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HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1970

TUESDAY, JULY 21, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 4232.
New Senate Office Building, Senator Harrison A. Williams, Jr., pre-
siding pro tempore.

Present: Senators Williams (presiding pro tempore), Yarborough
and Javits.
Committee staff members present: Robert 0. Harris, staff direc-

tor; John S. Forsythe, general counsel; and Roy H. Millenson, mi-
nority professional staff member.
Senator WILLIAMS. With apologies, we will begin a little late. We

will start these most important hearings on the community college
bill. Senator Pell is chairman of the Education Subcommittee of the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, and I deeply appreciate his
generosity in having me act as chairman as we start these hearings.
I certainly appreciate Senator Javits' work in bringing us to what, I
believe, will be a historic point, in time, in very historic legislation.
Senator Javits?
Senator JAvrrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to compliment the Chair on the bill relating to the

advancement of this type of institution which we are going to be
considering. The statement that a post-secondary college education
will probably be a necessary preliminary to almost any kind of a
reasonable job in the American economy before the year 1980, has
been made, and so we are working on an extremely important ele-
ment in our total effort.
I would like to take this opportunity to thank the witnesses who

are appearing, Dr. Gleazer and his panel for the American Associa-
tion of Junior Colleges, and the other witnesses. I would also like to
introduce to the committee and to ask you for unanimous consent
for his introduction at the beginning of his testimony, Dr. S. V.
Martorana, vice chancellor of the New York State University. Our
State university has expanded to about a quarter of a million pupils,
most of them getting some form of State help in order to complete
their education.
We were a long way behind our sister big State of California, but

we now are caught up somewhat in this area. I commend Dr. Marto-
rana and his testimony to the subcommittee, and assure him and the
the other witnesses that in every conference in which I have partici-

(1383)
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pated, and the senior minority member of the Subcommittee, Sena-
tor Prouty, and our chairman and the Democratic members, and the
other body, we have always favored strongly the community colleges
as a concept.
I notice that there is a witness here from New Jersey, Dr. Har-

lacher. I want to say for his benefit that Senator Case of New Jer-
sey is due great credit for his longstanding work to establish and
finance community colleges.
So as our chairman says, this is a most felicitous day, and I am

grateful that we have come to this point. It will be up to us, utiliz-
ing the facts that you will furnish to us, to really build this into a
permanent and broad program, the program that it ought to be.
Thank you.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Senator Javits. We

will proceed. My opening statement will be made part of the hearing
record rather than taking your valuable time to read it.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR., A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Senator WILLIAMS. It has become increasingly obvious that the
world we live in no longer views high school as the terminal educa-
tional experience.
One hundred years ago we assigned the task of producing a fin-

ished product to our secondary schools.
But today we demand much more of ourselves.
We can no longer limit formal education to between the ages of 6

and 18.
A person must be able to change his career and his context of liv-

ing both to accommodate his talents and to fill the needs of the
times for citizens who can make new contributions to the commun-
ity.
For many young people the traditional access to higher education

is closed.
They cannot get started when admissions policies at many institu-

tions judge them on their past performance rather than their future
potential.
Many young people cannot finance their education because of arbi-

trary standards which set ability above need to qualify for financial
assistance.
And uncounted numbers of them see no need for the traditional

forms of higher education because these institutions hold out little
relevance to their world and their future.
All this must change.
We must find a better way to seek out and develop our precious

human resources.
We must provide the chance for those young people to develop

and express themselves.
Over the past two decades the comprehensive community college

has developed into an institution which appears tailormade as the
catalyst for this change.
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It has demonstrated that it is best equipped for the job of extend-
ing and expanding much-needed educational opportunities in our
country.

Its low cost to students;
Its proximity to those it is designed to serve;
Its flexible admissions arrangements;
Its strong counselling and advising services;
And its varied education programs are clearly responding to the

lack of relevance in traditional education.
The curriculum of a community college grows out of the needs of

society, the community it serves, and of its students.
It is expressly designed to meet personnel requirements in such

various fields as medicine, engineering, and social service.
And, the community college curriculum provides a new direction

on urban education.
It seeks to offer promise in job preparation and cultural and aca-

demic remedial education.
My own State of New Jersey has embarked upon an ambitious

program to establish a network of community colleges.
We have found that these schools serve their communities well

and provide the promise of exciting and relevant educations for a
substantial number of New Jersey's citizens.
These schools are performing their role superbly and are fine ex-

amples of what many New Jerseyans call the "now" colleges.
Today we are commencing the first Senate hearings to carefully

examine this new and exciting level of education emerging in the
United States.
I would like at this time to express my appreciation to the chair-

man of the Education Subcommittee, Senator Pell (D-R.I.) for per-
mitting me to act as chairman for these hearings.
Over the past 10 years the Federal Government has focused its ef-

forts on imaginative and overdue programs for elementary and
secondary education and the more traditional 4-year and graduate
institutions.
Now, it is the view of many that the crisis in our education sys-

tem which has emerged with startling clarity demands some sober
rethinking and better balance.
The urgency of this imbalance prompted the Comprehensive Com-

munity College Act which I introduced in the Senate 18 months ago.
I should like to insert my remarks of introduction and the text of

S. 1033, the Community College Act into the hearing record at the
conclusion of this opening statement.
The early support of more than a third of my Senate colleagues

for this bill appears a sufficient mandate to us all that we must take
our Federal responsibilities to this level of postsecondary education
as seriously as we have those to traditional educational institutions.
During the early months of 1969 the U.S. Office of Education

began to take actions which seemed to indicate that it had come to
recognize the need for a more direct Federal role in community col-
lege education.
There were many promises of great things to come.
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Unfortunately, the President's message on higher education issued
on March 19, 1970, and the bill introduced shortly thereafter, do not
live up to those early promises.
The administration has apparently decided that community col-

leges should remain a second sister at best.
I had hoped that the introduction of the Comprehensive Commun-

ity College Act had succeeded as an expression of philosophy and
unmistakable intent to spark a new Federal role in the nationwide
development of these emerging institutions.
Now there can be no question that Congress must once again take

the initiative.
Only a few weeks ago the Carnegie Commission on Higher Edu-

cation released a major report recognizing the great contribution
which the community college has made to American society.
Chief among its recommendations is that the Federal Government

must play a vital role in encouraging the States and localities to
move ahead in developing community colleges through extensive fi-
nancial and organizational support.
These hearings—today and tomorrow—will be a first step in fo-

cusing the attention of the Senate and the American public on the
great needs and contributions of community colleges.
The legislation which I have introduced concisely outlines a phi-

losophy of education which cries out for substantial Federal support.
Our Nation cannot afford to lock the doors to education.
Comprehensive community colleges can be the key to open those

doors and show the way to full educational opportunity for all
Americans.
We will go to our opening panel. Dr. Edmund Gleazer, will you

be our first witness?

STATEMENT OF A PANEL COMPOSED OF DR. EDMUND GLEAZER,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR
COLLEGES; DR. ALBERT CANFIELD, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON
STATE BOARD OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE EDUCATION, AND
NATIONAL CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
DIRECTORS OF COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES AND DR.
ROBERT LEO, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CHANCELLOR OF
DALLAS COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT AND MEMBER,
AAJC COMMISSION ON LEGISLATION

Dr. GLEAZER. Mr. Chairman, I am honored to have the opportu-
nity to come before this committee and speak for the Association of
Junior Colleges on S. 1033.
I am pleased that the subcommittee's regular chairman, Senator

Pell, has seen fit to ask you, Senator Williams, as the pioneer of this
legislation, to serve as chairman at these hearings. This is a generous
gesture, and a well-deserved tribute on the part of Chairman Pell,
and we hope it expresses his personal interest and sympathy with
this legislation.
We are deeply pleased that our hopes for hearing on community

college legislation have at last seen fulfillment. We were very en-
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couraged when S. 1033 was introduced last year. It gave us reason to
hope that the time is approaching when community colleges can make
an even more significant contribution to the welfare and progress of
our Nation as a whole, and certainly what is envisioned in S. 1033 is
very much in the national interest.
In the 15 months the bill has been pending before the Senate, its

existence has had a remarkable impact. It has drawn increasing na-
tional attention to the community college, and I think that some of
the activities of the U.S. Office of Education, such as the task force
to study the community college and the appointment of community
college specialists to assist the Commissioners stem in part from the
influence of this bill.
Therefore Senator Williams, we express to you our deep appre-

ciation for the authorship of S. 1033, and we strongly hope that ac-
tual community college legislation may emerge this year.
We cannot say emphatically enough that there is very real need

for community and junior college legislation and for the concepts
embodied in the Williams bill.
So we would like to start out, Mr. Chairman, by examining that

need and then going into our views on the main features of your bill
which we strongly support.
We know that you are familiar enough with the growth and de-

velopment in the 2-year college field in the last two decades that we
do not have to discuss these developments at great length. We have
here a comprehensive statement which all members of the committee
received in advance.
It covers our enrollment explosion, our program developments,

and some of our problems at length. I would like to ask that you
put several succeeding sections of the comprehensive statement in
the record at this point, and I can move in our summary and our
views on the legislation.
SENATOR WILLIAMS. We will do so. What pages do you want in?
Dr. GLEAZER. From page 1 through page 27 of my prepared state-

ment, and I will take up at page 28.
(The material referred to follows:)
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STATEMENT BY DR. EDMUND J. GLEAZER, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

BURDEN OF EXPLODING ENROLLMENTS

Explosion is an overworked word these days, but it

seems to be the only one that will do when we look at what

has happened to the two-year colleges in the last decade.

And pressures and problems stemming from this explosion

weigh heavier on these colleges every day. In the second

report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, we

find this comment:

An unusually heavy burden of universal access now
falls and will continue to fall on the two-year
community colleges. They have the most varied
programs and thus appeal to the widest variety
of students. Their geographical dispersion makes
them, in the states where there are well-devel-
oped systems, the most easily available colleges
for many students. The community colleges are
particularly well suited to help overcome de-
privation by fact of location, deprivation by
fact of age, and deprivation by fact of income.
(Page 12, A Chance to Learn)

The word that leaps out at us here, Mr. Chairman, is

burden. Those of us who are involved in the community-junior

college field, and who have been working for years to guide

the growth of these colleges, know well that this is a

heavy burden. Yearly we have to accommodate more and more

students, develop new or expand old campuses, hire new

1
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faculty, and most importantly, figure out programs and

instructional methods best suited to the needs of our
 stu-

dents and their communities. According to HEW figures,

junior college enrollment grew from fall 1968 to fall 19
69

by more than 230,000.

This was a leap in a single year of 12% in the student

population served by our institutions. No other group of

institutions in higher education showed increases coming

even close to growth on that scale.

This meant too that from 1960 to 1970 the two-year

colleges more than tripled their aggregate enrollment
. They

almost surely will triple again in the next decade. 
As you

know, the same Carnegie Commission I have already quo
ted,

headed by Dr. Clark Kerr, has forecast this very outcome

for the 70's and has thus projected the need for 23
0 addi-

tional new two-year college campuses by 1980.

As you likely know also, new two-year colleges have

been opening at an average rate of one a week for more 
than

five years now. We can probably see most quickly and easily

the growth pattern, 1960-69, by injecting the followi
ng

chart into the record:
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GROWTH IN NUMBER AND ENROLLMENT
OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

1960-1969

Year
Number of
Colleges Enrollment

Per Cent of Increase
of Enrollment

Over Preceding Year

1960 678 660,216 3.07

1961 678 748,619 13.39

1962 704 818,869 9.38

1963 694 927,534 13.27

1964 719 1,043,963 12.55

1965 771 1,292,753 23.83

1966 837 1,464,099 13.25

1967 912 1,671,440 14.16

1968 993 1,954,116 16.91

1969 1,038 2,186,272 11.88

Source: Directory, American Association of Junior Colleges,
1970.
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Forty new colleges were opened in the fall of 1969,

all of them public. These colleges had a total initial

enrollment of 48,048 students, with ranges from 142 to

8,500. Fifteen of these institutions enrolled 1,000 or

more students. Four new colleges were opened in California,

three each in Arizona, Kansas, and Missouri.

MINORITIES IN THE TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

Such figures show that the open door, the label often

applied to the community colleges, is more than an idle

concept, and we see it dramatically portrayed in the growth

of minority enrollments, as well as in occupational and

technical programs among our colleges.

Apart from the black colleges in the South, the com-

munity colleges run far ahead of any other institutional

group in higher education in black andeinority enrollments.

In most of the larger states we can point to a single urban

community college where the minority enrollment easily ex-

ceeds that of the state university and its several campuses.

This is true in California, Pennsylvania, Texas, Florida,

Illinois, Maryland, Missouri, Alabama, and Washington, among

others.

4
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We have just finished surveying the larger urban com-

munity colleges and find that minority enrollment now

exceeds 10% in many of them. In some the minority popula-

tion in the community college actually is •higher than it is

in the urban area served by the college. Let me tick off a

few prime examples:

Los Angeles Community Colleges. These 8 institutions

serve the Los Angeles County area Which has a population of

almost 4 million, approximately 26.6% minority. The Spring

1970 enrollment (combined full-time and part-time) was

93,373, approximately 38.3% minority.

Junior College District of St. Louis. Its 3 institu-

tions serve both St. Louis and St. Louis County. The County

is estimated to be approximately 96% white, which is also

true of the two suburban campuses of this district. The

city is approximately 40% minority, and Forest Park Community

College (the city campus) is estimated to be 45% minority.

Community College of Denver. The Denver metropolitan

area is estimated to be about 17% minority, while the three

campuses of the Community College of Denver enroll 20%

minority.

5
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Cuyahoga Community College, Cleveland. Cleveland's

metropolitan population, now roughly 2.3 million, is

estimated at 14% black. Overall enrollment in the community

college programs runs 20%. The college's full-time enroll-

ment has been at 20% for the last three years.

Community College of Allegheny County. Allegheny

County (surround Pittsburgh) is approximately 11% black

(the only significant minority) while the Community College

enrollment is 14.4% black.

Borough of Manhattan Community College. The Borough

is estimated to be approximately 17% black and 9% Puerto

Rican, while the college enrollment is 25% black and 27%

Puerto Rican.

Bronx Community College. The Borough is estimated to

be about 17% black and 20% Puerto Rican. The college enrolls

almost 23% black, although the Puerto Rican enrollment is

estimated at only 10.7%.

In other cities that are developing strong community

college systems, the minority enrollment now closely approx-

imates the minority population percentage-wise. Such is the

case in:

6
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The Community College of Baltimore. In a metropolitan

area estimated to be 44% black, this college has reached 40%

black enrollment. Baltimore's progress is remarkable for

two reasons: the minority enrollment has increased from 6%

to 40% in the short space of three years, and it has achieved

this balance with a single suburban campus. Baltimore has

been unable to break ground for its long-planned inner city

campus largely because expected federal construction help

has been so drastically curtailed.

El Centro College, Dallas. In an area estimated to be

19% minority, this college enrolls 19% minority. It operates

in a renovated department store building in downtown Dallas

and is the only unit in operation thus far in a multi-campus

development, Which also runs far behind its original con-

struction timetable because of curtailed federal support.

Seattle Community College. The Seattle area is estim-

ated to be 10% black and 27% minority (including black). The

college is 10% black and 27% minority overall.

San Antonio Union Junior College District. The San

Antonio area is approximately 10% black and 47% Mexican-

American. The two colleges of this district show a total

7
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enrollment of about 9% black and 45% Mexican-American.

Sinclair Community College, Dayton. The Dayton area

is approximately 13% black and the college enrollment is now

12% black.

Metropolitan State Junior College, Minneapolis. The

Minneapolis metropolitan area is approximately 8% black and

12% total minority. The junior college enrolls 6.3% black

and 13% total minority.

Tarrant County Junior College District. The Fort Worth

area is approximately 14.5% minority, and the college enrolls

about 13% minority.

Metropolitan Junior College District, Kansas City. The

Kansas City, Missouri, area is estimated to be 22-35% black

and 5% Mexican-American. The suburban areas are almost

entirely white, as are the two suburban campuses of this

district. The Penn Valley campus (inner city) is estimated

to be 22% black and 10% Mexican-American.

Just across the river, in Kansas City, Kansas, where

the population is 20% black, the college too is 20% black.

In more great cities of the South, the community col-

lege is emerging as a bulwark of post-secondary educational

8



1396

opportunity for minority citizens. At Jefferson State Junior

College in suburban Birmingham, Which though just five years

old already is the fourth largest institution of higher

learning in Alabama, now exceeds 10% in black enrollment,

and that percentage has been rising constantly.

The Miami-Dade system, a pacemaker in many community

college programs and standards, has not yet reached parity

with greater Miami in minority population, but its non-white

enrollment far exceeds the combined totals for the state's

public universities. While Dade County, including Miami,

is now 17% black and 16% Puerto Rican and Cuban, the com-

munity college enrolls 1,952 blacks aid 1,366 Puerto Ricans

and Cubans, or 7.5% and 5% respectively of the total student

body.

THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE'S DISTINCTIVE MANDATE

We are sure the Committee, Mr. Chairman, is quite

aware that our colleges are not watered-down versions of the

four-year colleges. All colleges these days must innovate,

develop and change--and in many respects, the community col-

leges are the cutting edge of that change. By their em-

phasis on community service and occupational education,

9
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particularly on our urban campuses, the two-year colleges

are now exerting, we think, a profound influence in re-

shaping American higher education.

For another thing, we have a wider spectrum of stud-

ents: young and old, rich and poor, qualified and unquali-

fied by traditional academic standards. Many want to go

on for B.A. degree, and some will make it. Others change

their aspirations. Many come to a community college for

training in a specific sub-professional career or occupa-

tion, and with each passing day, this becomes an increas-

ingly important aspect of community college programming.

Even now, approximately one-third of our students enter

for occupational training, and this proportion is almost

certain to increase. Providing the right occupational

courses, in the right place and at the right time, is a

constant challenge.

The five functions that we see as central to the

community college are:

1) Preparation for advanced study--liberal arts and

preprofessional courses at freshman and sophomore level for

transfer credit.

10
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2) Preparation for immediate employment--a wide

range of occupational programs to provide job skills per-

tinent to the local industry and business needs.

3) The upgrading of educational skills via system-

atic developmental or so-called remedial study in reading,

mathematics etc. fundamentals.

4) Service to the community in terms of cultural,

social, and intensive educational events.

5) Guidance services of a career counseling, place-

ment, advisory nature for students.

The comprehensive community college of today is a far

cry from the impression many people still hold of the junior

college as an out-of-the-way haven for 18-and 19-year-olds,

most of them late-bloomers and dropouts. The average age of

the students in the Kansas City, Mo., system is 24 years,

and this typifies generally the composition by age of larger

urban community colleges. Kansas City's chancellor, Dr.

Leslie Koltai, has supplied the following cnart which shows

the average age for students enrolled in the more popular

vocational-technical programs in his college.

11
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METROPOLITAN JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT, KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI

AVERAGE AGE OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL

Accounting/Business

Aeronautic Technology

Automotive Technology

Cartographic Technology

Data Processing

Dental Assisting

Drafting

Electronic Technology

Fire Science

Food Supervision

Hotel/Restaurant

Hotel/Motel

Inhalation Therapy

Mid-management

STUDENTS BY PROGRAM

age 19 20 21 ZZ 23 24 25 30 40
t -

J

1

1
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Nursing

Police Science

One-year Secretarial

Two-year Secretarial

19
t 

20 21 22 23 24 25 30 40
 —4 —4
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Note that the average age exceeds 30 years for such

programs as fire science, food supervision, and hotel-motel

services; and in only one program, dental assisting, is the

average age under 20. (See pages 12 and 13.)

The same phenomenon has been expressed another way.

Voting age enrollments, as one could easily discern from

the Kansas City figures, run very high in the comprehensive

junior colleges. The Orange Coast District junior colleges

near Los Angeles tell us that their students 21 and older

now top 55% of their total enrollment. So it's not sur-

prising more and more Members of Congress are accepting

invitations to speak at these colleges.

The maturity of the community college students and

a belief that the educational programs they select are de-

cidedly relevant perhaps helps to account for the relative

calm on community college campuses in the recent period of

strife on many university campuses. Also, community col-

lege governing boards are typically local community leaders

and thereby accessible directly to student leaders.

14
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CAREER EDUCATION BOOMS BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL

If a majority of Americans are to have the benefit of

educational experience beyond high school, there must be

avenues of opportunity distinct from what might be called

conventional college preparation. These avenues have already

been developed and opened in many community junior colleges

across the country, which now have occupational education

programs designed to prepare men and women for sophisticated

technical and semi-professional jobs in industry, health,

business, government, and social service.

The National Advisory Committee on the Junior College

has aptly expressed the need and the planning required for

these programs:

It should be clearly understood by those respon-
sible for education at all levels that middle-
level job education is a legitimate function of
higher education, and that the junior college
is an appropriate instrument for this purpose.
Until such understanding is reached, it will be
impossible to move forward rapidly and wisely
enough in planning for the future.

The Committee goes on to explain that most states and

local communities interested in expanding educational oppor-

tunities do review and study educational patterns in terms

15
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of population growth, manpower development, and individual

needs and aspirations. Junior colleges have been established

in many areas of the country as the result of such conscient-

ious review and study.

Most recently established junior colleges have been

planned and organized to include programs of occupational

education in their curricula. Furthermore, the colleges

are planned in terms of accessibility to students, flexible

admission policies, appropriate counseling programs, and

low cost.

At this point some definitions may be useful. We rec-

ognize that many types of educational institutions other

than community colleges have legitimate roles in occupa-

tional education. As the community college's contribution,

"semiprofessional educatiorris represented by formal curricula

leading to the Associate degree and designed to prepare the

student for employment in career fields recognized as

"nearly professional" in status. "Technical education" is

a term which is just beginning to acquire dignity and real

meaning in this country. Technical education is organized

in one or two-year sequences at the post-secondary level;

16
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it emphasizes work in the field of science and math, and

it is frequently related to industry and engineering. It

gives much attention to technical knowledge but also stresses

practice and skill; it leads to competence in one of the

technical occupations; it also includes a core of general

education subjects.

The community colleges are presently fulfilling a major

and vital role in the post-secondary educational preparation

of students in occupational fields--occupations preparing

students for direct entry into the local labor market at the

skilled, clerical, managerial and semiprofessional levels.

Occupational preparation in community colleges may be

grouped into five broad vocational areas: business occupa-

tions, the technical-mechanical occupations, agricultural

and natural resources fields, occupations in the social

service and allied health areas, and emergent occupations

responsive to changing technology. All of these occupational

programs with a primary focus on tangible skills include how-

ever general education components of the traditional lit-

erature, history, etc. variety. Let me illustrate the con-

tent, scope, and impact of each of these five vocational

17
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areas in turn. .

Approximately 400,000 students were enrolled last year

in community colleges in programs related to the business

occupation'. Examples of popular programs in this area

include business data processing, executive secretarial,

retailing, management assisting and business administration,

and basic accounting.

During the 1969-70 school year the community and

junior colleges enrolled over 150,000 students in programs

of a technical, industrial, or mechanical nature. These

programs ranged from those which prepared the students to

enter an engineering technician's career in such fields as

electronics and civil engineering to those preparing stu-

dents to enter the automobile repair business or the print-

ing industry. In this present period of economic slow-down

and increasing unemployment, the placement of those complet-

ing these programs at the community junior colleges has

remained much higher relatively than the placement of new

Ph.D.'s, for example.

Also in 1969-70 the community junior colleges enrolled

almost 25,000 students in programs relating to the

18
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agricultural and natural resources fields. While the number

of on-farm jobs decreases annually, the number of off-farm

jobs which are related to agriculture is increasing. The

community colleges have responded lo these needs by offering

a variety of programs including agribusiness, small animal

husbandry, forestry, ornamental horticulture, agricultural

chemicals and turfgrass management, which often prepare

the student for supervisory level responsibility.

Illustrative of the community college's contribution

to the expanding need for personnel in the social, community

and allied health services are a vast array of programs

which appeal to students who want to 'help others" after

formal specialized training. Programs commonly offered

range from fire and police protection curricula to medical

and dental technicians and Associate degree registered

nursing to child care, family service, and teacher aides.

These latter programs are often modeled on the "New Careers"

concept of upward career mobility within the social service

agency framework and consequently are appealing and re-

warding to students from lower socio-economic backgrounds.

Proportionately students enrolling in these social or

"public service" programs are rapidly increasing. Employers

19



1407

of these students are frequently local and state government

agencies.

Employment forecasts at the paraprofessional level

predict increasing demands for back-up personnel to support

expensively-trained professionals with a bachelor's, master's

or doctoral degree. In medicine and dentistry, for instance,

the list of supporting jobs is long. In 1960, a committee of

the American Medical Association identified over 50 allied

medical occupations. That number, of course, is growing in

a health-conscious society which now receives increased care

through a wide range of health programs.

Lastly, the community colleges are able to respond

quickly to newer national needs by introducing programs in

needed occupational areas that emerge from technologically

changing conditions. Two year programs related to oceanography

and marine technology are now offered in about 25 community

colleges. Programs related to environmental and ecological

employment needs will be offered in more than 50 colleges

this fall. Programs relating to various aspects of aviation,

nuclear technology, and computer technology are also quite

common among the occupational education sequences at the com-

munity colleges located near these industries. What specific

new programs are now emerging to increase the pool currently
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offered in the business, technical, agricultural, and social

service areas? Let me name a few now visible, with advisory

committes from local business, industry and the citizenry al-

ready formed and/or the program already underway:

air traffic control specialist program

automation secretarial science

hotel, motel, and restaurant management

food distribution technology

research chemistry technology

inhalation therapy

hospital unit ward management

medical emergency technician program

operating room technician program

physical therapy technician program

mental health assistant program

bioengineering technology

park management

sanitation technology

traffic planning technology

bio-cyro-technology

library science program

urban planning technology

transportation technology

21
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The latest survey shows that there are 198 occupa-

tional education programs now being offered in community col-

leges, and the number of individual programs in the junior

colleges reach the thousands. Let me give you a few random

samples:

Air conditioning engineering technology (associate
degree--technician level)--30 programs in 30 junior
colleges.

Architectural and civil engineering technology (as-
sociate degree--technician level)--70 programs in
70 junior colleges.

Dental hygiene (associate degree)--68 programs in
68 junior colleges.

Gunsmithing (certificate program)--2 programs in 2
junior colleges.

Marketing and advertising (associate degree)--14 pro-
grams in 14 junior colleges.

Metal and machine technology (associate degree)--95
programs in 95 junior colleges.

Mortuary science (associate degree--technician
level)--21 programs in 21 junior colleges.

Police science (associate degree and certificate)--
154 programs in 154 junior colleges.

Radiology and x-ray technology (associate degree and
certificate)--23 programs in 23 junior colleges.

Dental assisting programs (associate degree)--101
programs in 101 junior colleges.
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Medical technology (associate degree)--58 programs
in 58 junior colleges.

Thus the occupational education programs of the tech-

nical and semiprofessional varieties now developed across

the nation in community colleges are more in number, more

firmly established, and more important to the needs of a

community or state than most people realize. Most import-

antly, community colleges are now tooled up to provide a

sound option, a sound alternative route for students who

will not pursue liberal arts or professional training in

the four year colleges and universities.

CHALLENGES BEHIND UNIVERSAL ACCESS

We are acutely aware, Mr. Chairman, of the chal-

lenges the community college faces in the role of a

prime vehicle for universal access to higher education.

The newer students, often the first in their families to

be attracted to college, are usually less qualified in a

traditional sense, and come from different backgrounds

(minority groups, the disadvantaged) Which require new
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approaches to education and training, especially in the

first year or two while they become acclimated. The dif-

ficulties which can result from admitting these students

without adequate institutional preparation for their educa-

tion ought to be well understood by this time. Certainly

any legislation which emerges from this Congress should

provide federal assistance to all colleges, junior ard com-

munity colleges included, which undertake to meet this

critical social responsibility.

According to the enrollment figures compiled by HEW,

few universities and state four-year colleges, outside the

traditional black colleges, have reached black enrollments

as high as 5%, of their total student population. Dr. Andrew

Goodrich, AAJC's director of minority group programs, counts

more than 230 community and junior colleges whose black en-

rollments now exceed 5% of their total enrollments. In

citing this fact I am simply trying to underscore again that,

for urban America, the junior colleges have become and con-

tinue to be the great leveller of the barriers that for so

long excluded from higher education the non-white American

and the less-affluent American.
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There are some skeptics in higher education today

who ride the notion that junior colleges are losing accept-

ability with non-white students. Our evidence, already

cited in part, shows quite the contrary. In totalling up

data from the first 42 campuses to complete our recent

survey of the urban community colleges, we found that

minority enrollments leaped upward in gross figures, while

they also rose slightly on a percentage basis over the

span of the last three school years.

Impressive as the minority figures are in the fol-

lowing charts, it also seems evident that the non-white

enrollments are actually greater--perhaps much greater--

than the figures indicate. You will note in the chart that

the colleges have not yet succeeded in pinpointing a large

percentage of their students as to race or ethnic origin,

and in most instances, a good part of that unidentified

percentage is likely to be non-white.

We submit then the following chart for the record:
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AAJC SURVEY OF INSTITUTIONAL COMPREHENSIVENESS:
SAMPLE OF 42 URBAN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

A. Total Enrollment (includes some not designated "full-time" or
"Part-time" and hence not included in tables B or C)

Total Minority Minority Undetermined Undeter-
Year Enrollment Enrollment % Ethnic Group mined %

Fall 1967 191,254 23,578 12.3 45,811 23.9

Fall 1968 220,060 33,368 15.2 51,398 23.3

Fall 1969 278,203 44,079 15.8 49,539 17.8

B. Full-Time Enrollment*

Total Minority Minority Undetermined Undeter-
Year Enrollment Enrollment % Ethnic Group mined %

Fall 1967 85,263 11,854 13.9 18,586 21.7

Fall 1968 99,661 20,471 20.5 9,963 10.0

Fall 1969 141,815 28,805 20.3 13,724 9.6

C. Part-Time Enrollment

Total Minority Minority Undetermined Undeter-
Year Enrollment Enrollment % Ethnic Group mined %

Fall 1967 70,560 7,889 11.2 27,152 38.4

Fall 1968 84,185 9,579 11.3 33,546 39.8

Fall 1969 120,425 14,098 11.7 32,569 27.0

* It is shown in Table B that the responding colleges are improving
in meeting their obligation of education for minority groups. The
information colleges keep on the ethnic background of their full-
time students is improving, as the undetermined percentage has been
halved between the years 1967 and 1969.
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From fall, 1968, to fall, 1969, the minority enroll-

ment appears almost constant on a percentage basis, yet the

total shows a dramatic jump as you can easily see. We do

not read this as a slip in the community college's popularity

with the non-white students. The surge in non-white enroll-

ment shows a levelling off, percentage-wise, that well could

stem from the fact that the senior institutions are now ac-

tepting more minority students. Both junior and senior col-

leges will be stronger and the education establishment better

balanced if this trend continues. Mr. Chairman, I think

all of us must heed the point that President Kermit

Morrissey, chairman of AAJC's Commission on Legislation,

made in testimony to the House in February:

We must not make the mistake of misreading the
undercurrent of comment today which says the
community college is another establishment con-
spiracy to again put the minorities in the back
of the bus. The less advantaged are pouring in
on the community colleges as much for the prom-
ise they see in us, the evidence of a Changing
commitment, the hope of an equality still only
dreamed of, as for the immediate reality and
advantage offered. The long-ignored and neg-
lected publics are in effect giving the estab-
lishment another chance. It's a chance the
Nation and the community college simply cannot
afford to muff.
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NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Dr. GLEAZER (continuing). The community college has come a long
way, Mr. Chairman, largely on its own steam. By this I mean that the
momentum and initiative and leadership spring from the community
itself, and not form State or Federal programs. It is a phenomenon
largely fed from the grassroots, hardly assisted by State or Federal
agencies.
You yourself observed, Mr. Chairman, in your comments to the

Senate when you introduced S. 1033, that the Federal contribution
to the support of the community colleges has been for the most part
neglectfully small up to now.
The time has come when the Federal contribution to education as

a fundamental national concern must be as supportive as the junior
colleges as it is of the other branches of education.
In short, Mr. Chairman, it is high time for the passage of a bill

such as yours to strengthen community college education.
Even as we say this, we are very much aware of a commitment

that must underline any programs Congress enacts. That commitment
is this: If we are to survive as a Nation, we must accept the reality
that we cannot remain strong by withdrawing or cutting back sup-
port for vital national goals. Certainly one of these is education, at
all levels.
This is a national responsibility and cannot be effectively accom-

plished without congressional acceptance of this. Local communities
and States cannot be left to cope with this alone, for they do not
have the resources.
What began as a program of Federal assistance to education with

the National Defense Education Act in 1958 must be continued. This
Federal commitment must be deep and firm and reliable.
Up to now community colleges have been the Cinderellas of

higher education, too often getting the crumbs and the leftovers,
particularly in Federal programs. I would like to append to this tes-
timony the American Association of Junior Colleges summary from
its report of last year to the HEW task force on community colleges
organized by Secretary Finch, and an accompanying table listing
the percentages of junior college participation in various Federal
programs.
Together they show the sharp contrast between the demands now

placed by society on the community colleges and the Federal support
these institutions receive.
I would like to have them included in the record, Senator Wil-

liams.
Senator WILLIAMS. We will include that. By the way, where is

that, Doctor?
Dr. GLEAZER. Mr. Mensel will have copies of that.
Senator WILLIAMS. Do you want that at this point in your state-

ment?
Dr. GLEAZER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.
(The information referred to follows:)
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U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION TASK FORCE ON COMMUNITY COLLEGES: REPORT,
MAY 1969

TWO-YEAR COLLEGE PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968

Present
Program: Partici-

Education Professions Development, Part E: pat ion
Direct 1. 6
Indirect 57. 7

Total 59. 3

EPDA Part E, Fellowships, indirect 64. 0
Developing Institutions, direct 22. 0
Undergraduate Equipment: HEA Title VI—A, direct  27. 6
Undergraduate Facilities:

Loans, direct 10. 0
Grants, direct_  25. 0
Comprehensive Planning Grants, indirect  30. 5

Bureau of Research Educational R. and D.:
Direct . 5
Indirect 5. 9

Total 6. 4

EPDA, Part D, direct 5. 0
EPDA, Parts C and D, direct . 3
NDEA—VI Language and Area Centers, indirect . 2
Fulbright-Hayes Overseas Language and Area, indirect . 5
College Work-Study, direct 15. 7
Economic Opportunity Grants, direct _ 6. 5
NDEA Loans, direct _  3. 9
Library Resources—HEA Title IIA, direct 20. 7
MDTA Institutional Training, Administrated by OE, direct 4. 5
Adult Basic Education: Special Project Grants, direct 8. 4

Dr. GLEAZER. We see your bill, Mr. Chairman, as a most welcome
harbinger of the support required to enable community colleges to
meet their great challenges and to fulfill their recognized promise.
Your bill sets forth to do this in at least four important ways.
First of all, your legislation lends strength to the mission of these

colleges by its emphasis on comprehensiveness and service. It relates
the distinctive contribution of the junior college to national goals as
well as local hometown needs.
Private colleges have voiced concern that the bill as now written

excludes them from its assistance. You may have further comment
on their concern, Mr. Chairman, to clarify the matter.
It appears to us that the bill would direct the States to draw the

private junior colleges and their services into their master plans and
to aid such colleges in the pursuit of program comprehensiveness.
Moreover, to the degree that the private colleges develop curricula

serving manpower and the other specific needs of the community, it
seems they would be helped by the act.



1417

We do hope, Mr. Chairman, that as you perfect the language of
your bill you will spell out more precisely the eligibility, as well as
the State's responsibility to program the services of the private jun-
ior colleges under the State plans.
Planning itself is the next great tool embodied in your bill. Com-

munity colleges are strongest and most comprehensive in those few
States that already have taken the lead in planning for systems of
community colleges and are well along the road to an integrated
overall higher education effort.

Invariably, these are the same States where post secondary educa-
tional opportunity falls within commuter distance of the highest
percentages of people.
The third and most recent Carnegie Commission report calls for

230 new community colleges that will put campuses within commut-
ing distance of 90 percent of the people, and bring about universal
access to higher education.
It underscores still more vigorously than the first two reports ac-

cessibility as the first key to opportunity, and also more strongly the
community college as the prime vehicle for accomplishing that ac-
cess.
Of course, the distinguished champions of universal access are

now almost legion. In a study of the College Entrance Examination
Board, Warren Willingham puts the case as forcefully as any
spokesman we've read on the subject of free or universal access.
He points out:
Of some 2600 colleges 789 or about the three in ten were free access as of

Fall of 1968. In practical terms this means that they charged no more than
$400 in annual tuition, and at least one-third of their freshman class ranked
at the bottom half at high school graduation. . . . Accessible higher education
is also very heavily represented by two year colleges which constitute three-
quarters of the total free-access group.
Three out of ten public senior institutions are free-access; the same propor-

tion holds for their branches.
Forty-two percent of the population lives within these commuting areas . . .

on the other hand, educational opportunity for %ths of the population is in-
hibited by the simple fact that they do not happen to live near an accessible
area college.
This is one of the less complicated indices of how far the country has to go

in equalizing educational opportunity. . . . Metropolitan areas of one-half mil-
lion or more appear frequently shortchanged when it comes to accessible
higher education. . . . Thus 23 of the 29 largest cities of the country have a
major deficiency in the accessibility of higher education . . . in 102 metropoli-
tan areas the principal city has no free-access colloges.

He then goes on to note:
Senator WILLIAMS. We will include in the hearing record at this

point the study of the College Entrance Examination Board entitled
"Educational Opportunity and The Organization of Higher Educa-
tion," by Warren W. Willingham, in its entirety.
(The material referred to follows:)
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Access Research Office

College Entrance Examination Board

Educational Opportunity and
The Organization of Higher Education

Warren W. Willingham

June 1970

This paper was presented at the College Board
colloquium on "Barriers to Higher Education", Wing-
spread, Racine, Wisconsin, June 24 - 25, 1970. Ap-
preciation is expressed to S. A. Kendrick, Lewis
Mayhew, and Sam McCandless who read an earlier
draft of this paper and offered valuable criticisms
and suggestions.
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Throughout this century progressively larger proportions of the

age group have continued education beyond high school. But in the

convulsive 1960's enrollment more than doubled and college attendance

became the statistical norm for the first time.
1
 Access to higher

education is increasingly associated with social and economic oppor-

tunity in the public mind, and partly for that reason, there is also

an urgent effort to achieve a more proportionate enrollment of mi-

nority/poor youth in higher education. These rising expectations

have tended to support the attitude that higher education is a right,

not a privilege.

The implications of such public expectations are exceedingly

complex and often controversial. There has been more than usual at-

tention to such matters as: Who goes to college? (Folger and Nam,

1967); What are the barriers? (Ferrin, 1970); Does education actu-

ally yield social opportunity? (Jencks, 1968); What programs can

help to improve educational opportunity? (Carnegie Commission,

1970). A collection of recent papers has explored in some detail

the resources required for greatly broadened postsecondary education

(U.S. Office of Education, 1970). In contrast, the papers of this

1
According to the latest information available, the ratio of first-
time college students to 18-year olds is .53; the corresponding
figure a decade earlier was .36. (Opening Fall Enrollment, 1958,
1968; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970).

1
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conference are especially relevant to the role of the institution,

particularly the relationship of its policies and practices to expand-

ing educational opportunity.

These policies and practices exist in a larger framework--the

overall organization of higher education. What is the relationship

between opportunity and organization? That is the basic question to

which this paper is addressed. We begin by assuming that the condi-

tions of educational opportunity are imbedded in legislation, master

plans, and facilities, in organizational relationships and programs,

and in the collective policies and practices--all institutionalized

in an overall system widely understood to be variegated and complex

if not incomprehensible.

It is hardly possible to discuss the organization of higher edu-

cation without giving due attention to its basic nature and function.

This is especially true since the intersection of opportunity and

organization is fundamentally a social and political matter which

touches all significant aspects of the educational process. In very

limited space any discussion of these matters is likely to be super-

ficial; nonetheless some context is necessary in order to gain full

benefit from subsequent descriptive material.

Consequently, this paper comes in three pieces. The first is

concerned with the current meaning of educational opportunity and

major issues involved in its implementation. The second reports

briefly some findings from a national study of the extent to which

higher education is accessible to various populations. Finally, we

shall draw upon this information in describing the organization of

2
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accessible higher education in various states, particularly as it

bears upon the major issues outlined.

What Does Opportunity Mean?

Coleman (1969) notes that the idea of educational opportunity is

evolutionary; through time it has tended to take on additional charac-

teristics so that the concept is broadened. A single inexpensive,

non-selective university in a state was once regarded as an advanced

egalitarian expression of equal opportunity. A recent statement by

the Carnegie Commission (1970) captures well a more current interpre-

tation. It states, "The transcendent goal is that inequality in one

generation should not, inevitably, be a legacy of succeeding genera-

tions." Income, ethnic group, geographic location, age, and quality

of early schooling were cited as examples of characteristics or con-

ditions which presently discriminate the education opportunity of in-

dividuals. (Interestingly, sex was not included.)

There seem to be three principal assumptions underlying this

statement and similar ones issued by earlier commissions (Eisenhower

Commission, 1960; Educational Policy Commission, 1964). First, no

artificial barriers such as money or geography should inhibit educa-

tional aspiration. The question of what is artificial will likely

be debated and redefined continuously. Second, the rate of access

to college should not show pronounced discrepancies on common social

indicators, e.g., race, class, etc. Third, there is the implication

of public responsibility to identify and alleviate barriers to uni-

versal access--how otherwise can generational inertia be overcome?

3
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Currently, the problem of opportunity for higher education is

discussed in several overlapping frames of reference. One is the

question of minority representation and what must be done to solve

the social problems related to it. Another is the role of selective

institutions--more specifically, how they will select their students

and how they will define their function. A third and more general

question is how useful educational opportunity can be extended to a

larger segment of high school graduates and the adult population.

A comparison may help to illustrate how these frames of refer-

ence differ. Throughout the country there are some 500 colleges

selective enough to require at least a B high school average for

admission (Willingham, 1970a). These colleges enroll almost 500,000

freshmen. If all of these institutions were to admit a random group

of high school graduates, they would presumably enroll 250,000 stu-

dents who ranked in the lower half of their high school class on any

conventional measure of academic accomplishment. But there are now

about 3.0 million high school graduates each year (U.S. Office of

Education, 1968) or 1.5 million who rank in the lower half. Even in

this limiting case only one out of six lower-half students could

possibly attend one of these (formerly) selective institutions.

Thus, the problem of educational opportunity is far broader than the

important matter of appropriate representation of minority/poor

youth in the selective institution.

The point is not to understate either the current policy prob-

lems of selective institutions or the need to redress social imba-

lances, but to recognize these issues in the larger context. This

4
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paper is concerned with the broader interpretation of the problem

primarily because it is difficult to discuss the relationship between

opportunity and organization in any more narrow connection. Secon-

darily, information relevant to any of these problems is scarce, but

it is possible to present some new data which bear upon the general

matter of the accessibility of higher education and its organiza-

tional implications.

