.3 that
speaks to employees responsible for educational programs
possessing qualifications necessary to sustain academic quality,
and Standard III.A.7 that speaks to a sufficient number of qualified faculty to assure the quality of educational programs, all
are subject to criticisms previously made with respect to other
standards and all provoke the same question I’ve raised numerous times before, viz. How does ACCJC monitor this?
CONCLUSION
ACCJC’s standards do not enable colleges to evaluate themselves with regard to their academic or educational quality and
excellence; they do not enable colleges to evaluate the academic quality of their faculty; and they do not enable ACCJC to
evaluate colleges with regard to their academic or educational quality and excellence. If these conclusions are right, then
they constitute a serious, indeed, a damning critique of ACCJC’s
standards. If they’re right, they also call for serious study of the
issues of the academic quality of institutions and of faculty and
administrators and how to appropriately assess and evaluate
them.

SCFT IS SOCIAL

VISIT US ONLINE!