There are a number of exceedingly complex issues involved, and

it should be obvious that the organization of higher education is

only one aspect of those factors that influence individual oppor-

tunity in society. There is also the compelling influence of indi-

vidual condition, social circumstance, and prior education. Fur-

thermore, the ultimate issue is the distribution of privilege--prob-

ably less determined by education than by political power, economic

realities, job opportunities, generalized racism, and various forms

of social exploitation and bigotry.

From a completely different point of view, we recognize that

the development of real opportunity lies in the educational process

of teaching and learning. The usable products of this process are

confidence and competence, intellectual growth, and coping skill.

Nonetheless access and certification are critical, and these plus

the educational process are much dependent upon structures, plan-

ning, and policies; i.e., organization. What are the major issues

involved in organizing higher education for the purpose of expanding

opportunity? The following paragraphs describe seven.

5
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Major Issues

The Functions of Higher Education 

Much of the uncertainty and controversy concerning expanded

postsecondary education stems from fundamental disagreement regard-

ing the priorities and (limited) resources that are to be applied to

different functions of higher education. Often disagreements are all

the more ambiguous because the functions go unstated. Furthermore,

the various functions which higher education does perform can be

slanted toward either a traditional scholastic or an expanded soci-

etal interpretation.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt to do justice

to so broad an issue as the functions of higher education; it is

nonetheless useful to provide a few examples. Figure 1 lists six

functions and gives an illustrative scholastic interpretation of

each plus an indication of what might be added under a broader soci-

etal interpretation. The scholastic model is familiar enough, even

if sketchily outlined. It represents a traditional way of viewing

postsecondary education, though there are various rather different

manifestations such as the small liberal arts college or the re-

search oriented university.

The expanded societal model adds features which have two gen-

eral characteristics: An orientation toward people and service, and

the inclusion of a much broader spectrum of society. In general the

expansion of educational opportunity is associated with the societal

interpretation and increasing enrollment tends to force higher edu-

6
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Figure 1

Illustrations of a Scholastic as Opposed to a Societal
Interpretation of Various Functions of Higher Education

Functions of
Higher Education

Objectives Under
A Scholastic
Interpretation

Additional Objectives
Under A Societal
Interpretation

Transmission of
Culture

Individual
Development

Occupational
Training

Generation of
Knowledge

Community
Service

Provide A
National Re-
source

Preserve the western
heritage

Transmit middle
class morals and
manners

Train professionals

Develop the arts,
sciences, and pro-
fessions

Provide extension
services (e.g., agri-
culture and engineer-
ing)

Develop and maintain
a specialized man-
power pool

Enhance subculture
identity

Aid career development
and social coping for
most high school grad-
uates and adults

Retrain and develop
work-study ties at
many occupational
levels

Apply knowledge to
social problems

Promote public service,
support community ac-
tion

Absorb social pressure,
e.g., reintegration of
servicemen, broaden
social opportunity

7
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cation in this direction. The issue is what priority shall be applied

to frequently divergent objectives such as those indicated in Figure 1.

Universal Access or Universal Attendance 

A closely related issue is the proportion of the population which

higher education attempts to serve directly. The Carnegie Commission

(1970) makes a point of distinguishing universal access and universal

attendance, saying:

We do not believe that each young person should of necessity

attend college. Quite the contrary. Many do not want and

will not want to attend, and it cannot be shown that all

young persons will benefit sufficiently from attendance to

justify their time and the expense involved.. .We favor, on

the other hand, universal access for those who want to enter

institutions of higher education, are able to make reason-

able progress after enrollment, and can benefit from atten-

dance.

The distinction is valid and critical--regretably, it is probably

also incompatible with the Commission's "transcendent goal" of prevent-

ing the passing of inequality from generation to generation. It is

increasingly recognized that large numbers of students both in and out

of college simply have very little interest in the intellectual pur-

suits commonly reflected in higher education. The problem lies in

the fact that many of these are the students who "inherit" unequal

opportunity (Jaffe and Adams, 1969; Knoell, 1966). Therefore, efforts

to equalize educational opportunity are frequently based upon the as-

sumption that higher education cannot lie passively in academic ortho-

doxy, but must add programs and living conditions that meet the needs

8
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and suit the life styles of students who might otherwise find little

reason to continue their education beyond high school. Thus, to

minimize motivational and cultural barriers and to work effectively

toward universal access is often to encourage universal attendance

whether that is the intention or not.

The development of effective compromises between universal ac-

cess and universal attendance is likely to be one of the more impor-

tant and difficult problems in the organization of higher education

over the next decade. One possible solution lies in the differen-

tiation of institutions and programs. Another is the systematic

development of attractive alternatives to college. But it is impor-

tant to bear in mind that voluntary expression of different values

and habits of various subcultures will surely result in different

rates of college enrollment. Thus strict proportionate represen-

tation in higher education serves neither public nor individual

interest, and who can easily tell when measures to insure universal

access will, in fact, promote universal attendance?

There is here an obvious parallel to the development of com-

pulsory attendance at the secondary level. Presumably we will ne-

ver come to explicit attendance requirements at the college level,

but certainly some of the problems generated by compulsory atten-

dance in high school will find similar expression in high rates of

college attendance. The parallel seems close enough to suggest the

need for a detailed examination by thoughtful educators.

9
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The Content of Higher Education 

The nature of the curriculum is obviously one of the critical

issues in organizing higher education in order to expand opportunity.

It is also far too complex to allow more than brief mention of a few

general considerations. We start with the well-known fact that the

content of higher education is now widely criticized on various

grounds including an abstract discipline orientation, a lack of so-

cial involvement, inadequate personal relevance, and disinterest in

the development of the student. (See Axelrod et al., 1969; Katz, et al.,

1968; Mayhew, 1969; Willingham, 1970b). These problems form the

backdrop.

Figure 1 suggests that rather different content is implied by

a societal interpretation of higher education. New types of students

not only require diverse subject matter but new styles, operating

procedures, administrative arrangements, relationships with the sur-

rounding community and the business world, and probably rather di-

verse working assumptions concerning the expected outcomes of the

educational process. We would expect further diversity in the pro-

grams and institutions that are organized to serve different students

and different needs under widely varying conditions. The problem is

not merely to provide learning arrangements congenial to various

minorities and subcultures; it is also necessary to maintain the

functional integrity of the institution while insuring that there is

real social and economic utility in the educational outcome.

The economic value of higher education has only recently been

subjected to systematic analysis. Available data are typically crude,

10
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and many writers have commented upon the complex relationship between

education and work. In a scholarly and dispassionate study, Becker

(1964) concluded that even with ability controlled the rate of eco-

nomic return to the average college entrant is substantial. In a

less convincing but provocative analysis, Berg (1970) argues that

the training value of education is oversold.

The highly regarded New Careers movement (Riessman and Popper,

1968) assumes that economic opportunity is inescapably linked to

education but that radically new forms of organization are necessary

in order to improve the training value of education and its direct

connection to job opportunity. The basic idea of New Careers is to

provide the undereducated poor with an immediate job in the frame-

work of a career ladder, each step of which is associated with spe-

cific training and supplementary formal education. The model em-

phasizes community centered service careers.

These considerations suggest one organizational implication in

particular. That is the desirability of extending opportunity

through imbedding institutions in the culture, the commerce, and the

unique life of the local community.

Local Versus Regional Colleges 

In the scholastic tradition, college is something you go away to.

There are many well-known and obvious advantages to geographically

centralized higher education. Concentration of resources facili-

tates efficiency. It also provides the critical mass necessary for

academic scholarship. It is probably easier to add to existing col-

leges than to build new ones, partjcularly if the campus is located

11
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in a socially detached and esthetically pleasant environment. And

there is the legitimate argument that the socialization of young

adults is furthered by their leaving home at age 18. These consi-

derations provide counterpoint to arguments favoring local institu-

tions.

Perhaps the dominant consideration is money. Whether the local

college is actually cheaper than regional higher education in the

broadest possible sense of national economy is an uncertain point.

But in the reality of current conditions and legislative habits,

the local two-year college is an inexpensive way to extend educa-

tional opportunity. It is also relatively inexpensive for the stu-

dent for a number of obvious reasons. Thus, the alternative of local

colleges mostly supported by local taxes is particularly attractive

in lean fiscal periods such as the present.

Under a societal interpretation of the functions of higher edu-

cation, there are many additional considerations. One set of issues

concerns the relationship between proximity and opportunity. In the

case of many youth to whom equal opportunity would be directed, col-

lege is a foreign experience, distant with respect to culture as well

as geography. It is becoming increasingly recognized that the strange-

ness of middle class institutions and their uncertain practical rele-

vance to immediate problems of marginal students are major barriers

to higher education for the minority/poor (Knoell, 1970). It seems

reasonable to assume that a local institution can reduce this psycho-

logical distance in ways which would be difficult or impossible for

a regional college to accomplish. Added to these sociocultural ad-

12
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vantages of the local college is the fact that the student can live

at home, work part-time, and attend classes under circumstances which

only commuting status permits.

There is some empirical evidence that these assumptions are va-

lid. Several studies over the past 25 years have indicated that the

attractive pull of a college dissipates rapidly with distance, and

that the college access rate of local high school graduates is sub-

stantially higher in communities that have an inexpensive, nonselec-

tive college as compared with those that do not have such a college

(See Willingham, 1970a).

Another set of issues stems from the expanding functions of

higher education. Returning again to Figure 1, the societal empha-

sis is upon such locally oriented objectives as enhancing subculture

identity, direct work-study ties, continuing education, community

action, and application of knowledge to real social problems. One

can hardly say that such objectives are warmly and uniformly em-

braced by higher education; they reflect, however, the insurrection

of youth, the expectations of the excluded, and very likely the ne-

cessities of the future. Again, the major challenge is to create an

organizational structure which will compromise the choice between lo-

cal and regional institutions and develop the complementary objec-

tives and potential of each.

Autcs:lomy Versus Control 

If equal opportunity means that no segment of society be grossly

and unreasonably underrepresented in higher education, and if these

goals are other than mere words, then it seems very likely that coor-

13
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dinated public action is r'quired. Kirp (1969) discusses equal edu-

cational opportunity as a corollary of recent constitutional inter-

pretations involving criminal process and sufferage--both, like edu-

cation, bearing upon fundamental individual rights due equal protec-

tion under the law. He quotes Fortas, saying:

."The significance of the [criminal process] cases in terms of

our national philosophy, goes beyond the criminal law. Apart

from their specific meaning...they stand for the proposition

that the state may be obligated in some situations to bridge 

the gap which indigency has created between a person and his 

constitutional rights. They represent a refusal to accept

the fact of poverty as relieving the state from an affirma-

tive duty to assure that all persons have access to constitu-

tional rights. They request the state to do whatever is ne-

cessary, even if it means spending state funds, to make con-

stitutional rights a living reality for everyone."

Kirp goes on to argue that the state has a vastly greater respon-

sibility regarding equality of educational opportunity than it pre-

sently accepts. From the forgoing considerations, this responsibi-

lity would certainly include monitoring the real conditions of educa-

tional opportunity, planning the means whereby opportunity is fostered,

developing public support for necessary programs, and coordinating

programs in the individual and public interest.

Statewide planning and coordination has developed markedly over

the past decade (Mayhew, 1968; Palola et al., 1970), as has the comple-

mentary technology represented by cost-benefit accounting procedures

and management information systems (WICHE, 1969). There is, however,

the unpromising possibility that these developments are outrunning the

14
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social and educational philosophies they supposedly serve. or up

to now relatively little attention has been given to such questions

as: What types of data are necessary to monitor the protection of

basic rights? What forms of coordination further what forms of op-

portunity? In what ways does state planning stifle or encourage

local initiative?

A fundamental problem lies in the fact that a guarantee of

equal opportunity requires central control and planning, but at the

same time, effective opportunity seems very much dependent upon the

local initiative and commitment which autonomy allows. In the pos-

sibility of independent action lies the main incentive for institu-

tions and their units to create relevant programs, to develop new

entanglements with the business and cultural environment, and to

put message ahead of medium.

Who Will Pay?

It is clear enough that a substantial expansion and equaliza-

tion of opportunity for higher education will cost a vast amount

of money--money to support students unable to pay, money for addi-

tional facilities, and money for far more intensive programs at all

age levels. This particular paper is not intended even to intro-

duce the intricacies of financing higher education, but it must be

at least recognized that the topic bears a decisive relationship to

how higher education is organized and the opportunity it provides.

Suffice it to cite three questions.

First, tc what extent will higher education be supported by di-

rect payment of student fees as opposed to indirect support of insti-

15
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tutions? The former is assumed to put the burden where it belongs

and to facilitate consumer satisfaction. Witnessing the commercial

activities of some proprietary institutions leads some educators to

question those assumptions. It is also argued, too often without

convincing evidence, that educational opportunity in the public in-

terest is best organized and planned rather than left to the vaga-

ries of consumer demand.

Second, what sources of public support--local, state, and fe-

deral--will facilitate the most effective organization of higher edu-

cation? It is generally presumed that the only large source of

funds is federal revenue funneled through state agencies, yet this

arrangement can further undermine indispensible community and insti-

tutional autonomy. How, for example, can higher education be so or-

ganized that a power elite in the state does not make decisions re-

garding allocation of resources to meet its own perception of need

at the expense of powerless elements of society?

Third, how will aid be packaged nationally to students in dif-

ferent economic circumstances? The extent to which aid is made

available as grants, loans, or work, and the conditions under which

it is awarded may have as much bearing upon access to college as

the availability of aid per se. From legislation to individual aid

decisions, there are many opportunities for financial aid to miss

those who need it most.

What Access Criteria?

The issue of access criteria is mainly the question of who will

have access to what institutions and programs? The question requires

16
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no introduction; this conference will doubtless elaborate it in some

detail. There are, however, a number of vital national interests to

be considered. For example:

-to create genuine opportunity for fulfillment of diverse
individual interests and abilities

-to encourage diversity among institutions

-to maximize the utilization of high level talent

-to maintain the sorting and striving process which feeds
aspiration and rewards accomplishment

-to maintain systems of evaluation and certification which
are individually fair and socially useful

-to rectify serious imbalances in social opportunity

Many criteria determine the conditions of access to college. They

include the ,;ersonal and academic attributes of students, the policies

and practices of institutions, the background characteristics which

fix the course of secondary education and the student's motivation to

continue, and such ancillary restraints as the cost of college and the

lack of relevant programs where students need them. Naturally, these

take on very different priorities depending upon what aspect of the

total problem one is concerned with. For the remainder of this paper

we shall focus upon some relatively simple institutional variables

which permit estimates of the present degree of accessibility of higher

education throughout the country. This discussion emphasizes system

or statewide organization. Special admission programs and open-door

divisions of selective institutions represent ways in which access is

being organized at the institutional level.

17
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Accessibility of U.S. Colleges

The forgoing discussion of major issues elaborates the obvious

conclusion that educational opportunity is connected in innumerable

complex ways to the organization of higher education. A primary

question is the extent to which colleges are now accessible and what

populations they serve? The data to be reported are based upon a

demographic analysis of all 2600 recognized colleges in the United

States.
2 

The basic question is how many and what sort of people

live within commuting distance of an accessible institution? This

is clearly a very incomplete view of educational opportunity, but

the procedure provides national baseline data which tell us some-

thing about the relationship between the organization of higher edu-

cation and the issues previously outlined.

In this study free-access higher education was defined to in-

clude three characteristics: It must be relatively inexpensive so

that cost does not arbitrarily exclude those who cannot pay or are

unwilling to burden an uncertain future with a long-term debt; it

must be willing to admit the majority of high school graduates; and

it must exist in such proximity that neither geographical nor psy-

chological distance constitutes a major barrier.

In order to incorporate these three characteristics, each col-

lege in the country was rated on a five-point scale based jointly

2
A detailed report of this study including an analysis of the acces-

sibility of higher education in each of the 50 states is scheduled

for Fall 1970 publication by the College Board under the title,

Free-Access Higher Education.
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upon tuition and selectivity. For the purposes of this analysis the

two lowest levels were designated "free-access" colleges. Of some

2600 colleges, 789 or about three in ten were free-access as of Fall

1968. In practical terms this means that they charged no more than

$400 in annual tuition, and at least one-third of their freshman

class ranked in the bottom half at high school graduation. This cri-

terion of selectivity was chosen because a number of institutions are

ostensibly open-door but de facto selective.

Of those colleges which were not free-access, 500 were excluded

because they are special purpose or heavily religious; the remaining

1300 or so institutions were inaccessible in roughly equal measure

due to cost or selectivity--but more often both. Free-access higher

education, as here defined, is almost exclusively public. It consti-

tutes 60 percent of the public and 1 percent of the private sector.

Accessible higher education is also very heavily represented by two-

year colleges which constitute three-quarters of the total free-access

group. Three out of ten public senior institutions are free-access;

the same proportion holds for their branches.

The 789 free-access colleges were nlotted on detailed maps with

commuting perimeters around each. on the basis of results of prior

studies and various rules of thumb used by state planning agencies,

a one-way commuting guideline or 45 minutes was used in this study.

This time interval was translated into commuting radii which ranged

from 2 1/2 miles in the largest cities to 25 miles in small towns or

rural areas.
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The National Picture 

It turns out that 42 percent of the population lives within these

commuting areas. In a sense it is remarkable that the country has de-

veloped accessible higher education to this extent. On the other hand,

educational opportunity for three-fifths of the population is inhi-

bited by the simple fact that they do not happen to live near an acces-

sible college. This is one of the less complicated indices of how far

the country has to go in equalizing educational opportunity.

There are systematic differences in the proportion of people liv-

ing near free-access colleges in different types of communities. As

Table 1 shows, a small metropolitan area is the most favorable loca-

tion for a poor, marginal student to find accessible higher education.

It is largely unavoidable that students in sparsely populated areas

are less likely to live near an accessible college. On the other

hand, the orderly differences in accessibility among different-sized

metropolitan areas make little sense. Metropolitan areas of one-half

million or more appear frequently shortchanged when it comes to acces-

sible higher education.

Of the 29 metropolitan areas that have a population of more than

one million, Atlanta, Boston, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Detroit, and Pater-

son-Clifton-Passaic did not have one free-access college located with-

in their city limits as of Fall 1968. In 17 additional metropolitan

areas, less than one-third of the central city or fringe population

lives within commuting distance of a free-access college. Thus 23 of

the 29 largest cities of the country have a major deficiency in the

accessibility of higher education. Equally disturbing is the number
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of metropolitan areas that have no free-access college at all. As of

1968, the Census Bureau defined 228 Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas, most of which had a population of 100,000 or greater. In 102

metropolitan areas the principal city has no free-access colleges.

Table I also indicates that blacks are somewhat more likely than

whites to live near a free-access college in all types of communities

except the fringes of the largest cities (where they are least numer-

ous). Mexican Americans (in the five Southwestern states) and Puerto

Ricans (in New York City and Chicago) are also somewhat more likely

to live near an accessible college than are whites.

While it is also true that the overall analysis indicated no

marked regional variations in the percentage of blacks living near

free-access colleges, there are some very important exceptions and

qualifications. First, there are states and metropolitan areas where

these generalizations do not hold. In California, Maryland, Massa-

chusetts, Nebraska, and New York, substantially fewer blacks than

whites live near accessible institutions. The same is true in the

metropolitan areas of Atlanta, Boston, Buffalo, and Los Angeles. On

the other hand, there are states and metropolitan areas where blacks

are much more likely than whites to live within commuting distance

of a free-access college. The best statewide examples are Missouri,

New Jersey, and Pennsylvania; a similar trend exists in Kansa City,

Milwaukee, and Newark.

Another general exception to the data on minority groups cited

inTable 1 is the problem of discrimination. This is another form of

selectivity that can make an institution inaccessible just as surely
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Table 1

Percentage of Different Populations Within Commuting Distance
of a Free-Access College in the Fifty States

Area
Total Percent Within Commuting Distance

Population Mexican- All
(millions) White Black Amer.

2 
U. S.

Metropolitan Areas (SMSA)1

1,000,000+

Central Cities 32.6 36 42 42 38

Fringe 33.2 37 31 68 37

500,000 to 1,000,000 20.0 36 46 66 38

250,000 to 500,000 16.0 47 61 37 48

50,000 to 250,000 16.2 62 70 56 63

Counties Not in SMSA's

Over 20,000 45.0 48 52 42 48

Under 20,000 16.2 24 27 13 24

All U. S. 179.3 42 47 47 42

1. Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

2. Mexican-American in five Southwestern states; also includes
Puerto Ricans in New York City and Chicago.
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as can cost or academic requirements. Through much of the country one

must simply introduce a subjective "correction" for the obvious fact

that much of higher education is, for many reasons, less accessible to

blacks and other sociocultural minorities than to middle-class whites.

Regional Variations 

The accessibility of higher education varies markedly among the

four main census regions of the country but not always in expected

ways. The Northeast, for example, has never been a region known for

accessible colleges. Private education has been dominant to such an

extent that some states--particularly New York and more recently Penn-

sylvania--have purposefully allocated substantial student aid re-

sources in order to use the private sector for public purposes. Fur-

thermore, the Northeast has been slow to develop the egalitarian inter-

pretations of higher education represented by the community college

and comprehensive postsecondary educational opportunity.

Despite these facts the Northeast is only slightly below the na-

tional average with respect to the proportion of people living within

commuting distance of a free-access college. s Table 2 indicates,

this region falls behind the South and West only in metropolitan areas

of one-half million or more people. However, such areas contain two-

thirds of the population in the Northeast. In addition to its urban

problem, the Northeast has frequently not developed and supported its

free-access institutions; public higher education in the region often

receives niggardly appropriations (Chronicle of Higher Education,

1969).
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Table 2

Percentage of the Population Within Commuting Distance of a
Free-Access College in Different Types of Communities for Each Region

Area Northeast Midwest South. West

Metropolitan Areas (SMSA)

1,000,000+

Central Cities 29 44 38 44

Fringe 27 30 38 62

500,000 to 1,000,000 38 12 53 55

250,000 to 500,000 49 39 53 48

50,000 to 250,000 71 47 71 61

Counties Not in SMSA's,

51 35 55 50Over 20,000

Under 20,000 24 23 28 17

Overall Percentage
for Each Region

38 33 50 51
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The Midwest is the surprise of the four regions. Its state insti-

tutions, long a source of national pride, have been identified histori-

cally with inexpensive, nonselective admissions. The data of Table 2

seem inconsistent with this tradition. The proportion of people liv-

ing near an accessible college is substantially lower in the Midwest

than in other regions. The largest cities appear better off than the

Midwest generally; the principal reason is the existence of the com-

munity college systems of Chicago and St. Louis. These systems serve

a great many people and seem attributable to unusual leadership. They

are not typical of the region; of all moderately large metropolitan

areas in the country without any free-access colleges, more than half

are located in the Midwest.

It should be recognized that many state universities have non-

selective colleges or divisions. Also, a number of public institu-

tions are officially open to any high school graduate in the state

but enroll most of their students from the upper half of the high

school class. Both of these circumstances may be more common in

the Midwest than in other regions. In neither case are such institu-

tions classified here as free-access because the definition depends

not upon whether some less apt students are admitted, but whether the

total institution is likely to be regarded by prospective students as

truly accessible. The best generally available measure of that acces-

sibility would seem to be the proportion of lower half high school

graduates actually on the campus.

The situation in the cout" is interestin,,, for several reasons.

Despite very limited resources and a decentralized population, the
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region has managed to place free-access colleges within almost as

large a proportion of its people as is true in the wealthier and

ire centralized West. This has come about through the use of

widely different models. The comprehensive junior colleges of

Florida, the technical education centers of South Carolina, the open-

door senior institutions of Louisiana, and the university two-year

system of Kentucky are good examples of this diversity.

Concerning the accessibility of hither education, the Southern

region has two large problems--too well-known to belabor and too

critical to dismiss. Racial segregation of institutions will neces-

sarily hinder educational opportunity as long as it drains attention

and resources from the development of relevant educational opportu-

nity for high school graduates. And it is the limited resources and

opportunities that constitute a second difficult problem. In spite

of considerable progress in making higher education available to

their yout,.. some Southern states still have a very low rate of col-

lege attendance.

Roughly half of the population in the Western United States lives

near an accessible institution. This pro7ortion is somehow lower than

one might have expected, but it is important to recognize one other

important characteristic of the West. Individual free-access colleges

in this region are highly developed. They typically offer comprehen-

sive programs, provide an array of community services, and attract

large numbers of students. In this sense free-access higher education

is particularly well developed in the West as compared to the North-

east. The extent of geographic variation is indicated by the percent-
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age of new freshmen in each region who are enrolled in a free-access

college: Northeast, 22%; Midwest, 34%; South, 50%; and West, 71%.

Organization and Opportunity

The nature and extent of interstate variations in accessibility

are particularly important because this is the level at which public

higher education is usually organized. To put it more explicitly,

this is increasingly where broad policy is established concerning the

type, location, and access characteristics of institutions. Consider-

ing that the general objectives of most states would presumably be

fairly similar, there are remarkable differences in the scope of

free-access higher education from state to state. This section com-

ments upon the organizational character of those variations as they

relate to the major issues outlined earlier.

The extent to which the population is covered by free-access col-

leges in individual states varies from 0 to 80 percent. In some

states the accessible colleges are quite well situated in relation to

the population; in others, where people live seems hardly to be a

factor in the Location of free-access colleges. What type of insti-

tution serves the free-access function also varies a great deal across

states. In some states free-access colleges are coordinated through

a detailed p_lan; in some organization is almost nonexistent. Finally,

the states vary considerably with respect to the major problems the
y

face in extending educational opportunity.
3

3
As one would expect there has been co

nsiderable progress in the de-

velopment of free-access higher education ov
er the past decade. A
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Since attempts at statewide planning for educational opportunity

are mostly rather new, it is improper to speak of state models of

organization in any strict sense. There are, however, styles and

approaches which characterize some states more than others. The four

types of organization described below are concerned with the public

sector because public institutions are subject to such organization,

and they bear the public responsibility for educational opportunity

beyond high school. In many states private colleges are included in

state planning and coordination on a voluntary basis; obviously, the

educational functions they serve in a state often have a pronounced

effect upon allocation of state resources to public institutions.

Differentiated Organization 

A differentiated form of state organization implies several

types of institutions within a state, usually with little coordina-

tion among them. There are at least a dozen states which can be so

characterized. They vary widely in the extent to which they provide

accessible higher education. Examples include Wisconsin with its

mixture of systems, Alabama with its numerous but somewhat uncoor-

dinated junior colleges, and South Carolina with its extensive but

partly unrecognized system of technical institutes.

detailed study nearing completion by Richard I. Ferrin of the Col-

lege Board's Access Research Office indicates that the number of

Americans living near a free-access college more than doubled be-

tween 1958 anr,. 1968, but that half of that increase was erroded by

other factors, principally increasing selectivity of state 
colleges.

A particularly valuable aspect of this study is the documentation

it provides concerning the marked improvement in some states which

have purposefully organized their systems of higher education to

expand educational opportunity.
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While we are witnessing a marked increase in statewide coor-

dination generally, this does not necessarily mean that fewer states

will have a differentiated form of organization. It seems likely

that some states will develop different parallel systems only loosely

connected with one another. The recent extensive development of

postsecondary vocational education outside the framework of higher

education is the best current example (Swanson, 1968). This form

of differentiation bears unfortunate resemblance to tracking in se-

condary schools.

A primary advantage of the differentiated form of higher edu-

cation is the freedom it allows different types of institutions to

develop their own strengths, without the in-fighting and status

problems which can result when one institution serves multiple

functions. Some major disadvantages affecting educational opportu-

nity include inadequate local program alternatives for the student,

difficulty in the development of coordinated guidance systems, and

lack of flexibility in transferring among types of institutions. In

some areas there is increasing social pressure against attending se-

cond class (different) institutions. This may inhibit intentional

development of specialized parallel systems.

This differentiated form of organization seems likely to spring

up in a vacuum--either an interest vacuum or a power vacuum. There

have been numerous examples of the former when new types of institu-

tions have developed out of societal pressure and the indifference

of existing colleges. Educational opportunity is extended over the

short term but educational Balkanization may be the long term result.
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The power vacuum may be developing in some states where the state-

wide coordinating body lacks sufficient legal sanction to insure ade-

quate coordination among parallel systems. For example, serious

transfer problems in California suggest that that state has some of

the symptioms if not the disease (San Francisco Chronicle, 1969).

Homogeneous Organization 

A homogeneous form of state organization characterizes some 8

to 10 states in which there is relatively little differentiation or

coordination among institutions. In a sense we are dealing with a

state of affairs as much as a model. In these states the diversi-

fied senior institution is the predominant type of college. They

may be largely free-access as the state colleges of Arkansas, or

moderately selective as the public institutions of South Dakota.

Indiana illustrates an important variation of this type of organi-

zation--the extension of senior institutions by means of branches.

This represents an organized effort to extend opportunity through

minimizing geographical barriers, but the access characteristics and

programs of the branches are otherwise similar to those of the

parent institution. A noteworthy finding was that most branches

throughout the country were not free-access; we shall come to an im-

portant exception.

This homogeneous form of organization may ultimately encourage

each institution to serve a broad range of scholastic and societal

functions. But this would be an extremely costly development and

there is some doubt that present undifferentiated senior institu-

tions and their branches are likely to expand educational opportu-
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nity in the immediate future to the extent that other models can.

In most of these states the colleges typically admit upper-half stu-

dents, and there are relatively few free-access institutions. Fur-

thermore, this model gives limited attention to students not inter-

ested in traditional higher education.

Hierarchical Organization 

Without doubt the wave of the 1960's has been the California

model. This hierarchical form of organization has three basic cha-

racteristics which bear upon educational opportunity. First, it is

a differentiated multi-level system. Its community college base has

a societal orientation with respect to access and programs. Its uni-

versity top layer has a pronounced scholastic orientation. Second,

there is a commitment to provide ready geographic access at low cost

to as large a proportion of the population as possible. Third, the

overall system is coordinated with respect to objectives, programs,

transfer among units, etc.

Some 15 states have incorporated this general form of organiza-

tion; an additional 10 or so are moving in this direction. Since a

model is not easily imposed upon existing institutions, there are

naturally many compromises and variations on the hierarchical form.

Also, there are a number of conscious variations. One of the most

important with respect to educational opportunity is the upper divi-

sion institution which receives all of its students as transfers from

two-year colleges. This Florida experiment is being repeated in Il-

linois; both states are prominent in the development of the hierar-

chical model.
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In its full expression the model is designed to integrate the

societal and scholastic functions of higher education. For that rea-

son it has highly significant built-in strengths--so many strengths

in fact that it becomes particularly important to recognize its weak-

nesses. The community colleges have experienced serious difficulty

in creating genuine opportunity for fulfillment of diverse interests

and talents. This problem is evident in low enrollment in career

programs and high attrition generally (Florida Research Council, 1969;

Coordinating Council for Higher Education, 1969). Inadequate space

for transfer students in senior institutions has become very serious

in some areas and is likely to become more so (Willingham and Findi-

kyan, 1969). And the model has yet to develop fully the community

ties necessary to insure reliable financial support, provide exten-

sive work-study relationships, and generate truly diverse institutions.

It seems inevitable that variations of the hierarchical model

will continue to characterize emerging state plans. It is regretable

that part of this movement is due to the wrong reason--a not uncom-

mon assumption that the community college is an inexpensive way to

buy off large responsibilites. In truth the community college pro-

bably represents a farsighted wedding of ideology and practicality in

the progressive move to a greatly improved but far more expensive

form of community higher education.

Integrated Organization 

A final form of state organization closely related to the hierar-

chical model is the integrated system found in only three states--
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Alaska, Hawaii, and Kentucky (New York is a doubtful fourth.). The

important feature is the fact that comprehensive community colleges

are organized as branches of the state university. This form of

organization furthers societal objectives in a system which places

priority upon governance, control, and integration of resources.

But it may give up a good measure of initiative and diversity which

local autonomy implies.

This model is important because it represents a ready organiza-

tional alternative to the hierarchical plan. And it is an alternative

which may be seized in response to social pressure on admission po-

licy. For example, the City University of New York has developed

what is probably the nation's most comprehensive master plan for

urban education (Board of Higher Education, CUNY, 1968). Its recent

policy adjustments seem to have moved from a hierarchical toward an

integrated model. This type of model also bears watching because

it has the potential for improving upon the hierarchical plan or, in

some states, perhaps moving in the other direction to a more ortho-

dox system of university branches emphasizing scholastic functions.

A Final Impression 

From a societal viewpoint the matter of educational opportunity

is for many students a question of:

whether there is a local college

whether it is accessible

whether it has relevant programs

whether its programs lead to educational-vocational opportunities

With respect to the latter two points, there is ample reason for

doubt and concern but inadequate facts. Concerning the first two points
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there is direct evidence of substantial deficiencies in accessible

higher education throughout the country, serious inequities among

cities and states, and harmful lack of coordinated planning in many

states. These are basically problems of organization and resource

development at the system, state, and national level. The job, for

state planning bodies in particular, is to:

collect systematic information in order to monitor access,
inform the public, plan programs, and justify expenditures

. coordinate programs in order to broaden opportunity, reduce
undesirable overlap, and insure educational relevance and
continuity

. provide the forum and the leadership which will further so-
cial, fiscal, and educational responsibility in the public
interest

We have referred to the state's legal responsibilities regarding

educational opportunity. There seems little doubt that states have

vastly greater social and educational responsibilites than they have

yet accepted. With mounting costs and public involvement, it seems

inevitable that there will be tremendous pressure to further organize

the coordinaticn and planning of higher education at the state level.

Hopefully, there will be new models with improved characteristics

and constructive alternatives to present limited forms of organiza-

tion.

Many bridle at the whole message, feeling that the emphasis on

societal objectives is doing great damage to higher education. This

seems very likely true when such objectives are channeled into cam-

pus radicalism, precipitous reconstitution, and academic anti-intel-

lectualism. It seems very doubtful, however, that there is any turn-
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ing back from constructive movement toward expanded societal goals

and greater efforts to serve larger numbers of youth and adults. A

major problem is to enlist all available interest and talent in

promoting societal objectives in ways which will preserve scholastic

strengths.

During the sixties the country became committed to mass higher

education. The seventies seem likely to be a critical period when

second generation state planning and coordination will take hold

and become entrenched in most states. It is hard to overstate the

importance of this institutionalization of state organization. It

is critical that it proceed in ways which will serve social ends

but avoid bureaucratization, the stifling of institutional initi-

ative, or constriction of individual choice. We seem certain to

live with tension and compromise. In order to extend educational

opportunity, it is vital that statewide planning work--but not too

well.
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Dr. GLEAZER. Unfortunately in many States, community colleges
has just "growed like Topsy" and the planning assistance S. 1033
provides would help them assess what they have done and where
they should go from here to improve their community college sys-
tems.
Many States have neither well formalized postsecondary technical

education nor community college systems. Planning money would
encourage these States to tackle these needs. And even the States
with well developed community college systems and operative State
master plans could make excellent use of the planning grants.
We hope, Mr. Chairman, you can tighten and refine the language

relating to State administration, section 102(1) and section
203(a) (1) of S. 1033 which require that a "state agency which is
representative of all agencies in such state which are concerned with
post-secondary education will be the sole agency for carrying out
such purposes", are loose and vague and may lead to problems in
two sets of circumstances.

First, if the Williams bill is adopted setting up a program specifi-
cally for community colleges, the above requirement would set up a
duplicate administration in States which now have State community
college systems. Many community college leaders have suggested to
me that it would be better to provide for State plan administration
by assisting the State community college boards where they now
exist.
Second, if, on the other hand, an approach which is suggested in

the Green bill, H.R. 16098, were adopted, setting up a program for
community colleges and technical institutes, State administration
would be vulnerable to the rivalry which unfortunately exists in
some States between area vocational schools (which appear to be ad-
missible under the bill's definition of "community colleges and tech-
nical institutes") and community college systems.
This makes the appointment of the "sole State agency" a rather

important matter to ensure that this is truly representative of all in-
terests. I would suggest that appointment by the State's governor
would in most circumstances best ensure the needed objectivity.
Incidentally we prefer the definition of "comprehensive commun-

ity college" in the Williams bill over that in the Green bill. Your
bill requires that the eligible institution offer associate of arts and
vocational-technical programs while the Green bill makes this an ei-
ther or proposition.
While the Green version would make a greater number of institu-

tions eligible under this program
' 

the thrust of the Williams bill to-
ward comprehensiveness is I believe a good one, and would
encourage States to ensure that both educational options are avail-
able to all students in all areas within the State.
And we hasten to add that the planning title is a matter of great-

est urgency and should be enacted this year, even if it should prove
necessary to carry other elements of the bill over into the delibera-
tions of the next Congress.
The third great tool, and the real heart, of your bill is the gener-

ous funding it provides to implement relevant programs. It is an
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honest recognition of the fact that the needs have reached massive
proportions.
We might point out that the Green bill has offered a convenient

method of disbursing money to and within the States based simply
on full time student head count. This method should encourage the
states to develop an adequate supply of post-secondary educational
facilities to service their populations.
However, many junior college leaders have suggested to me that it

would be better to base the funding on $100 per full-time equivalent
student, rather than on $100 per full-time student, since a most im-
portant function of community colleges is to provide educational ser-
vices for part time students, and these should be included in the ac-
counting.
And fourth, Mr. Chairman, your bill provides for an agency in

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to staff and pro-
gram all of this effectively. We have reluctantly concluded that com-
munity colleges will never receive systematic and equal treatment in ,
Federal programs until they have not only the separate programing
and separate funding your bill provides but the separate agency
within HEW to do the work, and to be held accountable.
We know that it is theoretically possible for the department to re-

align personnel and implement such changes without legislative ac-
tion. But this simply has never happened and it is not happening
now.
The administration has given strong advocacy to new support for

community colleges, but in the last 18 months, no significant shifts
in existing staff or structure have been made to treat long standing
and well recognized needs.
We think it is fair to say that a strong component for junior col-

leges simply cannot be built out of existing staff resources.
One is that so few personnel now with HEW are actually sea-

soned in junior college work. More important still, the present 0E0
staff is spread so thin keeping up with on going business it should
not be spread further to cover a bold new program for community
colleges.
We would thus suggest that you authorize a substantial number of

new slots for OE to staff the program, including at least 10 super
grade positions to make the operation competitive for top talent on
the education market.
We also suggest that at least half of any slots programmed for

the junior colleges be placed in the 10 Regional Offices of HEW so
that these personnel can ride circuit with the junior colleges and
really get to where the action is.
If you cannot complete work this year on the Comprehensive

Community .College Bill we hope that the Congress can go at least
as far as to increase the set asides for the new junior colleges in var-
ious .Federal programs—or as still another alternative, simply to au-
thorize a separate line item for junior colleges in the appropria-
tions .section action on every program these colleges are eligible for.
This latter alternative has simplicity and flexibility, and it would

permit junior college needs to seek their own level in the appropria-
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tions process, without tying them to arbitrary and easily outdated
set asides.
We merely suggest that this be considered.
In our comments of last year to the HEW task force, we have

identified some of the lager set asides we see as proportionate to
community college growth. Those comments are appended to this
statement.
(The document referred to follows:)

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES, May 20, 1969.

To: THE JUNIOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE TASK FORCE—
UNITED STATES OFFICE OF EDUCATION

From: THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES
Subject: "The Potential of the Community Colleges"

I. TRENDS

The community colleges are a product of American tradition: the child of de-

mand. They ride a boom that in large measure expresses a nation's rising

hopes of universal opportunity in higher education.
Those hopes are clearly evident in the magnitude of the boom:

New two-year public colleges are opening at the rate of more than one a

week. This has been the average for the last five years.
The two-year colleges, public and private, now exceed 1,000 in number,

and serve more than two million students. (Note Appendix A)
They cover all 50 states, and some 350 Congressional districts.

The nature of the institution reflects the same hopes:
Accessibility is a common hallmark. Community colleges feature low

cost; some are tuition free. With few exceptions, students live at home

and commute to the campus.
Admission standards are very flexible. More and more are "open door",

taking all applicants 18 and older who show they can profit from post-sec-

ondary study.
More and more are comprehensive, giving students increasing options to

pursue vocational-technical careers, or to move on to university work.

American Junior Colleges (7th Edition) shows 200 different occupational

education programs available in two-year colleges.
In stronger urban colleges, black and minority enrollments are large and

growing: e.g., Chicago City College (eight campuses) now 43 percent black;

Community College of Baltimore now 29 percent black (up 17 percent from two

years ago) ; Kansas City Junior College, 20 percent black; Community College

of Philadelphia, 31 percent black; Portland (Ore.), 14 percent; Cuyahoga

(Cleveland), 15 percent; Laney (Oakland), 29 percent; Merritt (Oakland), 40

percent; Los Angeles City College, 27 percent. (Note Appendix B)

A striking feature of the boom is its grassroots quality. Local leadership and

local resources have been central propellants. Federal programs have made

only a belated and relatively small contribution—compared to the federal con-

tribution to other segments of education. By OE's own figures, community col-

leges are drawing significant aid from only a handful of the more than 50 OE

programs they are eligible for: e.g., their share in facilities grants running 23

percent, in construction loans 10 percent, in work-study funds 15 percent, in

EOG funds just 4 percent, in research only a fraction of 1 percent.

By the same token, local flavor characterizes the community college mission,

which defies single definition but often stresses community service. Changing

Times summed it up well: "It's a place where employers can find trained help

and even cooperate in the training. And it's a place where students can sort

themselves out into academic semi-professional and other types of programs

that best suit them."
The Kerr Report calls for the construction of 500 more urban community

colleges by 1975. Based on the current expansion trend, AAJC gives a conserv-

ative estimate of at least 350 more two-year colleges by 1975. (Note Appendix

A) The Pifer Commission's Report to President Nixon stresses the significance

of this growth:
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"The junior college, being nonresidential, costs considerably less to attend. Itis, therefore, an important institution in regard to increasing equality of ac-cess to higher education for disadvantaged students . . . (and) providing learn-ing opportunities for the entire adult population of the surrounding areas.This is a development of enormous potential importance to the quality of lifefor many Americans."
II. ISSUES

Many problems attend the boom. Two-year college staffs are certainly moreconscious of institutional shortcomings than their critics are. In our minds,three issues are paramount, and hold the keys to most other problems.
1. Demand considerably exceeds the available educational opportunity be-yond high school. In most instances, colleges at all levels are so pressed to as-similate and serve present student loads that they risk weakening existing pro-grams when they start services to the disadvantaged.
2. Educational opportunity beyond high school is poorly distributed. Only afew states—e.g., California, Florida, Illinois—are approaching true accessibilityfor the student who lives at home. Of the 130 larger American cities, just 77have two-year public colleges; the other 53 have no community college cam-

puses within city limits. (See Appendix C)
3. Resources in both money and people presently available to meet the first

two issues are grossly inadequate. If enrollments in the two-year colleges more
than double in the next six years—our conservative estimate is 4.2 million stu-
dents by 1975—the colleges will have to more than double their present aggre-
gate of 95,000 professional staff (85,000 faculty), which does not adequately
cover present needs. (Note Appendix D)
Mounting demands for student personnel and community services can only

be met effectively by a larger relative complement of professionals.
These towering unmet needs embrace a host of smaller issues, such as:

What organizational changes will be tried at HEW to increase two-year
college participation in federal aid programs?
How will the colleges develop staff specialists (including proposal writ-

ers) to project themselves more forcefully into federal programs, commu-
nity support, services to the disadvantaged, etc.
Who will assert the leadership to eliminate costly duplications—e.g.,

area vocational schools starting courses that compete with nearby com-
munity colleges, and vice versa?
How can rising costs be met without making tuition prohibitively high?

What are additional sources of local support the two-year colleges might
tap?
What is the responsibility of the private two-year colleges in extending

educational opportunity? How can private colleges be assured full consid-
eration of their services in comprehensive state planning?
How can credit losses and other barriers be minimized for the transfer

students?
Can the four-year schools absorb a growing transfer load?
What is the two-year college's responsibility for adult education?
How will they finance new programs to help poor applicants who cannot

pay?
How can work-study programs and off-campus employment be tied more

often to the students curriculum? Where such work is relevant, can credit
be given?

III. MEETING THE NEED
Only through sweeping changes in both programs and organization in HEW

and OE can the two-year colleges reach parity in federal programs for higher
education. Such changes can go far toward meeting the expectations and issues
cited above.

A. LEGISLATION
1. Williams Bill (S. 1033). Like the Task Force, we wholeheartedly support

the general intent of S. 1033. It provides a good base on which to build the
Increased support of community colleges which the Administration has indi-
cated as high priority. The provision for comprehensive state planning for
two-year college development represents a vital step. Such planning is essential
and urgently needed if the states are to maximize opportunity in post-second-
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ary education and balance their utilization of resources and facilities, public
and private.
We feel several modifications would improve the bill:

a. States should be given greater flexibility in their choice of an agency
to do the planning and administer assistance provided in the bill. We would
like to see broad participation, representing a wide range of community in-
terests, i.e., the professions, labor, business, all levels of education, public
and private, in the development of the master plans within the states that
have not yet formed comprehensive two-year college systems, with provi-
sion for public hearings on the master plans before they are adopted.

b. The formula for the distribution of assistance should be revised to
give greater weight to the element of need. Perhaps it could be based on
the population 18 and over who live in poverty.

c. The Bureau of Community Education proposed in the bill is the
agency to administer all federal programs helping two-year colleges would
be unnecessary, if the Secretary and Commissioner adopt the Task Force's
original proposal of a new Office of Junior and Community College Serv-
ices, and substantially increase levels of junior college participation in
current programs.

B. PROGRAMS

Additional legislation will be needed to bring the levels of junior college par-
ticipation in existing programs in line with Administration priorities and make
them consistent with present educational growth trends and pressures. Amend-
ments are urgently needed to rectify arbitrary features in two programs.

1. The five-year requirement in the Developing Institutions program should
be reduced or eliminated. Congressional committees may balk at the idea of
eliminating it. But a strong case can be made for at least reducing it to three
years. The return on the federal investment would be much greater if the help
were available earlier in the colleges' development. New language should be
drafted to define eligibility. Present intent is very fuzzy.

2. The maintenance-of-effort provision on library assistance should be modi-
fied to exclude new colleges. The provision should apply only after the college
is at least three years old.

Other program changes we recommend closely parallel the Task Force's own
original recommendations.

1. Student Financial Aid. The state allotment formulas are arbitrary and
inequitable, and should be eliminated. Need should be the controlling yardstick.
The current crisis in student financial aid, perhaps a contributory factor in
campus unrest, demonstrates the need for common forward funding of these
programs.
As explosive as the campus climate is today, only great harm can come from

letting the allocations bounce up and down like yo-yos from year to year.
Student aid should be distributed in institutional blocs combining EOG and

work-study funds to allow the colleges greater flexibility in fitting the ap-
proach and the resources to local needs. (See Appendix E)

2. Facility Grants. A new Title IV should be written as separate authoriza-
tion for the two-year college construction grants, and the amount of this au-
thorization should be equal in size to the amount covering grants for other
institutions, which would run $468 million each, if the current authorization
were divided on a 50-50 basis. The backlog of community college construction
needs is pressing, and easily merits the 50-50 approach.

3. Construction Loans. We also support as equitable and urgent the task
force's original proposal to earmark 33% percent of the loan funds for two-
year colleges. We also urge that any reserves at the end of the year be left
free to flow wherever demand directs—either to two-year or four-year institu-
tions.

4. Undergraduate Equipment. Again we strongly support the Task Force's
original recommendation of a 50-50 division of the resources.
On Division of College Support programs, we believe 25 percent of the funds

should be allocated directly to two-year colleges for: (a) Developing Institu-
tions; (b) Education Professions Development; (c) Networks for Knowledge.
(Note Appendix F)
On Cooperative Education, we urge that a 50-50 division of resources again

apply. Community colleges are particularly suited to the needs of students for

51-567 0-71—pt. 3-7
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which the Cooperative Education program is intended. Two-year colleges would
be grossly shortchanged by anything less than a 50-50 formula.
On research, the budget should reflect the fact that many larger junior col-

lege districts now have the competence to do basic research. (Gaps in perti-
nent data to support this task force inquiry demonstrate the crying neglect of
basic research in our area. AAJC has long strived to collect information and
keep it current, but with the field now covering more than 1,000 colleges and
more than two million students, the need can be met only with much stronger
federal participation.) We propose that not less than 10 percent of the funds
be earmarked for research by the two-year colleges.
In vocational education, despite the 1968 amendments, junior/community col-

leges are not yet drawing the full benefits set out for them. First, in some
states, junior colleges are not given the representation on state advisory
boards that the modified law requires. Second, money is still withheld in some
states from the junior colleges, and diverted to vocational schools. Through
lack of planning, some states show wasteful duplications; in other instances,
junior colleges are given the considerable responsibility for technical education
that the law intended and are equitably funded. (See Appendix G)
There is a crying need for full data from the states on how the vocational

education money is actually being distributed within the states. HEW should
demand this information. In fact, OE would strengthen the programs by col-
lecting and publishing this data. Disclosure could produce fuller and fairer use
of the resources in the less responsive states.

C. ADMINISTRATION

The Office of Junior and Community College Service, as originally outlined
by the Task Force, would be a strong step toward closing the organizational
gap.
We urge that the man heading the Office have the title "Deputy Assistant

Secretary and Director of the Office of Junior and Community College Serv-
ices." We feel he needs Departmental standing if he is to achieve full utiliza-
tion of two-year colleges in Allied Health, Manpower Development and Train-
ing, and other HEW programs outside OE. The strength and influence of this
Office will depend heavily, of course, on the competence and experience of the
director and deputies selected at the outset to organize and develop it.

D. NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCILS

Advisory councils that assist and guide federal programs show few junior
college educators as members. More persons representing the junior college
field should be placed in these councils. (See Appendix H)

E. INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

Federal programs have virtually ignored the junior colleges' potential in in-
ternational education. Under the Fullbright-Hayes program (Overseas and For-
eign Language and Area Study), they have received a mere .5%; under NDEA
Title VI (Language and Area Centers, Fellowships, and Research), only .2%.
Nor do they benefit much from the Teacher Exchange Program or Comparative
Education Studies and Services program (figures not available). As the last
formal schooling for countless citizens, the two-year college provides an excel-
lent opportunity to help them understand the world and their place in it.
Junior/community colleges are ideally situated to:

orient many thousands of students, young and old, to the world com-
munity through language and special area studies.
help train teachers of the foreign-born.
assist foreign colleges in developing curricula through teacher exchanges.
assist other nations in developing technical education.
tap the many talents and resources within immigrant and other well-

traveled families in the American community in language and area studies
as well as cultural enrichment programs.
conduct experimental programs and research to build an international

emphasis into general education.
develop area studies at the undergraduate level.
orient foreign students to American education and life.
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The relevance of the community college concept for developing nations
should be widely explored. It would be very timely for AID, the Department
of State, HEW, and the White House itself to expose this uniquely American
Institution to other countries that want to broaden educational opportunity
and increase social mobility for their people.

IV. FUNDING

Candor and concern compel us to add the unsolicited comment that, in our
judgment, both colleges and government face further mounting unrest and
grief unless overall federal support for education is sharply increased. There is
a serious imbalance between the aims and priorities reflected in the Task
Force's initial report draft, as well as in the public statements of the Secre-
tary, the Administration, and their education advisors, and the present budget-
ary commitment to education.
While the plight of the cities and the rising demand for universal opportu-

nity in higher education, as well as the present momentum in two-year college
construction, lead the public to think that another 500 community colleges will
open their doors within the next eight years, the $43 million which the Nixon
budget provides in construction grants would fund the equivalent of only six

or eight new campuses, if federal funding should run 50 percent of cost. (Ten
million dollars is now considered rock-bottom as start-up cost for a comprehen-
sive two-year college. For urban campuses, the figure runs much higher.) ( See
Appendix I)
We would like to see all existing programs for education fully funded—we

think this runs at least as much in the national interest as, and provides
greater long-term security than, increased arms outlays.
We think what Senator Case said in April about New Jersey's plight applies

equally to the national picture:
"In New Jersey last year, only one of four applications for federal aid was

approved. And many institutions did not even file applications because they

felt it was hopeless. New Jersey State Education officials estimate that 10

times as much federal aid as was available could have been used in our state

alone.
"New community college programs among other education bills have been

introduced in the Congress this year. Many of the proposed measures are

needed and I am supporting them. But it is obvious to me that our greatest
need is to provide adequate funds for the programs we already have.
"And as a member of the Senate Appropriations Committee, I intend to

work for adequate funds for the vital education programs we already have on

the books. I know of no better investment for the nation."

Dr. GLEAZER. Continuation of these set asides would assure com-
munity colleges an adequate share of Federal funds, even though it
would not give them the flexibility they would gain through sepa-
rate legislation.
Moreover, if the Congress should see fit to act favorably on the

administration's recommendation for a national foundation for
higher education, at least 25 percent of the funds and 25 percent of
the staff slots should be reserved for community colleges so that
really traditional problems will not be regenerated in a new struc-
ture.
It is significant, Mr. Chairman, that your bill has attracted strong

support in the House after it was introduced in identical form by
Congressman Thompson of your own State as H.R. 8200, with scores
of cosponsors.
And of course, some key provisions of your bill were picked up in

the Omnibus Post Secondary Education Act, the Green bill H.R.
16098.
I want to emphasize the point that if community colleges continue

to suffer for lack of support—if they are short-changed again and
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again in the Federal programs, as they have been in the past, all of
American higher education will suffer.
The role of the 2-year colleges as feeder institutions and distribu-

tion centers grows every day, in both net and comparative terms.
More and more, the senior colleges accept the fact they must gear

their services to the graduates of the 2-year colleges.
In the academic year now ending, roughly one-half of all fresh-

men, full time and part time, started their college careers on the 2-
year college campuses. Some of the more progressive States with
strong community college systems have moved far above that figure.
In California for example, nearly 80 percent of the freshmen now

start college in the community colleges.
No one sees this as a static pattern. In varying degrees, most of

the States are headed in the same direction. Today's open door could
become tomorrow's closed opportunity for young America. We hope
you, the Congress, and the administration will not let this happen.
Now, let me conclude by a look ahead.
Senator YARBOROUGH. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman, regretfully,

but I am a member on the Senate-House conference on the Post
Office, and I have to go there.
As one of the coauthors of this bill, I strongly support it. I have

been a member of this education subcommittee since 1958 and
worked on all of thsese educational bills since, and even before I be-
came chairman of the full committee.
I want to say, Dr. Leo, that I regret I will not be here while you

read your testimony. I have read it. I note the average age in your
community college in Dallas is 26 years of age. It is far above the
average, but it strengthens what Dr. Gleazer said about how they
reach people who have not been to college and give them new oppor-
tunities.
At the time we passed the National Defense Education Act in

1958, there were slightly over 1,600 colleges in the United States,
junior and senior. The last data that I saw 2 or 3 years ago that
total had grown to some 2,300. Do you here have the latest data on
that?
You have the figure in your statement here, Dr. Gleazer, that

there are 1,038 junior colleges and community colleges combined.
Dr. GLEAZER. Yes.
Senator YARBOROUGH. At the time we passed NDEA in 1958, out

of those junior colleges, only about 110 had any students loan funds.
The Government put up 90 percent of the loan funds under NDEA
and now over 1,600 had student loan funds.
We have more universities and colleges with student loan funds

than we had in universities and colleges in the whole country in
1958.
The National Defense Education Act of 1958 was the first break-

through act in Federal education legislation. The aim we had was to
double college enrollment in 10 years. A lot of people said it was
fanciful. Now we have close to 8 million students in junior and sen-
ior colleges after 12 years.

MII
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I think we ought to open up the colleges and make them available.
You have spoken of the blacks, as one minority ethnic group who
are the most educationally disadvantaged in our nation. Another
large group is the Mexican-Americans.
In my State, the average black has 9 years of education, and the

Mexican-Americans 41/2 years. They have been because of the lan-
guage barrier and economic regions virtually shoved out of the edu-
cational system. One of the business colleges we have is the San An-
tonio Junior College, which many view as the finest institution of
higher education for the Mexican-Americans in Texas.
The real enrollment is large in other colleges and such as the Pan

American College in Edinburgh, which is also a senior college, and
A. & I. university. Some of those are senior colleges. But the com-
munity college movement is needed worse, I think, there than any-
where else.
Dr. Leo, I have been surprised at how slow the junior college has

been in coming to Dallas, probably the richest county in the State in
terms of commercial wealth, and I note with interest that your plan
includes one in the center of the city and four in each region, with 2
more to open in September.
I congratulate you on it. When you get a new junior college, don't

want 2 or 3 years before you build a building. Do as you did, get
vacant buildings, open them up and get the school started. That gives
you an added presence in the community.
I congratulate you, all of you. I am honored to be one of the co-

sponsors with this able Senator from New Jersey. Congratulations to
you, Senator Williams, for pushing this bill which is so badly
needed.
People leave the rural areas and come into cities. They are not

trained to hold jobs, and I think this is one of the badly needed
movements in education, badly needed federal help.
You have shown in your statement, one or the other of you, Dr.

Leo, how this Federal participation has declined. We have had a lot
of promise and not much fulfillment.
Thank you gentlemen, and thank all of you who are backing this

legislation. Down in my State, I have supported this kind of legisla-
tion. It is what some call do-gcoderism and giveaways.
This is the kind of education this country needs. Thank you for

fighting with us.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Dr. GLEAZER. Senator, may I express our gratitude to you for your

distinguished contributions to education?
Senator YARBOROUGH. Thank you very much.
Dr. GLEAZER. Abundantly clear in all I have said, I hope, is our

strong feeling that our greatest growth, and our severest tests are
still ahead of us, and so I want to close with a few thoughts on
where I think this institution is going—not where it has been.
For I am convinced that having established firm foundations for

this made in America concept, we are now at a turning point. This
Nation's community junior colleges are on the threshold of new op-
portunity for service.
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Their new opportunities are to further fortify and enrich life in
their communities. Not just a few, or even several segments of the
community, but all of the community. Our institutions have built a
solid base for reaching out in new directions.
They have demonstrated potential for responding to a variety of

needs, a broad spectrum of abilities and interests, and they have
moved a long way toward democratizing opportunity for education
beyond high school.
But this is not enough in this time of crisis and change if these

colleges are to realize their full potential.
They are perhaps facing—becoming unifying community forums

as well as learning centers, counterbalancing the ethnic and social
strains so evident in society today.
To do the job certainly more community colleges will be needed. I

would point out however, that public interest in these institutions in
the next decade will not be captured by dramatic growth, but by
ways in which the 2-year colleges relate to man's compelling prob-
lems.
If these colleges are to realize their full potential, then they must

provide still more programs that relate specifically to community
life; programs that will pertain to improvement of the climate for
living as well as fulfilling for the individual.
They must emphasize people. Programs must concentrate on

human services; environmental control; public service; social in-
volvement; political understanding.
I do not suggest for a moment that the community college is the

panacea for all the social and economic ills of this country. But it
can be a force in cities, towns, hamlets, and on reservations, to help
bring the elements of society together in resolving the problems and
pressures.
There is no healthier, more progressive mix of Americans than

that which the community colleges campuses embrace.
I submit that is so because these institutions are accessible to the

many as well as to the few—that they recognize the needs of indi-
viduals rather than of masses.
I have said that these colleges are at the turning point. They have

done some things very well. They have provided the starting point
for many young people who might otherwise never have seen the in-
side of a college classroom.
They have provided training that has led to worthwhile occupa-

tions and individual self-fulfillment at the same time filling national
manpower needs.
They have given adults opportunity for educational and cultural

refreshment, for upgrading and retraining. They have provided
hope where there was no hope. They have fostered understanding of
what it means to be good citizens.
Now, however, as we enter the 1970's, the community college role

expands anew. As society faces the staggering problems of poverty,
environmental pollution, stress, crime and delinquency, and even the
problems of affluence, these institutions may well become the nexus
for community action.
I would be less than candid if I could say here today that I know
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how the community colleges may fulfill the great promise they hold.
But we expect to find out. Next fall I will be on leave from the

American Association of Junior Colleges to direct a national ap-
praisal of junior and community colleges—with the end objective to
come up with recommendations whereby these institutions may meet
the needs I have described.
This effort is supported by a generous grant from the W. K. Kel-

logg Foundation, one of the foundations which have led the way in
recognition of the potential of the community college.
This study with other research can help give us the direction and

guidance we need to chart this new course for the community col-
lege.
The course will not be an easy one. It is likely that a major re-

quirement for the future will be willingness, yes eagerness, on the
part of the colleges to change. There may be need for new structures
of governance, new administrative styles, new support patterns.
The job ahead will require concerted leadership. It will require re-

newed efforts in statewide planning—a part of your bill again rein-
forced, by the way, by the Carnegie Commission.
This effort will demand teamwork by Congress and the adminis-

tration on funding of programs, on aid to students, construction
and planning. Some excellent beginnings have been made.
We look to this Congress and this administration to see to it that

the future is one of hope, not despair; one of reality, not empty
promise, for the millions of Americans who will benefit from the
community college of tomorrow.
Again, we thank both you, Senator Williams, and Senator Pell

and the subcommittee for making this hearing possible. We are con-
fident a useful record on the community colleges will be made as a
result of it, and we express the hope that these 2 days of hearings
will be followed by field hearings where this distinguished commit-
tee can see firsthand some of our progressive campuses in action.
We also want to add another word of thanks to Senator Pell on

his legislation to strengthen the student-aid program. We think his
approach is superior to the existing programs and thank you again,
SIT.

Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Gleazer, that is a magnificent foundation
on which we can go on and build this program of necessary assist-
ance to the community colleges.

It is a great statement.
I will say that my preparation and my homework for your ap-

pearance here today was complete. My followthrough was not. I got
in about midnight, driving down from New Jersey, and there was
the information on my desk, and frankly after a long drive, I was
not up to it.
Dr. GLEAZER. I can understand that; there are no pistures in it,

either.
Senator WILLLIAMS. We will come back to questions after we hear

the statements of the other panelists.
Dr. Albert Canfield, director of the Washington State Board of
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Community College Education, and national chairman of the Na-
tional Council of State Directors of Community Junior Colleges.
Dr. Canfield?

STATEMENT OF DR. ALBERT A. CANFIELD, CHAIRMAN OF THE
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS OF COMMUNITY
JUNIOR COLLEGES AND DIRECTOR OF THE WASHINGTON STATE
COMMUNITY COLLEGE EDUCATION
Dr. CANFIELD. Thank you very much, Senator Williams. On be-

half of my associates in both the State of Washington and in the
National Council of State Directors, we would like to take this op-
portunity to publicly commend you as an individual for your great,
sincere dedication and interest in community college legislation. It is
a great honor for us to be in your presence.
From a broad viewpoint I have contended for some time that the

Nation's community colleges find themselves in a highly improbable
if not impossible situation.
They are in an improbable situation because it would be very dif-

ficult to predict that such a major and well-established element of
our educational structure could exist for such an extended period of
time growing at such an astonishing rate, providing such extensive
post high school educational opportunities to so many millions of
Americans, while being virtually ignored in Federal education legis-
lation.
My fellow State directors have acute continuing day-to-day oppor-

tunities to perceive the vital and unique role and function of the
community college.
The community college is the best chance for many Americans, the

only chance for hundreds of thousands of others, and the badly
needed second chance for thousands more, old and young, who have
been disappointed with other educational programs.
The community college is a distinctive American institution and

our people's brightest hope for post high school education democra-
tization. One of my purposes here today is to convey the urgency of
community college circumstances. That urgency is apparent if you
will examine the community college in both its ideal and its real
context.
The comprehensive community college provides some educational

experience like a 4-year college, some like high school and some pro-
grams like a technical institute or vocational school.
These similarities combine to make it a uniquely powerful educa-

tional institution.
Part of that power is expressed in our continuing conviction that

the community college's period of adolescence is over, that the pe-
riod of emancipation is here. Frankly, we tire of our role as little
brother to the 4-year colleges.
Something over 2 million of us feel that our service, our size, and

uur circumstances clearly justify an emancipation, like that proposed
in Senate bill 1033 or what we have come to call the "Williams bill."
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Let me identify some of the reasons why we feel such a sense of
urgency in this matter and why we appear then so impatient and
uneasy to win an identity of our own.
B. Lamar Johnson, professor of education at UCLA, has written

that the ideal of a democracy is to permit each individual to be edu-
cated to the level of his highest potential. He also points out that
we as individuals, differ widely in both the level and type of our
abilities. 
If a democracy is to achieve its educational ideal, educational op-

portunities must be provided which meet the requirements of people
of widely varying abilities and circumstances. I know of no clearer
or more precise statement of the purpose and role of the community
college than that.
K. Patricia Cross of the University of California's center for re-

search and development in higher education, has pointed out that two
social forces stand out above all others in creating a distinctive
identity of the community colleges:
No. 1, the demand of an increasingly egalitarian society for the

demonstration of higher education; and
No. 2, the need of a technological society for a better educated cit-

izenry. In combination these pressures have culminated in a national
commitment to universal postsecondary education.
To accept this goal however, is to accept the responsibility to pro-

vide meaningful education for all who wish to continue their educa-
tion.
Frankly, the acceptance of the responsibility to serve all

persons—regardless of their social, cultural, or educational back-
ground—with relevant, low-cost, high-quality education has brought
the community college a widening recognition as a truly comprehen-
sive institution and the well deserved title of "people's colleges."
High school students have been historically sorted into three

groups. First, there have been the higher performance students who
are actively encouraged to pursue a program in a baccalaurate
granting institution.
Second, those students performing at a lower level or who lack the

economic means to go to a 4-year college, are encouraged to enroll in
technical institutes, private schools, and similar short-term programs
designed to provide the individual with a job skill.
Third, there are the millions of students in this country who have

neither the counseling, the opportunity, or the finances necessary to
pursue either of these courses after their departure from the public
schools.
The community colleges serve all three of these groups, and oth-

ers through its open-door attitude and philosophy.
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present a

chart at this time which summarizes at least parts of Dr. Tillery's
study.
(The chart referred to follows:)
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Dr. CANFIELD. In this chart, Dr. Tillery compares the academic
performance of students in junior colleges and in 4-year colleges and
universities. The blue line indicates the students in 4-year colleges.
He found that only 13 percent of the students in 4-year colleges

came out of the bottom half of the high school class, while in com-
munity colleges, something on the order of 49 percent were from the
lower half.
This could suggest to some people that the community colleges

have low academic standards and similar unfortunate implications.
That isn't the case. What it does suggest is that the community col-
leges provide an educational opportunity for all of the students out
of the high school classes, rather than serving the academically elite.
The same studies also demonstrated 
Senator WILLIAMS. Repeat those percentages again, please.
Dr. CANFIELD. Pardon me.
Senator WILLIAMS. Give those figures again.
Dr. CANFIELD. Fifteen percent of students entering 4-year colleges

and universities are from the bottom half, and in the community
colleges 49 percent are from the bottom half of the high school class.
In the econcmic mix the differences are not quite as dramatic, but

still indicate the same condition. On the chart, the red line is the
2-year institution, and it shows that 42 per cent are from moderate or
low socioeconomic status.
The blue line shows that 19 percent of the students in the 4-year

colleges are from the same economic group. That percentage could
be much lower were it not for the wide array of scholarships avail-
able to students in 4-year colleges.
My feeling is that the 4-year institutions do have a substantially

higher—I think that the State of Washington data supports this
clearly—supply of money to provide access to educational efforts
and opportunities for these unfortunately low-income groups of stu-
dents than the 2-year colleges. Yet, in spite of that, the 2-year insti-
tutions have a higher proportion of students from this lower eco-
nomic group than the 4-year schools.
My contention is that we serve a great, massive share of the

population who otherwise would be denied postsecondary education,
either on academic grounds, or economic grounds.
The differences in levels of scholarship support, plus the data

which Tillery and others collect, makes me believe quite sincerely
that the community college is the only institution of higher educa-
tion that is both eager to and successful in meeting the needs of the
nonelite.
I do apologize for not having national data, and as national chair-

man of the State directors, you might expect me to have this. At the
moment we lack the resources to collect such important informa-
tion.
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My distinguished colleague, Dr. Martorana, has data from other
States, but I would like to introduce this information to indicate
what happened in the city of Seattle.
(The information referred to follows:)

POPULATION MAKE-UP

CITY OF SEATTLE

MINORITIES* 12.2

CAUCASIAN 87.8
I DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
SEATTLE, WASH.

SEATTLE COMM. COLLEGE ENROLLS.2

MINORITIES* 20.1

CAUCASIAN 79.9
2 REGISTRAR
SEATTLE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

* (NEGRO, ORIENTAL, INDIAN, SPANISH)
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Dr. CANFIELD. In 1968, according to the department of community
development in Seattle, Wash., 12 percent of the population in the
city of Seattle were minority groups, including Negro, oriental, In-
dian, and Spanish.
Data from the Seattle community colleges indicates that 20.1 per-

cent of their students were from minority groups. This suggests a
level of service to this segment of our population well above their
occurrence in the population of the city of Seattle.
The opportunity to help these students, the economically less

fortunate, and the academically less successful (who are normally
considered outside the college quality zone), is the basis for the
excitement and the stimulation that thousands of faculty and
administrators in the community college field realize, and I know it
excites you, and that is one of the basic reasons why you have stimu-
lated and supported this kind of legislation.
For too many years the children of the economically, culturally,

or geographically disadvantaged have been denied an equal educa-
tional opportunity.
Dr. Tillery's study, for example, has shown that 82 percent of the

children of professional fathers are now attending college. Even
more startling is the fact that over half of those children are en-
rolled in private colleges and universities. During the past decade,
the great increases in college entrance have been from the high so-
cioeconomic and ability levels.
The 4-year colleges and universities have just about reached the

saturation point from this segment of society alone. The students of
the future must be those who score lower on both measures of ability
and socioeconomic status. The comprehensive community college con-
tinues to strive to maintain the lowest possible cost to such students
while providing a comprehensive set of educational program options.
That is extremely difficult. Although 2-year colleges represent ap-

proximately one-third of the total post high school student popula-
tion (a proportion growing dramatically each year), the community
college's share of Federal student aid funds is dangerously low-4
percent of national defense student loan funds, only 5 percent of ed-
ucational opportunity loans and only 15 percent of college work
study assistance.
These data were documented in the research for your bill.
The community colleges in this country have begun to achieve the

democratization of higher education. They have done this without
substantive Federal assistance or recognition.
You have heard the community college described as comprehen-

sive. It is possible, perhaps probable, that you have tired of our use
of the word. In the face of that possible feeling, I would like to ex-
pand the traditional view of comprehensiveness
Senator, I would like to congratulate your insight and obvious un-

derstanding of the comprehensive character of this institution.
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Community college comprehensiveness is growing. In our State, in
the last 4 years, the last four biennia, the proportion of students
taking academic transfer programs and the numbers of students in
the total enrollment in the colleges are shown in this particular
chart.
(The information referred to follows:)
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Dr. CANFIELD. They demonstrate that while the enrollment has in-
creased sharply, from something on the order of 20,000 to this year,
nearly 57,000 full-time equivalent students in our system, the pro-
portion of students in parallel programs has consistently declined.
I would particularly like to point to the period of 1967-69, when

an abrupt change in the proportion of students in vocational pro-
grams occurred. It was at this point that the State's community col-
leges became part of the State system of community colleges (inci-
dentally they are supported 80 percent by State funds) and a very
substantial increase in vocational and adult noncredit service oc-
curred.

Since that time the percentage has tended to increase. The fact
that we have increasing numbers of students in the transfer pro-
gram tends to obscure the fact that we are growing at a much faster
rate in the vocational and noncredit program area.

Incidentally we have a 1975 target of about a 50-50 split in
Washington, but preliminary data for next year suggest we will
make only a slight gain.
That gain, incidentally, will be small because of limited new starts

in vocational areas. But to continue on comprehensiveness, the com-
munity colleges are comprehensive in a geographical sense. They
have not yet reached the monolithic proportions of the typical State
university.
In the State of Washington, for example, the community colleges

enroll about the same number of students as the State colleges and
universities combined, but they do this by providing educational fa-
cilities for people in their local areas. In the State of Washington,
about 85 percent of the people live within 30 minutes of community
college service.
(The information referred to follows:)
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Dr. CANFIELD. That kind of geographic comprehensiveness extends
opportunities for post high school education to thousands who
would otherwise have no such opportunities, but it requires uniquely
major capital investment and support.
The community college has a comprehensive student body. It is

not uncommon, for example, to find youngsters just out of high
school in classes with retired people, with bankers, merchants, sales-
men and other working people of the community who seek retraining
or upgrading or who simply are taking courses because of a need to
satisfy their basic human intellectual curiosity—but it also requires a
mature and well trained faculty oriented to serve students.
Serving students from widely varying backgrounds and of widely

varying and differing age, ability and interest levels, the community
college provides a sort of microcommunity which parallels the civic
environment in which students are involved in noncollege hours.
The student body often includes representatives of the professions

and the trades, the black and the white, the old and the young, the
ready and the reluctant, and this comprehensive student population
provides a real world character that can be described as rebellion re-
luctant. National data, such as Cross's research, indicates that the
community college student body is less violence prone.
(The information referred to follows:)

51-567 0-71—pt. 3---8
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SEEKING NEW AND BETTER WAYS IN
WASHINGTON COMMUNITY COLLEGES
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Dr. CANFIELD. The community college is comprehensive in terms
of its physical plant, and reference were made this morning to non-
fixed, non-permanent facilities.
Community college services are provided on typical, if incomplete,

campuses, on second floors of partially used buildings, in church
basements, in grange halls, in high schools during the late afternoon
and evening and though rarely, on the grounds of private or public
four year institutions.
In the State of Washington there is a strong trend toward the use

of relocatable structures, mobile units, and innovative instructional
procedures which will enable us to take education closer to the peo-
ple in more economical forms.
In one of our community college districts the board will offer a

comprehensive community college program without a campus. They
will acheive this by combining the use of available civic resources—
both facilities and faculty. This facility comprehensiveness requires
combined operating support and Federal commitment to such innova-
tions.
A final aspect of comprehensiveness concerns civic involvement.

Due to the extensive use of advisory committees who provide con-
tinuing counsel and guidance on vocational programs, the involve-
ment of individuals from the local community college district as
board members, and the involvement of numerous citizens in a wide
variety of civic and cultural activities, the community college is de-
signed to identify and react to local problems and needs. But this
requires funds for new programs starts and flexible budget situa-
tions.
In combination, this comprehensiveness of programs, facilities,

students, and civic involvement produces a powerful educational cli-
mate as evidenced by its dramatic growth in enrollment and services.
Community college students are occupied in an adult setting in an

adult way—but this imposes some unique demands on its supporting
public.
While numerous scholars on our Nation's major campuses are

talking about relevant education and student involvement, at this
point, Senator Williams, my contention is that the community col-
leges are quietly attending to them.
While education has contended that it is the student who fails it

is becoming increasingly apparent to the community college faculty
that it is the institution that fails.
The college must be made to fit the student rather than to insist

that the student find means of fitting the college.
At this point, Senator Williams, I would like to note that your

bill exemplifies that kind of feeling of a need for change. Your will-
ingness to tackle the traditions of educational support, to face the is-
sues and the cries of "No money" it seems to me that your bill pro-
vides an environment in which major changes in philosophy and
approach can be accomplished.
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Astonishingly, the growth and vitality of the community college
has occurred in the virtual absence of Federal support. Historically,
community colleges were locally funded, but increasing pressures on
local taxes (particularly on real estate tax) have forced more and
more State reliance on State funding.
Some of our 50 States now have shared State local financing and

governance. The State of Washington has about 80 percent State
funding for the operating budget. The trend toward increased State
funding is evident, but State financing has not and cannot and will
not provide all the answers.
(The information referred to follows:)

FUNDS
WASHINGTON COMMUNITY COLLEGES

% OF
1967-69 TOTAL

STATE 65,598,017 73.7
LOCAL (TUITION, FEES, MISC.) 13,625,458 15.3
FEDERAL 9,796,627 11.0

TOTAL $ 89,020,102 100.0

1969-71

STATE 100,632,837 81.9
LOCAL (EST) 12,759,778 10.4
FEDERAL (EST) 9,484,399 7.7

TOTAL $122,877,014 100.0



1481

Dr. CANFIELD. Dale Tillery, whose report "A College for Every-
man," has already been mentioned, cites the view of John K. Folger
who prepared a working paper on the community colleges for the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education as follows:
. . . the combination of inadequate planning, insufficient resources, non-com-

prehensive programs, and competition from other institutions will limit the de-
velopment of community colleges in 20-25 states during the next decade, un-
less positive incentives are provided by the federal government to help
overcome these problems.

Tillery then points out that—
In spite of these limitations, the pace of community college development to

1980 will closely parallel that of the past decade in reference to enrollment
growth and development of new institutions.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest for the interest of the committee
that this paper be introduced into the record, and I think it is a
powerful and contemporary statement of research on the community
college.

Senator WILLIAMS. That will be included in the record. This is
the paper that went to the Commission for their use in preparing
the most recent report that came out on the community colleges ?
Dr. CANFIELD. It is my understanding that this paper was submit-

ted to the Commission by Dr. Tillery, in that he does refer to a
paper compared by Dr. Fogarty.
This is the one here.
Senator WILLIAMS. Very well.
(The document referred to follows:)
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A COLLEGE FOR EVERYMAN

Dale Tillery

Community colleges have become full partners with other

institutions of higher education in the educational pacesetter

states of the nation. Development of such partnerships in all

states would contribute to the achievement of several important

goals of the United States in the decade ahead. The public two-

year colleges are achieving this new importance not only because

they are successfully educating an increasing proportion of all

undergraduate students, but because, among colleges, their student

bodies are by far the most representative of American society.

These colleges serve more students of color, more of the poor,

and more adults than other colleges and universities in this

or any other nation. At the same time, they prepare a high

proportion of very successful high school students who then

transfer to senior institutions, along with other less success-

ful peers who needed a second chance. This representative-

ness is demonstrated best by the remarkable similarities be-

tween the socioeconomic characteristics of community college

student bodies and those of the communities they serve. This

new partnership in education envisions the community college
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as a bridge between secondary education and work for some

students, and advanced education for others. Through broad

access to its comprehensive functions the community college

will contribute much to the achievement of the following

national goals in the years ahead.

NATIONAL GOALS

EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY
THROUGH EDUCATION

NATIONAL ECONOMIC
GROWTH AND WELL-BEING
RESULTING FROM ADEQUATELY
TRAINED MANPOWER

EXPANDED OPPORTUNITIES
FOR FULL INDIVIDUAL
DEVELOPMENT

INCREASED EDUCATIONAL
OPTIONS WITHIN COORDINATE
SYSTEMS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION

PROFESSIONAL OPPORTUN-
ITIES FOR AMERICANS OF
MINORITY BACKGROUND

ENHANCED QUALITY OF
LIFE IN AN INCREASINGLY
AFFLUENT SOCIETY

2

COMMUNITY COLLEGE
CONTRIBUTIONS

Open door to diverse pro-
grams at low cost for
youths and adults

Well-planned and taught
programs to provide for
technical, managerial,
and professional skills
at several levels.

Opportunities for guided
exploration of educational
and career alternatives,
and for relevant education

Comprehensive programs, in-
cluding preparation for
students unprepared, un-
willing, or financially un-
able to enter senior colleges
at first matriculation

Increasing opportunities
as teachers, counselors,
and administrators for
Americans of diverse racial
and ethnic backgrounds

Community centers for
cultural, intellectual,
and personal renewal .
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HERITAGE, GROWTH, AND FUTURE OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

The community college is an emerging institution with

multiple historical roots. Since its own identity has been

closely tied to the changing functions of other educational

institutions, particularly the public schools and the land-

grant universities, its educational philosophy is both eclectic

and frequently misunderstood. But from this heritage a com-

pelling orthodoxy of institutional goals has developed. There

is a certain common sense to the beliefs about people which

undergirds these goals. Perhaps this is why the community

college has captured the imagination of the nation, and why

communities from coast-to-coast are giving their support and

dollars to the development of these new colleges. To be sure,

segments of the academic community remain skeptical because

traditional values and standards of higher education are, in-

deed, being challenged. Among the challenges are beliefs that

all men are educable; that educational opportunities should

be relevant to a wider range of human talents and abilities

than those traditionally valued in higher education; that

students with unsuccessful educational histories do achieve

when given renewed opportunities to find themselves and to

try new options; and finally that the local two-year colleges

should build their programs to serve the educational and career

needs of their communities.

3
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Heritage of the Community College 

The historic roots of the community college help to ex-

plain its special contributions to the diversity of oppor-

tunity in contemporary higher education, as well as institu-

tional differences in commitments and in readiness to make

such contributions.

Early American Colleges:

The founders of our nation and those who later came from

other cultures brought their colleges with them. This early

tradition of small denominational colleges responsible to lo-

cal committees or boards is frequently neglected in tracing

the influences on contemporary community colleges. However

limited, these early colleges did seek to prepare men for the

occupations which many deemed most necessary for the new

American society--the clergy, and later law and teaching.

They were also fundamentally concerned with education for

values. These two threads, career and general education,

can be followed through all subsequent higher education and

clearly tie the local public two-year colleges to these early

institutions.

The Land-Grant Movement 

The Morrill Act of 1862 and the early land-grant universi-

ties had profound effects on American higher education generally,

but nowhere is this more evident than in the philosophy and

4
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goals of the contemporary community college. The land-grant

movement brought a new kind of education to the people. It

revolutionized the curriculum of higher education by its

emphasis on technology, agriculture, and applied science.

It challenged standards by its mission of service and out-

reach to the farm, the factory, and to adults hungry for edu-

cation. The very success of these universities during the

past century has transformed their roles and functions. Many

of them have become national and international centers for

research, and for graduate and professional study. This trans-

formation has closely paralleled the emergence of comprehensive

community colleges which, in turn, are reshaping and extend-

ing the service philosophy of the land-grant movement.

Bifurcation of the American University:

A closely related influence on two-year college develop-

ment was the advocacy of the bifucated university at the turn

of the century. William Rainey Harper at the University of

Chicago was joined by other university presidents across the

nation in supporting the creation of a lower-division insti-

tution. Their dual goals were to free the universities to

pursue their primary functions of advancing knowledge and

providing graduate education, while at the same time increas-

ing opportunities for education beyond high school. The plan

5
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envisioned the movement of the most able "junior college"

students to the universities. The term junior college is,

in fact, attributed to President Harper. California became

an early testing ground for the bifurcated university. Under

Presidents Sproul and Kerr, the University of California

gained international eminence while its partnership with lo-

cal junior colleges led to unparalleled access to higher edu-

cation in that state. Similar developments in other states

have kept the academic preparation and transfer of students

as the central function of junior colleges. Evaluations of

this movement of students from two to four-year institutions--

by the senior institutions themselves, as well as by indepen-

dent'agencies--show how successful are these partnerships.

Democratization of Education:

The transformation of junior colleges into community

colleges, with comprehensive programs of both transfer and

occupation education, is essentially a phenomenon of the past

two decades. But there were influences from the beginning

which promised expanding programs of education at the local

colleges. The first state enabling legislation for public

two-year colleges permitted occupational courses and a few

such courses were, in fact, offered by the first public jun-

ior college in that state. As extensions of secondary education,

6
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the new colleges were greatly influenced by the comprehensive

high schools--which were, themselves, twentieth century mani-

festations of both the Populist Movement in America and the

demands for new skills and increased education resulting

from rapid industrialization and urbanization.

Many high schools after World War II transferred much

of their occupational education to the junior colleges, most

of which were part of the same secondary school districts.

This transition has not been retarded by the recent severance

of grades thirteen and fourteen from secondary school dis-

tricts and the formation of independent junior college dis-

tricts)or of state-sponsored systems of junior colleges.

Nevertheless, the diversity of traditions and practices is

great and some states have retained large components of occu-

pational education in the high schools, and others have developed

special technical-vocational schools rather than comprehensive

community colleges.

The pace of democratization was greatly increased as a

result of the nation's commitments to universal secondary edu-

cation and to equality of opportunity. In recent years, mas-

sive federal assistance for the higher education of returning

service personnel, for vocational education, for college con-

struction, and for general financial aid to students has greatly

increased the demands for education beyond high school. These

7
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new demands have changed the nature of programs across emerg-

ing systems of higher education. Few influences, however,

have been more important than the pressures for equal edu-

cational opportunity for the poor and for citizens of minority

backgrounds. There is no single institution which is pre-

pared by tradition, commitment, or resources to answer all

of these new demands for higher education. Nevertheless,

there is wide conviction that community colleges must play

a central role if the vast talents and skills of the American

people are to be fully developed at acceptable costs and with-

out damage to the universities' essential role in the advance-

ment of knowledge and advanced study.

Such partnership among institutions has become the cen-

tral issue in state planning for higher education. It is

not surprising that there has been a direct relationship be-

tween state master planning for postsecondary education and

the pace and quality of community college development.

The Growth of Junior Colleges 

At the turn of the century, there were only a few score

junior college students, whereas today their numbers exceed

two million. Approximately 95 percent of these students are

in public institutions and, with their peers in private two-

year colleges, they constitute over 25 percent of all under-

graduates in the United States. Chart 1 shows the explosion

8
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of junior college enrollments during the past decade; yet,

in spite of this rapid growth, the prospects are for equiva-

lent growth in the next ten years.

Chart 1 about here

At present there are over 1,000 two-year colleges in

the United States, and in recent years new colleges have been

created at the rate of one each week. As will be shown in

a later section of this report, something like the same rate

of institutional development will be needed between now and

1980. It is almost as difficult to report the precise numbers

of two-year colleges today as it is to predict those for the

future. Different estimates exist because of rapid change in

the number of colleges and differences in definitions. Folger

gives the following estimates for 1968 in Table 1.

TABLE 1 

Number of Two-Year Institutions 

Fall, 1968

Private Junior Colleges 254-267
Public Separate Community Coll. 570-590
Branches of Universities 105-111
Other 2-Yr. Specialized Insts. 100-110

TOTAL 1029-1078

Source: John K. Folger's working paper for the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, January 5,
1970.

9
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IN
MILLIONS

2.0  

CHART 1

ENROLLMENT IN TWO-YEAR COLLEGES,
UNITED STATES, 1930-1970

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970

Source: Adapted from American Council on Education
data, with estimated 1970 enrollments.
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While the number of private two-year colleges has de-

creased in recent years, the number of public community col-

leges has not only doubled but their average size has increased

about 6 percent each year. This ten-year growth in enroll-

ments, colleges, and average size is displayed in Table 2.

TABLE 2

Public Community Colleges 1958-1968

Year
Total Enrollment
in Thousands

Number of
Colleges

Average
Size

1958 443 297 1490
1960 526 320 164o
1962 668 366 1825
1964 874 4o7 2140
1966 1190 479 2480
1968 1646 664 2480

Source: Adapted from John K. Folger's working paper

for Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, January 5,
1970.

The development of community colleges in the United States

has been very uneven and has largely been dominated by a few

states. Seven pacesetter states (California, New York, Illinois

Michigan, Florida, Texas, and Washington) accounted for more

than two-thirds of all enrollments in 1968 and over one-third

of all public community colleges. These, of course, have been

the higli growth states in recent years, although their pace

of development from 1960-1968 varied greatly. For example,

11
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as shown in Chart 2, Florida's community college enrollments

increased almost 500 percent while California, with the least

dramatic proportional development, more than doubled the num-

ber of students in its two-year colleges.

Chart 2 about here

In addition to the seven pacesetter states, there are

about twice that number where substantial development of com-

munity colleges has taken place. These include Arizona,

Georgia, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mississippi,

Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Virginia,

and Wyoming. There is another group of about sixteen states

where a start has been made in community college development

and another dozen in which little has been done toward develop-

ment of public two-year comprehensive colleges. Another way

of showing differences in community college development to

date is to use ratios of junior college enrollments to all

undergraduate enrollments. Table 3 shows four clusters of

states with very high to low ratios based on total enrollments.

Similar groupings result if degree-credit enrollments only are

used to establish ratios.

Table 3 about here
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TABLE 3

ENROLLMENT IN TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION AS A PERCENTAGE

OF TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT, BY STATE, 1968

State Percent State Percent

Very high (30 percent or more)

California

Florida

Washington

Arizona

Wyoming

61.2

52.0

48.6

41.3

39.4

Moderate (10 to 20 percent)

19.9

18.4

17.8

17.7

17.2

North Dakota

Massachusetts

Pennsylvania

Wisconsin

New Jersey

Illinois 35.0 Kansas 17.1

Mississippi 34.7 Rhode Island 16.7

Michigan 34.2 Colorado 15.0

New York 30.5 Ohio 14.6

Oregon 30.4 Kentucky 14.3

Minnesota 12.2
High (20 to 30 percent)

Oklahoma 11.7
Hawaii 29.2

Vermont 11.2
Texas 28.7

North Carolina 28.1 Low (less than 10 percent)

Delaware 27.8 Alaska 9.7

Maryland 25.5 District of Columbia 9.0

Idaho 25.2 New Mexico 9.0

South Carolina 25.1 Tennessee 8.3

Connecticut 23.9 Arkansas 7.9

Alabama 22.8
Utah 7.9

Iowa 20.7 West Virginia 7.8

Georgia 20.6 Nebraska 6.7

Virginia 20.4 Louisiana 6.6

Missouri 20.2 Indiana 5.1

Montana 5.0

New Hampshire 4.9

Maine 1.6

South Dakota 1.3

Nevada 0.0

Source: U.S. Office of Education data, adjusted by Carnegie 
Cpmmission staFf.

13



o
4

T
A
B
L
E
 

14

C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
:
 
P
A
C
E
S
E
T
T
E
R
 
S
T
A
T
E
S

S
t
a
t
e

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 P
u
b
l
i
c

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

1
9
6
0
 

1
9
6
7

T
o
t
a
l
 E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
s

1
9
6
7

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 S
i
z
e

o
f
 E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
s

E
a
c
h
 C
o
l
l
e
g
e

T
o
t
a
l
 1
8
-
2
4

Y
e
a
r
 
O
l
d

P
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n

S
t
a
t
e
-
-
1
9
6
7

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
 1
8
-
2
4

Y
e
a
r
 
O
l
d

P
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

S
r
v
e
d

C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a

6
7

8
7

5
4
0
,
9
2
0

6,
00
0

2
,
1
7
9
,
0
0
0

2
5

F
l
o
r
i
d
a

2
5

2
7

8
1
,
2
5
9

3,
01
0

6
5
2
,
0
0
0

1
3

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s

2
2

4
1

8
4
,
9
1
1

1,
o6
o

1
,
0
6
0
,
0
0
0

9
C-
31

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

1
6

28
79

,8
17

2,
85
0

8
7
0
,
0
0
0

9

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

2
5

3
9

1
3
2
,
6
7
1

3,
40
0

1,
81
1,
00
0

8

T
e
x
a
s

3
4

4
2

7
7
,
2
7
6

1,
84

o
1,
33
4,
00
0

6

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n

1
2

2
2

68
,0
03

3,
10
0

35
0,
00
0

1
9

S
o
u
r
c
e
:
 

M
.
e
d
s
k
e
r
,
 L
.
L
.
 
a
n
d
 
T
i
l
l
e
r
y
,
 D
.
 
T
h
e
 
T
w
o
-
Y
e
a
r
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
i
n
 A
m
e
r
i
c
a
, 
t
o
 b
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
 
b
y
 M
c
G
r
a
w
-
H
i
l
l
,

S
u
m
m
e
r
,
 1
9
7
0
.



'
O
L
6
1
 
O
u
 T
a
d
s
 
4I
1
T
H-
x
v
I
O 0
N
 S

q
patisTTqnd 

a
q
 o
q
 voTaaluti u

T
 
a
9
a
1
1
o
0
 r
e
a
x
-
o
x
I
 

'
G
 

puT3 '
a
 '
a
 '
a
a
x
s
p
a
w
 
:
a
o
a
n
o
s

9961
L961 

9961 
S961

17961
E
9
6
1

96ocZo9 
ilSo cz6z 

vixaoaiavo
-
H
1
,
1
1
 
'
u
m

S65'L9 
i
r
e
L
z
 

svxaa.

_-
 
SLS'EoT 

L
o
L
c
E
 

sioNiaai
7
 
÷
i
i
l
f
1

1
1
1
1
;
H
 

II

o
6
'

- [/ST 
xaox max

oo6
cS6

/
-
1
 

=

6
L
g

c
z
 

N
V
D
I
H
O
I
N

N
O
I
D
M
I
H
S
V
M

:
 169'36 

o6L'S1

I 
i !
 

-
 

9961 
0961

mmaiiaaoaxa

_-H1H-111iLljj1111 

vaiaoaa

 A
a
r

^
1
_

T
9
6
1

0961

O
O
T

  
0
0
5

saLvLs xgu;asapva 
N
2
A
2
2
 aoa 9961-0961 sIxaKaaoaxa aoaaaop =

a
m
m
o
 do Ezmoao aniIvaaa

E
 
,1,21YHO



1497

How are the differences among the states to be explained?

The diversity in community college development reflects dif-

ferences in state master planning, adequacy of financial arrange-

ment, strength of commitments to comprehensive rather than

limited programs, and the degree of competition from either

four-year institutions or vocational schools. In addition,

rapidly growing states are more likely to develop community

colleges than are small, slow-growing or sparsely populated

states. These several factors will continue to differentiate

states' rates of development in the future.

The Future of the Community College 

In the decade ahead it is likely that all states will pro-

vide for community college type education, and all but a few

will do so in state systems of comprehensive community colleges.

Nevertheless, only about half of the states now have plans for

developing community colleges within commuting distance of

most of the population, and eight states have no provisions

for financial support for these public colleges.

In addition to inadequate financial arrangements and state

planning, there are two impediments which may slow community

college development. Both involve competition from other insti-

tutions--competition from four-year institutions on the one

hand, and from vocational systems on the other. In at least

a dozen states, four-year institutions are reasonably well

15
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distributed, they are relatively non-selective, and they

offer some occupational programs. Continued competition for

funds and students is likely to inhibit community college de-

velopment. Although only a few states have competing voca-

tional systems which operate college level programs, there

is wide-spread competition for federal funds. Even though

such federal support for vocational education is dispensed

through state plans, intense rivalry may impede future de-

velopment of occupational programs in community colleges in

a number of states.

Folger believes that the combination of inadequate plan-

ning, insufficient resources, non-comprehensive programs, and

competition from other institutions will limit the develop-

ment of community colleges in 20-25 states during the next

decade, unless positive incentives are provided by the federal

government to help overcome these problems.

Estimated Growth to 1980

In spite of these limitations, the pace of community col-

lege development to 1980 will closely parallel that of the

past decade in reference to enrollment growth and the develop-

ment of new institutions. The most modest projection of en-

rollments to 1980 assumes no change in the proportion of under-

graduate enrollments in two-year colleges in 1968. With such

unlikely restriction in community college development, there

16
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would still be about 3 million students in those colleges in

1980. This is an increase of nearly 1.2 million students,

and would require about 250-300 new public campuses and 50,000

additional teachers. On the other hand, if 60 percent of

future undergraduates were to enter two-year colleges, there

would be about 4.4 million students by 1980. This would be

an increase of approximately 2.5 million students, requiring

over 280 new campuses and over 100,000 new teachers. The

assumptions for these projections and their use in estimating

community college development in each state, are presented in

the closing section of this paper. For the nation as a whole,

however, it seems likely that the proportional shift from four-

year to two-year undergraduate enrollments will continue at a

steady rate of about 1 percent each year. For degree-credit

students, this ratio will shift from .21 in 1968 to about .30

in 1980; for total undergraduates the shift will be from .27

to about .4o (See Chart 3).

Chart 3 about here

Types of Community College Enrollments:

Among the difficulties in estimating future growth in

community colleges are differences in state and institutional

17
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practices in serving part-time and full-time students; as

well as practices in reporting enrollments in programs credit-

able toward the A.B. degree and those in occupational pro-

grams. In recent years, community colleges have enrolled

more part-time students than those carrying full programs.

This was particularly true in the early 'sixties, although

by 1966 full-time enrollments exceeded those for part-time

programs. In 1968, 45 percent of total two-year college en-

rollments were part-time. It is estimated that in the coming

decade the proportions of part- to full-time students will

fluctuate between that of 1968 and near parity. There are

related problems in determining future ratios of occupational

enrollments to A.B. degree-credit enrollments. Although there

was an increase in reported occupational enrollments from 1965

to 1968--from 395,000 to 585,000--the wide-spread rejection

of "terminal" programs as dead-end education and changes in

terminology may reverse this trend. If, on the other hand,

new emphasis is placed on preparing students for immediate

employment and occupational renewal, the ratio of occupational

enrollments to A.B. degree-credit enrollments will exceed

the 1968 ratio of .37.

Necessary Conditions for Growth:

If community colleges are to develop adequately

in the coming decade, there must be new policies and

19



1502

resources at local, state, and national levels. In addition

to careful planning at all levels, it seems clear that nation-

wide development of community colleges will be contingent upon

federal assistance in the form of financial aid to students

with matching institutional grants; start-up grants for states

in which community college education is underdeveloped and for

additional facilities in impacted urban and selected rural

areas of high growth states; and grants-in-aid for support of

special occupational and remedial programs, guidance services,

and for preparation of professional staffs.

RECOMMENDED POLICIES FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEVELOPMENT 1970-1980

The functions of the community college are educationally

sound and in the service of important national goals. However,

inadequate financial resources, lack of state and local plan-

ning, and shortages of qualified faculty and administrators con-

stitute barriers to the full development of this essential com-

ponent of higher education. The following policies are nec-

essary for future development of the community college if it

is to contribute to the equality and quality of higher educa-

tion in America.

Policies Related to Functions and Goals 

Improved Access to Higher Education:

Community colleges, in partnership with other institutions,

should seek to improve access to higher education by serving

20
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students who are generally representative of the communities

in which they live. This means that they will increasingly

provide opportunities for youths and adults not served by

other colleges or universities. Several conditions are essen-

tial if these goals are to be achieved:

1. Community college education should be made available
nation-wide.

2. The cost for attending community colleges should be
low, and whenever possible, tuition free.

3. All students should be within commuting distance of
a community college, except in rural areas where
residential facilities are provided.

4. The educational program should be sufficiently com-
prehensive to attract and serve students with a wide
range of abilities, interests, and career goals.

Technical-Vocational Education:

A broad curriculum of occupation preparation should in-

clude both associate degree programs and short-term programs

for pre-employment and for occupational renewal. Scheduling

of these programs should be sensitive to the needs of full-

and part-time students.and should give attention to the following:

1. Continued improvement in the quality and status of
technical-vocational education is called for in order
that community colleges will attract and serve students
who have little interest in, or need for traditional
academic work. Such preparation should provide proper
foundation for occupational renewal.

2. By means of community studies and use of advisory com-
mittees, special attention should be given during the
coming decade to new approaches to career education.
Among the most promising innovations are:

a Cooperative education with industry, including edu-
cational leaves by employers and on-the-job training
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b. Programs which prepare for families of occu-
pations and for career renewal.

c. Innovation in such emerging career fields as
allied health and service occupations.

d. Realization of the career ladder by coordination
of programs across high school, community col-
lege, and beyond. Occupational education should
not be terminal or dead-end education.

3. The community colleges should not distort their role
and limit opportunities for students by competing
with advanced technical curricula in four-year colleges.

Transition from Two- to Four-Year Colleges:

Recent studies show continuing improvement in the ease

with which students transfer from community colleges to four-

year institutions. Nevertheless, new approaches to articula-

tion among these institutions are needed in view of the steady

increase in the proportions of undergraduates who begin their

studies in local community colleges. The following recommenda-

tions would enhance the partnership within state systems of

higher education:

1. Whenever quotas are set for undergraduate admission
to public senior institutions, transfer rights of
community college graduates and other qualified students
from the two-year colleges should be given top priority.

2. Since the quality of lower-division preparation has
and can be determined from the success of transfer
students, articulation agreements between two- and
four-year institutions should be based on validation
of a student's preparation by the community college
rather than on precise parallelism of courses in the
two types of institutions.
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3. Wider acceptance of high quality technical preparation
as a basis of transfer from community colleges to
four-year institutions is called for if many able stu-
dents are to have opportunities for full development.
There are dangers, however, that students will be denied
transfer opportunities by over-selective programs.

Guidance as a Central Function:

Guidance is particularly crucial for many students who

attend community colleges. Few of these students have yet

made substantial educational and career decisions; they are

unusually vulnerable to interrelated financial, academic, and

personal pressures; and they have had less effective counsel-

ing in high school than their senior college peers. Continued

efforts should be made to improve the quality of guidance in

the community 'colleges with particular attention to the fol-

lowing recommendations:

1. Guidance should be everybody's business in the com-
munity college. This recongition enhances the role
of the professionally trained counselor rather than
diminishing it. In addition to direct counseling
with students, counselors should be prepared and have
the resources and organization to work with faculty .
members and others who advise students and assist
them in explorations of educational and career options.

2. Coordinated programs of guidance between community
colleges and the high schools are needed if students
are to maximize the opportunities available to them
in the local college and beyond.

3. Effective community college guidance can take place
only when there is a flexible and comprehensive edu-
cational program which permits students to explore
options and change directions without loss of face
or excessive time.
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Changing Approaches to Remedial Education:

A majority of students now in community colleges have

deficiencies in skills necessary for college work which re-

quire new and systematic programs in remediation. The ex-

tent and seriousness of these deficiencies and related learn-

ing problems will increase as existing barriers to access to

higher education are lowered. A number of changes in program

concept and practices are called for:

1. Traditional programs of remediation which depress
students and teachers alike should be replaced with
developmental programs which invite success and which
utilize individual and cultural differences.

2. Learning technologies should be used increasingly
and more effectively so that students may pace them-
selves and assume primary responsibility for their
own development.

3. New concepts and practices in student evaluation are
essential if failure in school is to be changed to
success in college. Competitive grading, at least
in the early stages of remedial programs, should be
replaced by evaluations of individual development.
The concept of failure in this type of learning seems
inappropriate.

4. Since it is likely that no single institution can
bring the resources and expertness to the remediation
of educationally disadvantaged students, community
colleges should explore cooperative arrangements with
other educational institutions and agencies in build-
ing developmental programs.

Community Service the Sine Qua Non of the Community College:

The most contemporary function of the community college

is that of community service. Since such services are essential

to the college's unique role in higher education, new resources,
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staff commitments, and programs are called for in several

areas of service:

1. The college as a cultural center should be a vital
force, along with other institutions, in community
renewal and in improving the quality of life in
American society. College sponsored activities should
reflect the broad interests, talents, and vitality
of all segments of the community--particularly of
its various ethnic and age groups. In addition, use
of college facilities by community groups should be
encouraged and facilitated by cooperative planning
and funding.

2. Outreach to neglected neighborhoods and groups by
"storefront" centers, mobile units, and support of
other service agencies are all worth exploring in
the effort to bring neglected citizens into the main-
stream of American life.

3. Individuals and groups seeking assistance in making
decisions about their education should be encouraged
to use community college services either on campuses

or through outreach programs. Such services might
include consultations with industries in planning

cooperative programs; with ethnic groups in stimulat-
ing and planning for cultural programs; and with high
school students well before matriculation.

Policies Related to Community College Planning and Support 

There is near universal agreement that long-term planning

is essential for proper development of the community college.

Such planning should take place at the college, district, state,

and federal levels. Furthermore, there should be appropriate

agencies for the coordination of these several levels of plan-

ning. The following policy guidelines are essential in plan-

ning for community college development during the next decade.
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Federal Program of Incentive and Support:

The several federal agencies having responsibility for

education, manpower, equal opportunity, and urban renewal

might well seek guidelines for defining the role of community

colleges in achieving national goals and for providing coor-

dinate support for institutional development in a period of

unparalleled growth. Such guidelines might be developed by

a Presidential Commission or by a White House Conference on

the Community College. The implementation of such federal

guidelines might best be accomplished by a coordinator of

community college affairs or by the establishment of a

bureau of community college education within the Office of

Education or elsewhere in the Executive Branch. Either agency

should seek--through cooperation with legislators, federal offi-

cers, and national and state leaders in community college edu-

cation--to facilitate the achievement of those aspects of com-

munity college development which are appropriate concerns of

the federal government. Without some positive incentives from

Washington, it is unlikely that 20-25 states will be able to

overcome the combined problems of inadequate planning, insuffi-

cient financial resources, non-comprehensive programs, and com-

petition from other institutions which plague community college

development. The enrollment projections used in this paper

assume that there will be such a federal program.
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The following are. among the most important contri-

butions which can be made at the federal level:

1. Those states which have not done so should have in-
centives to establish master plans for community col-
lege development as a part of higher education, and
for assuming responsibilities for educating a larger
proportion of their college-age youth. Less than
half of the states have adequate master plans at the
present time.

2. By 1980, the equivalent of 250-280 new campuses will
be needed. The Carnegie Commission, in Equality and 
Quality, has already recommended financial support
for establishing community colleges not to exceed
$10 million per institution, but averaging more nearly
$1 million per institution. Since the needed insti-
tutions will be located in states with low community
college development as well as in states with highly
developed systems of public two-year colleges, the
relative size of start-up grants should be determined
by guidelines which encourage nation-wide availability
of community colleges. Such guidelines should con-
sider both the need for new colleges per se and for
special facilities within existing institutions. In
addition to start-up grants, one-half.of the cost of
all institutional construction, renovation, and re-
placement of community college facilities should be
financed by federal grants.

3. Financial assistance to community college students
and cost of education supplements to the matriculating
colleges are essential if the two-year colleges are
to serve the "new students" to higher education. How-
ever, since such federal assistance is to supplement
rather than replace existing financial resources for
community colleges, the cost of expanding educational
opportunities should not be passed on to students by
proportional increases in tuition. Rather, state equali-
zation agreements should be negotiated in order to sup-
port enrollment growth where it is needed most. Further-
more, it is important that foregone earnings to family,
as well as actual cost of attending college, be con-
sidered in determining a student's need for financial

assistance.

In general, the actual cost of educating increased pro-
portions of total undergraduates, regardless of a state's

27
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level of community college development, should be
financed by means of federal assistance. It has
been noted already that such proportions for the
total United States are likely to shift from .27
in 1968 to more than .35 in 1980.

4. Community colleges, in seeking to educate greater
proportions of the lower half of high school achievers,
must offer relatively costly vocational, remedial,
and guidance programs. Federal assistance might best
be given both through direct project grants to indi-
vidual colleges and through state plans for develop-
ment of such high risk programs.

5. Approximately 90,000 new teachers, (counting replace-
ments), will be needed in community colleges by 1980,
and at least 25 percent of these new teachers should
be from racial and ethnic minority groups. This esti-
mation of needed faculty is based on projections of
equivalent full-time students. Estimated faculty needs
for 1975 and 1980 and shown in Table 5 in which alterna-
tive student-faculty ratios of 20:1 and 25:1 are used.
These faculty needs, in addition to needs for several
thousand administrators and trained counselors, will re-
quire special federally-funded programs for professional
pre-service and re-training.

a Cooperative programs among community colleges and
graduate institutions for the preparation and re-
education of community college teachers should be
encouraged through federal project grants. Intern-
ships and substantial knowledge of community col-
lege affairs should be encouraged since academic
qualifications in a discipline are not enough for
success in community college teaching. Special
assistance should be given to graduate schools
which seek to develop new degrees for college teach-
ing, such as the doctorate in arts.

b. Special preparation will be needed for at least
10,000 professional counselors by 1980. Existing
graduate schools are not prepared to assume this
responsibility--either in reference to numbers or
to quality of preparation. Graduate centers should
be established under federal grants to define the
task and to spearhead the training and re-training
of community college counselors. Three to four
thousand of these new counselors should be from
minority groups.

28



1511

c. Although several universities and foundations
have for a decade anticipated the need for admin-
istrative leadership, a much greater push is
called for in the 'seventies. By 1980, approxi-
mately 900 community college presidents and an
equal number of academic deans will be needed.
In addition, at least this number of deans of student
personnel and a similar number of chief business
officers will be needed. To these numbers should
be added several thousand assistant deans, and
department or division chairmen. Grants for gradu-
ate study and for program development at graduate
schools are needed if these leadership needs are
to be met.

These estimates of needed college leadership are
tentative since they are based on projections of
new institutions and upon opinions about the turn-
over of leadership in a period of great stress and
organizational changes in higher education.

State Master Plans for Community Colleges:

Since nearly one-half the states do not have any master plans

for community college development, it is the Commission's judgement

that each state should have such plans. They should be congruent

with the state's system of higher education, demographic char-

acteristics, and financial resources. The following are con-

sidered to be among the most important elements of such state

planning:

1. State plans should reaffirm the importance of local
boards or committees in order to insure maximum re-

sponse to and from the college community. Such lo-

cal responsibility is not incongruent with the effi-

cient use of state resources and appropriate coopera-

tion among colleges.

2. Coordination of community college development at the

state level should be vested in an independent board

rather than in one responsible to the state university

or state board of education. In states with super
boards for all of higher education, the community
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colleges should be equally represented in relation-
ship to other components of higher education. Such
state-wide coordination should include differentia-
tion of programs among the several segments of high-
er education, admission and transfer policies, dis-
tribution of state resources, and establishment of
new campuses. The state agency for coordination
should not only oversee state plans, but should bring
about periodic renewal.

3. Financial support for community college development
and operation should come from all three levels of
government. State equalization policies, as well as
differences in local initiative should determine the
proportions of such support. Support from local taxa-
tion should generally not exceed 30 percent of either
current or capital costs. For some states this recom-
mendation will require a substantial shift from lo-
cal to state financing. The recommendations which have
been made for federal assistance in community college de-
velopment should ease the financial burden in the states.

4. Single and multi-campus community college districts
should prepare and submit for state review long-term
educational plans which insure maximum access, com-
prehensive programs, and service to the community.
Such plans should include arrangements for utilizing
all available resources for developing facilities,
programs, and professional staffs. Special attention
should be given to inter- and intra-district coopera-
tion in achieving community college goals.

Policies Related to Governance of Community Colleges 

There is reason to believe that community colleges

can develop best within state systems which provide maximum

responsibilities at the local level with support, coordination,

and leadership at the state level. Trends toward increased

state and federal support for community colleges have profound

implications for governance of these institutions. To date,

the fullest development of community colleges has been in those
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states with the greatest degree of local initiative and finan-

cial commitment, although several of the pacesetter states

have moved toward greater control and financial support. Since

the trend toward centralization seems nation-wide, new gov-

ernance patterns are needed to insure proper local initiative

and community centeredness.

The following policies are recommended:

1. Local boards should recognize that responsibilities,
except for broad policy matters, should be vested
In the faculty and administration. New governance
structures which facilitate such collegial respon-
sibility should be encouraged. As part of these new
structures, there should be opportunities for students
to participate in educational decisions, as well as
in student affairs.

2. Although executive and legislative branches of state
governments have essential responsibilities and author-
ity in determining educational goals of public support
for their achievements, the exercise of such authority
should not encumber the delegated authority of pro-
fessional and lay persons at the state and local levels.

PROJECTIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE GROWTH 1970-1980

There are such wide state variations in the provision

for community colleges that differential projections of growth

on a state-by-state basis are needed in order to determine

policies for their proper development nation-wide. This sec-

tion of the paper will present reasonable projections of com-

munity college growth by state in enrollments, in needed cam-

puses, and for faculty.
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Projected Enrollments by States 

The Carnegie Commission staff has developed several pro-

jections of enrollments in two-year institutions of higher

education to 1980, based on alternative assumptions. The

three sets of projections of total enrollments, including

full-time and part-time students, are based upon projections

which are derived from past trends in each state's undergradu-

ate enrollment rates relative to the number of high school

graduates in that state during the preceding four years. The

three projections--A, B, and C--of two-year college enrollments

for each state include enrollments for two-year branches of

universities and are based on the following assumptions about

the future relationship between two-year college enrollment

and total undergraduate enrollment (Carnegie Commission, June,

1970, p. 42):

For Projection A, the assumption is that the proportion

of undergraduates in the two-year colleges will remain

the same as that in 1968 (29 percent).

For Projection B, it is assumed that 6o percent of the

future growth in undergraduate enrollment will be absorbed

in two-year colleges. (This 6o percent figure has been

exceeded in four states during the past five-year period.)
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For Projection C, it is assumed that the future annual

increase in percentage of undergraduate enrollment in

the two-year colleges in each state will be the same as

that for each state data for the past five-year period.

According to Projection C, the proportion of undergraduates

enrolled in the two-year colleges, including two-year

branches of universities, will rise from 29 percent in

the U.S. in 1968 to about 35 percent in 1980.

The three projections of total two-year college enroll-

ment shown in Table 4 range from about 3,100,000 to 4,400,000

in 1980. The assumptions underlying Projection B are probably

realistic for states with 30 percent or more of undergraduates

enrolled in two-year colleges in 1968 and for most of those

with 20 to 30 percent in two-year colleges (see Map 1). Pro-

jection C is more realistic for the reamining states. If there

are decisive state and national efforts to stimulate community

college development, enrollments will increase more rapidly

than those suggested by Projection C. Nevertheless, this more

conservative of the two projections shown in Table 4 seems most

realistic and is used as the basis for projecting staff needs.

Projected New Colleges by States 

There are a number of important assumptions in the state

projections of needed new campuses. First, projections do not

indicate what will occur, but what could occur provided there
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TABLE 1+

TWO-YEAR COLLEGE ENROLLMENT, ACTUAL, 1968, AND
THREE ALTERNATIVE PROJECTIONS TO 1980 BY STATE

(numbers in thousands)

State
Actual
19683

Projected, 1980 Percentage change,1968-1980
A B C A B C

United States 1,871.0 3,102.3 4,428.1 3,738.1 65.8 136.7 99.8
Alabama 19.9 38.4 68.7 62.2 93.0 245.2 212.6
Alaska 0.7 1.6 6.6 1.3 128.6 842.9 85.7
Arizona 32.1 66.5 82.0 81.9 107.2 155.5 155.1
Arkansas 3.8 6.5 24.6 8.0 71.1 547.4 110.5
California 600.8 989.0 981.2 1,022.4 64.6 63.3 70.2
Colorado 13.2 .23.6 55.0 32.1 78.8 316.7 143.2
Connecticut 20.4 . '' 37.4 63.0 53.5 83.3 208.8 162.3
Delaware 4.5 8.5 13.2 10.3 88.9 193.3 128.9
District of

3.9  5.7 4.3 5.1 - 46.2 10.3Columbia

Florida 95.4 201.1 217.3 225.0 110.8 127.8 135.8
Georgia 19.6 : 37.3 , 71.0 44.8 90.3 262.2 128.6
Hawaii 6.3 . 11.3 16.6 13.3 79.4 163.5 111.1
Idaho

.

6.6 10.8 16.5 8.9 63.6 150.0 34.8
Illinois . 1 1 3.7 ' 183.9 234.1 219.7 61.7 105.9 93.2
Indiana 7.4b. 11.3 53.2 15.1 52.7 618.9 104.1
Iowa 18.9.. 27.2 42.9 36.0 43.9 ' 127.0 90.5
Kansas -. 14.1 • 20.4 36.2 24.0 44.7 156.7 70.2
Kentucky , 11.9. 20.2 46.5 ' 25.9 69.7 290.8 117.6
Louisiana 6.6 - 11.5 51.4 22.0 74.2 678.8 233.3
Maine 0.4 0.6 8.0 0.7 50.0 1,900.0 75.0
Maryland • 27.1 50.6 82.3 68.2 86.7 203.7 151.7
Massachusetts 40.2 62.2 111.7 75.1 54.7 177.9 86.8
Michigan 99.7 157.5 201.1 196.3 58.0 101.7 96.9
Minnesota 16.3 25.0 59.4 36.1 53.4 264.4 121.5
Mississippi 22.0 38.4 50.4 41.6 74.5 129.1 89.1
Missouri 28.6 45.5 78.7 50.0 59.1 175.2 74.8
Montana 1.2 1.9 10.0 3.1 58.3 733.3 158.3
Nebraska 3.6 5.4 19.6 6.8 50.0 444.4 88.9

(Table continued on next page)
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Table 4

(continued)

State
Actual
1968

Projected, 1980 Percentage chaue,1968-1980
B CA B C A

Nevada 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

New Hampshire 1.2 2.1 11.6 2.7 75.0 866.7 125.0

New Jersey 24.2 42.7 88.7 78.3 76.4 266.5 223.6

New Mexico 3.0 6.0 23.1 9.0 . 100.0 670.0 200.0

New York • 168.0 270.7 370.2 337.4 61.1 120.4 100.8

North Carolina • 37.4 65.4 97.0 91.4 74.9 159.4 144.4

North Dakota 5.0 7.5 12.4., 7.9 50.0.; 148.0 58.0

Ohio ' 43.3 67.4 142.3 96.4 55.7 228.6 122.6

Oklahoma 10.9 ,16.1 1-37.6 ; 16.8 47.7 245.0 54.1

Oregon 25.1 37.9 50.3 53.6 50.1 100.4 113.5

Pennsylvania 56.1 84.5 151.8 120.3 50.6 170.6 114.4

- Rhode island 5.7 9.1 18.0 14.9 59.6 215.8 161.4

South Carolina • 13.1 .21.9 34.2 30.6 67.2 161.1 133.6

South Dakota 0.3 0.5 8.7 0.6 66.7 2,800.0 100.0

Tennessee 9.0 14.9 51.6 24.2 65.6 473.3 168.9

Texas 97.0 167.4 244.3 222.1 72.6 151.9 129.0

Utah 4.9 8.3 30.8 10.5 69.4 528.6 114.3

Vermont 1.9 2.7 6.5 2.6 42.1 242.1 36.8

Virginia 22.7 42.4 80.8 70.3 86.8 255.9 209.7

Washington 66.8 - 101.6 109.7 123.3 52.1 64.2 84.6

West Virginia 4.2 6.0 17.9 6.1 42.9 326.2 45.2

Wisconsin 27.1 45.0 87.6 53.2 66.1 223.2 96.3

Wyoming 4.8 7.9 9.6 8.4 64.6 100.0 75.0

a 1968 enrollments, which include both degree-credit and non-degree-credit enrollments,
are based on U.S. Office of Education data; enrollments on two-year campuses of public
four-year institutions are not included in OE data, but have been added. There were
78,700 students enrolled on these two-year campuses in 1968.

Does not include four predominantly two-year branch campuses of Purdue University.

c Computation of a percentage increase is not meaningful when the base is zero.

Source: Projections prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,
under the direction of Gus W. Haggstrom.
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were adequate planning, adequate financing, a commitment to

comprehensive colleges, and not too much competition from

other types of institutions. As has been stated earlier,

these assumptions cannot be met in half of the states unless

there is some outside push from the federal government. Secondly,

the projections represent a desirable pattern of growth and in-

stitutional size in order to provide adequate community college

programs. Thus, it is important that all public community col-

leges reach a size of about 1,500. About half the institutions

now have less than 1,000 students, although the national average

if about 2,500 students perpublic institution. In sparsely popu-

lated states, dormitories will be needed in existing institutions

rather than more small community colleges, and efforts to con-

solidate some small rural colleges might be feasible.

If there is to be a community college within commuting

distance of every potential student, except in sparsely popu-

.lated areas, new colleges will have to be established in all

but three states and at a national rate during the 1970's

paralleling that of the previous decade. This would mean that

new campuses would open at the rate of about one each week un-

less the two-year branch campuses of public universities in

several states develop truly comprehensive curricula. In the

unlikely event that these extension centers develop programs

to serve the broad educational needs of youth and adults at low

cost, only 230 to 280 new colleges will be needed. This is the
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number of new community colleges which the Carnegie Commission

has called for in its special report on recommendations for

the open-door colleges. The Commission based its recommenda-

tions on enrollments from Projections B and C as shown in Table

6; its study to identify sizeable communities in which there

is no public two-year college; and projections of average en-

rollments in public two-year institutions by state. Although

the Commission believes the maximum optimum size of community

colleges to be 5000 day enrollments, several states already ex-

ceed that average size and some have policies calling for even

larger institutions. On the other hand, some colleges in sparsely

populated areas may not be able to reach the minimum size of

2000 day students as advocated by the Commission. These state

differences are reflected in the Commission's estimates of

needed new community colleges by 1980 as shown in Map 1.

Planning for the development of entirely new colleges is

-only part of the challenge ahead. Existing institutions will

grow in size in order to accommodate, along with new colleges,

the anticipated enrollments. In brief, facilities will be

needed for at least an additional million full-time equivalent

students in the 1970's.

Estimations of New Faculty Needs 

Assumptions and Nation-wide Estimations:

Various assumptions may be used in projecting needed new

faculty for community colleges. The use of equivalent full-time

enrollments divided by expected ratios of students—to teachers
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seems most defensible. Nevertheless, consideration must also

be given to the gross number of students to be served in view

of heavy part-time enrollments in the community colleges. In

addition, some estimation of teacher turn-over must be made.

Table 5 shows the translation of these assumptions into the

estimated number of teachers needed for community colleges in

1975 and 1980, and the number of new teachers at those same times.

By 1975 a total of from 85,000 to 107,000 teachers will be

needed for the nation's community colleges, and between 103,000

and 128,000 by 1980. The number of new teachers, including re-

placements, should range from 41,000 to 50,000 by 1975, and from

71,000 to 89,000 by the end of the decade.

CONCLUSION

The Nation takes seriously the achievements and claims

of the two-year colleges. As political and eduAtional leaders

seek to solve many of the problems of quality and equality in

our society, the community college gets star billing. Although

many are concerned about the gap between the role expectations

for this newest segment of higher education and the resources

currently available at local, state, and federal levels, no

other institution is so potentially able to do the job. In -

reviewing the current status and future of the two-year college

in America, Medsker and Tillery conclude that:

Its supreme test is yet to come, perhaps during the

decade of the 70's. Almost certainly the period

immediately ahead will bring profound social changes
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and there will be a need which exceeds even that

of prior years for an institution like the com-

munity college. For it to respond to these changes

will require the greatest possible input on the

part of those individuals within its institutions

as well as those who occupy leadership positions

in government and other segments of education

(Medsker and Tillery, 1970).
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TABLE 5

ESTIMATED TOTAL FACULTY AND NEW FACULTY FOR
COMMUNITY COLLEGES FROM 1970 TO 1975 AND TO 1980a

TOTAL FULL-TIME

1975
STUDENT/FACULTY RATIO

20:1 25:1

1980
STUDENT/FACULTY RATIO

20:1 25:1

EQUIVALENT FACULTY 107,000 85,000 128,000 103,000

ESTIMATE p TOTAL
FACULTY u 118,000 94,000 140,000 113,000

NEW FTE FACULTY 32,000 26,000 54,000 43,000

TOTAL NEW FACULTY 35,000 29,000 59,000 47,000

REPLACEMENT
FACULTY c 15,000 12,000 30,000 24,000

TOTAL ADDITIONAL
FACULTY NEEDED 50,000 41,000 89,000 71,000

Source: Medsker, Leland L. and Dale Tillery. The Two-Year College in
America, to be published by McGraw-Hill, Summer, 1970.

a These estimations are based on Projection C of equivalent full-time
enrollments as discussed on page 33.

Since FTE faculty do account for most faculty needed for part-time
programs, only 10% of FTE faculty of 1970 has been added and rounded
to thousands.

An average teacher longevity of 25 years' is assumed in estimating re-
placements.
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Dr. CANFIELD. Unfortunately these projects, as reliable and valid
as they may be, obscure an essential and fundamental fact. The fact
is that community colleges develop and grow not because of support
but because of continuing demands for the services they provide.
The community college has not been a phenomenal success because of
what it is, but because of what it does.
And it does meet the needs of a wide variety of people. Our

growth should be compared with other institutions. National data is
not available, so I will again apologize for using data from my own
State.
In the State of Washington, the number of students served by

4-year public schools has decreased from 54.6 percent in 1953 to 48.6
percent in 1968.
In the private 4-year institutions, a decrease of from 22 percent in

1963 to 14.8 percent in 1968. The slack was picked up by the 2-year
community colleges, showing a 50-percent increase in the proportion
of service.
From 23 percent in 1963, it is up to over one-third in 1968.
Our student population averages 26 years old in the State of

Washington, and the median number of credit hours carried is on
the order of six.
The vast majority of our students are part-time students, taking

courses in the day and evening, working during the day.
In spite of all the data, in spite of the booming success and con-

tinued demands, and as improbable as it seems, there is no advocate,
no office for the community colleges in the Office of Education.
Improbable as it is, despite the records of the community colleges,

there is no bureau, no division, no branch within the Bureau of
Higher Education.
Equally 

improbable, 
there are no funds set aside for our specific

exclusive use. Improbable as it is, the community college participates
in only six of the 24 higher educational support programs by the
Office of Education. While community college people are still pretty
naive and inexperienced in the ways of politics, and the techniques
for influencing legislative bodies, one thing is crystal clear, and its
nonpartisan and nonpolitical, the Federal Government is not provid-
ing programs or support an appropriate relative level for the com-
munity colleges.
I would like to show you, Senator, the specific data in the State of

Washington in the last two bienniums. In 1967 to 1969, the Federal
share of the total operating budget of the 25 community colleges in
the State of Washington was 11 percent.
That includes all vocational education money, AIDTA money, title

I money. It does not include loans, and it does not include any capi-
tal funds. It is strictly operating budget money.
Senator WILLIAMS. When you say loans, you mean students loans?
Dr. CANFIELD. Right, the money itself is not here. Work study

money is included but not any loan money.
The State produced 73.7 percent, with 15 percent coming from

student fees virtually exclusively. In 1969-1971, the State increased
its share of the budget from $65 to $100 million, roughly a 50-per-
cent increase, and picked up 82 percent.
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The local share was reduced to 10 percent, but the Federal share
actually decreased in dollars from $9.7 million to $9.4 million and
the percentage dropped to 7.7. We find it very difficult in the State
of Washington to try to determine the basis upon which such reduc-
tions or such a drop in percentage support from the Federal Gov-
ernment in existing programs can be explained or justified.
In 1965 I helped introduce a major revised approach to instruc-

tion at a community college in Michigan. Despite weeks of proposal
effort we did not receive one dime of support from the Federal Gov-
ernment. Now in the State of Washington we are struggling to de-
vise better ways for more students to achieve more learning in less
time at less cost—and again, we are doing it ourselves—without sub-
stantial Federal support. There does not seem to be any way for us
to get help under present law.
Let me give you examples of programs we are trying to establish.

We have put half a million dollars in a minority affairs consortium.
The State of Washington has funded the curbstone counseling

units in which counselors go to the people, the pool halls and the al-
leys to encourage minority students to take advantage of a commu-
nity college education.
We have a mobile classroom and daycare center. This is in two

parts of the Seattle area and we have through the Bureau of Indian
Affairs a program to do job training on an Indian reservation.
We operate major programs in the Walla Walla prison, without

Federal support. We have a center service area in our Seattle cam-
pus that tries to coordinate all services available to disadvantaged.
We have a statewide move to student centered self-instructional

learning systems.
We have at least in one district, intensive efforts to develop off-site

instructional materials for the use of the geographically disadvan-
taged, the farm people who can't find access to a community college.
This is being done, not with Federal support funds for community

colleges, but with State of Washington funds and with students fees.
The community colleges richly deserve, and even desperately re-

quire, specific tailored Federal recognition and support. The com-
munity colleges need a full complement of staff to provide assistance
and support in the Office of Education and who will work with and
through State agencies whenever possible.
This year, thanks to you and your interest in us, we have our first

clearcut opportunity to influence legislation that would recognize us
as a meaningful part of education. It is a moving honor for any one
of us to be a part of that historic event.

State planning, to me, is not something done in the ivory tower of
the State capitol. It should reflect the needs of the State, using
available resources within the State. The State plan for community
college service should meet the needs of the State not being met, or
which could not be met more effectively or efficiently with other
agencies.
We need facilities to replace our abandoned high schools, our sec-

ond-shift high school operations, our collegiate inspired classroom
complex.
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We need legislation that recognizes and accepts varying State or-
ganization and implementation. In the State of Washington we have
a single agency for the receipt, administration, and accounting of
Federal funds—we call it the Governor.
We don't need more regional offices extending Federal influence—

we need more coordination of Federal and State agencies trying to
cope with the same problems.
It now appears that our current capital resources may leave us as

much as 17 million short. I have on my desk, in Olympia, a request
for over 140 million worth of capital facilities for the coming bien-
nium alone, and I have zero resources.
We need legislation that will stimulate the development and use

of new forms of learning opportunities for the disadvantaged, the
ghettos, the geographically isolated.

Recently the State of Washington was one of the then few States
to receive an 0E0 grant to help the State plan services for the dis-
advantaged. While the grant is small, it is an opportunity and a
challenge. I think that while this kind of a grant from 0E0 is
something special, it also provides a challenge and an opportunity
and some recognition to what Dr. Gleazer referred to as the com-
munity college as a social force.
We need support to maintain our vocational and technical pro-

grams and our special programs for the illiterate, the aged and the
handicapped.
As I sit here, and my time passes, I fervently wish I had the will,

wisdom, strength, rhetoric and talent to somehow move the Federal
leadership to help us in the community college field.
I have a letter from Governor Daniel J. Evans the Governor of

the State of Washington, which I think very clearly and very force-
fully indicates his intense interest and support of the community
college movement.
I would ask that permission be given to have that included in the

record.
Senator WILLIAMS. We are pleased to have it, and we will include

it in the hearing record.
(The statement of Governor Daniel J. Evans, and Dr. Canfield

follows:)
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Statement to the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
in Support of Community College Federal Legislation

by
Governor Daniel J. Evans
State of Washington

May 26, 1970

Community colleges have played a major role in higher education in the State
of Washington since 1925. We now have twenty-two institutions providing service
in approximately 200 locations; as such nearly 90 percent of our citizens
are within a half-hour's drive of a community college course.

During the 1960's, the number of community colleges in Washington doubled
while enrollment tripled. The two-year institutions now enroll more students
than the rest of our colleges and universities combined. Obviously, the
community colleges in our state are providing an increasingly large propor-
tion of lower division undergraduate education. The reasons are typical --
relatively lower cost to the student, lack of grade point restrictions, close-
ness to home, relatively smaller classes and a greater emphasis on learning.

Although their provision of lower division college transfer education must not
be overlooked, it is my opinion that community colleges are making their most
important contributions in other areas -- in providing job training for young
people, in serving the special educational needs of disadvantaged and minority
people, in retraining and upgrading the skills of persons already employed.

The Washington State Board for Community College Education has established
the goal that 50 percent of the instructional output of the system will be
devoted to occupational training. For the past three years, community college
vocational enrollment has grown twice as fast as the total community college
enrollment which itself has increased by 71 percent. Currently, Washington
community colleges provide nearly 90 percent of the public post-high school
vocational training in Washington.

For much too long, we have utilized the bulk of our higher education resources
for those seeking a baccalaureate degree despite the fact that less than 20
percent of job opportunities require the four-year college degree. The



1528

community college is ideally suited to providing the career preparation that
the great majority of our citizens require. We must encourage and support
the continued expansion of the community college occupational education
program.

The community college is also well-suited to serve the special needs of the
minority student and the disadvantaged person by virtue of its willingness to
abandon traditional educational methods and attempt new approaches wherever
they are indicated.

Washington community colleges are engaged in a number of special programs for
minority and disadvantaged persons. One college operates an extensive program
of job training for Indians. The program is directed by an Indian, training
takes place on the reservation, and an Indian advisory committee has played
a key role in course and instructor selection. The program won significant
federal funding this year.

Seven Puget Sound area community colleges have formed a consortium to develop
an effective minority program with initial emphasis on Black citizens. A pro-
gram of ethnic studies, minority student and faculty recruitment, counseling,
tutoring and other special services, and job placem2nt is planned. The
consortium seeks special funding from several sources including the Office
of Economic Oppertunity.

Most of Washington's community colleges have increased their activity in
the area of developmental or remedial education. Special centers have been
established to diagnose learning problems and prescribe individualized assis-
tance to bring students to the learning levels required to complete regular
vocational or academic offerings. These programs are essential to the success
of any effort to deal with disadvantaged students.

The contribution of the Washington community college system to adult educa-
tion is also taking on increasing importance. Recent legislation has placed
with the system responsibility for nearly all adult education other than that
performed by four-year colleges. Adult education emphasis is being directed
toward courses that deal with the retraining of employed persons ... an area
that becomes more critical each year in this age of technology.

Community colleges are providing refresher training for physicians and nurses,
business management courses for industrial supervisors, and farm management
courses that take place on the farms of the students. Altogether, nearly
50,000 part-time students are enrolled in about 4,000 adult vocational courses
in Washington this year.

With a population slightly over three million, Washington this year has more
than 100,000 full and part-time students in its community colleges. Community
college enrollment grows at from 10 to 15 percent a year. But the popularity
of community college education is growing faster than the ability of the state
to finance it. This year for the first time, students have been turned away
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from Washington community colleges in significant numbers. More will be

turned away next fall. With the state experiencing serious revenue problems

brought about by the decline in employment of its principal industrial

employer - the aviation industry, the financial picture for community college

education remains cloudy for the 1971-73 biennium.

Yet the minority person, the welfare recipient, the dropout, the underemployed

worker, and the young person in need of vocational training need the programs

the community colleges can offer.

Ironically, it is those programs most needed that are the most expensive --

vocational training, developmental and remedial education, special programs

for the disadvantaged.

Therefore, I urge the Senate to enact legislation that will provide greater

recognition and financial support for the worthwhile and necessary programs

carried on by the community colleges of the State of Washington and the nation.

At the same time, I encourage the Senate to frame any legislation such that

financial support for community colleges will be restricted as little as

possible.

One of the great strengths of the community college is its willingness to

respond quickly and effectively to local needs. The educational needs of a

rural area in Washington are different from those of Seattle, which are

different, in turn, from those of a Chicago suburb, which are not the same

as those in Los Angeles. The community college has become America's fastest

growing education institution due in part to its ability to deal effectively

with local needs.

It would be unfortunate if the first legislation to deal specifically and solely

with community colleges would do harm to the flexibility and local orientation

of the institutions it serves to help.
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TESTIMONY ON THE COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY COLLEGE ACT

July 21, 1970

My name is Albert A. Canfield, I am Director of the Washington State 
system

of community colleges and serving this year as the Chairman of the National

Council of State Directors of Community-Junior Colleges.

From a broad viewpoint, this nation's community colleges find themselves

in an improbable if not impossible situation. They are in an imptobable sitn-

ration because it would be very difficult to predict that such a major
 and well

established element of our educational structure could exist for such
 an ex-

tended period of time, growing at such an astonishing rate, pro
viding such

extensive post-high school educational opportunities to so many 
millions of

Americans, while being virtually ignored in federal education legisla
tion.

Many of my fellow State Directors have acute continuing day-to-day op
por-

tunities to perceive the vital and unique role and function of the com
munity

college. The community college is the best chance for many Americans, the o
nly

chance for hundreds of thousands of others, and the badly needed s
econd chance

for thousands more who have been disappointed with other educational 
programs.

The community college is a distinctive American institution and ou
r

people's brightest hope for post high school educational democrati
zation. One

of my purposes here today is to convey the urgency of community college cir-

cumstances. That urgency is apparent if you'll examine the community college

in both its ideal and real context.

The comprehensive community college provides some educational experiences

like a four-year college; some like a high school; and some programs like
 a

technical institute or vocational school. These similarities combine to make
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It n uniquely powerful educational institution.

There is a strong conviction in the community colleges that our period of

adolescence is over; that the time for our emancipation is here. We tire of

our role as little brother to the four-year colleges and universities, and as

little brother in vocational education. Something over 2 million of us feel

that our service, our size, and our circumstances clearly justify an emanci-

pation, an emancipation like that proposed in Senate Bill 1033 or what we have

come to call the "Williams Bill".

Let me recite some of the reasons why we feel such a sense of urgency in

this matter, why we appear so impatient and uneasy to win an identity of our

own.

B. Lamar Johnson, Professor of Education at UCLA, has written that the

ideal of a democracy is to permit each individual to be educated to the level

of his highest potential. He also points out that we as individuals differ

widely in both the level and type of our abilities. If a democracy is to

achieve its educational ideal, educational opportunities must be provided which

meet the requirements of people of widely varying abilities and circumstances.

I know of no clearer or more precise statement of the purpose and role of the

community college than that.

K. Patricia Cross of the University of California Center for Research and

Development in Higher Education, has pointed out that "two social forces stand

out above all others in creating a distinctive identity of the community colleges

(1) the demand of an increasingly egalitarian society for the democratization

of higher education, and (2) the need of a technological society for a better

educated citizenry. In combination these pressures have culminated in a national

commitment to universal post-secondary education. To accept this goal, however,

is to accept the responsibility to provide meaningful education for all who wish



1533

to continue their education". Frankly, the acceptance of the responsibility

to serve all persons--regardless of their social, cultural, or educational

background--with relevant, low cost, high quality education has brought the

community college a widening recognition as a truly comprehensive institution

and the well deserved title of "People's College".

High school students have been historically sorted into three groups.

First, there are the high performance students who are actively encouraged to

pursue a program in a baccalaureate granting institution. Second, those students

performing at a lower level (or who lack the economic means to go to a four-

year college) are encouraged to enroll in technical institutes, private schools,

and similar short-term programs designed to provide the individual with a job

skill. Third, there are the millions of students in this country who have

neither the counselling, the opportunity, nor the finances necessary to pursue

either of these courses after their departure from the public schools.

The community colleges serve all three of these groups, and others, through

its "open door" attitude and philosophy.

The wide range and character of the individuals served by the community

colleges has been documented by Dr. Tillery, professor of education at the

University of California. He examined a large sample of students attending

community colleges and compared them with the students attending four-year in-

stitutions. He found that in tests of academic ability the junior colleges had

49 per cent of their students from the bottom half of the high school class.

For the four-year institutions studied, only 15 per cent of the students were

from the bottom half of the high school class. Dr. Tillery also found that

52 per cent of the community college students came from families in the bottom

half of all families in income, while only 39 per cent of the four-year college

students came from homes of this economic level. This despite major differences
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in scholat.hirs and other forms of student aid. I believe that the community

college is the only institution of higher education that is eagerly and success-

fully meeting the acute socio-educational needs of our minorities, our under-

achievers, our late bloomers - our non-elite.

The opportunity to help students normally considered outside the college

quality zone excites and stimulates the thousands of faculty and administrators

now engaged in the community college effort as I know it excites you. For

too many years, the children of the economically, culturally, or geographically

disadvantaged have been denied access to post-high school educational experience.

Dr. Tillery's study, for example, has shown that 82 per cent of the children

of professional fathers are now attending college. Even more startling is the

fact that over half of those children are enrolled in private colleges and

universities. During the past decade, the great increases in college entrance

have been from the high socio-economic and ability levels. The four-year

colleges and universities have just about reached the saturation point from

this segment of society alone.

The students of the future must be those who score lower on both measures

of ability and socio-economic status. The comprehensive community college

continues to strive to maintain the lowest possible cost to such students while

providing a comprehensive set of educational program options. That is ex-

tremely difficult. Although two-year colleges represent approximately one-third

of the total post-high school student population (a proportion growing dramatic-

ally each year) the community college's share of Federal student aid funds is

dangerously low -- 4 per cent of national defense student loan funds, only

6 per cent of educational opportunity loans and only 15 per cent of college

work study assistance.

The community colleges in this country have begun to achieve the democrati-
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zation of higher education. They have done this without substantive federal

pqpistance or recognition. You have heard the community college described

as comprehensive. It is possible, perhaps probable, that you have tired of

our use of that word. In the face of that possible feeling, I would like to

expand the traditional view of "comprehensiveness". Generally, the term

comprehensive refers to the variety of programs offered. Often, for example,

our programs range from remedial reading to theoretical physics. We offer

programs in welding and watch-making, anthropology, and literature. We are

comprehensive in courses and programs. But we are comprehensive in other

equally important ways.

For example, the community colleges are comprehensive in a geographic

sense. They have not as yet reached the monolithic proportions of the typical

state university. In the State of Washington, for example, the community

colleges enroll about the same number of students as the state colleges and

universities combined, but they do this by providing educational facilities

for people in their local areas. In the State of Washington, about 85 per cent

of the people live within 30 minutes of community college service. That kind

of geographic comprehensiveness extends opportunities for post-high school

education to thousands who would otherwise have no such opportunities - but it

requires uniquely major capital investment and support.

The community college has a comprehensive student body. It is not uncommon,

for example, to find youngsters just out of high school in classes with re-

tired people, with bankers, merchants, salesmen, and other working people of

the community who seek retraining or upgrading or who simply are taking courses

because of a need to satisfy their basic human intellectual curiosity - but

it also requires a mature and well trained faculty oriented to serve students.
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Serving students from widely varying backgrounds and of widely differing

age, ability, and interest levels, the community college provides a sort of

micro-community which parallels the civic environment in which students are

involved in non-college hours. The student body often includes representa-

tives of the professions and the trades, the black and the white, the old and

the young, the ready and the reluctant. This comprehensive student population

provides a real world character that can be described as rebellion reluctant.

National data, such as Cross's research, indicates that the commonity college

is less violence prone.

The community college is comprehensive in terms of its physical plant.

Community college services are provided on typical, if incomplete campuses,

on second floors of partially used buildings, in church basements, in grange

halls, in high schools during the late afternoon and evening and, though rarely,

on the grounds of private or public four-year institutions.

In the State of Washington, there is a strong trend toward the use of

relocatable structures, mobile units, and innovative instructional procedures

which will enable us to take education closer to the people in more economical

forms. In one of our community college districts, the board will offer a

comprehensive community college program without a campus. They will achieve

this by combining the use of available civic resources--both facilities and

faculty. This facilitycomprehensiveness requires continued operating support

and federal commitment to such innovations.

A final aspect of comprehensiveness concerns civic involvement. Due to the

extensive use of advisory committees who provide continuing counsel and guidance

on vocational programs, the involvement of individuals from the local community

college district as board members, and the involvement of numerous citizens

in a wide variety of civic and cultural activities, the community college is
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designed to identify and react to local problems and needs. But this requires

funds for new program starts and flexible budget situations.

In combination, this comprehensiveness of programs, facilities, students,

and civic involvement produces a powerful educational climate as evidenced

by its dramatic growth in enrollments and services. Community college students

are occupied in an adult setting in an adult way - but this imposes some unique

demands on its supporting public.

While numerous scholars on our nation's major campuses are talking about

relevant education and student involvement, the community colleges are quietly

attending to them. While education has contended that it is the student who

fails, it is becoming increasingly apparent to the community college faculty

that it is the institution that fails. The college must be made to fit the

student rather than to insist that the student find means of fitting the college.

Astonishingly, the growth and vitality of the community college has occurred

in the virtual absence of federal support. Historically, community colleges

were locally funded, but increasing pressures on local taxes (particularly on

real estate tax) has forced more and more reliance on state funding. Some 25

of our 50 states now have shared state-local financing and governance. The

State of Washington has about 80 per cent state funding for the operating

budget. The trend toward increased state funding is evident, but state finan-

cing hasn't and can't provide all the answers.

Dale Tillery, whose report "A College for Everyman" has already been

mentioned, cites the view of John K. Folger who prepared a working paper on

the community colleges for the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education as

follows:

...the combination of inadequate planning, insufficient

resources, non-comprehensive programs, and competition from

other institutions will limit the development of community
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colleges in 20-25 states during the next decade, unless
positive incentives are provided by the federal govern-
ment to help overcome these problems.

Tillery then points out that, "In spite of these limitations, the pace of

community college development to 1980 will closely parallel that of the past

decade in reference to enrollment growth and the development of new insti-

tutions."

Unfortunately, these projections - as reliable and valid as they may be -

obscure an essential and fundamental fact. The fact is that cmununity collpseg

develop and grow not because of support, but because of continuing demands for

the services they provide. The community college has not been a phenomenal

success because of what it is, but because of what it does.

Yet, in spite of this booming success and major role, and as improbable as

it seems, there is no advocate for the community colleges in the Office of

Education. Improbable as it is, despite the record of the community colleges,

there is no bureau, no division, no branch within the bureau of higher education.

Equally improbable, there is no fund set aside for our specific and exclusive

use. Improbable as it is, the community colleges participate in only 6 of the

24 higher education institutional support programs administered by the Office

of Education.

Community college people are still pretty naive and inexperienced in the

ways of politics, and the techniques for influencing legislative bodies. But

one thing is crystal clear and its non-partisan and non-political - the Federal

government is not providing programs or support at an appropriate relative

level for the community colleges.

In 1965 I helped introduce a major revised approach to instruction at a

community college in Michigan. Despite weeks of proposal effort we didn't

receive one dime of support from the Federal government. Now, in the State of
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Washington we're struggling to devise better ways for more students to achieve

more learning in less time at less cost - and again, we're doing it ourselves -

without Federal support. There doesn't seem to be any way for us to get help

under present law.

This has been called the golden moment for community colleges. This year

we have our first opportunity to influence leglislation which would recognize

us as a meaningful part of education. It is a moving honor to be part of that

event. Let this be our time. This year, with this Congress, with a new

administration which has indicated a strong interest in and the desire to suppoLL

the community colleges.

The community colleges richly deserve and desperately require specific

tailored Federal recognition and support. The community colleges need a full

complement of staff to provide assistance and support in the Office of Education

and who will work with and through State agencies whenever possible.

We need legislation which will give us time to plan and prepare for an

ordetly and effective expansion of our services and facilities.

We need facilities to replace our abandoned high schools, our second shift

high school operations, our collegiate-inspired classroom complexes.

We need legislation that recognizes and accepts varying state organization

and implementation. In the State of Washington, we have a single agency for

the receipt, administration, and accounting of Federal funds - we call it

"the governor". We don't need more regional offices extending Federal influence

we need more coordination of Federal and state agencies trying to cope with

the same problems.

We need legislation that will stimulate the development and use of new forms

of learning opportunities for the disadvantaged, the ghettos, the geographically

isolated.
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We need support to maintain our vocational/technical programs and our

special programs for the illiterate, the aged, the handicapped.

We need support for the community colleges and the millions of people they

serve in this troubled nation, and we need that support this session, this

year, so we can help you resolve some of our difficulties.

Oh but for the will, the strength, the rhetoric, the talent to move

Federal leadership to help us.

Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT J. LEO, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE
CHANCELLOR OF THE DALLAS COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE DIS-
TRICT, DALLAS, TEX., AND MEMBER AAJC COMMISSION ON
LEGISLATION, DALLAS, TEX.

Dr. LEO. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here today to ex-
press my views on the historic Comprehensive Community College
Act. I would like to give you a local view. I would like to talk about
the local scene mainly because what Drs. Gleazer and Canfield have
mentioned may be brought into sharper focus by bringing these
things home.
Home for me is the Dallas County Junior College District—a

multicollege district under the leadership of Dr. Bill J. Priest in
Dallas, Tex. Texas has had a long history of junior colleges.

Currently 42 districts are located within its boundaries. One of
these schools was founded over 100 years ago, while two of the
schools experienced its first enrollees in September 1969. All the col-
leges are part of a comprehensive plan to provide low cost accessible
education to the residents of Texas.
In Texas, as in many States, the community colleges serve a spe-

cific geographical area, serving local residents and responding to
local needs.
That the community college is local in nature is probably its

greatest asset.
As a local institution it can adapt to the changing local environ-

ment.
Enrollment in these institutions vary widely, with two having

fewer than 500 students and one with over 13,000. The most obvious
and probably the most significant characteristic, is that from 1965
through 1968 enrollment in public junior colleges increased by 66.5
percent, 52,394 students to 87,093 students. Even more significant is
the fact that more than 22,000 students of 34,788 differences were en-
rolled in schools that were not operating in 1965.
Senator Yarborough has made a comment concerning the lateness

of public junior colleges in large urban areas in the State of Texas,
and Dallas recognized this by establishing a comprehensive system
in 1965.
The pressure from increased enrollments in Texas has resulted in

pressure for more facilities. Dallas County Junior College District
opened its first campus in a converted downtown department store.
During this past semester, we have enrolled 7,620 students, or 4,784
full-time equivalent.
We received no Federal support for the conversion of our facili-

ties. In September we will open two more campuses. Of the approxi-
mately $24 million allocated for these campuses, only $2.6 million
will come from Federal sources.
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The construction financial problems of Dallas are reflected in the
State of Texas as a whole. In fiscal year 1970 the requests to the
State agency for Federal funds under HEFA, title I exceeded $14
million. The State allocation was only $2.2 million.
I am submitting for the record, an exhibit which graphically por-

trays the facilities plight of junior colleges in Texas—a plight
which I am sure is being duplicated fiftyfold.
A plight that Dr. Canfield talked about in the State of Washing-

ton. The exhibit is available for the record.
Senator WILLIAMS. All right, it will be included.
(The document referred to follows:)
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EXHIBIT I

During the period of time when the requests for federal funds for construction

were becoming larger and while the Congress was increasing the eligible

federal share from 40% to 50%, the appropriations for HEFA, Title I program

were actually cut by 60% from 1967 to 1970. In addition, inflation and the

withholding of the funds by the Bureau of the Budget increased the cost of

construction by approximately 1% monthly.

SECTION 103:

FY 1968 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $10,190,229
$25,475,574 Federal Funds Allocated - -3,572,262

Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $ 6,617,967

Of Federal Money requested only 1 out of 3 dollars were funded;
64.9% of requests not funded. In a program designed for 40%
federal participation--the appropriation level amounted to only
14% of the eligible development cost in Texas.

FY 1969 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $12,756,223
$25,512,447 Federal Funds Allocated - -4,418,353 

Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $ 8,337,870

65 , 3% of requests not funded. In a program now designed as a
50-50 matching program, the Federal funds were only 17.3%
of the eligible development cost in Texas.

FY 1970 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $14,259,877
$28,519,755 Federal Funds Allocated -  - 2,278,572 

Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $11, 981,305

84.0% of requests not funded. In a program designed for 50%
federal participation, the appropriation level amounted to only
7.9% of the eligible development cost in Texas. Out of every
$6.50 requested only $1 was funded due to lack of Federal funds.
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Dr. LEO. There is much talk about the lack of local initiative and
commitment yet, in Tarrant County, the voters cast their ballots for
$18,144,000 in construction moneys; in Dallas County in 1965, the
voters passed a $41.5 million bond issue plus a 30 cents tax for the
operations of the district.
These local success stories have been repeated in other parts of the

country. For example the junior college district in St. Louis, Mo.,
was brought into existence by the passage of a $47,200,000 bond
issue by a 3 to 1 majority.
While local communities were responding to the need for low cost

quality education little was heard from the Federal level to relieve
the taxpayers.
The generous funding which is envisioned by the Comprehensive

Community College Act for the purposes of establishing and ex-
panding community colleges, will go far to meet the pending crisis
in construction in community colleges facilities; not only in Texas,
but the Nation as a whole, and in turn, will relieve the burden of
local taxpayers.
I would recommend however that a provision be made for institu-

tions to lease temporary facilities during their initial and expansion
phases.
Too often we forget that many junior colleges in their beginning

period are in need of temporary facilities in order to immediately
serve their constituents.
Such a provision would enable these colleges, especially in urban

areas, where cost of building new facilities in certain sections of the
cities are prohibitive, to begin operation and again thus release local
money for planning and construction.
In addition I would recommend an incentive provision which

would allocate funds to the States for distribution to those urban
community colleges which decide to locate in a downtown business
area or an urban renewal area. Such funds could be used for the
purchase of buildings or land, rental space or planning facilities
which would complement the selected site.
Senator, I was born and raised in Paterson, N.J., and I returned.

to Paterson in February. I could not help but feel what a commu-
nity college could do for the downtown area, which is currently serv-
ing a Spanish-speaking population and a black population.
With the incentives provision, a private college, such as Tombrock

College which now exists in Paterson, could relocate its facilities to
serve the population, where the population exists.
In Dallas we have done this. The first campus to open was El

Centro College. We located downtown for accessibility and con-
verted an old department store, and we feel this kind of provision in
any legislation would be beneficial.
These recommendations, a leasing provision and location incentive

provision, will have a great impact, not only in meeting the local
needs, but also aid in bringing urban areas back to life. For a com-
munity college must be part of a community, not stand apart from a
community.
The enrollment crush that Dr. Gleazer referred to raises the ques-

tion, "Why are so many individuals attending community colleges?"
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One student summed it up when he said, "This scene is a whole new
bag!"
And I must agree. It is a new bag because the community college

is accessible and inexpensive, and has open-door admissions, offers
academic transfer courses, occupational technical training, develop-
mental or basic studies programs, noncredit community service
courses and emphasizes counseling as an integral (not separate) part
of its function.
Community colleges are accessible. Look at the urban areas—St.

Louis, Dallas, Fort Worth, Seattle, Cleveland, and Kansas City,
Kans., are all multicampus districts. Located where the people are,
these urban complexes are providing comprehensive programs for all
residents in their areas.
Community colleges will not only be found in urban areas; we can

also find them in rural areas where accessibility to education would
be nonexistent without them.

Alice Lloyd College, an independent college, in Pippa Passes, Ky.,
under the dynamic leadership of President William Hayes, who will
appear before this committee, is doing extensive work with the
"Hill" people in Appalachia.
In Arizona the first community college to serve American Indians

in his community is Navajo Community College. In essence com-
munity colleges are where the people are.
The "community" in community college is probably as important,

if not more important than the term college. The community college
is an extension of the local area.
It responds, acts

' 
and reacts with the local populace while serving

State and national needs. As open door, comprehensive community
colleges, in which enrollment is limited only by space, urban com-
munity colleges have maintained a posture designed to meet the
needs of the individual and community.
In credit programs, the Dallas County Junior College district, for

example, accept; graduates of an accredited high school or its equiv-
alent, the general equivalency diploma or mature adults (21 years or
over) who are not graduates of high school.

Further, non-high school graduates less than 21 years of age are
admitted on probation. There are no specific requirements for com-
munity service or noncredit programs.
Such requirements are typical of comprehensive community col-

leges throughout the United States. An open door policy means open
admissions. Thus the appeal of the community college may well rest
on its willingness to give an individual the opportunity to explore
and pursue a continuing educational program.
Within the open-door context, the community junior college has

been and will continue to be a vehicle for career choice for the indi-
vidual who, for whatever reason, may find himself classified as low
achiever, dropout, hard-core unemployed, unemployable, et cetera.
Programs which address themselves to these kinds of individuals are
consistent with the open-door policy of the community junior college
in order to insure that the open door does not become a revolving
door.
Programs such as guided studies or basic studies were started by

community colleges in order to provide the development of skills in
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individuals who, for whatever reason, find themselves in the cate-
gory of disadvantaged.
These students have had poor educational background, few have

experienced success, few had strong, positive relationships with
adults in an educational setting.
The educational experience for most of them has been 12 years of

repetitious learning exercises, meaningless almost from the begin-
ning.
In sum, they appear to be out of step.
These students come to us looking for an opportunity to begin

again. During the spring semester, 400 students were enrolled in the
guided studies program at El Centro in the Dallas County Junior
College district.
In our sister city, Fort Worth, the enrollment was 390. More could

have been accepted if we were not limited by physical space. These
programs are part of our educational program which is based on, as
stated previously, open-door admissions, which give all individuals
an opportunity to find themselves.
We receive no Federal support for this program. In fact we receive

little State support for this program. It is a necessary program, it
will continue to be necessary, and we will continue to offer it; for it
is our view in the community college that no individual is a "loser"
and every individual is salvageable; every individual deserves a
chance.
One factor which seems to play an important role in bringing stu-

dents to community colleges is concern for the individual. Commu-
nity colleges of the seventies recognize that education is for the stu-
dents.
Much is said about relevance today. Media has exploited the term.

Students have made it a rallying word. Yet it is a word that is
crucial to providing education to all people.

Relevance is a personal thing. It implies that which is necessary to
make an individual a better person. It implies that which will make
the individual a productive and contributing individual. It implies
concern for others.

Individuals who enter the community college see an institution
that is concerned with their welfare; concerned with their interests;
concerned with their abilities. Counseling in the community college,
which was alluded to previously, attempts to work with theindivid-
ual through the critical decisions which will affect his life.
It is the counseling function that attempts to enhance relevance

and extend the classroom from the institution to the outside world.
One point we seem to forget in dealing with students is that from

age 13 they become decisionmakers. We are concerned here with the
decisions they will make on this educational progress.
These are just some of the reasons that account for the increased

enrollments in community colleges. True there are many others. Dr.
Canfield and Dr. Gleazer have talked about geographic considera-
tions and others.
But high enrollments alone do not justify the support of commu-

nity colleges—it is what happens to the individual as an individual
while in the community college setting that provides the strongest
justification.
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In order to continue to fulfill our commitment to our communities
we at the local level are turning to the State and Federal govern-
ments for financial relief. The local tax dollar has been stretched to
its limits.
The introduction of the Comprehensive Community College Act

has already had a far-reaching effect on those of us in the day-to-
day world of community colleges. The community colleges had vir-
tually despaired of winning equal treatment in Federal programs as
currently staffed and conducted. The myriad of programs, the lack
of coordination, the lengthy and at times, over-restrictive guidelines,
the proliferation of forms, the unresponsiveness of Federal officials,
had created a stayaway attitude on the part of community colleges.
As a result of your bill community colleges are beginning to find a

more receptive ear in Federal agencies. Just let me cite a few exam-
ples. In 1969 only 1.6 percent of EPDA, title V—E money went di-
rectly to community colleges. In 1970 almost 20 percent of the total
funds were awarded directly to community colleges.

Guidelines are being rewritten in such programs as "Talent
Search," "Special Services for the Disadvantaged," and other pro-
grams to include a fair share for community colleges.
Even the National Science Foundation, that great tower of acade-

mia, is recognizing that we do exist. It is a beginning, but the future
is upon us and we need more funds to fulfill our role in the com-
munity.
One other point concerning Federal agencies—it is difficult to

understand why DHEW, with 10 regional offices, insists on keeping
almost 90 percent of its personnel based in Washington, D.C.
When the problems of the community college within a specific re-

gion can be understood by individuals based in that locale, there is a
certain hypocrisy in the fact that personnel from Washington, D.C.,
are making decisions which could be better made by individuals in
the regions.
I urge that the regional offices of HEW, as Dr. Gleazer has rec-

ommended as well, include amongst its personnel individuals who
understand the function and operations of the community colleges.
By being placed in the region, they will be accessible to the local

institutions for technical assistance and help in working well
through the Federal process.
If decentralization is the basic philosophy of the administration

and the Federal Government the authorization for the disbursing of
funds, and anproval of projects should be in the regional offices.
We have heard promises from the administration about their at-

tempt to provide more for the community colleges.
Senator WILLIAMS. Your appraisal of the administration was

added in your prepared statement?
Dr. LEO. Yes; that was added.
Senator WiLmAms. I raise that, because at the conclusion I was

going to ask all of you for an appraisal of what the administration
has suggested in the whole area of community colleges, and I will
say it now, because I was going to say it later.
There was early promise that the administration was going to be a

strong force in this area. Personally, I have been disappointed. I
wondered whether you could give me your appraisals. In my open-
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ing statement, which is in the record since I did not read it, I said
that it seems to me that in this legislative posture, Congress is going
to have the action and initiative resting on it.
If you have an evaluation I would like to have it. It does not have

to be at the table today, you can submit them later for the record.
Excuse me for the interruption.
Dr. LEO. A separate office for community colleges, as envisioned by

your bill, will go far to give these institutions visibility and create
an awareness on the problems and prospects unique to the commu-
nity college. Through such an awareness some of the problems out-
lined above may be alleviated.
Some changes in existing legislation would go far to help the com-

munity colleges in their quest. For example, student financial aid
programs as they exist do not meet the needs of the community col-
lege student.
On this point Dr. Alice Thurston, director of institutional re-

search and planning, stated in a letter to me on June 8.
Federal student financial aid is calculated on the unrealistic assumption that

the student lives at home where his parents provide room and board. The av-
erage age of students in our day program is 24, thus for many this assumption
is very unrealistic.

Also the assumption that loans are a good solution is not justified as many
people have pointed out; disadvantaged students and junior college students
generally do not want loans, to borrow money requires greater confidence in
one's future than our freshman typically have. With sophomores who are now
making satisfactory progress, it may be a different story.

To support Dr. Thurston's story, I might add that during the
spring semester of 1970 the average age of our student population at
the Dallas County Junior College district was 26. Many of these
students are married and supporting families. Thus a change in stu-
dent financial aid programs is warranted to meet this segment of the
population served by the junior colleges.
Further requirements for financial assistance discriminate against

the part-time student. This is a problem for comprehensive commu-
nity colleges which, with their open door policies sometimes have
more than one half of the student body classified as part-time.
For example, Tarrant County Junior College district (Fort

Worth, Tex.) had an enrollment of 8,347 in the spring of 1970—of
this total enrollment 4,652 or .more than 55 percent were part time.
In the metropolitan junior college district in Kansas City, of 6,053

students approximately 60 percent were classified as part-time. In
my own district in Dallas 62 percent of those enrolled during the
spring semester were part-time students.

Provisions must be made in Federal student financial aid pro-
grams to meet the needs of all students.
The high enrollment of part-time students supports Dr. Gleazer's

statement that any formula developed by Congress for disbursing
funds should be based on the number of full time equivalent stu-
dents rather than the number of full-time enrollments.
Another segment of the student population in community colleges

is the community service or noncredit students. A major function of
the community college is to provide enrichment programs to the
general public.
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These courses and/or programs are designed to meet specific
short-term needs articulated by various voices in the community.
These may include such programs as the insurance program for cer-
tification as a CLU, retailing, preparation for the High School
Equivalency Diploma Examination, art, keypunch, forums in social
issues, short courses for operators of day-care centers, nursing re-
fresher courses and the like.
In major urban areas, the community service programs have been

and will continue to be a necessary function of the community col-
lege. In our neighboring city of Fort Worth, Tarrant County served
2,700 individuals in their community service programs.
In Dallas, more than 7,000 individuals have participated in these

courses.
It is ironic that legislation currently on the books, in the name of

Title I, HEA community services and continuing education does not
take into account the myriad of courses that are not college level or
carry no credit.
A redefinition of community services, to include those individuals

who are in need of upgrading their skills or would like to have per-
sonal enrichment or wish to explore career changes, would be benefi-
cial.
We can no longer be content with the image that education must

take place in only the formal structure of college credit programs.
As local instituticns responding to local needs which, in turn, mirror
the State and national needs, the community college must act and
react with its constituents to in order to provide for a more educated
society.
Thus, Senator, as a student said previously, the scene is a whole

new bag.
The community scene is constantly changing, the community col-

leges will continue to adapt to these changes while traveling a road
that helps to prcmote social and educational change. The new bag
today may not be so new tomorrow.
We at the local level look forward to the day when the term "dis-

advantaged" is simply a word from the past; when there are enough
facilities to afford universal access to education, and when education
at all levels is designed for the community at large.
If those of us at the local level who work the scene are to meet the

needs of the community we will need your help. For we believe that
actions must be consistent with the rhetoric; the community college
will remain a part of the community not stand apart from the com-
munity.
Thank you, Senator.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Dr. Leo. We appreciate

your reference to the State of New Jersey. I would like to talk to
you later more specifically about what you have raised in your state-
ment.
This has given us a wealth of material to think about and to put

together as we try to develop a program and refine the legislation
and go on to persuade others that we are moving in the right direc-
tion. Dr. Gleazer, would you describe the community college? Is this
comprehensive community approach to education something that is
indigenous to our country?
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Dr. GLEAZER. The institution, I think, could be so described. I just
recently returned from working with planning commissions in Indo-
nesia, Thailand, India, Kenya, and Ethiopia, where there is a very
definite interest in this concept of an educational institution, because
it is rather traditional in most of the countries I have indicated
where there are two lines.
There is the university hr e, the academic line, to prepare people

for going into the universit tes, and then there is a quite separate
line, the line which prepares them for the occupations, and particu-
larly the technical and semipi ofessional needs and fiends.

Characteristically, these two don't come together, and the student
has to make his choices very early in the game as to what he is
going to do, and to be, and to pass tests to see which line he is going
to follow.

It is very difficult, then, later on, to cross over from one stream to
the other. In our country this concept of bringing these streams to-
gether and a stream of general education as well, extending the in-
stitutions throughout the community in the form of community
services, the concept that here is an educational resource center for
the community to be called upon by citizens throughout his life, as
his needs and interests and problems might justify this, this concept
can, I think, accurately be said to be an American concept.
One reason incidentally why it is looked to with such interest now

by a number of other countries, feeling that this country, this kind
of concept of this can be of utility to them with whatever local cul-
tural adaptations needs to take place is this.

Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Do you have the growth rates for community colleges over the last

decade?
Dr. GLEAZER. Yes, we have those available and will be glad to sub-

mit them for the record.
Some of these are included in the very fine work that has been

done by the Carnegie Commission and I have been quite impressed
by the way the recent reports from that Commission relate, I think,
such a suitable, and in an appropriate fashion, the concerns of this
committee with respect to this bill, and I think it has strengthened
and enhanced the statements of purpose which have been indicated,
sir, in your bill.
But we would be glad to make these growth rates available for

the record.
Senator WILLIAMS. Very good.
(See p. 3 of Dr. Gleazer's prepared statement which appears on p.

1390.)
Senator WILLIAMS. We would appreciate it if you would do that.

I think we ought to include the parts of the Carnegie Report that
will be most helpful to us, or maybe the whole report.
Mr. GLEAZER. It is the "Open Door Policies for Community Col-

leges."
Senator WILLIAMS. I think we ought to include that in our record

at this point.
(The document referred to follows:)
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"The extension of the years of free education through the
establishment of local two-year colleges has been the ex-
pression of a new social policy of the nation. Or perhaps
I should say a further thrust of an old policy. For one could
simplify the history of American public education in the
last hundred years by noting the steps in the movement
to make universal the opportunities hitherto open only to
the well-to-do. First came the provision of elementary school-
ing at public expense; then came the free high schools and
efforts to provide instruction for a wide variety of talents
(the widely comprehensive four-year high school); lastly,
the growth of the equally comprehensive public two-year
college, the open-door college, as it has been sometimes
called."

JAMES B. CONANT
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_tioreword

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education will issue its final
report and recommendations in 1972, after all its research projects
have been completed. But many problems in higher education are
urgent and need early action. The Commission submits special re-
ports on such matters as soon as it has had an opportunity to review
the relevant issues and develop specific recommendations.
The first such report, Quality and Equality: New Levels of

Federal Responsibility for Higher Education, appeared in Decem-
ber, 1968. It focused upon the essential role the federal government
should play in preserving margins of academic excellence and ex-
panding educational opportunity. A supplement to this report was
published in June, 1970.
Our second report, A Chance to Learn: An Action Agenda for

Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, appeared in March, 1970.
It concerned the policies that should be followed by all levels of
government and by institutions of higher education to ensure equal-
ity of opportunity for all students, regardless of race or family socio-
economic status.

This third report, The Open-Door Colleges: Policies for Com-
munity Colleges, discusses the role of the community colleges,
which comprise the fastest growing segment of higher education
in the United States, and proposes policies for their future develop-
ment. It presents new projections of enrollment in two-year institu-
tions of higher education on a state-by-state basis to 1980 and on a
national basis to the year 2000, as well as estimates of needs for

additional community colleges by 1980. The report seeks to blend
into a coherent, overall policy the current practices and proposals
Which, on the basis of our experience and careful evaluation, have

the greatest merit.
To the many persons who were consulted and gave us helpful

V
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Foreword vi

suggestions, we wish to express our appreciation. Particularly
valuable contributions were made by Dr. Dale Tillery, associate
professor of education, and director, SCOPE Project, Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education, University of
California, Berkeley; Dr. Leland L. Medsker, director of the Center
for Research and Development in Higher Education, University
of California, Berkeley; and Dr. John K. Folger, executive director,
Tennessee Higher Education Commission. The Medsker-Tillery
volume, The Two-Year College in America, to be published by
McGraw-Hill for the Commission, was a valuable source reference
in the preparation of this report. The enrollment projections were
prepared under the directions of Dr. Gus W. Haggstrom of the
Carnegie Commission staff. We also wish to thank the other mem-
bers of our staff, and most especially Dr. Margaret S. Gordon, for
their work in preparing this report.
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1. Q5)1'ajor rhemes

This report has the following major themes:

1 The community college has proved its great worth to American
society. Community colleges should be available, within commuting
distance, to all persons throughout their lives, except in sparsely
populated areas which should be served by residential colleges.
This will require 230 to 280 new colleges by 1980 (see Appendix A,
Table 5 for state-by-state figures). Prospectively more than 95 per-
cent of all Americans will be within commuting distance of a com-
munity college.

2 The Carnegie Commission favors the comprehensive community
college with academic, occupational, and general education pro-
grams as against more specialized two-year colleges. The compre-
hensive college provides its students with a wider range of options.

3 Community colleges should remain two-year institutions and not
expect to become four-year or graduate institutions. They have an
important role to- play and should not abandon it.

4 Full transfer rights should be provided qualified graduates of com-
munity colleges by comprehensive state colleges and universities.
There should be no artificial ceiling for students with proven aca-
demic ability and interest.

5 Occupational programs should be given the fullest support and
status within community colleges. These programs need to be
flexibly geared to the changing requirements of society. The health-
service professions, in particular, will be expanding rapidly, and
training for many of them can best be given in the community col-
leges.

i
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6 The Carnegie Commission supports open access to the "open-door"
college for all high school graduates and otherwise qualified indi-
viduals (1).1 The community colleges have a particular role to play
in assuring equality of opportunity to all Americans. The Commis-
sion, while supporting open access, does not believe that all young
people either want higher education or can benefit from it. Many
of those who can benefit from higher education and want it would
be better off in other endeavors for a time after high school before
entering higher education. For this latter group, the community
college can stand as a continuing open opportunity over a period
of years.

7 The community college should charge no tuition, or low tuition.

8 Guidance — occupational and personal—is a particularly important
function for the community college, which serves so many students
who are in the process of choosing their lifetime occupations and
their life styles. It is an excellent place for those who are uncertain
about their careers and about their lives to canvass their oppor-
tunities and make their choices.

9 The community college has a special responsibility to enrich the
cultural life of its neighborhood and to be an active center for art,
music and drama, and intellectual discussions.

10 The Carnegie Commission believes that the optimum size of a com-
munity college is 2,000 to 5,000 students. If it is much smaller, it
cannot provide a rounded program at reasonable cost. If it is much
larger, it will compound unnecessarily the problems of commuting
and parking, and it will be less likely to be a part of any single
neighborhood. More people can be served more conveniently by
several colleges of reasonable size than by one large institution.

11 The community college by the nature of its purposes should relate
to its local community and be governed by a local board or, at least,
have a local advisory board.

12 Financing should be increased and equitably shared by federal,
state, and local governments. In particular, the federal government
should provide start-up grants for the additional community col-
leges needed to provide nationwide coverage.

1 See References following Appendix B for complete citations.
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2. community eolleges-rheir
Distinctive Place in QAmerican
Nigher education

The most striking recent structural development in higher education
in the United States has been the phenomenal growth of community
colleges. At the beginning of the present century, there were only
a few two-year college students. By 1960, more than 600,000
students were enrolled in two-year institutions of higher education
and, by 1969, their numbers had grown to almost 2 million, includ-
ing both full-time and part-time students (Chart 1). These students
accounted for nearly 30 percent of all undergraduates and 25 per-
cent of all students in higher education in the nation.
Among the explanations for the rapid advance of the community

colleges are their open-admission policies, their geographic dis-
tribution in many states, and their usually low tuition policies.
They offer more varied programs for a greater variety of students
than any other segment of higher education. They provide a chance
for many who are not fully committed in advance to a four-year col-
lege career to try out higher education without great risks of time
or money. They appeal to students who are undecided about their
future careers and unprepared to choose a field of specialization.
And, last but by no means least, they provide an opportunity for
continuing education to working adults seeking to upgrade their
skills and training.
Community college students are more representative of the col-

lege-age population of the United States than are students in any
other major segment of higher education. They tend to be almost
equally divided between students of above-average and below-
average ability, and the great majority come from families that may
be classified as "moderate" or "high" in terms of occupational level
(Chart 2). They are predominantly from families with average in-
comes. The proportion of students from upper-income families

3
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CHART 1 Enrollment in two-year colleges, United States, 1930-1970
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SOURCE: Adapted from American Council on Education data, with estimated
1970 enrollment.

CHART 2 Characteristics of students in two-year colleges
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tends to be appreciably higher in public four-year institutions and

decidedly higher in private four-year institutions than in two-year

colleges (Chart 3).
Community college students are also representative of their

communities in racial composition. Although, on a nationwide

basis, the proportion of minority-group students in community col-

leges (except for Japanese- and Chinese-Americans) falls short of

their representation in the youthful population, the composition of

the community college student body in individual communities
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tends to reflect the local mix, especially in the northern and western
states (Appendix A, Table 1).

Approximately half of the students in two-year colleges are
adults, ranging in age from 22 to 70 or more, with a median age of
about 25 years (2, p. 108). These students' objectives are predomi-
nantly professional or vocational, and in most cases they are attend-
ing college in order to qualify for a better job. About 45 percent of
the students in two-year institutions are enrolled on a part-time
basis. These include both college-age students who hold jobs and
adults enrolled part-time in day or evening classes. On a full-time
equivalent basis, total enrollment in two-year institutions amounted
to about 1.3 million in 1968, or about 22 percent of all enrollment
in higher education counted on this basis.

There is no doubt that community college enrollment will con-
tinue to grow rapidly in the 1970s. Although enrollment may level
off or decline in the 1980s for demographic reasons, it seems prob-
able that, by the year 2000, enrollment in community colleges will
be substantially above its present level and will account for an even
higher proportion of undergraduate enrollment than it does today.
Community colleges will also be both more numerous and more
broadly distributed geographically.
As growth continues, there will be unsettled issues and problems

relating to community colleges. Among these are (a) how to stimu-
late their growth and development in states that are barely begin-
ning to establish them or have thus far failed to make a beginning;
(b) how to provide more adequate financial support for the com-
munity colleges and to bring about a more equitable distribution of
the financial burden among federal, state, and local governments;
(c) how community colleges can achieve improved quality and, in
many cases, a broader selection of both academic and occupational
programs; (d) how to strengthen the relationships among highly
selective universities and colleges, less selective four-year and five-
year institutions, and nonselective community colleges; (e) how to
ensure that the public community colleges will maintain not only
open access but also low tuition policies; and (f) how to encourage
appropriate private two-year colleges and institutions to become
more comprehensive and to serve community needs in the manner
exemplified by the best of the public community colleges.

In view of the phenomenal growth of the community colleges in
the recent past and the prospect of equally extraordinary growth in
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the next decade, the satisfactory resolution of these unsettled issues
and problems is of importance and urgency for the future of higher
education in the United States. These and other issues are the sub-
ject matter of this report.
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3. rhe Growth and Development
of community colleges

THEIR HISTOR- Community colleges have multiple roots. Their historical develop-
ICAL ROOTS ment helps to explain their special contributions to the diversity

of opportunity in contemporary higher education as well as insti-
tutional differences in commitments and in readiness to make such
contributions.
A tradition of small colleges and academies responsible to local

committees or boards developed early in the United States. Hun-
dreds of them were established in states such as New York, Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, and Indiana. However limited, these early colleges
did seek to prepare men for the occupations which many deemed
most necessary for the new American Society—the clergy and
law and teaching. They were also fundamentally concerned with
the role of education in the formation of values.
The Morrill Act of 1862 and the early land-grant colleges had

profound effects on American higher education that are particularly
apparent in the contemporary community college. The land-grant
movement brought a new kind of education to the people. It rev-
olutionized the curriculum of higher education through its empha-
sis on technology, agriculture, and applied science. The very suc-
cess of land-grant colleges during the past century has modified
their roles and functions. Gradually they became universities, and
many are now national and even international centers for research
and for graduate and professional study. This transformation has
closely paralleled the emergence of comprehensive community
colleges which, in turn, are accepting, reshaping, and extending the
service philosophy of the land-grant movement.
A further influence on two-year college aevelopment was the

advocacy of the bifurcated university at the turn of the century.
William Rainey Harper at the University of Chicago was joined by
other university presidents in supporting the creation of lower-

9
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division institutions. Strongly influenced by the German system

of higher education, these educators sought to free the universities

for their primary functions of advancing knowledge and providing

graduate education and, at the same time, sought to increase op-

portunities for education beyond high school. The plan envisioned

the transfer of the most able "junior college" students to the uni-

versities.
Among the advantages of junior colleges were, according to

President Harper:

The student who was not really fitted by nature to take the higher work

could stop naturally and honorably at the end of the sophomore year.

Many students who might not have the courage to enter upon a course

of four years' study would be willing to do the two years of work before

entering business or the professional school (3, pp. 34-37).

The oldest publicly supported junior college still in existence

was established in Joliet, Illinois in 1901 (4, p. 8). In California,

which developed the most extensive community college system in

the country, the first two-year college was established in Fresno in

1910.
Toward the end of the 1950s, the need for a broad California

state plan that would clearly delineate the relative roles of the three

layers of public higher education in the state—the University of

California, the state colleges, and the public community colleges—

came to be recognized. After extensive debate and study, the Cali-

fornia master plan for higher education was adopted in 1960 (5).

This turned out to be a landmark in the evolution of the community

colleges into fuller status within higher education.

The plan provided that the university was to maintain high ad-

mission standards, selecting first-time freshmen from the top one-

eighth of all graduates of California public high schools and from

graduates with equivalent records at private and out-of-state

secondary schools. The university was also to give relatively greater

emphasis to upper-division and graduate work than to lower-

division instruction. The state colleges were to select their first-

time freshmen from the top one-third of all graduates of California

public high schools and from graduates of private and out-of-state

secondary schools at equivalent levels. Although there was no

specific recommendation in the master plan with respect to the

admission policies of community colleges, the California education

'Mk
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code requires community colleges, assuming residence require-
ments are met, to accept "any high school graduate and any other
person over eighteen years of age . . . capable of profiting from
the instruction offered." The master plan made community col-
leges —for the first time—an official segment of California's higher
education. Public policy provided that they should be established
in all relatively populous areas of the state. The academic programs
at the community colleges were explicitly recognized by the
university and the state college system, and community college
transfers were given priority in admittance.
The selection standards for the university and state colleges

do not, of course, mean that all those in the top one-eighth of high
school graduates go to the university or that all those in the top
one-third go to the state colleges. Some of the most highly qualified
students enter private institutions, and some go to community
colleges.
The California master plan was extensively studied throughout

the country, and during the 1960s a number of states adopted plans
with similar objectives.

Historically, the emergence of comprehensive community colleges
was influenced by the prior development of comprehensive high
schools, particularly over the past quarter of a century (6). The com-
prehensive high schools were themselves manifestations of the ris-
ing demand for increased education and for vocational training
associated with rapid industrialization and urbanization. Many of
the public two-year colleges also gradually developed a broader
concept of their role, recognizing that, if they were to provide mean-
ingful options for students who had not yet made a firm career
choice, they must offer academic, general, and occupational pro-
grams. They also began to meet the need for programs of education
for adults. Thus, when we refer to community colleges in this
report, we have in mind the comprehensive public two-year college
which offers academic, general, occupational, remedial, and con-
tinuing adult education.1
The pace of equalization of access to the community colleges

has been greatly increased as a result of the nation's growing com-
mitment to equality of opportunity. Massive federal assistance for

1 The term "junior college" is used in relation to the historical development of
two-year colleges as extensions of the high school and also to designate con-
temporary private two-year colleges, which are usually called junior colleges.
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the higher education of returning service personnel, for technical

education, and for general financial aid to students has greatly

increased the demand for education beyond high school.

As the Carnegie Commission pointed out in its recent report,

A Chance to Learn: An Action Agenda for Equal Opportunity in

Higher Education:

An unusually heavy burden of universal access now falls and will continue

to fall on the two-year community colleges. They have the most varied

programs and thus appeal to the widest variety of students. Their geograph-

ical dispersion makes them, in the states where there are well-developed

systems, the most easily available colleges for many students. The com-

munity colleges are particularly well-suited to help overcome deprivation

by fact of location, deprivation by fact of age, and deprivation by fact of

income.

THEIR RAPID There are now over 1,000 two-year colleges in the United States,
GROWTH and in recent years new colleges have been created at the rate of

about one each week. Whereas the number of private two-year

colleges has been declining, the number of public community col-

leges has more than doubled in the last decade, while their average

enrollment size has increased about six percent each year. Enroll-

ment is now predominantly in the public institutions (Table 1).

Yet the development of community colleges and the growth of

enrollment has been very uneven from state to state. There were

10 states in 1968 in which 30 percent or more of all undergraduates

were enrolled in two-year colleges (Map 1). In another 14 states,

students in two-year institutions accounted for from 20 to 30 per-

cent of undergraduate enrollment. A dozen states had from 10 to

20 percent of their undergraduates enrolled in two-year colleges,

while in the remaining states the proportion was less than 10 per-

cent. Seven states —California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, New

York, Texas, and Washington —accounted for more than two-thirds

of all enrollments and over one-third of all public community col-

leges in 1968.
Among the most important barriers to the development of com-

munity college systems by some of the states are the following:

(a) lack of an adequate state plan to guide the development of com-

munity colleges; (b) low population density; (c) low per capita

income; (d) little or no state financial support for community col-

leges; and (e) the existence of several competing types of two-year
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institutions in the same state, including existing community col-
leges, two-year branches of universities, and vocational or technical
institutes.

TABLE 1 Two-year institutions of higher education, by type and enrollment, United States, fall,
1968

Institutions Number Percent

Enrollment*

Number, in thousands Percent

Public community colleges 584 54.6 1,599.5 85.5

Private junior colleges 258 24.0 123.1 6.6

Two-year branches of universities 127 11.8 78.7 4.2

Specialized two-year institutions
Public 73 6.8 47.0 2.5
Private 30 2.8 22.7 1.2

TOTAL 1,072 100.0 1,871.0 100.0

*Includes all full-time and part-time students.

SOURCE: Estimated by the Carnegie Commission staff from U.S. Office of Education data and other
sources. Since it is sometimes difficult to determine whether an institution is, in fact, a two-year institu-
tion or to identify it by type, the estimates are subject to a margin of error.
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4. Goals for the Development
of Comprehensive colleges

OPEN ACCESS The Commission believes that access to higher education should
be expanded so that there will be an opportunity within the total
system of higher education in each state for each high school gradu-
ate or otherwise qualified person. This does not mean that every
young person should of necessity attend college —many will not
want to attend, and there will be others who will not benefit suffi-
ciently from attendance to justify their time and the expense in-
volved. Thus we favor universal access but not universal atten-
dance in our colleges and universities.

Within the system of higher education, the community colleges
should follow an open-enrollment policy, whereas access to four-
year institutions should generally be more selective. Thus the
community colleges will play a crucial role in the provision of
universal access.
The Commission believes that public community colleges should

admit all applicants who are high school graduates or persons over
18 years of age who are capable of benefiting from continuing
education programs. Without such open-admission policies, the
community colleges will not provide equality of opportunity to the
maximum extent possible, nor will they play the role we believe
they should play in a universal access system.

PRESERVING
THE TWO-

YEAR
INSTITUTION

The Commission recommends that all states enact legislation
providing admission to public community colleges of all applicants
who are high school graduates or are persons over 18 years of age
who are capable of benefiting from continuing education.

The Commission believes that public two-year community colleges
should be actively discouraged by state planning and financial
policies from becoming four-year institutions, as has happened in

15



MEANINGFUL
OPTIONS

1573

The open-door colleges 16

some cases. Two years of higher education will meet the needs of
many students, and too many students are now held too steadily
and too long in four-year institutions in programs which seem to
them at least partially irrelevant to their needs and interests.

In addition, there is growing emphasis on reducing relative en-
rollments in lower-division courses on four-year campuses and in
increasing the relative degree of concentration on upper-division
and graduate work in universities. Thus the two-year colleges will
play an increasingly important role in providing the equivalent of
lower-division work for students who plan to transfer to four-year
programs.
There is further concern that, if two-year colleges become four-

year colleges, they will place less emphasis on occupational pro-

grams and thus leave an unmet need in the local community.

The Commission believes that the comprehensive public com-
munity college has a unique and important role to play in higher
education and that public two-year colleges should be actively
discouraged by state planning and financing policies from con-
verting to four-year institutions.

The Commission believes that public two-year colleges should
provide meaningful options for students who have not yet made
firm career choices; a chance to return to higher education for those
students who have dropped out of four-year colleges; and, in addi-
tion, continuing education for adults. These goals are best achieved
in the comprehensive community colleges.
This does not mean, however, that every community college

should conform to a single pattern. In large urban centers, there
may be a case for some degree of specialization. One institution,
for example, might develop a particularly strong curriculum in the
allied health professions, while another gives special emphasis to
such fields as engineering or electronics. A third might become a
center for cultural activities, while a fourth develops an extensive
community service program. Thus, although each college could

provide a choice among academic, general, and occupational pro-

grams, the student could choose the one which best emphasizes his
interests. This approach would curtail indefensible duplication
and result in definite savings in tax funds.
For the student who has not made a decision to prepare for

transfer to a four-year institution or to enter an occupational pro-

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 14
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gram, the general education curriculum plays an important role.
The general education curriculum not only broadens the student's
knowledge but increasingly includes course work designed to ac-
quaint the student with career opportunities in a variety of fields.
For many students enrolled in the general curriculum, moreover,
remedial education is needed.

The Commission recommends that all state plans for the develop-
ment of two-year institutions of higher education should provide
for comprehensive community colleges, which will offer meaningful
options for college-age students and adults among a variety of
educational programs, including transfer education, general educa-
tion, remedial courses, occupational programs, continuing educa-
tion for adults, and cultural programs designed to enrich the com-
munity environment. Within this general framework there should
be opportunities for varying patterns of development and for the
provision of particularly strong specialties in selected colleges.

The Carnegie Commission believes that every student who satis-
factorily completes the course requirements for a two-year college
program should be awarded an Associate of Arts or Associate of
Applied Science degree, and that students who enter two-year
institutions with adequate advanced standing on the basis of
college-level courses taken in high school or after graduation from
high school should be provided the option of earning the Associate
degree in less than two years. In other words, the Commission
believes that two-year colleges should award an Associate degree
for satisfactory completion of a transfer program, a general educa-
tion program, or an occupational program. The only exceptions
to this policy should relate to short-term training programs or
traditional training of the skilled craftsman type, for which cer-
tificates should be provided, and remedial education courses. The
Associate degree should become the standard degree earned by all
students who complete two years of higher education or its equiv-
alent.

The Commission recommends that all two-year colleges should
award an Associate of Arts or Associate of Applied Science degree
to all students who satisfactorily complete a two-year prescribed
curriculum and that students who enter with adequate advanced
standing should have the option of earning the Associate degree in
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less than two years. Non-degree-credit courses should be confined 

to short-term courses and to training of the skilled craftsman type,

for which certificates should be provided, and to remedial work.

TRANSFER Over two-thirds of students entering two-year colleges hope to
PROGRAMS transfer to senior colleges and universities. Thus it is not surprising

that about two-thirds of the students in two-year colleges are en-

rolled in transfer programs. However, while exploring transfer

programs, many students change directions or drop out; only about

one-third of entering freshmen do in fact transfer after completing

the community college program (7). But this experience does not

compare unfavorably with that of four-year institutions, where

more than one-fourth of those who enter do not continue beyond the

first year and more than two-fifths of those who enter do not con-

tinue beyond the first two years (8, p. 16). In both two-year and

four-year institutions, some of those who drop out transfer to an-

other institution, while others return to college at a later date.

Once in a four-year institution, the transfer student tends to

have a somewhat poorer record than the continuing student in the

first semester after transfer, but the difference narrows after that.

Transfer students tend to complete the baccalaureate program in

fewer regular terms than continuing students, participating more

frequently in summer sessions to accelerate their progress (9,

p. 154).
In view of the large proportion of students enrolled in transfer

programs, major emphasis on improving the quality of these pro-

grams will continue to be required. Although there has been steady

improvement in the ease with which students transfer from com-

munity colleges to four-year institutions, there is a need in many

states for more careful articulation of policies providing for transfer.

In addition to admission policies which encourage transfer from

accredited two-year institutions, there is also a need for student

financial aid policies which do not discriminate against transfer

students. A recent nationwide study showed that only one college

in five had provided aid specifically for transfers and that one-

third of all new freshmen received aid as compared with only 14

percent of transfers (10, p. 9).

The Commission recommends that policies be developed in all

states to facilitate the transfer of students from community col-

leges to public four-year institutions. Whenever public four-year
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institutions are forced, because of inadequacies of budgets, to re-
ject students who meet their admission requirements, top priority
should be given to qualified students transferring from community
colleges within the state. Private colleges and universities should
also develop policies encouraging admission of community college
graduates. In addition, there should be no discrimination against
students transferring from community colleges in the allocation of
student aid.

OCCUPATION- Occupational programs in community colleges are constantly in-
AL PROGRAMS creasing in scope and variety. The larger and more complex the

labor market, the more varied the occupational curricula of the
community colleges are likely to be. In New York State, for ex-
ample:

The list of current offerings in public community colleges directed to em-
ployment is as extensive as the . . . advanced skills demanded by New
York State employers. . . . Fields of study range from agriculture and
aircraft operations through administrative, accounting, marketing, retail-
ing, and secretarial aspects of business; banking, insurance, and real
estate; fashion and textile design; such health science fields as nursing,
dental hygiene, medical laboratory, and optical technology; to heavy indus-
trial occupations like automotive, chemical, construction, electrical, high-
way, and metallurgical areas (11, pp. 170-171).

Although enrollment in transfer programs was predominant
throughout the 1960s, there was an increase in the proportion of
students enrolled in occupational programs in the same period—
from slightly more than a quarter of all students to perhaps one-
third or more.1

Technological change is likely to be as rapid in the next few
decades as it was in the 1960s. To adapt to this change, the average
adult may have to shift his occupation three or four times during

1 Office of Education data indicate that the proportion of students enrolled in
non-degree-credit programs remained unchanged at 28 percent of the total
from 1964 to 1968, but the data are misleading, because New York State
shifted to classifying nearly all enrollment as degree-credit between the two
years, even though many of the programs in New York community colleges are
occupational. Non-degree-credit enrollment is becoming increasingly less
reliable as a measure of the number of students enrolled in occupational pro-
grams.

AEI
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his work life and undertake continuing education at various inter-
vals to protect himself against educational and occupational ob-
solescence. Moreover, out-service training is becoming the most
prevalent type of employer-sponsored training, and much of this
training is provided by institutions of higher education, including
community colleges (12, chap. 11). Not all out-service training is
aimed at upgrading the individual's specific occupational skills.
In many communities throughout the nation, for example, out-
service training in community colleges is being provided for police-
men and firemen to give them a broader understanding of com-
munity problems.

Occupational programs must be available to offer a wide variety

of courses designed to prepare students for the world of work.

These should include two-year associate degree programs, one-year

certificate programs, and short-term training and occupational

renewal programs. Flexibility in the offerings must be sought so

that occupational programs will adjust to changing manpower

requirements; and a career-ladder approach, which will enable the

student to obtain more advanced training as a working adult,

should be encouraged.
In addition to federal and state manpower advisory committees,

there is a need for local manpower advisory committees in urban

community college districts, composed of employer, union, govern-

ment, and minority-group representatives. Occupational programs

should be responsive to local requirements for specialized man-

power as well as to state and national trends. There is also a need

for more effective coordination of the employment counseling and

placement services of the community colleges with the public em-
ployment service and other public agencies. Because of the critical
shortages of professional health workers, special attention should

be paid to developing adequate course offerings for the expanding

allied health specialties under the guidance of university health-

science centers, as will be indicated in our forthcoming report,

Higher Education and the Nation's Health.

Continuing educational programs for adults should include not

only occupational courses but also courses designed to provide for

general educational development. In addition, community colleges

should become centers of cultural enrichment, especially in com-

munities which do not have such amenities as symphony orches-

tras, museums, and dramatic productions.
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The Commission recommends coordinated efforts at the federal,
state, and local levels to stimulate the expansion of occupational
education in community colleges and to make it responsive to
changing manpower requirements. Continuing education for
adults, as well as occupational education for college-age students,
should be provided. 

GUIDANCE Guidance is particularly crucial for students who attend com-
munity colleges. Many of these students have not developed clear
educational or vocational goals, and they are unusually vulnerable
to interrelated financial, academic, and personal pressures. Many
of them very much need a period of personal orientation in college
while they look around at various career possibilities, wait for a
job, or wait for marriage. The Carnegie Commission believes that
guidance should be the concern of the entire faculty of community
colleges and not just of the professional counselors, although all
community colleges should maintain an adequate professional
counseling staff.

In addition, there is a need for more effective coordination of
guidance between the high schools and community colleges as well
as for coordination of the counseling and placement services of the
community colleges with those of the public employment service
and other agencies, as suggested above. The Commission believes
that occupational guidance is deficient in many high schools and
that, early in their high school careers, students should take a
course relating to the world of work.

It is particularly important for all students to recognize that,
whether they choose a transfer, general education, or occupational
program, the ultimate objective is preparation for an occupation.
Increasingly, the prevailing pattern is for married women to re-
turn to the labor force once their children are all in school. Thus
a primary objective of guidance programs should be to encourage
students to make wise choices between curricula that are specifi-
cally designed to prepare them for an occupation and those that
are designed to lead to ultimate career choices that benefit from
more prolonged academic education preceding specialization. If
students can be led to understand these distinctions clearly, the
tendency to regard occupational curricula as "dead-end" or inferior
may be overcome.
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The Commission recommends that all community colleges should 
provide adequate resources for effective guidance, including not 
only provision for an adequate professional counseling staff but 
also provision for involvement of the,entire faculty in guidance of
students enrolled in their courses. The Commission also recom-
mends that all community college districts provide for effective
coordination of their guidance services with those of local high
schools and for coordination of both counseling and placement
services with those of the public employment offices and other
appropriate agencies.

REMEDIAL Many of the community colleges find it necessary to offer remedial
EDUCATION education for students who enter with inadequate preparation, and

this need is likely to continue until greater progress is made in
overcoming deficiencies of elementary and secondary education in
the United States. However, traditional approaches to remedial
education frequently do not achieve successful results. There is
a need for programs which encourage the student to develop at his
own pace and in which his own progress rather than adherence to
a set schedule becomes the criterion for success. In addition, there
is a need for continual study and evaluation of innovations in reme-
dial education and for cooperative arrangements between com-
munity colleges and other educational institutions in providing
this type of education.

In A Chance to Learn: An Action Agenda for Equal Opportunity
in Higher Education, the Carnegie Commission recommended the
initiation of an individualized "foundation year" available on an
optional basis to all interested students. The needs of students
requiring remedial education might well be met most successfully
within the framework of this approach. During the foundation
year, students would be given intensive counseling and wide lati-
tude to find programs that fit their interests and needs. The founda-
tion year could be tailored to more rapid, less rapid, or customary
progress, according to the past training and ability of the indi-
vidual student.

The Commission recommends that community colleges provide
remedial education that is flexible and responsive to the individual
student's needs, that such programs be subject to continual study
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and evaluation, and that community colleges seek the cooperation

of other educational institutions in providing for remedial educa-

tion. In addition, the Commission reaffirms its recommendation

that an individualized "foundation year" be made available on an

optional basis to all interested students.
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5. Other Too-rar Institutions

Two-year branches of universities are found chiefly in Alaska,
Connecticut, Hawaii, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, and Wisconsin, although 11 other states also have
a few of these two-year branches (Appendix A, Table 2). The
branch campuses tend to be located in communities throughout the
state to provide improved access to students during the first two
years of college and to prevent the main campuses of the universi-
ties from becoming too large.
The two-year branch campuses are likely to require the same

admission standards as their parent instituions because entering
students are classified as university freshmen, and those who com-
plete the two-year program successfully are automatically admitted
to a main campus at the beginning of the third year. The curricula
of the branch campuses tend to be academic and patterned rather
closely after lower-division curricula on the main campuses. Thus
the two-year branches, with some exceptions— as in Hawaii, do not
provide as many options or serve as many types of students as do
the comprehensive community colleges. Nor do they generally pro-
vide open access to all high school graduates. In addition, where
they exist along with community colleges, they tend to compete
with the community colleges for allocations of state funds. Largely
for these reasons, they are not widely regarded as a desirable model
for the two-year institution.
The Commission believes that two-year branches of state uni-

versities should either be of the comprehensive type — as in Hawaii
—or, if of the strictly academic type, should not be used as a bar-
rier to the establishment of independent comprehensive community
colleges in the same area. If the latter course is chosen and both
types of two-year institutions come to exist in the same area, ques-
tions arise as to whether the comprehensive college cannot ulti-

25
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mately take over the academic functions of the branch campus
and whether there may not be unwise political and academic com-
petition if both types of institutions are maintained permanently.
Answers to these questions will depend on local circumstances.

In addition to public community colleges and two-year branch cam-
puses, there are approximately 70 public two-year technical insti-
tutes, more than half of which are in North and South Carolina.
Some of these institutes have been converted into comprehensive
community colleges. Elsewhere, as in North Carolina, the technical
institutes are broadening their programs so that they increasingly
resemble those of community colleges. Although the Commission
generally favors the establishment of comprehensive community
colleges rather than technical institutes, we recognize that there
may be situations in which a two-year institution can develop oc-
cupational programs in its early years more successfully if it is
not attempting to develop transfer programs as well. Once the
occupational programs are well established, the institution can
broaden its curriculum to attract students seeking a transfer pro-
gram and to provide more options to all students.

In some of the states, funds made available under the Voca-
tional Education Act of 1963 are allocated to post-high school
area vocational schools that are not collegiate in character. The
Commission believes that, although these area vocational schools
may be needed in some instances, state plans should generally
place major emphasis on the provision of occupational education
in public community colleges and should ensure the allocation of
a major portion of vocational education funds to these public two-
year colleges. New institutions, in particular, should be compre-
hensive community colleges whenever possible.

The Commission recommends that state plans for two-year insti-
tutions should not provide for new two-year strictly academic 
branches of universities or new specialized two-year technical insti-
tutes, although it recognizes that there may be a case for exceptions 
under special circumstances prevailing in some of the states. Where
such institutions now exist, they should be urged to broaden their 
programs as rapidly as possible so they may fulfill the general pur-
poses of comprehensive community colleges. The continuing exis-
tence of specialized two-year institutions, if the decision is to con-
tinue them in their narrow specialization, should not stand in the 
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way of the establishment of comprehensive community colleges in 
the same areas. We also recommend that state plans should place 
major emphasis on the allocation of vocational education funds 
to comprehensive community colleges rather than to post-high 
school area vocational schools or other noncollegiate institutions. 

The most heterogeneous of the two-year institutions are the private
junior colleges, ranging from struggling underfinanced institu-
tions, on the one hand, to expensive two-year colleges for young
women on the other. A few of them are military institutes, which
tend to have very high tuition. Slightly more than two-fifths of
the private junior colleges are independent nonprofit institutions
with no religious affiliation; slightly more than one-fifth are Catho-
lic colleges; and the remainder are affiliated with various Protestant
denominations.

Although enrollment in private two-year institutions expanded
steadily from 1958 to 1968, its growth appeared very modest in
comparison with the explosive expansion of enrollment in the public
two-year institutions (Chart 4). As a proportion of the total, pri-
vate enrollment fell from 16 percent to 8 percent in the ten-year
period.
The number of private two-year colleges, as we have noted, has

been declining. Some have been forced to close because of financial
difficulties, and some have been converted into public community
colleges, but many are likely to survive, especially if they can rely
on stable financial support.
For the most part, private junior colleges stress transfer pro-

grams, although some of them also provide occupational programs,
usually at the semiprofessional level. Such programs are least
likely to be found in the private junior colleges for young women.
The private specialized institutions are also heterogeneous. Most

of them are either technical institutes or business colleges, but
there are a few, such as art institutes or bible institutes, in other
categories.
The Commission believes that, wherever it is economically feas-

ible, the states should develop programs of financial support of
private nonprofit two-year institutions, if this has not been done.
Detailed recommendations for policies governing aid to private
institutions will be included in the Commission's forthcoming
report, The Capitol and the Campus.
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CHART 4
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100

83 91 105 114 137 146

1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968

SOURCE: Adapted from U.S. Office of Education data. Two-year branch campuses
of universities are not included.
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Public community colleges varied greatly in enrollment in 1968,
ranging from institutions with fewer than 200 students to a rela-
tively small number of colleges, chiefly in large cities, with 10,000
or more students (Table 2). However, in the great majority of the
colleges, enrollment ranged from 500 to 5,000 students. The private
two-year institutions tended to be much smaller; only about 13
percent reported enrollment of 1,000 students or more, while nearly
two-thirds had fewer than 500 students.

In a search for the optimum size range for community colleges,
the staff of the Carnegie Commission has been analyzing the rela-
tionship between instructional costs per full-time equivalent stu-
dent and the number of full-time equivalent students. Our results
indicate that costs vary widely among public community colleges,
even within the same state, despite the presumed homogeneity of
these institutions. Although there appears to be no consistent
tendency for instructional costs per student to decline as the num-
ber of students increases —in other words, we have found little
evidence of constantly increasing economies of scale — very small
institutions tend to have high costs, and there is a slight tendency
for costs to decline as the size of the student body rises until it
reaches some 2,000 to 3,000 full-time equivalent students.'

In the absence of significant economies of scale, optimum size
must be bised on other criteria, such as the minimum faculty size
required for a comprehensive program and for reasonable stu-
dent-faculty ratios, and judgments with respect to the size most

1 Cost studies in California and Texas have yielded somewhat similar results,
although the California study appears to indicate economies of scale over a
somewhat wider range. However, the analysis also indicates that the larger
colleges tend to have more varied curricula, and especially a wider range of
occupational programs, which tend to be more expensive (13 and 14).

29
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TABLE 2
Public and

private
two-year

institutions

Enrollment* Total Public Private

Total institutions
Number 993 739 254

of higher
education, by
enrollment,

1968

Percent

1-199

200-499

100.0

9.9

20.9

100.0

2.8

14.7

100.0

30.3

35.4

500-999 21.8 21.8 21.7

1,000-1,999 22.2 26.8 8.7

2,000-4,999 16.4 21.0 3.1

5,000-9,999 6.3 8.3 0.8

10,000 or more 3.4 4.6

Median enrollment 965 1,380 471

*Includes all full-time and part-time students.

SOURCE: American Association of Junior Colleges, 1969 Junior College Directory,
Washington, D.C., 1969, p. 77. The total number of institutions is smaller than
the number included in Table 1 and in Appendix A, Table 2, which are based on
Office of Education data.

compatible with a stimulating intellectual and social environment
for the students. On the basis of criteria such as these, if an insti-
tution is to offer a variety of occupational programs and transfer
programs, a minimum enrollment of about 1,500 to 2,000 daytime
students is needed for a reasonably effective operation. Evening
classes can use the same facilities and, to some extent, the same
faculty.

In only 13 states is average total enrollment — including all day-
time and evening full-time and part-time students-2,000 or more.
Average enrollment in some of the states has been held down by
political pressure to establish new institutions in a large number
of communities, without sufficient concern about enrollment poten-
tials. An effective state plan tends to keep such pressure within
reasonable limits, as suggested by the experience of California,
New York, and other states. Another explanation of small average
size of institutions is fragmentation of the state system into compet-
ing vocational-technical and collegiate systems, as in Wisconsin,
Ohio, and Connecticut. The states which rely exclusively or primar-
ily on university branches to offer junior college programs also tend
to have smaller institutions, as in Pennsylvania and South Caro-
lina.
At the same time, if economies of scale are not a significant con-

sideration, there is a strong case for discouraging community col-
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leges from growing too large. State resources can be used more

effectively to achieve the goal of a community college within rela-

tively easy commuting distance of all students if plans call for

increasing the number of institutions of moderate size rather than

for a more restricted number of very large institutions. Problems

of land acquisition, including the provision of parking space, can
become unmanageable, also, for very large colleges. In general the
Carnegie Commission believes that the optimum size for a com-

munity college is approximately 2,000 to 5,000 daytime students
and that the latter figure should also be the maximum size. In

sparsely populated areas and relatively small communities, institu-

tions will tend to be smaller than the 2,000 figure as will, of course,

new institutions. On the other hand, in very large cities, a limitation

of institutional size to 5,000 students may not always be feasible.

The Commission believes that, for the sake of quality of program,

economy of operation, and easy availability, state plans should pro-

vide for community colleges generally ranging in size from about 

2,000 to 5,000 daytime students, except in sparsely populated 

areas where institutions may have to be somewhat smaller, and in 

very large cities, where they may have to be somewhat larger.



1588

ENROLLMENTS

7 _future enrollments and
sjv Community colleges

The very recent establishment of hundreds of new community col-
leges, the expectation that many new institutions will be established
in the future, and the difficulties involved in estimating and pro-
jecting population in the relevant age group on a state-by-state
basis greatly complicate the problem of projecting future two-year
college enrollments. However, in view of the very uneven develop-
ment of community colleges in the various states, a state-by-state
analysis is essential if meaningful nationwide estimates of future
two-year college enrollments are to be made.
The Carnegie Commission staff has developed several projections

of enrollments in two-year institutions of higher education in 1980,
based on alternative assumptions. Three sets of state-by-state pro-
jections of total enrollment, including full-time and part-time stu-
dents, are presented in Appendix A, Table 3. They are based upon
projections of total undergraduate enrollment for each state, which
are derived from past trends in each state's undergraduate enroll-
ment rates relative to the number of high school graduates in that
state during the preceding four years. The three projections, A, B,
and C, of two-year college enrollment, including enrollments in two-
year branches of universities, correspond to the following three
assumptions about the future relationship between two-year col-
lege enrollment and total undergraduate enrollment in each state:

1 For Projection A, the assumption is that the proportion of undergraduates
in the two-year colleges will remain the same as that in 1968 (29 percent).

2 For Projection B. it is assumed that 60 percent of the future growth in
undergraduate enrollment will be absorbed in the two-year colleges. (This
60 percent figure has been exceeded in four states during the past five-
year period).

33
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3 For Projection C, it is assumed that the future annual increase in the per-
centage of undergraduate enrollment in the two-year colleges in each state
will be the same as that estimated for each state from data for the past five-
year period. According to Projection C, the proportion of undergraduates
enrolled in the two-year colleges (including two-year branches of universi-
ties) will rise from 29 percent in the United States in 1968 to about 35 per-
cent in 1980.

The three projections of two-year college enrollment — including
degree-credit and non-degree-credit enrollment— range from about
3,100,000 to 4,400,000 in 1980.
The assumption underlying Projection B is probably realistic

only for the states with 30 percent or more of undergraduates en-
rolled in two-year colleges in 1968 and for most of those with 20 to
30 percent in two-year colleges (Map 1). (Where the community col-
leges enroll about 46 to 50 percent of all entering students, about
30 percent of total undergraduate enrollment will be found in com-
munity colleges.) For the remaining states, Projection C is probably
more realistic, although decisive steps to stimulate community col-
lege development in those states could lead to enrollment increases
more rapid than those suggested by Projection C.
For the nation as a whole, projections to the year 2000 have also

been developed (Table 3). They indicate a very rapid rise in the
proportion of total undergraduates enrolled in two-year colleges
until 1980, and a much slower increase after that, as the number of
young people in the population declines (with the decline affecting
the two-year college age group before it affects older students).
Similarly, the proportion of all students in higher education en-

TABLE 3
Enrollment in

two-year
Institutions
of higher

education,
actual, 1968,

and projections
to 2000, in

numbers and
as a percentage

of total
undergraduate

enrollment
and total

enrollment

Year

Number

Percent of
undergraduate
enrollment

Percent of total
enrollment

Projection B Projection C B C B C

1968

1975

1980

1985

1990

1995

1,870,000

3,560,000

4,430,000

4,280,000

4,380,000

5,340,000

1,870,000

3,110,000

3,740,000

3,610,000

3,690,000

4,400,000

29

38

41

42

42

44

29

33

35

35

35

36

25

32

34

33

33

35

25

28

28

27

28

29
In higher
education 2000 6,620,000 5,340,000 46 37 36 29

SOURCE: Carnegie Commission on Higher Education.

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 15
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rolled in two-year colleges is expected to rise quite rapidly until
1980 and more slowly after that.
For some planning purposes, it is useful, also, to develop projec-

tions in terms of full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment, which
amounted to 1,290,000 in the two-year colleges in 1968, or 69 per-
cent of total two-year college enrollment (Appendix A, Table 4).
Projection C would bring it to 2,570,000, or 29 percent of total FTE
undergraduate enrollment, in 1980, while Projection B shows an
estimated increase to 3,040,000, or 35 percent of total FTE under-
graduate enrollment in 1980. These lower percentages are ex-
plained by the fact that there are proportionately many more part-
time students in two-year colleges than in four-year institutions.
However, particularly in connection with the very long-range

projections to 2000, there is a critical need for careful reevaluation
of trends every five years or so, since there are too many uncertain-
ties to make it possible to develop reliable estimates of enrollment
30 years in the future. Caution seems especially appropriate in
view of the fact that entirely new types of educational experience
beyond high school may develop in the future, attracting some of
the students who might otherwise enroll in community colleges.
There are innumerable possibilities—institutions that are adjuncts
to colleges and offer nonbookish education, community service
corps, overseas volunteer corps, or perhaps an "open university"
modeled after the new British system.

It is also important to keep in mind that, since adults represent
about half of all two-year college students, total enrollment in these
two-year institutions might conceivably go on increasing in the
1980s, even though enrollment of young people in the 18-to-21 age
group declined. It will be important for state planning bodies to
keep a close watch on trends in enrollment of adults in community
colleges in the 1970s and to conduct a continuing review of total
enrollment projections, since demographic factors may turn out to
be relatively less important in determining total enrollment in com-
munity colleges than in other institutions of higher education.

The Commission believes that there should be a community college
within commuting distance of every potential student, except in
sparsely populated areas where residential community colleges
should be developed. It has been found that more than one-half of
all high school graduates tend to go on to college if there is a public
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junior college in the community, whereas one-third or less do so
if there is no college in the community (15, p. 27).

In determining the location of residential community colleges
in the sparsely populated states, preference should be given to
communities in which there is no existing institution of higher
education. To provide opportunities for students in small communi-
ties to participate in occupational programs which can satisfactorily
be offered only in large institutions, such programs should be
offered by selected urban community colleges. These colleges
should provide housing arrangements for students coming from
communities beyond commuting range. To achieve these objectives
will require a coordinated effort by the federal government, the
states, and the local community college districts.
Our estimates of needs for new community colleges by 1980 are

based on these principles. More specifically, four factors have been
considered in developing the state-by-state estimates (Map 2 and
Appendix A, Table 5):

1 Enrollment projections B and C.

2 Projections of average enrollment in public two-year institutions of higher

education by state, adjusted in some cases to conform more closely to the

Commission's recommendation with respect to minimum and maximum

enrollments.

3 A study of the location of existing public two-year institutions of higher

education in each state, in order to identify sizeable communities in which

there is no public two-year college or institution.

4 Estimates included in state master plans and special state studies.

The resulting estimates are based on judgments which take all four
factors into account. They indicate a need for approximately 230
to 280 new public community colleges by 1980. In large urban

areas, some of these new colleges may not be separate institutions.

but new campuses of existing colleges.
There are a number of states—for example, Alabama, Kansas,

Mississippi, and Wisconsin—in which many of the public two-year

colleges are small and are located in exceedingly small communi-

ties, some of which are quite remote from any city of appreciable
size. These institutions are unlikely to grow and, in fact, may well

experience declining enrollment in the future, as urban-rural mi-
gration continues. Meanwhile, there is no public community college

in several of the larger communities in these states. If our estimates
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of needs for new community colleges were based solely on our en-
rollment projections, there would be no indication of a need for new
community colleges in some of these states. However, when account
is taken of the number of sizeable communities in which there is
no community college, there is clear evidence of a need for new
institutions.

Another type of problem is presented by such states as California
and New York, in which average enrollment in 1980 is projected to
exceed by a substantial margin the maximum figure the Carnegie
Commission considers desirable for daytime enrollment. It must be
kept in mind, however, that, especially in large urban communities,
there are many evening students in community colleges, using the
same classrooms and other facilities used by daytime students. For
this reason, we have based our estimates of needs for new commun-
ity colleges in California and New York on average enrollment
figures that are well above 5,000, but not as high as projections of
average enrollment based on trends in the 1960s.1
The Commission's estimates of needs for new community col-

leges by 1980 are based on the assumption that all public two-year
branch campuses and two-year specialized institutions that do not

have comprehensive programs will move promptly to develop cur-
ricula that are truly comprehensive, as the Commission has recom-

mended. If this should not occur, there would be a need for some

400 to 450 new community colleges by 1980, rather than only 230

to 280.
It is also important to recognize that new community colleges

have opened in some of the states since the fall of 1968 — the base
date for our estimates—and that a number of states have plans for
the development of additional community colleges, in many cases in
numbers agreeing closely with our estimates of needs.
Implementation of the Commission's recommendations for new

community colleges by 1980 would mean that more than 95 per-
cent of all potential students would live within commuting distance

of a community college.

The Commission recommends that, through the coordinated efforts 

of federal, state, and local governments, the goal of providing a 

'A 1969 report to the California Coordinating Council on Higher Education
recommended that maximum enrollment in junior colleges be set at 7,500 full-
time students or the equivalent of 10,275 day-graded students, to be exceeded

in densely populated areas (13).
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community college within commuting distance of every potential
student should be attained by 1980. In sparsely populated areas,
where it is not feasible to provide institutions within commuting
distance of every student, residential community colleges are
needed. State plans should also designate selected urban commun-
ity colleges to provide housing arrangements for students from
smaller communities and rural areas, in order to encourage maxi-
mum access to specialized occupational programs. The Commission 
estimates that, to achieve this goal, about 230 to 280 new, care-
fully planned, community colleges will be needed by 1980. 
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The need for broader financial support for community colleges is

critical. They are faced with reductions in federal appropriations,

financial stringency in many of the states, and increasing reluc-

tance of voters to approve increased property taxes for the support

of community colleges. Furthermore, the development of commu-

nity colleges has lagged in low-income states and in some of the

states with sparse populations. It has also lagged where there has

been inadequate provision, or no provision, for state financial

support of community colleges.

THE FEDERAL The Commission believes that, in order to stimulate the develop-
GOVERNMENT ment of community colleges in all the states, as well as to bring

about more equitable distribution of the burden of financial sup-

port for community colleges, federal provisions for institutional

support to the community colleges should be expanded. Moreover,

through an expanded federal program of student grants and stu-

dent loans, financial barriers to access should be eliminated.

The Carnegie Commission's recommendations for federal aid to

higher education in Quality and Equality (as revised in June, 1970)

are urgently needed if the community colleges are to perform the

functions which we have emphasized throughout this report. Ex-

cerpts from the recommendations that are relevant to commu-

nity colleges and their students are included in Appendix B. In

many of the states, local communities and state governments will

face grave difficulties in allocating the necessary resources to plan-

ning, land acquisition, and construction costs associated with the

establishment of new community colleges. The federal construction

grants and loans, as well as the start-up grants which the Com-

mission has recommended, will play a vital role in encouraging the

states and localities to move ahead.

41
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Equally important are the grants for students from low-income
families. Even community colleges that are within easy commuting
distance for such students cost money to attend. Foregone earnings
often represent a serious or impossible sacrifice for students from
such families, and tuition, running as high as $500 in some in-
stances, is charged in most of the institutions. The grants recom-
mended by the Commission would go far toward mitigating the
financial problem for many low-income students. In addition, the
Commission has recommended cost-of-education supplements to
institutions of higher education admitting students who are
awarded these grants. The supplements are in the form of a pay-
ment for each student. They would play an extremely important
role in meeting the extra expense of remedial education or other
special programs which the institution would need to provide for
students who have entered with inadequate preparation. For those
students from families with above-average income, and also for
those students who receive grants that do not meet their full needs,
the Commission has recommended an expanded student loan
program.
In its recommendations for federal aid, revised in June, 1970,

the Commission calls for a modified program of federal grants and
loans for construction, providing one-third grants, one-third loans,
and one-third funding from nonfederal sources for construction,
renovation, and replacement of academic facilities. This would
mean that the community colleges would receive a somewhat
smaller proportion of total construction costs in the form of grants
from the federal government than the 50 percent provided under
existing legislation. However, the Commission believes that, since
community colleges are designed to serve state and local commu-
nity needs and their graduates are relatively less likely to move
to other states than are graduates of professional schools and
holders of Ph.D. degrees, the proportion of financial aid provided
by the federal government for construction should not continue to
be higher than for other institutions of higher education. The states
and local communities together should provide the major share of
overall financing of the operation of community colleges.
On the other hand, if the recent federal administration's pro-

posal to limit federal construction aid to loans and discontinue the
grants program were to be adopted, the result would almost cer-
tainly be to slow down drastically the development of community
colleges.
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There is a need for federal action to stimulate the development
of state plans for community colleges in states now lacking such
plans and to encourage states that now have plans to undertake
continuing review and modification of their plans. For this purpose,
the Commission believes that federal legislation should provide
for modest federal grants-in-aid to the states to stimulate and sup-
port planning.

Nearly 200,000 new teachers, including replacements, will be
needed in community colleges by 1980, and many of these new
teachers should be members of minority groups. Cooperative pro-
grams among community colleges and universities for the prepara-
tion and reeducation of community college teachers should be
stimulated through federal training grants. Internships should
be encouraged, since academic qualifications in a discipline are
not enough for success in community college teaching. In addition,
at least 10,000 new professional counselors will be needed by 1980,
and graduate programs are at present inadequately equipped to
provide high-quality training of counselors.
To meet these needs, the Carnegie Commission believes that

there should be an expanded program of federal training grants to
stimulate expansion and improvement of graduate education pro-
grams for community college teachers and counselors. In the admin-
istration of the training grant program, emphasis should be placed
on the provision of in-service training for prospective community
college teachers. The training of Ph.D.'s for community college
teaching should be actively discouraged. The research-oriented
Ph.D. is highly inappropriate for the community college teacher.
Considerable emphasis should be placed on the four-year Doctor
of Arts degree as the degree to be attained by those who will as-
sume leadership roles—for example, department chairmen and
other administrators — in community colleges. However, com-
munity college teachers should be trained at the Master's level,
with increasing emphasis on two-year rather than one-year pro-
grams.

The Commission recommends that the federal government assist
community colleges by providing (1) funds for state planning; 
(2) start-up grants for new campuses; (3) construction funds; (4) 
cost-of-education allowances for low-income students attending 
the colleges; (5) grants, work-study opportunities, and loans for 
students; and (6) an expanded program of federal training grants 
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to stimulate expansion and improvement of graduate education
programs for community college teachers, counselors, and admin-
istrators — all as recommended in its report on federal aid as re-
vised in June, 1970.

The entire cost of federal aid to community colleges and their stu-
dents recommended in this report is already reflected in the cost
estimates included in Quality and Equality (as revised in June,
1970). Thus the recommendations for federal aid in this report do
not involve additional federal expenditures beyond those already
recommended by the Commission.

Although it is difficult to estimate the proportion of all types of
federal aid which the Commission has recommended that would go
to community colleges and their students, it is possible to develop
a reasonably reliable estimate of the proportion of construction and
start-up grants which would be allocated to two-year institutions.
Of the total cost of construction and start-up grants for 1970-71,
which has been estimated to amount to $925 million, approximately
one-fourth would be needed for community college expansion. For
the year 1979-80, we estimate that of total federal construction
and start-up grants of $725 million, about one-fifth would be allo-
cated to community colleges.
The Carnegie Commission believes that present procedures for

reporting statistics of students enrolled in occupational programs
are highly unsatisfactory. Non-degree-credit enrollment is not
always equivalent to enrollment in an occupational program, and
the regularly published statistics of the U.S. Office of Education
shed no light on numbers enrolled in occupational programs in
specific fields.

The Commission f recommends that the U.S. Office of Education
develop a more accurate definition of enrollment in occupational
programs and expand its statistics to include changes in enrollment
by field of study.

THE STATES Financial support. The Commission believes that community
college development will continue to lag in many of the states
unless more adequate state financial support for community col-
leges is provided. Wherever state support is inadequate, the burden
of financial support for community colleges falls on the local prop-
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erty taxpayer, and, in the face of rapidly rising tax burdens, there
has been resistance in many areas to providing for the establish-
ment or expansion of community colleges. Moreover, it is generally
agreed that the property tax is inequitable and, to some degree,
regressive in its impact.
At the same time, it must be recognized that the relationship of

state and local shares in the financing of community colleges varies
greatly from state to state and that a uniform pattern would be
difficult to achieve, and probably unwise.

The Commission recommends that states should expand their 
contributions to the financing of community colleges so that the 
state's share amounts, in general, to one-half or two-thirds of the 
total state and local financial burden, including operational and 
capital outlay costs. The Commission opposes the elimination of 
any local share on the ground that, if local policy-making respon-
sibility is to be meaningful, it should be accompanied by some 
substantial degree of financial responsibility. In addition, the Com-
mission believes that, in providing its share, the state should ensure 
that total appropriations for operating expenses are large enough 
to permit the institution to follow a policy of either no tuition or
very low tuition. 

Tuition. If the goal of universal access to the system of higher
education is to be achieved, it seems imperative that tuition charges
at community colleges be held to a minimum. Analysis of the range
of tuition charges in the public community colleges indicates that
there is wide variation from state to state and that there is no uni-
form statewide policy on tuition within many of the states. In some
cases, tuition amounts to as much as $500 or more for residents
of the district and to even higher amounts for out-of-district stu-
dents. Nor is there any uniform policy in the majority of states
with respect to tuition charged students from outside the state;
these amounts exceed $1,000 in a number of instances.
The tuition charges of private two-year colleges also differ enorm-

ously. In some of the more expensive institutions, tuition is in the
$2,000 to $3,000 range, or even higher. On the other hand, tui-
tion charges are held to quite low levels in some of the private
colleges, particularly those that are affiliated with religious denomi-
nations. A few of the private institutions, chiefly Catholic ones,
charge no tuition.



THE
NEED FOR

EVALUATION

1600

The open-door colleges 46

The Carnegie Commission believes that tuition charges in com-
munity colleges should be held to low levels and that, as federal
aid is expanded and the states strengthen their financial support of
community colleges, a statewide no-tuition policy should be fol-
lowed in as many states as possible.1

The Commission recommends that states revise their legislation, 
wherever necessary, to provide for uniform low tuition or no tui-
tion charges at public two-year colleges. 

Perhaps because community colleges have grown so rapidly in the
last decade, there has been a serious lag between their development
and the availability of adequate information about them. Statistics
on community colleges are highly inadequate, as suggested above
in connection with occupational enrollment, and there have been
few careful studies evaluating their policies, programs, and ex-
periences.

We know very little about what happens to the students who hope
to transfer but fail to achieve that objective, about the degree of
success or failure in remedial education programs, and about the
subsequent employment experience of students trained in occupa-
tional programs. The Carnegie Commission believes that every
state with an appreciable number of community colleges should
undertake continuing evaluation studies to shed light on these
problems.

The Commission recommends that all states with community 
college systems should undertake continuing evaluation studies 
of the experiences of these colleges, with particular reference to 
student achievement during the two-year educational period and 
their subsequent education and employment. 

1 In general, it does not seem reasonable to expect students and their families
to meet more than perhaps one-half to three-fourths of the cost of higher educa-
tion, including foregone earnings, in view of the very substantial benefits of
higher education to society as a whole. Since foregone earnings for community
college students (excluding estimated part-time earnings of students) may be
estimated at about $3,000 a year, and instructional costs per student now
average about $700 to $800 a year, it is clear that students would be meeting
nearly four-fifths of their educational costs in community colleges even if they
were paying no tuition.
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9. The Governance of
Community Colleges

The Carnegie Commission believes that local community college
districts, the states, and the federal government all have responsi-
bilities in relation to the development of community colleges and
that these responsibilities should be shared. In general, the federal
government's responsibilities should be confined to the provision
of limited financial support, as recommended above, including the
stimulation of planning by the states through planning grants. The
states should undertake responsibility for the development of state
plans, adequate financial support, and a set of general state criteria
and standards for the community colleges. However, within a
framework of state planning and guidance, local community col-
lege districts should have the responsibility for detailed policy de-

cisions in their districts.
Persons who are thoroughly familiar with their local communi-

ties are likely to be far better qualified to make wise decisions about
the location and development of community colleges than state
officials who are involved in statewide planning. Furthermore, as
suggested above, occupational programs need to be geared to local,
state, and national labor market trends, and for this reason it is
particularly desirable that they be guided by an advisory board
composed of persons thoroughly familiar with the local labor mar-
ket, even though there is also a need for state and national man-
power advisory boards. In some communities, notably in Cleveland,
local groups have been able to raise funds to meet initial expenses
for the establishment of a community college from a variety of
sources, including corporations, labor unions, foundations, and
individuals (11, p. 120).
The preservation of an appropriate relationship among the vari-

ous levels of government in relation to the governance of community
colleges may well be a critical factor in their future development.

47
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Not only is it important to provide for a meaningful degree of local
autonomy, but the problem of building community support for local
community colleges without impairing their autonomy will be a
difficult one. There are abotit a dozen states in which the state
government has assumed complete control of the community col-
leges, and there appears to be a trend in that direction. The Carne-
gie Commission believes that this trend should be reversed.

In general, the local policy-making body should be an elected or
appointed board of directors, which selects the district super-
intendent or president. For the most part, the fullest development
of community colleges has been in those states in which there has
been provision for significant local initiative and financial com-
mitment. Moreover, local boards should delegate substantial re-
sponsibility to the administration and the faculty as well as provide
an opportunity for students to participate in decisions relating to
educational policy and student affairs. In all too many community
colleges, even though the board may delegate considerable responsi-
bility to the administration, the faculty and students have very
little involvement in policy decisions. This has been damaging to
both faculty and student morale.
The Commission also believes that the strong trend away from

inclusion of community colleges within K-12 school districts 1 and
toward separate community college districts reflects the many
advantages of the latter form of organization and should be en-
couraged to continue. Only if the community colleges are governed
by local bodies that are not part of the elementary and secondary
school system can they successfully establish their identity as
institutions of higher education.

The Commission recommends that state legislation should provide 
for the formation of local community college districts and should 
prohibit inclusion of community colleges within K-12 local school 
districts. In every local community college district there should be 
an elected or appointed board of directors with substantial powers 
relating to the development and administration of community col-
leges within the district. The Commission also recommends that 
local boards delegate substantial responsibility to the admininistra-
tion and faculty and provide for student participation in decisions 
relating to educational policy and student affairs. When community 
colleges are part of the state university system, there should be 
local advisory boards with substantial influence. 

1 K-12 school districts include kindergarten through twelfth-grade instruction.
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10. QAccreditation

Two-year colleges are accredited, along with other institutions of
higher education, on a general institutional basis by the various
regional accrediting bodies and on a specialized basis for particular
programs by professional associations or specialized accrediting
agencies. Although this dual basis of accreditation is generally
considered valuable in higher education, it has created problems
for the two-year colleges, with their specialized vocational and
technical training programs. Thus far only five professions —
medicine, dentistry, nursing, engineering, and music—have spe-
cialized accrediting agencies for two-year college programs, but
the American Association of Junior Colleges is apprehensive about
the probable increase in such specialized accrediting agencies with
the proliferation of technical and vocational specialties. Such a
trend would greatly increase the complexity of the accreditation
process and the costs associated with accreditation for the insti-
tutions.
The Carnegie Commission believes that, although a contribution

is made by the specialized accrediting agencies for two-year col-
lege programs, this contribution should be made on the basis of
cooperation between the relevant professional organizations and
the regional accrediting bodies.

The Carnegie Commission recommends a single program of insti-
tutional accreditation for two-year colleges and the elimination of 
accreditation of specialties. The contribution of professional associ-
ations in the evaluation of specialized programs should be made
through cooperation with the regional accrediting bodies.

49
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11. Goals and expectations
for the Yfilture

The community college movement is full of promise for the oppor-
tunities it offers to young persons and adults to increase their
occupational skills, to get started in an academic career, to enrich
the quality of their lives, and generally to multiply their educational
options and their chances to choose wisely among them. If offers
these opportunities to more Americans in more areas and of more
ages than any other segment of higher education. The Carnegie
Commission envisions the following expectations and sets the fol-
lowing goals:

By 1976

• Open access to all public community colleges.

• The removal of financial barriers to enrollment.

• A state plan for the development of community colleges in every
state.

• Comprehensive programs which provide meaningful learning op-
tions in all public two-year institutions of higher education.

• Achievement of the goal of a community college within commuting
distance of every potential student, except in sparsely populated
areas where residential colleges are needed —plans for 230 to 280
new community colleges initiated by 1976.

• Low tuition or no tuition in community colleges.

• Adaptation of occupational programs to changing manpower re-
quirements and full opportunities for continuing adult education.

Achievement of these goals will require early adoption of the ex-
panded federal aids to higher education recommended by the

51
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Carnegie Commission and expansion of state financial support to

community colleges where it is now inadequate.

By 1980

• 230 to 280 new community colleges in operation.

35 to 40 percent of all undergraduate students enrolled in com-

munity colleges.

By 2000

Establishment of the additional community colleges needed to

provide for the increased enrollment in the final decade of this

century.

40 to 45 percent of all undergraduate students enrolled in com-

munity colleges.

• Continuing adaptation of the community colleges to the changing

educational and occupational needs of our society as we approach

the twenty-first century.

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 16

I
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TABLE 1
Racial

composition of State and collegeenrollment,
larger

Total enrollment,
number

Alabamacommunity
colleges,. Jefferson State Junior College (Birmingham)

seven states,
1967-68 California

Bakersfield College

Cerritos College (Norwalk)

City College of San Francisco

College of San Mateo

Compton College

Contra Costa College (San Pablo)

Diablo Valley College (Pleasant Hill)

East Los Angeles College

El Camino College (Los Angeles)

Foothill College (Los Altos Hills)

Fresno City College

Fullerton Junior College

Glendale College

Grossmont College (El Cajon)

Long Beach City College

Los Angeles City College

Los Angeles Harbor College

Los Angeles Pierce College

Los Angeles Valley College

Merritt College (Oakland)

Mount San Antonio College (Walnut)

Orange Coast College (Costa Mesa)

Pasadena City College

Rio Hondo Junior College (Whittier)

Sacramento City College

San Bernardino Valley College

San Diego Junior Colleges

San Jose City College

3,601

9,175

10,500

12,438

8,575

5,233

5,351

10,093

13,136

15,413

8,396

9,365

13,058

4,909

5,629

5,389

10,476

6,712

5,510

17,210

8,622

5,268

6,522

6,000

6,714

6,899

10,713

17,214

11,068



1607

QAppendix :7:bles

Total enrollment,
percent White Negro Other

100.0 95.5 4.5

100.0 86.5 4.5 9.0

100.0 87.0 0.2 12.8

100.0 71.1 10.8 18.1

100.0 89.2 3.6 7.2

100.0 47.3 48.9 3.8

100.0 64.9 26.2 8.9

100.0 91.4 5.4 3.2

100.0 54.6 5.2 40.1

100.0 92.1 0.8 7.1

100.0 91.6 0.3 8.1

100.0 87.4 5.5 7.1

100.0 85.6 0.3 14.1

100.0 94.7 1- 5.3

100.0 97.6 0.1 2.3

100.0 88.5 5.0 6.5

100.0 51.0 26.6 22.4

100.0 77.0 10.0 13.0

100.0 95.0 1.0 4.0

100.0 92.6 3.3 4.1

100.0 63.6 29.7 6.7

100.0 81.6 3.0 15.4

100.0 95.4 0.8 3.8

100.0 90.8 8.7 0.5

100.0 89.9 0.1 10.0

100.0 81.4 6.0 12.6

100.0 94.1 5.1 0.8

100.0 86.0 5.8 8.2

100.0 80.2 2.0 17.8

55
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Total enrollment,
State and college number

Santa Monica City College

Solano College (Vallejo)

Ventura College

West Valley College (Campbell)

Florida

Brevard Junior College (Cocoa)

Junior College of Broward County (Fort Lauderdale)

Miami-Dade Junior College

Palm Beach Junior College

St. Petersburg Junior College

Illinois

Chicago City College

Rock Valley College (Rockford)

Triton College (Northlake)

Michigan

Flint Community Junior College

Grand Rapids Junior College

Highland Park College

Lansing Community College

Macomb County Community College (Warren)

Muskegon County Community College (Muskegon)

Oakland Community College (Bloomfield Hills)

Missouri

Junior College District of St. Louis

Metropolitan Junior College (Kansas City)

Texas

Del Mar College (Corpus Christi)

El Centro College (Dallas)

San Antonio College

San Jacinto College (Pasadena)

South Texas Junior College (Houston)

Tarrant County Junior College (Fort Worth)

Tyler Junior College

11,935

5,247

6,980

7,025

4,972

4,513

21,661

4,682

9,072

13,115

3,040

3,125

6,558

3,019

3,781

4,943

4,238

3,771

5,350

10,121

5,687

5,004

6,053

12,717

5,081

4,636

4,279

3,273

*Only institutions with 3,000 or more students are included and, in California, only
those with 5,000 or more students.

t Less than 0.05, percent. .
SOURCE: The Chronicle of Higher Education, April 22, 1968 (based on data
reported to the U.S. Office of Civil Rights by most colleges and universities).
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Total enrollment,
percent White Negro Other

100.0 89.8 2.4 7.8

100.0 78.1 12.8 9.1

100.0 95.2 1.6 3.2

100.0 96.8 0.4 2.8

100.0 97.8 2.0 0.2

100.0 97.3 2.4 0.3

100.0 93.9 5.9 0.2

100.0 92.6 4.8 2.6

100.0 96.1 3.8 0.1

100.0 69.9 27.8 2.3

100.0 93.0 6.5 0.5

100.0 97.4 2.2 0.4

100.0 84.6 15.0 0.4

100.0 96.3 3.4 0.3

100.0 53.7 45.7 0.6

100.0 95.1 4.0 0.9

100.0 93.9 4.1 2.0

100.0 93.4 5.3 1.3

100.0 96.3 3.7

100.0 85.6 14.0 0.4

100.0 87.2 10.3 2.5

100.0 98.1 1.9

100.0 81.8 14.0 4.2

100.0 46.5 11.1 42.4

100.0 97.2 2.4 0.4

100.0 94.9 4.0 1.1

100.0 92.0 8.0

100.0 90.4 9.3 0.3
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TABLE 2 Number of two-year institutions of higher education, by type and state, 1968

State Total
Community colleges

Two-year
branches of
universities*

Specialized
two-year
institutes

Public Private Public Private

United States 1072 584 258 127 73 30

Alabama 19 15 4

Alaska 7 1 6

Arizona 9 8 1

Arkansas 5 3 1 1

California 90 86 2 2

Colorado 10 10

Connecticut 25 9 7 5 4

Delaware 4 1 3

District of Columbia 5 1 3 1

Florida 33 27 6

Georgia 21 12 7 1 1

Hawaii 8 1 6 1

Idaho 5 2 3

Illinois 58 42 14 2

Indiana 9 1 2 6t

Iowa 25 19 4 2

Kansas 21 17 4

Kentucky 23 8 15

Louisiana 6 1 3 2

Maine 4 1 3

Maryland 20 14 6

Massachusetts 40 14 23 1 2

Michigan 42 31 9 2

Minnesota 24 17 5 1 1

Mississippi 28 19 8 1

Missouri 20 10 8 2

Montana 3 3

Nebraska 9 6 2 1

Nevada

New Hampshire 4 1 3

New Jersey 22 12 10

New Mexico 6 3 3

New York 67 40 24 3
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State Total
Community colleges

Two-year
branches of
universities*

Specialized
two-year
institutes

Public Private Public Private

North Carolina 60 13 15 3 28 1

North Dakota 6 4 1 1

Ohio 35 5 4 21 2 3

Oklahoma 18 10 4 3 1

Oregon 16 11 4 1

Pennsylvania 58 17 15 23 3

Rhode Island 3 1 1 1

South Carolina 27 6 10 11

South Dakota 2 2

Tennessee 12 3 7 2

Texas 51 39 11 1

Utah 6 1 2 3

Vermont 4 2 1 1

Virginia 30 14 10 3 2 1

Washington 22 22

West Virginia 9 1 4 4

Wisconsin 35 15 4 12 4

Wyoming 6 5 1

*All two-year branches of universities are public, except for a branch of Emory University, Georgia.

tFour branch campuses of Purdue University are two-year institutions, except for a curriculum for

juniors and seniors leading to a baccalaureate degree in the School of Technology.

SOURCE: U.S. Office of Education, Education Directory 1968-69, Part III, Washington, D.C., 1968.

TABLE 3 Two-year college enrollment, actual, 1968, and three alternative projections to 1980

by state (numbers in thousands)

State
Actual,
1968"

Projected, 1980 Percentage change, 1968-1980

A B C A

United States 1,871.0 3,102.3 4,428.1 3,738.1 65.8 136.7 99.8

Alabama 19.9 38.4 68.7 62.2 93.0 245.2 212.6

Alaska 0.7 1.6 6.6 1.3 128.6 842.9 85.7

Arizona 32.1 66.5 82.0 81.9 107.2 155.5 155.1

Arkansas 3.8 6.5 24.6 8.0 71.1 547.4 110.5

California 600.8 989.0 981.2 1,022.4 64.6 63.3 70.2

Colorado 13.2 23.6 55.0 32.1 78.8 316.7 143.2

Connecticut 20.4 37.4 63.0 53.5 83.3 208.8 162,3
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State
Actual,
1968*

Projected, 1980 Percentage change, 1968-1980

A B C A

Delaware 4.5 8.5 13.2 10.3 88.9 193.3 128.9

District of Columbia 3.9 4.1 5.7 4.3 5.1 46.2 10.3

Florida 95.4 201.1 217.3 225.0 110.8 127.8 135.8

Georgia 19.6 37.3 71.0 44.8 90.3 262.2 128.6

Hawaii 6.3 11.3 16.6 13.3 79.4 163.5 111.1

Idaho 6.6 10.8 16.5 8.9 63.6 150.0 34.8

Illinois 113.7 183.9 234.1 219.7 61.7 105.9 93.2

Indiana 7.4t 11.3 53.2 15.1 52.7 618.9 104.1

Iowa 18.9 27.2 42.9 36.0 43.9 127.0 90.5

Kansas 14.1 20.4 36.2 24.0 44.7 156.7 70.2

Kentucky 11.9 20.2 46.5 25.9 69.7 290.8 117.6

Louisiana 6.6 11.5 51.4 22.0 74.2 678.8 233.3

Maine 0.4 0.6 8.0 0.7 50.0 1,900.0 75.0

,Maryland 27.1 50.6 82.3 68.2 86.7 203.7 151.7

Massachusetts 40.2 62.2 111.7 75.1 54.7 177.9 86.8

Michigan 99.7 157.5 201.1 196.3 58.0 101.7 96.9

Minnesota 16.3 25.0 59.4 36.1 53.4 264.4 121.5

Mississippi 22.0 38.4 50.4 41.6 74.5 129.1 89.1

Missouri 28.6 45.5 78.7 50.0 59.1 175.2 74.8

Montana 1.2 1.9 10.0 3.1 58.3 733.3 158.3

Nebraska 3.6 5.4 19.6 6.8 50.0 444.4 88.9

Nevada 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 t 0.0

New Hampshire 1.2 2.1 11.6 2.7 75.0 866.7 125.0

New Jersey 24.2 42.7 88.7 78.3 76.4 266.5 223.6

New Mexico 3.0 6.0 23.1 9.0 100.0 670.0 200.0

New York 168.0 270.7 370.2 337.4 61.1 120.4 100.8

North Carolina 37.4 65.4 97.0 91.4 74.9 159.4 144.4

North Dakota 5.0 7.5 12.4 7.9 50.0 148.0 58.0

Ohio 43.3 67.4 142.3 96.4 55.7 228.6 122.6

Oklahoma 10.9 16.1 37.6 16.8 47.7 245.0 54.1

Oregon 25.1 37.9 50.3 53.6 50.1 100.4 113.5

Pennsylvania 56.1 84.5 151.8 120.3 50.6 170.6 114.4

Rhode Island 5.7 9.1 18.0 14.9 59.6 215.8 161.4

South Carolina 13.1 21.9 34.2 30.6 67.2 161.1 133.6

South Dakota 0.3 0.5 8.7 0.6 66.7 2,800.0 100.0

Tennessee 9.0 14.9 51.6 24.2 65.6 473.3 168.9
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State
Actual,
1968*

Projected, 1980 Percentage change, 1968-1980
A B C A

Texas 97.0 167.4 244.3 222.1 72.6 151.9 129.0

Utah 4.9 8.3 30.8 10.5 69.4 528.6 114.3

Vermont 1.9 2.7 6.5 2.6 42.1 242.1 36.8

Virginia 22.7 42.4 80.8 70.3 86.8 255.9 209.7

Washington 66.8 101.6 109.7 123.3 52.1 64.2 84.6

West Virginia 4.2 6.0 17.9 6.1 42.9 326.2 45.2

Wisconsin 27.1 45.0 87.6 53.2 66.1 223.2 96.3

Wyoming 4.8 7.9 9.6 8.4 64.6 100.0 75.0

*1968 enrollments, which include both degree-credit and non-degree-credit enrollments, are based on
U.S. Office of Education data; enrollments on two-year campuses of public four-year institutions are
not included in OE data, but have been added. There were 78,700 students enrolled on these two-year
campuses in 1968.

t Does not include four predominantly two-year branch campuses of Purdue University.

Computation of a percentage increase is not meaningful when the base is zero.

SOURCE: Projections prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, under
the direction of Gus W. Haggstrom.

TABLE 4 Two-year college full-time equivalent enrollment, actual, 1968, and projections of full-
time equivalent enrollment to 1980, by state

State

Actual enrollment, 1968

enrollment, 1980
Full-time
equivalent"

Ratio of full-time
equivalent to total
enrollment

Projected

A B C

United States 1,285.8 .69 2,132.1 3,043.2 2,569.0

Alabama 17.4 .87 33.5 59.8 54.2

Alaska 0.5 .71 1.2 4.9 1.0

Arizona 19.6 .61 40.6 50.1 50.0

Arkansas 3.0 .79 5.2 19.6 6.4

California 357.7 .60 588.8 584.2 608.7

Colorado 10.2 .77 18.4 42.8 24.9

Connecticut 14.5 .71 26.6 44.9 38.1

Delaware 3.9 .87 7.4 11.3 8.9

District of Columbia 2.8 .72 3.0 4.2 3.2

Florida 71.2 .75 150.1 162.2 168.0

Georgia 17.1 .87 32.5 62.0 39.1

Hawaii 6.3 1.00 11.3 16.5 13.1

Idaho 6.2 .94 10.2 15.6 8.4

Illinois 74.9 .66 121.1 154.2 144.7
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State

Actual enrollment, 1968

Projected enrollment, 1980
Full-time
equivalent*

Ratio of full-time
equivalent to total
enrollment A

Indiana 6.7t .91 10.2 48.2 .13.7

Iowa 17.4 .92 25.1 39.5 33.1

Kansas 12.3 .87 17.7 31.5 20.8

Kentucky 11.6 .97 19.6 45.2 25.1

Louisiana 4.3 .65 7.5 33.8 14.5

Maine 0.4 1.00 0.6 7.8 0.7

Maryland 19.3 .71 36.1 58.7 48.6

Massachusetts 34.7 .86 53.7 96.5 64.9

Michigan 64.9 .65 102.5 130.9 127.8

Minnesota 14.5 .89 22.3 52.9 32.2

Mississippi 20.6 .94 36.0 47.2 38.9

Missouri 20.9 .73 33.2 57.5 36.5

Montana 1.0 .83 1.6 8.4 2.7

Nebraska 3.4 .94 5.1 18.3 6.3

Nevada 4.3

New Hampshire 1.1 .92 1.9 10.7 2.5

New Jersey 16.6 .69 29.4 61.0 53.9

New Mexico 2.4 .80 4.8 18.4 7.2

New York 114.1 .68 183.8 251.3 229.1

North Carolina 29.8 .80 52.1 77.3 72.8

North Dakota 4.8 .96 7.1 11.8 7.5

Ohio 26.6 .61 41.3 87.3 59.1

Oklahoma 9.4 .86 13.9 32.4 14.5

Oregon 17.6 .70 26.6 35.3 37.6

Pennsylvania 43.3 .77 65.2 117.1 92.8

Rhode Island 5.3 .93 8.5 16.7 13.8

South Carolina 9.9 .76 16.5 25.9 23.1

South Dakota 0.3 1.00 0.5 7.8 0.5

Tennessee 7.5 .83 12.3 42.7 20.0

Texas 70.8 .73 122.1 178.2 162.0

Utah 4.0 .82 6.8 25.4 8.6

Vermont 1.8 .95 2.6 6.3 2.5

Virginia 18.2 .80 34.1 65.0 56.6

Washington 45.3 .68 68.9 74.4 83.7

62
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Actual enrollment, 1968

Ratio of full-time
Full-time equivalent to total Projected enrollment, 1980

State equivalent* enrollment A

West Virginia 3.9 .93 5.5 16.5 5.7

Wisconsin 18.5 .68 30.8 60.6 36.4

Wyoming 3.8 .79 6.2 7.6 6.6

*1968 enrollments, on a full-time equivalent basis, including both degree-credit and non-degree-credit

enrollments, are based on U.S. Office of Education data; enrollments on two-year campuses of public

four-year institutions are not included in OE data, but have been added.

t Does not include four predominantly two-year branch campuses of Purdue University.

SOURCE: Projections prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, under

the direction of Gus W. Haggstrom.

TABLE 5 Projected average enrollment in public two-year institutions of higher education and

Carnegie Commission estimates of needs for new community colleges, 1980

State

Number
of public
two-year
institutions,
1968*

Average
enrollment,
1968 (in
thousands)

Projected average
enrollment, 1980 Estimated

needs for
new public
community
colleges,
1980

Based on
trends,
1960-1968
and
1964-1968

Averaged
and adjusted
for criteria
relating
to size

United States 781 2,201 226-280

Alabama 15 1,215 3000-4500 3,750 4-5

Alaska 6 91 500-1500 1,500

Arizona 8 4,010 4500-5000 4,750 9

Arkansas 4 653 1500-2500 2,000 6-7

California 86 6,982 9000-11000 8,500 29-34

Colorado 10 1,317 2500-3000 2,750 6-7

Connecticut 18 974 2500-3000 2,750 2-3

Delaware 1 913 3000-4000 3,500 2-3

District of Columbia 1 1,178 3000-6000 4,500

Florida 27 3,439 4500-7000 5,750 11-12

Georgia 13 1,277 2500-3000 2,750 5-6

Hawaii 6 1,029 2500-3500 3,000

Idaho 2 1,196 1500-2500 2,000 3-4

Illinois 42 2,386 3000-4000 4,000 5-7

Indiana 7 2,600 4000-5000 4,500 7-8

Iowa 21 725 1300-1800 1,800 3-4
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State

Number
of public
two-year
institutions,
1968*

Average
enrollment,
1968 (in
thousands)

Projected average
enrollment, 1980

Estimated
needs for
new public
community
colleges,
1980

Based on
trends,
1960-1968
and
1964-1968

Averaged
and adjusted
for criteria
relating
to size

Kansas 17 721 1200-1800 1,800 2-3

Kentucky 15 659 1500-2500 2,000 2-3

Louisiana 6 1,094 3000-4000 3,500 4-5

Maine 1 241 1000-2000 2,000 4-5

Maryland 14 1,883 4000-5000 4,500 2-3

Massachusetts 15 1,471 3000-4500 3,750 7-8

Michigan 31 3,055 4500-5500 5,000 8-9

Minnesota 18 855 2000-2500 2,250 4-5

Mississippi 20 1,008 2000-2500 2,250 2-3

Missouri 10 2,532 4500-6000 5,250 4-5

Montana 3 397 1000-1800 1,800 2-3

Nebraska 7 458 800-1500 1,500 2-3

Nevada 1,500 2-3

New Hampshire 3 313 1000-2000 2,000 2-3

New Jersey 12 1,784 3500-5000 4,250 6-9

New Mexico 6 498 1000-1500 1,500 3-4

New York 40 3,896 7000-9000 7,000 11-14

North Carolina 44 617 1000-2000 2,000 2-3

North Dakota 5 989 2000-2500 2,250 2-3

Ohio 28 1,459 3500-4000 3,750 6-7

Oklahoma 13 645 1000-1500 1,500 4-5

Oregon 12 2,012 4000-7000 5,500 3-4

Pennsylvania 43 1,054 2500-3000 2,750 6-7

Rhode Island 1 2,821 4000-10000 5,000 2-3

South Carolina 21 463 1500-2000 2,000

South Dakota 1000-3000 2,000 3-4

Tennessee 5 1,272 2000-4000 3,000 8-9

Texas 40 2,213 4000-5000 4,500 11-12

Utah 3 1,003 200-2500 2,250 5-6

Vermont 1 442 1000-2000 2,000 3-4

Virginia 19 903 2500-3500 3,000 4-5

Washington 22 3,037 4000-7000 5,500 2-3
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Projected average
enrollment, 1980 Estimated

Number Based on Averaged needs for

State

of public
two-year
institutions,
1968*

Average
enrollment,
1968 (in
thousands)

trends,
1960-1968
and
1964-1968

and adjusted
for criteria
relating
to size

new public
community
colleges,
1980

West Virginia 5 454 1000-2000 2,000 3-4

Wisconsin 31 861 2000-3000 2,500 2-3

Wyoming 5 961 1500-2500 2,000 1

*Total includes all public two-year institutions—community colleges, two-year branches of universities,
and public specialized institutes.

SOURCE: Estimates developed by the Carnegie Commission staff.
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QAppendix B: excerpts from
Quality and Equality: Revised
Recommendations-New Levels
of Federal Responsibility for
Higher Education

I. GRANTS AND PAYMENTS TO NEEDY STUDENTS

The Commission recommends strengthening and expanding the
present program of educational opportunity grants based on need
by increasing the level of funding so that all college students with
demonstrated need will be assured of some financial aid to meet
expenses at institutions which they select.

Amount of grants: Assuming full need, recommended maximum grants
are:

a $1,000 per year to students working for a recognized undergraduate degree
or certificate, generally for no more than four years, but for a longer period
up to a maximum of six years, provided the institution certifies that the
student is in a program requiring the longer period.

$2,000 per year to students working toward a graduate degree or post-
graduate certificate or credential. . . .

Supplementary
Matching

Grants

To encourage commitment of more funds from nonfederal sources
for grants to needy students and to provide students with a wider
effective choice of colleges, the Commission recommends that an
undergraduate student holding an educational opportunity grant

67
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dent Loan
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and receiving added grants from nonfederal sources be given a
supplementary federal grant in an amount matching the nonfederal
grants but not exceeding one-half of the student's original educa-
tional opportunity grant;

To provide more flexibility in the allocation of grants to students
with financial need, the Commission recommends that each col-
lege and university be given a scholarship fund for needy students
equal to 10 percent of the total sum of educational opportunity
grants (not including supplementary matching grants) held by stu-
dents at that institution, such funds to be allocated by the institu-
tion to students as determined by the institution's own definition
of student need.

It is the conviction of the Commission that the student from a low-
income family should receive enough money through grants and
work-study payments to enable him to attend a low-cost college
near home. If, however, such a student wishes to select a higher-
cost institution, or an institution at a greater distance from home,
he should be able to obtain a long-term loan to cover these addi-
tional costs. The grant and work-study programs thus provide
the low-income student with initial access to higher education,
while the loan program provides some measure of mobility.

It is assumed that the student from a middle-income or higher-
income family will have initial access to higher education through
family contributions. He also, however, may wish to increase his
range of choice by borrowing to supplement the family contribu-
tions or to increase his independence by borrowing to decrease his
reliance on family contributions.
To provide this supplementary source of financial aid for needy

students and to provide a substantial source of financial aid for
middle- and higher-income students, the Commission recommends
that the federal government charter a National Student Loan Bank,
a nonprofit private corporation to be financed by the sale of govern-
mentally guaranteed securities. The Bank would make loans avail-
able to postsecondary students in amounts not to exceed $2,500
per year up to a total of $6,000 for undergraduate studies and
$1,0,000 for graduate studies. No student would be eligible to ob-
tain more in loans, all types of grants, and work-study payments
in any year than his costs of education, including subsistence costs,
as officially recognized by the institution in which the student is
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enrolled. The Bank would be self-sustaining, except for administra-
tive costs and the cost of any cancellations of interest because of
low income and of principal for any reason other than death, which
would be met out of federal budget appropriations.

The Commission recommends continuation and expansion of the
work-study program with federal funding sufficient to enable those
undergraduate students who meet in general terms the federal need
criteria to earn up to $1,000 during the academic year, working
not more than the equivalent of two days per week. Off-campus
assignments of educational importance, such as tutorial work,
should be encouraged.

Part-Time Because part-time attendance may be the only way many low-in-
Students come students can participate in higher education, the Commission

recommends that, to the extent practicable, all programs of aid to
needy students be extended, on a proportional basis, to part-time
students.

Vocational
and Technical

Students

Because federal standards for eligibility make many vocational and
technical students ineligible for present aid programs, the Com-
mission recommends that existing legislation be revised to enable
all postsecondary vocational and technical students to apply for
grants on the basis of need regardless of whether such students
are enrolled in community colleges, area vocational schools, or
public adult schools. Work-study programs should also be available
to vocational and technical students in all these institutions and,
in addition, to students in proprietary schools. To participate in
either of these programs, each institution should be officially recog-
nized as providing the particular program in which the student is
enrolled at an acceptable standard of instruction.

II. INCREASING THE EFFECTIVE USE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Counseling Because of the importance of decisions made at the high school
Program level about college attendance, the Commission recommends that

the present federal aid program of guidance, counseling, and testing
for identification and encouragement of able students be expanded
to include development of better ways to identify potentially able
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students, training courses for high school teachers and counselors
to keep them up to date on financial aid, college programs, and
career possibilities, and establishment of information centers to
provide information to parents and students about career possi-
bilities and opportunities for postsecondary education.

III. VETERANS' AND OTHER NATIONAL SERVICE BENEFITS

The Commission recommends that the Veterans' Educational
Benefit Programs be continued and that benefits under such pro-
grams be revised automatically to keep pace with rising living
and educational costs.
To encourage students to seek noncollege alternatives early in

their postsecondary years, the Commission recommends that a
national service educational benefit program be established making
educational grants available for service in various programs such
as the Peace Corps or VISTA, with the amount of the benefits set
at some percentage of veterans' educational benefits.

IV. AID AID TO INSTITUTIONS

To encourage colleges to participate more fully in the move toward
equality of educational opportunity and to aid them in meeting
increased educational costs including those related to this effort,
the Commission recommends that the federal government grant
cost-of-education supplements to colleges and universities based
on the numbers and levels of students holding federal grants en-
rolled in the institutions.

Amounts of grants. Accredited colleges and universities, and institutions
deemed potentially eligible for accreditation except for their recent date of
establishment, would receive the following amounts for each federal grant
holder enrolled:

1970-71 1979-80

Undergraduate $ 500 $1,000

First-level graduate 1,000 1,500

Doctoral 3,500 5,000

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 17
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Construction To provide places for the additional 3.5 million students expected
Grants and by 1980, the Commission recommends

Loans

a that construction grants be made available to provide one-third of total
costs for construction and needed renovation of academic facilities,

b that funding levels for the academic facilities construction program be
increased to provide sufficient loan funds for an additional one-third of
needed new construction costs.

It should be noted that institutions could finance up to two-thirds
of new construction through a combination of federal grants and
loans. The Commission also recommends

that start-up grants be provided for planning and nonconstruction costs
for between 230 and 280 new community colleges and 50 urban institu-
tions, not to exceed $10 million per institution, but averaging more nearly
$1 million per institution.

The Commission recognizes that major improvements are possi-
ble in the intensity of space utilization and assumes that some of
the estimated 20-percent deficiency across the nation can be offset
by improved utilization.
Through one of its research projects, the Carnegie Commission

is presently studying the whole range of effective utilization of
resources in higher education. At the conclusion of that study the
Commission will describe and endorse those practices that can
lead to more effective utilization of resources.
Even before completion of this study, however, some principles

can be proposed to assure maximum benefits from the federal
construction aid program. Guidelines for making grants and loans
should give full consideration to effective institutional size. First
priority for construction aid should go to those institutions that
are below optimum size. But increased size should not be the sole
determinant for granting funds. For institutions that have both an
effective and stable size, funds should be made available to im-
prove the quality of the facilities. For institutions that may be too
large in terms of educational policy, funds should be provided for
physical reorganization designed to offset the educational disad-
vantages of excessive size or to enable remodeling of some facili-
ties for alternative uses. Institutions should study their parent
patterns of utilization and develop and issue plans and standards
for effective use of facilities. Any application for a construction
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grant or loan should show the relation of the proposed construc-

tion to the institution's long-range growth plans and standards of

space utilization.

The Commission also suggests that, when funds are scarce,

priority in their assignment be given to institutions enrolling a

relatively high proportion of lower-income students.

The Commission recommends increased funding for the following

three programs: aid to developing institutions ($100 million in

1970-7 1), library support ($100 million in 1970-71), and interna-

tional studies ($25 million in 1970-71).

To stimulate cooperative programs among community colleges

and universities for the preparation and reeducation of community

college teachers and counselors, the Commission recommends an

expanded special program of federal training grants ($25 million in

1970-71).
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Senator WILLIAMS. It is good to know that you are going into the
Kellogg Study. That is next year?
Dr. GLEAZER. Starting October 1, and continuing for an 18-month

period.
Senator WILLIAMS. We have a multitude of questions for you gen-

tlemen. I recognize that we are running into time factors with you
and our other witnesses, too.
Dr. Canfield, your position brings you into close association with

the State directors of community colleges nationally.
Dr. CANFIELD. That is correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. I wonder if in your judgment States are pre-

pared to move forward in expanding your community colleges, or do
you all need more time and money for purposes of proper planning?
Dr. CANFIELD. I think the question is hardly an "or." Most States

do have emerging and fairly strong needs for more services, but to
continue to proliferate by building new campuses where there seems
to be local interest or an appropriate number of students, without
overall planning for meeting the objectives and the needs of the citi-
zens, of the State, in my opinion, can be wasteful.
We do need money for careful delineation of State needs and in-

sertion of community college services into the whole structure of the
State educational enterprise.
I hope, frankly, to live to the day when community colleges, State

colleges and universities and the public educational sector, the K
through 12 system, the kindergarten through 12th grade system, can
sit at a table and can examine the educational needs of the State, or
hopefully the Nation, and articulate their particular capabilities and
interests to meet the needs of the people.
I find it personally distressing that very, very few States have

planning that carefully considers articulating educational needs of
all sectors of education in meeting the needs of the people.
This kind of cooperative attack on the educational problems of all

the people seems to me to be long overdue.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, in the legislative framework we are

working within here on the bill, I have been advised that one of the
problems is to find a State agency—I think the Sate of New York
presents a situation that is troublesome in terms of the legislation.
Let me understand this suggestion that the governor—was that

your statement, Doctor, about the Governor?
Dr. CANFIELD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Would you clarify that?
Dr. CANFIELD. Let me just use my State as an example, and I am

sure Dr. Martorana will use other States in his testimony.
In Washington we have a State board for community college edu-

cation, the State agency responsible for the supervision and control
of community colleges.
In essence, we have a system of State community colleges. Federal

vocational legislation requires that Federal funds for vocational edu-
cation be funneled through a single State agency representative of
the other elements in education who get these funds.
The State of Washington has three people from the State board

of education, three people from the State board for community col-
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lege education and three lay people appointed by the Governor on
a coordinating council.
This serves the purpose of Federal legislation. So we have a kind

of an advisory committee serving as a council to which we have re-
cently had to add another advisory council because of Federal legis-
lation which requires it.
So, we have three bodies concerned about the business of all or

part of community colleges education. In the last legislative session
we inherited a council on higher education, which is a policy body
directed to policy and planning in higher education, in Washington.
I, as State director, and one of our presidents, appointed by the

Governor, serves on the council. Interestingly enough all the 4-year
colleges and universities presidents plus two representatives of the
Governor's office and two legislators are on that. So we have four
bodies concerned with all or part of the community college business,
including the State board.
The complication of structure and, in particular, meeting the de-

mands for a single State agency in vocational education is creating
massive problems of organization in the States.
It would be better, in my view, if the States themselves could de-

termine the agencies through which the funds would flow to the
community colleges.

Senator WILLIAMS. I certainly appreciate that amplification. I
think other witnesses that are here and who will even be testifying
will comment on this.
Obviously we need help in terms of formulating this, so it is not

yet bogged down along the way, or we might formulate it so that it
might shut somebody down and out.
Dr. CANFIELD. It does both it soaks up dollars administratively

that could better be spent on education, and, in addition, groups
with less power and visibility may not get an appropriate, equitable
share.
The Governor, himself, knows best how to handle problems in his

State.
Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Leo, you described the community ap-

proach of going into available buildings.
Senator Yarborough talked about this, too, and in the city it was

suggested that maybe the program should include leasing buildings.
Your college started in a department store?
Dr. LEO. Yes. We have the old Sanger Harris Department Store

that was vacated and sitting at the west end of town. Initially we
took the money from the bond issue to purchase the two city blocks.
We poured approximately $9 million remodeling and equipping it,
but the interesting thing that has occurred is that since we have lo-
cated in the west end of town, more new construction has blossomed.
More people come into the downtown area than before.
Hence we have been able to be part of urban renewal. We have

been able to help save part of a city.
Senator WILLIAMS. This rings loud and clear to me. You men-

tioned Paterson, N.J., as a community that might be well served in
the downtown area with a community college.
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I know that area, and it strikes me that this is something thatcould have great promise. Camden, N. J., has the same promise.There are problems of urban renewal and this is another part ofthe stimulation of wholesome, good development of growth there.Dr. LEO. I think we are not atypical.
I understand that Tulsa is also using this approach, and Cleve-land, of course, is deeply involved in the urban renewal of the blackarea, and colleges throughout the United States are doing the samekind of thing.
We are not moving out of the city. We prefer to stay in the city,because that is where our clientele is.
The Seattle central campus is also located in areas in need of help.Senator WILLIAMS. Yesterday, in New Jersey, it was reported tome that a State legislator who is strongly in support of the com-munity college program in our State gave help to education at theState level. His remark was that we are faced with developing acommunity college, and it looks now as though it is an architect'smonument. As a matter of fact, there are millions of dollars thatwere going just into the building of the plant.
It staggered me, and the legislator, who wanted to be helpful, be-cause it was more a monument to an architect than a community col-lege that it was so difficult.
I appreicate your comments of bringing it truly close to us. Manycommunity colleges, I know, are able community colleges. If youdon't have a car, you don't go there, unless you have a friend whogoes there who has a car, and this makes a lot of sense in the Cam-dens and Patersons of my Nation to me, and I appreicate that.I would like to go on with a discussion with you gentlemen, butthere are other witnesses.
We certainly appreciate this great beginning.
Dr. CANFIELD. Thank you most sincerely.
Dr. GLEAZER. Thank you.
Dr. LEO. Thank you.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Leo follows:)
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JULY 21, 1970

STATEMENT BY DR. ROBERT J. LEO
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CHANCELLOR

DALLAS COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT
DALLAS, TEXAS

SENATE SUB COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
UNITED STATES SENATE
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be with you today to express my views on

the historic Comprehensive Community College Act. My distinguished colleagues

who have preceded me have painted a picture of the national needs of community

colleges and how federal legislation can aid in meeting these needs. I would

like to give you a personal perspective on the community college --unlike the

previous speakers who are able to give you a broad view of community colleges

from the national and state levels, I would like to talk with you about the local

level -- in essence bring what they have said "home".

Home for me is the Dallas County Junior College District — a multi-college

district under the leadership of Dr. Bill J. Priest in Dallas, Texas. Texas has

a long history of junior colleges. Currently, forty-two districts are located

within its boundaries. One of these schools was founded over 100 years ago,

while two of the schools experienced its first enrollees as of September, 1969.

All the colleges are part of a comprehensive plan to provide low cost accessible

education to the residents of Texas. In Texas, as in many states, the commun-

ity colleges serve a specific geographical area, serving local residents, re-

sponding to local needs. That the community college is local in nature is
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probably its greatest asset. As a local institution, it can adapt to the changing

local environment.

Enrollment in these institutions vary widely; with two having fewer than 500

students and one with over 13,500. The most obvious and probably the most

significant characteristic, is that from 1965 through 1968 enrollment in public

junior colleges increased by 66.5% (52,304 students to 87,093 students).

Even more significant is the fact that more than 22,000 students of 34,788

difference were enrolled in schools that were not operating in 1965.

The pressure from increased enrollments in Texas has resulted in pressure for

more facilities. Dallas County Junior College District opened its first campus

in a converted downtown department store. During this past semester, we have

enrolled 7,620 students (or 4,784 full time equivalent).

We received no federal support for the conversion of our facilities. In September,

we will open two more campuses. Of the approximately $24 million dollars

allocated for these campuses, only 2.6 million dollars will come from federal

sources. The construction financial problems of Dallas are reflected in the

state of Texas as a whole. In fiscal year 1970, the requests to the State

agency for federal funds under HEFA, Title I exceeded 14 million dollars. The

state allocation was only 2.2 million dollars. lam submitting,for the record,

an exhibit which graphically portrays the facilities plight of junior colleges in

Texas -- a plight which I am sure is being duplicated fifty-fold. (Exhibit I)



1631

EXHIBIT I

During the period of time when the requests for federal funds for construction

were becoming larger and while the Congress was increasing the eligible

federal share from 40% to 50%, the appropriations for HEFA, Title I program

were actually cut by 60% from 1967 to 1970. In addition, inflation and the

withholding of the funds by the Bureau of the Budget increased the cost of

construction by approximately 1% monthly.

SECTION 103:

FY 1968 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $10,190,229

$25,475,574 Federal Funds Allocated - -3,572,262
Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $ 6,617,967

Of Federal Money requested only 1 out of 3 dollars were funded;

64.9% of requests not funded. In a program designed for 40%

federal participation--the appropriation level amounted to only

14% of the eligible development cost in Texas.

FY 1969 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $12,756,223

$25,512,447 Federal Funds Allocated - -4,418,353 

Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $ 8,337,870

65,3% of requests not funded. In a program now designed as a

50-50 matching program, the Federal funds were only 17.3%
of the eligible development cost in Texas.

FY 1970 Eligible Development Cost - Federal Grants Requested - $14,259,877

$28,519,755 Federal Funds Allocated -  - 2,278,572 
Deficiency of Fed. Funds - $11, 981,305

84.0% of requests not funded. In a program designed for 50%

federal participation, the appropriation level amounted to only
7.9% of the eligible development cost in Texas. Out of every

$6.50 requested only $1 was funded due to lack of Federal funds.
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There is much talk about the lack of local initiative and commitment, yet,

in Tarrant County, the voters cast their ballots for $18,144,000 in construction

monies; in Dallas County in 1965, the voters passed a 41.5 million bond issue

plus a .30 tax for the operations of the District.

These local success stories have been repeated in other parts of the country.

For example, the Junior College District in St. Louis, Missouri, was brought

into existence by the passage of a $47,200,000 bond issue by a 3 to 1 majority.

While local communities were responding to the need for low cost quality ed-

ucation, little was heard from the Federal level to relieve the taxpayers.

The generous funding which is envisioned by the Comprehensive Community

College Act for the purposes of establishing and expanding community colleges,

will go far to meet the pending crisis in construction in community college

facilities; not only in Texas, but the nation as a whole, and in turn, relieve

the local taxpayer. I would recommend, however, that a provision be made

for institutions to lease temporary facilities during their initial and expansion

phases. Too often we forget that many junior colleges, in their beginning

period, are in need of temporary facilities in order to immediately serve their

constituents. Such a provision would enable these colleges, especially in

urban areas, where costs of building new facilities in certain sections of the

cities are prohibitive, to begin operation and , thus release local money for

planning and construction.
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In addition, I would recommend an incentive provision which would alloca
te

funds to the states for distribution to those urban community colleges whi
ch

decide to locate in a downtown business area or an urban renewal area. S
uch

funds could be used for the purchase of buildings or land, rental space or

planning facilities which would complemert the selected site.

These recommendations, a leasing provision and location incentive provision,

will have a great impact, not only in meeting the local needs, but also aid in

bringing urban areas back to life. For a community college must be part of

a community, not stand apart  from a community.
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The enrollment crush that Dr. Gleazer referred to raises the question, ''Why

are so many individuals attending community colleges?" One student summed

it up when he said, This scene is a whole new bag!" And I must agree.

It is a new bag because the community college is accessible and inexpensive,

has open-door admissions, offers academic transfer courses, occupational ,

technical programs, developmental or basic studies programs, non-credit

community service courses and emphasizes counseling as an integral (not separate)

part of its function.

Community colleges are accessible. Look at the urban areas - St. Louis,

Dallas, Ft. Worth, Seattle, Cleveland, Kansas City, Kansas are.all multi--campus

districts. Located where the people are, these urban complexes are pro-

viding comprehensive programs for all residents in their areas. Community

colleges will not only be found in urban areas, we can also find them in rural

areas where accessibility to education would be non-existent without them.

Alice Lloyd College, an independent college, in Pippa Passes, Kentucky,

under the dynamic leadership of President William Hays, is doing extensive

work with the "hill" people in Appalachia. In Arizona, the first community

college to serve the American Indian in his community is Navajo Community

College. In essence, community colleges "are where the people are."

The "Community" in community college is probably as important, if not

more important than the term college. The community college is an extension
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of the local area. It responds, acts, and reacts with the local populous

while serving state and national needs. As open-door, comprehensive community

colleges, in which enrollment is limited only by space, urban community

colleges have maintained a posture designed to meet the needs of the individual

and community. In credit programs, the Dallas County junior College District,

for example, accepts graduates of an accredited high school or its equivalent

(e.g. GED) or mature adults (21 years or over) who are not graduates of high

school. Further, non high school graduates less than 21 years of age are

admitted on probation. There are no specific requirements for community

service or non-credit programs. Such requirements are typical of comprehensive

community colleges throughout the United States. An open-door policy means

open admissions. Thus, the appeal of the community college may well rest

on its willingness to give an individual the opportunity to explore and pursue a

continuing educational program. Within the open-door context, the community

junior college has been and will continue to be a vehicle for career choice for

the individual who, for whatever reason, may find himself classified as "low-

achievers" , drop-out'," "hard-core unemployed', "unemployable", etc. Pro-

grams which address themselves to these kinds of individuals are consistent

with the open-door policy of the community junior college in order to insure

that the open door does not become a revolving door.
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Programs such as guided studies or basic studies were started by community

colleges in order to provide the development of skills in individuals who,

for whatever reason, find themselves in the category of disadvantaged. These

students have had poor educational background, few have experienced success,

few have had strong, positive relationships with adults in an educational setting.

The educational experience for most of them has been 12 years of repetitious

learning exercises, meaningless almost from the beginning. In sum, they

appear to be out of step. These students come to us looking for an opportunity

to begin again. During the spring semester, 400 students were enrolled in the

guided studies program at El Centro in the Dallas County junior College District.

In our sister city, Fort Worth, the enrollment was 390. More could have been

accepted if we were not limited by physical space. These programs are part

of our educational program which is based on, as stated previously, open-door

admissions, which give all individuals an opportunity to find themselves. We

receive no federal support for this program; in fact, we receive no state support

for this program. It is a necessary program, it will continue to be necessary,

and we will continue to offer it; for it is our view in the community college

that no individual is a 'loser', every individual is ' salvageable" , every

individual deserves a chance.
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One factor which seems to play an important role in bringing students to

community colleges is concern for the individual. Community colleges of the

'70's recognize that education is for the students. Much is said about

relevance today. Media has exploited the term; students have made it a

rallying word; yet, it is a word that is crucial to providing education to all

people. Relevance is a personal thing. It implies that which is necessary

to make an individual a better person. It implies that which will make the

individual a productive and contributing individual. It implies concern for

others.

Individuals who enter the community college see an institution that is concerned

with their welfare; concerned with their interests; concerned with their abilities.

Counseling in the community college tries to work with the individual through

the critical decisions which will affect his life. It is the counseling function

that attempts to enhance "relevance" and extend the classroom from the

institution to the outside world.

These are just some of the reasons that account for the increased enrollments

in community colleges. True, there are many others. But, high enrollments

alone do not justify the support of community colleges -- it is what happens

to the individual as an individual while in the community college setting that

provides the strongest justification.

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 18
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In order to continue to fulfill our commitment to our communities we at the local

level are turning to the state and federal governments for financial relief.

The local tax dollar has been stretched to its limits. The introduction of

the Comprehensive Community College Act has already had a far reaching

effect on those of us in the day to day world of the community colleges.

The community colleges had virtually despaired of winning equal treatment in

federal programs as currently staffed and conducted. The myriad of programs,

the lack of coordination, the lengthy and at times, "over-restrictive" guidelines,

the proliferation of forms, the unresponsiveness of federal officials, had created

a "stay away" attitude on the part of community colleges.

As a result of your bill, community colleges are beginning to find a more

receptive ear in federal agencies. just to cite a few examples. In 1969 only

1.6% of EPDA, Title V-E money went directly to community colleges. In 1970,

almost 20% of the total funds were awarded to community colleges. Guidelines

are being rewritten in such programs as Talent Search, Special Services for the

Disadvantaged and other programs to include a fair share for community colleges.

Even the National Science Foundation, that great tower of academia, is

recognizing that we do exist. It is a beginning, but the future is upon us and

we need more funds to fulfill our role in the community.
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One other point concerning federal agencies - it is difficult to understand why

DHEW, with ten regional offices, insists on keeping almost 90% of its personnel

based in Washington, D.C. When the problems of the community college within

a specific region can be understood by individuals based in that locale, there

is a certain hypocrisy in the fact that personnel from Washington, D.C. are

making decisions which could be better made by individuals in the regions. I

urge that the regional offices of HEW include amongst its personnel individuals

who understand the function and operations of the community college. By being

placed in the region, they will be accessible to the local institutions for

technical assistance and help in working through the federal process. If

de-centralization is the basic philosophy of the Administration and the federal

government, the authorization for the disbursing of funds and approval of projects

should be in the regional offices. I urge that HEW's actions be consistent

with its rhetoric.

A separate office for community colleges, as envisioned in your bill, will go

far to give these institutions visibility and create an awareness on the problems

and prospects unique to the community college. Through such an awareness

some of the problems outlined above may be alleviated.

Some changes in existing legislation would go far to help the community

colleges in their quest. For example, student financial aid programs, as they
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exist, do not meet the needs of the community college student. On this point,

Dr. Alice Thurston, Director of Institutional Research and Planning stated in

a letter to me on June 8.

''Federal student financial aid is calculated on the unrealistic assumption that the

student lives at home where his parents provide room and board. The average

age of students in our day program is 24, thus, for many, this assumption is very

unrealistic. Also, the assumption that loans are a good solution is not justified,

as many people have pointed out; disadvantaged students, and junior college

students generally, do not want loans - to borrow money requires greater con-

fidence in one's future than our freshmen typically have. With sophomores who

are now making satisfactory progress, it may be a different story.'

To support Dr. Thurston's statement, I might add that during the Spring Semester of

1970, the average age of our student population at the Dallas County Junior College

District was 26. Many of these students are married and supporting families.

Thus, a change in student financial aid programs is warranted to meet this segment

of the population served by the junior colleges. Further, requirements for financial

assistance discriminate against the part-time student. In both the EOG and College

Work Study programs, the recipient must be a full-time student. This is a problem

for comprehensive community colleges who,with their open-door policies ,sometimes

have more than one half of the student body classified as part time. For example,

Tarrant County Junior CollegP District (Ft. Worth, Texas) had an enrollment of
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8,347 in the Spring of 1970 - of this total enrollment 4,652 or more than 55%

were part time. In the Metropolitan junior College District in Kansas City,

of 6,053 students, approximately 60% were classified as part time. In my own

district in Dallas, 62% of those enrolled during the Spring Semester were part time

students. Provisions must be made in Federal Student Financial Aid Programs to

meet the needs of all students.

The high enrollment of part-time students supports Dr. Gleazer's statement that

any formula developed by Congress for disbursing funds should be based on the

number of full-time equivalent  students rather than the number of full-time

students.

Another segment of the student population in community colleges is the community

service or non-credit students. A major function of the community college is to

provide enrichment programs to the general public. These courses and/or programs

are designed to meet specific short term needs articulated by various voices in

the community. These may include such programs as the insurance program for

certification as a CLU, retailing preparation for the High School Equivalency

Diploma Examination, art, keypunch, forums in social issues, short courses

for operators of day care centers, nursing refresher courses and the like.

In major urban areas, the community service programs have been and will

continue to be a necessary function of the community college. In our neighboring
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city of Fort Worth, TarrantCounty served 2,700 individuals in their community

service programs. In Dallas, more than 7,000 individuals have participated in

these courses, It is ironic that legislation currently on the books, in the name of

Title I, HEA, community services and continuing education does not take into

account the myriad of courses that are not "college level" or carry no credits.

A re-definition of community services, to include those individuals who are in

need of upgrading their skills or would like to have personal enrichment or wish

to explore career changes, would be beneficial. We can no longer be content with

the image that education must take place only in the formal structure of college

credit programs. Education extends beyond the classroom setting and into the

community. As local institutions respond to local needs which, in turn, mirror

the state and national needs, the community college must act and re-act with its

constituents in order to provide for a more educated society.

Thus, Senator, The scene is a whole new bag."

The community scene is constantly changing; the community colleges will

continue to adapt to these changes while travelling a road that helps to promote

social and educational change. The ''new bag" today may not be so new tomorrow.

We at the local level look forward to the day when the term "disadvantaged" is

simply a word from the past; when there are enough facilities to afford universal
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access to education; when education at all levels is designed for the community -

at-large.

If those of us at the local level who work the scene" are to meet the needs of

the community, we will need your help. For we believe that actions must be

consistent with our rhetoric; the community college will remain a part of the

community not stand  apart from  the community.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Ervin Harlacher, President of Brookdale
Community College, Lincroft, N.J. I will say that recent comments
on architectural monuments were not directed at Brookdale, al-
though I will say that I don't know of any community college that
is more pleasing, attractive, and inviting than Brookdale.
We would be glad to hear how the community college found an

ideal situation in terms of facilities.
We appreciate your being here.

STATEMENT OF DR. ERVIN HARLACHER, PRESIDENT,
BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, LINCROFT, N.J.

Dr. HARLACHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, fellow New Jerseyite.
It is an honor for me to be here today to testify on behalf of the
comprehensive Community College bill. I would like to say that it is
indeed a privilege to be a member of your ad hoc committee on com-
munity colleges.
My institution is a nonconformist, courageous, and innovative

kind of an institution, and I believe this reflects your own philoso-
phy and commitment; I think we have very much in common.
I certainly want to support you and to thank you for what you

have done to make it possible for us to strengthen and expand the
community colleges of the country.
Emerson said that "the test of civilization is not the census, nor

the size of the cities, nor the crops, but the kind of a man the coun-
try turns out." Community colleges have already been referred to as
the "people's colleges." I like to think of the community colleges as
the college of the common man, the institution that is concerned
about really making democracy work, and the comprehensive com-
munity college bill makes an eloquent case for the expansion of the
comprehensive community college.
If I may, I would like to quote from your bill.
The community college continues to demonstrate that it is best equipped for

the Job of extending much needed educational opportunities in our country. Itslow cost to students, proximity to those it is designed to serve and flexible ad-mission arrangements, strong counseling and advising services, and varied edu-cational programs are responding to the lack of relevance in traditional educa-tion.

As a multipurposed institution, the community college not only
provides a variety of educational offerings, including college and
university parallel, career education, community services and devel-
opmental programs, but is uniquely equipped to meet the needs of
those ignored or neglected by traditional forms of education—the
educationally and economically disadvantaged.
If I might interject here a note on career or vocational education

in our own State, New Jersey; as you may know, the community
colleges and all of higher education are under the board of higher
education. The rest of the public school system is under the board of
education. The board of education is designated as the State voca-
tional board. This has made it very, very difficult, if not impossible,
for the community colleges to obtain the vocational money from the
Federal agencies that were intended for the community colleges.



1645

I think Dr. Canfield referred to this, and there needs to be a dif-
ferent approach in New Jersey and other States in terms of appor-
tioning these funds.

Recognizing that there can be no individual fulfillment unless
every individual has the greatest possible opportunity for self-reali-
zation, the comprehensive community college opens its doors in a
meaningful and responsive way to all who seek admission and can
profit from the experience. Open opportunity implies that every in-
dividual is of value and requires that each individual who ap-
proaches the college be judged not solely on his record, but also in
light of our American faith in the capacity of man to exceed his
earlier performance. This is the basic American premise. When we
were founding this country, we said:
We don't care what you did before, we don't care who your parents are or

what they did. We are only interested in you and your performance what you
can do now.

This is what the community college says to young people and
adults: "-We will judge you in college on the basis of your perform-
ance there."
Open opportunity is also related to another basic American prem-

ise, "the people shall judge"; and they certainly do in a democracy.
Some institution must be dedicated to educating the people who will
make the judgments in a democracy. This is the mission of the Com-
munity College. A society conceived in liberty and dedicated to the
proposition that all men are created equal cannot become great if
any of its citizens are denied a due measure of success and the op-
portunity or means of achieving it. The community college, then, is
opening the door and extending educational opportunities to mil-
lions of Americans who have in the past found the door to higher
education bolted. Their past hopelessness is now giving way to the
reality of a fuller life within their reach.
The phenomenal growth in numbers of students attending Ameri-

can institutions of higher learning during the past quarter century
—from 1,500,000 in 1945 to well over 6 million in 1970—has posed
many difficult problems for 4-year colleges and universities. Some of
the more prestigious private colleges have deliberately kept enroll-
ments to manageable size by raising entrance standards; many oth-
ers have been unable to grow because of lack of resources. In conse-
quence, publicly supported colleges have tried to fill the gap by
tremendous physical expansion. The major State universities, for ex-
ample, have become multiversities with 20,000 to 80,000 students
each. Most of the older community colleges also are bursting at the
seams, and the new ones—particularly during the last decade—have
saltated into being in an effort to relieve the pressures at the under-
graduate level. These new institutions are being built at the rate of
one per week, each week of the year in the country.
But the concern for finding appropriate facilities to house the

burgeoning enrollments has sometimes resulted in the sacrifice of
principle to expediency, so that many educational programs, despite
assertions to the contrary, can still be characterized as "teaching the
same old things in the same old way."
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THE UNIQUENESS OF BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Among the newer community colleges is my institution, Brookdale
Community College, in Monmouth County, N.J., now starting its
second year of operation. Mr. Chairman, I appreicate being invited
to come here and describe in detail for you and other members of
the committee the uniqueness of Brookdale. In so doing, perhaps, I
will help to define further and clarify the role of this unique Ameri-
can invention known as the community college. Some of the com-
ments I will make about my institution will also be true with respect
to the other 13 county community colleges of New Jersey and 2-year
institutions across the length and breadth of this Nation. Only when
the mission and promise of the community college is understood by
the people, will the significance and necessity of your Comprehensive
Community College bill be acknowledged.
In Monmouth County, N.J., in an exquisite setting of rolling

wooded hills, broad expanses of flat open space, and excellent front-
age on a beautiful lake reservoir, student clamor for admission fre-
quently drowns out the sound of hammer and saw as workmen rush
to complete facilities of Brookdale Community College. A little over
a year ago the 221-acre campus was still a horse farm, Brookdale
Farm. We made the decision, as you suggested earlier, to preserve
the heritage of this beautiful site and to retain the large horse barns
and other farm buildings as permanent facilities, and to add to them
as we could new structures, which would not be barnlike, but would
be compatible to the other original structures. Last September, 2,500
full-time and part-time students began college in converted barns on.
the Lincroft Campus and in 3 other permanent centers in the com-
munity, including an allied health center and a community learning
center, and numerous extension centers, distributed throughout the
county. Next September college enrollment will have increased to
4,500 full-time and part-time students; and more than 500 other
full-time applicants are still on a waiting list because of insufficient
facilities.
But Brookdale Community College is more than physical facilities

and a scenic central campus. It is an ideal, established after many
months of planning, to whose realization the entire staff is dedi-
cated. As stated in its philosophical platform:
Brookdale Community College is dedicated to its community—Monmouth

County—and accepts the responsibility to equalize the post high-school educa-
tional opportunities for all who seek them. In fulfilling its mission of bringing
higher educational opportunities within geographic and financial reach of all
citizens, Brookdale Community College regards the entire county of Monmouth
as its campus and all of the citizens as its student body.

Thus, the central campus in Lincroft serves merely as the nucleus
(a learning center) of a larger campus that emcompasses some 500
square miles. And within this area reside a half million people—pro-
totypes of the entire population of America: adults, children, and
youths whose needs are as diverse as are their personalities. To sat-
isfy these needs presents a strong challenge, but one that Brookdale
is striving to meet through credit and noncredit, formal and infor-
mal offerings. To that end, many unique programs and instructional
strategies, with due allowance for individual differences in learning
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styles, ability, and interests, have been devised, all predicated upon
the concept that education must be learner- and learning-centered—
not teacher-and teaching-centered, the concept that often prevails.
For a college exists, not to measure the extent of its students' fail-
ures, but to evaluate the depth of their successes.
Part of Brookdale's uniqueness is reflected in its grading system.

Eschewing the outmoded A-B-C-D-E-F system which necessarily
had to go after the establishment of universal higher education op-
portunities in America, the college also rejects the "pass-fail" system
that still places great emphasis upon the measurement of failure. In-
stead, it has instituted a "credit-no credit" system which is believed
to provide a fairer evaluation of student achievement at all ability
levels. This is made possible by the systems approach to education,
which Brookdale has adopted. The content of each course is specified
in terms of learning objectives, stated by the instructor and under-
stood by the student at the outset of the learning experience. These
define the skills, attitudes, and knowledges the student is expected to
master if he is to earn credit for the course. No standard midterm or
final examinations are administered. Rather, evaluative procedures
are built into each course by the individual faculty member, who de-
termines the frequence of their use. Although no graded evaluation,
as such, is used, graduations in achievement are still possible. A stu-
dent may achieve to the highest level of his ability, and know that
he has done so. For example, if he masters the required number of
essential learnings, he is awarded the equivalent of two grade points,
signifying that he has learned what he must know to be entitled to
credit for the course. He is awarded three grade points if he masters
additional enriching objectives—that is, has acquired learnings he
should know. And four grade points indicate that, besides the learn-
ings he must and should know about a given subject, he has gained
even wider knowledge which he could acquire because his cultivated
love of learning prodded him to explore further.
Perhaps I ought to state here that, in Brookdale's philosphophy,

the mere accumulation of knowledge is by no means the end and aim
of education. It is the useful application of knowledge throughout
the student's postcollege life that spells the educated person. To this
end, programs and learning experiences have been designed to pro-
vide each individual student with the learning tools with which he
feels most comfortable. Research has shown that many students are
not print oriented, though many others still find books their most
effective vehicle to knowledge. Thus, Brookdale offers a multipath
approach to knowledge that is adaptable to the individual student's
mode of learning—whether visual, aural, or kinesthetic.
In itself, this is not unique, of course, for most colleges by now

have availed themselves of the multimedia that have so rapidly been
developed over the past decade. Our uniqueness lies in the fact that
media are not presumed to be methods, but are only tools by which
methods—that is, ways of learning—are made more intelligible.
Thus, it is possible to offer individual as well as group or team expe-
riences and traditional as well as innovative instructional strategies.
Moreover, the student is enabled to learn at his own pace. He need
not be restrained by the slower students in the class, nor rushed be-
yond full comprehension by those who learn more rapidly.
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In the large universities and in the older community colleges, Ou-
dents have accepted the necessity of large enrollments—but they
don't like it. Witness the protests that the universities have "lost
touch" with the students, that they have become cold and impersonal
machines where the professors are unseen except during their ap-
pearances before enormous aggregates of students in the lecture hall,
and administrators so remote that students don't even know their
names.
Recognizing this basic cause for student unrest, Brookdale has

gone to the "cluster college" concept, which allows students an op-
portunity to associate and remain with other students of like bent,
selected according to personality compatibilities determined by care-
ful and systematic pretesting. This means that students with similar
interests in the pursuit of life ambitions are grouped together, in the
hope that they will be able to communicate to each other the pur-
poses for which each has been assigned to the cluster. It also means
that students' need and desire for a sense of community and an op-
portunity to work closely with their instructors, or learning models,
can more easily be satisfied.

All programs which are included in the Brookdale curriculum are
clustered into four major categories: those which relate more or less
closely to engineering technologies, allied health programs, and the
natural sciences; those which relate to business management and
business operations; those which relate to an area designated as the
applied humanities; and those which govern human affairs.
Each cluster provides an intermix of transfer programs, technical

or vocational-occupational programs, and special assistance or reme-
diation programs, which maximizes the individual's opportunity to
achieve dignity and satisfaction without being stigmatized by the
program in which he is enrolled. This structuring also minimizes
the attrition rate—a serious problem in many community colleges,
where students enter with high aspirations and, because of improper
program placement or inability to perform according to expected
standards, become frustrated, discouraged, and either drop out or
flunk out.
At Brookdale, during its first year of operation, the attrition rate

was less than 10 percent. This phenomenon is the direct result of the
college's position that 2-year college programs of study have but two
main goals—transferability and employability—and its consequent
concern with helping students attain one or the other. A structured
environment such as the cluster provides for horizontal mobility on
a voluntary basis, which eliminates a student's feelings of frustra-
tion and displaces these with feelings of success upon his being able
to move into related programs of greater potential for personal
achievement.
And, for those students who need extra time in which to "find

themselves," opportunity is provided to remain enrolled for continu-
ous periods up to 3 years intermittently for even longer periods. The
chief uniqueness of the clusters at Brookdale, however, lies in their
organization around probable student interests rather than specific
occupational fields, so that, as interests change—and they do !—a
student may transfer across from program to program within the
cluster. For example, a student who aspires to the dental profession
upon entrance into the sciences and allied health cluster, but who
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later discovers that he possesses limited aptitudes for becoming a
dentist, can, without embarrassment, make the horizontal transition
to training for a career as a dental technician. His ambition to be a
part of the dental profession remains intact, and he requires the
skills which place him in a position that is personally rewarding.
Brookdale believes that most, if not all, education is occupation

oriented, whether or not students' respective goals are at the univer-
sity level. It is also committed to developing programs which reflect
the needs and characteristics of the greater community being served.
Thus, where appropriate, college programs are placed out in the
community so that maximum utilization of community resources can
be achieved. Personnel from the community are also utilized exten-
sively in the programs. Since emphasis is placed on performance, the
college stresses real world" experiences which only the real world
of the community can provide. The community, therefore, becomes a
learning laboratory. Only when facilities and equipment are not
available in the community, or when their use is not feasible, will
the college consider obtaining them on campus.

Similarly, campus service areas also become learning laboratories
and, whenever possible, are integrated with the appropriate aca-
demic cluster. The college store, for example, provides learning ex-
periences for the student in retail sales, or for the accounting stu-
dent who needs to establish a set of books for day-to-day actual
transactions. The computer center serves as a laboratory for student
keypunch operators, programers, and systems analysts. At the cam-
pus service station, students apply learned skills in auto mechanics,
car care, and station management. Student publications, the central
food service, the power plant, receiving and warehouse—all are
learning laboratories.
This pragmatic approach to education which Brookdale embraces

encourages students to make direct applications of their learnings—
and not alone in the vocational-occupational areas. Courses are con-
cerned more with process than with theory, so that long after the bi-
ology student, for example, has ceased to be a student he continues
to apply the biologist's processes to problem-solving. Students hirve
an opportunity to participate in the governance of the college,
thereby acquiring social values they participate in the development
and evaluation of curriculum materials, thereby becoming alert to
instructional values.
But the several clusters do not operate in isolated empires of their

own. The importance of the "common college," an interdisciplinary
approach to general education, is strongly emphasized at Brookdale,
with interaction between faculty and students in the various disci-
pline areas a strength of the entire learning process. Moreover, the
larger institution serves as a resource center for all disciplines, so
that unity of purpose and of action are maintained. One of the re-
sponsibilities of administration is to prevent the creation of a net-
work of kingdoms, each sufficient unto itself—though this situation
does exist on some campuses. But there is no room at Brookdale for
this kind of petty activity, for its goals are too broad, its aspirations
too high, to tolerate any but concerted effort toward attaining those
goals.
The college's commitment to the open-door, rather than the "re-

volving door" policy, requires that it accept for admission applicants
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who represent all facets of the social environment as well as the
spectrum of personality development. The concomitant special needs
that arise with this policy have therefore been taken into careful
consideration. Community colleges, in general, provide a milieu not
found in 4-year institutions for, in addition to offering the first 2
years of education leading to a baccalaureate degree, they offer be-
sides 2 years of general education for students who do not seek a 4-
year college degree, occupational programs, and community services
programs. For Brookdale, the implication here has been the neces-
sity of integrating counseling and learning.
There is a difference between counseling and academic advisement,

and in recognizing this difference and in providing both, Brookdale
may be considered unique. Academic advisers assist students in plan-
ning their curricula, but only after counselors—whose chief concern
is people, not courses of study—have helped the student identify his
occupational interests, aptitudes, and probabilities. As stated in the
college's philosophical platform, "There can be no individual fulfill-
ment unless every individual has the greatest possible opportunity to
develop himself."
That "greatest possible opportunity" is provided not once, but as

often as required at Brookdale; for the counselors are charged with
periodically reevaluating a student's original self-diagnosis pattern
to determine ways in which it may have changed, and the academic
advisers with reexamining the student's program prescription, in the
light of the changed diagnosis. In this way, students are continually
helped to select modes of operation and develop needed confidences
in personal decisionmaking, including an awareness of the problems
identified with their social milieu and the possible influence these
have upon their behavior. For the legitimate goal of education must
be at all times to assist each learner to become all that he is capable
of becoming.
At Brookdale, we think we are doing this. Our individualized,

multipath and interdisciplinary approaches to instruction; our pro-
vision of laboratory experiences for all students—not, as tradition-
ally, just for those in the areas of science, technology, and business:
our "hands on" policy, if you will; our taking the college into the
community whenever and wherever there is need; our implementa-
tion of the belief that all education is occupation oriented; our pro-
visions for accommodating changes in student educational goals; our
devotion to inducing salient change in student behavior; our dedica-
tion to instilling in each student a sense of the dignity of work in
all of its manifestations, and to inculcating a love of lifelong learn-
ing—these, we think, are some of the unique contributions Brookdale
Community College is making to its cemmunity and the total Amer-
ican education enterprise.

This, then, is an overview of one of the new comprehensive com-
munity colleges which we're opening each week of the year in this
country.
I would like to have my prepared statement become a part of the

record.
Senator WILLIAMS. It will be included.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Harlacher follows:)
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Williams, members of the Committee, as a member of Senator Williams' Ad Hoc Committee
on Community. Colleges, I cm most pleased to testify here today in behalf of the Comprehensive
Community College bill.

The test of civilization is not the census, nor the size of the cities, nor the
crops, but the kind of man the country turns out.

-Emerson

The Comprehensive Community College bill, authored by Nevi Jersey U. S. Senator Harrison A.
Williams, Jr., makes an eloquent case for the expansion of the comprehensive community college.
If I may quote from the act, "...the community college continues to demonstrate that it is best
equipped for the job of extending much—needed educational opportunities in our country. Its
low cost to students, proximity to those it is designed to serve, flexible admissions arrangements,
strong counseling and advising services, and varied educational programs are responding to the
lack of relevance in traditional education."

As a multi-purposed institution, the community college not only provides a variety of educational
offerings, including college and university parallel, career education, community services, and
developmental programs, but is uniquely equipped to meet the needs of those ignored or neglected
by traditional forms of education--the educationally and econcmically disadvantaged.

Recognizing that there can be no individual fulfillment unless every individual has the greatest
possible opportunity for self-realization, the comprehensive community college opens its doors in
a meaningful and responsive way to all who seek admission and can profit from the experience.
Open opportunity implies that every individual is of value and requires that each individual who
approaches the college be judged not solely on his record, but also in.light of our American faith
in the capacity of man to exceed his earlier performance. A society "conceived in liberty and
dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal" cannot become great if any of its
citizens are denied a due measure of success and the opportunity or means of achieving it. The
community college, then, is opening the door and extending educational opportunities to millions
of Americans who have in the past found the door to higher education bolted. Their post hopeless-
ness is now giving way to the reality of a fuller life within their reach.

- 1 -



1652

THE UNIQUENESS OF BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE •

The phenomenal growth in numbers of students attending American insti-

tutions of higher learning during the past quarter-century--from 1,500,000 in

1945 to well over 6,000,000 in 1970--has posed many difficult problems for

four-year colleges and universities. Some of the more prestigious private

colleges have deliberately kept enrollments to manageable size by raising

entrance standards; many others have been unable to grow because of lack of

resources. In consequence, publicly supported colleges have tried to fill

the gap by tremendous physical expansion. The major state universities, for

example, have become multiversities with twenty to eighty thousand students

each. Most of the older community colleges also are bursting at the seams,

and new ones--particularly during the last decade--have saltated into being

in an effort to relieve the pressures at the undergraduate level.

But the concern for finding appropriate facilities to house the

burgeoning enrollments has sometimes resulted in the sacrifice of principle

to expediency, so that many educational programs, despite assertions to the

contrary, can still be characterized as "teaching the same old things in the

same old way."

Among the newer community colleges is Brookdale in Lincroft, New Jersey,

now starting its second year of operation. Here, in an exquisite setting of

rolling wooded hills, broad expanses of flat open space, and excellent

frontage on a beautiful lake reservoir, student clamor for admission. frequently

drowns out the sound of hammer and saw as workmen rush to complete

facilities. But Brookdale Community College is more than physical facilities

and a scenic central campus. It is an ideal, established after many months

of planning, to whose realization the entire staff is dedicated.

-2-
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As stated in its philosophical platform, "Brookdale Community College

is dedicated to its community--Monmouth County--and accepts the responsibility

to equalize the posthigh-school educational opportunities for all who seek

them. In fulfilling its mission of bringing higher educational opportunities

within geographic and financial reach of all citizens, Brookdale Community

College regards the entire county of Monmouth as its campus and all of the

citizens as its student body."

Thus, the Lincroft site serves merely as the nucleus of a larger campus

that encompasses some 500 square miles. And within this area reside prototypes

of the entire population of America--adults, children, and youths whose needs

are as diverse as are their personalities. To satisfy these needs presents a

strong challenge, but one that Brookdale is striving to meet. To that end,

many unique programs and instructional strategies, with due allowance for

individual differences in learning styles, ability, and interests, have been

devised, all predicated upon the concept that education must be learner- and

learning-centered--not teacher- and teaching-centered, the concept that often

prevails. For a college exists, not to measure the extent of its students'

failures, but to evaluate the depth of their successes.

Part of Brookdale's uniqueness is reflected in its grading system.

Eschewing the outmoded ABCDF system which necessarily had to go after the

establishment of universal higher education opportunities in America, the

college also rejects the "pass-fail" system that still places great emphasis

upon the measurement of failure. Instead, it has instituted a "credit-no

credit" system which is believed to provide a fairer evaluation of student

achievement at all ability levels. This is made possible by the systems

approach to education, which Brookdale has adopted. The content of each

course is specified in terms of learning objectives, stated by the instructor

-3-
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and understood by the student at the outset of the learning experience. These

define the skills, attitudes, and knowledge the student is expected to master

if he is to e am n credit for the course. No standard midterm or final exami-

nations are administered. Rather, evaluative procedures are built into each

course by the individual faculty member, who determines the frequency of their

use. Although no graded evaluation, as such, is used, gradations in achieve-

ment are still possible. A student may achieve to the highest level of his

ability, and know that he has done so. For example, if he masters the required

number of essential learnings, he is awarded the equivalent of two grade

points, signifying that he has learned what he must know to be entitled to

credit for the course. He is awarded three grade points if he masters

additional enriching objectives--that is, has acquired learnings he should

know. And four grade points indicate that, besides the learnings he must and

should know about a given subject, he has gained even wider knowledge which

he could acquire because his cultivated love of learning prodded him to explore

further.

Perhaps I ought to state here that, in Brookdale's philosophy, the mere

accumulation of knowledge is by no means the end and aim of education. It is

the useful application of knowledge throughout the student's postcollege life

that spells the educated person. To this end, programs and learning experiences

have been designed to provide each individual student with the learning tools

with which he feels most comfortable. Research has shown that many students

are not print oriented, though many others still find books their most

effective vehicle to knowledge. Thus, Brookdale offers a multipath approach

to knowledge that is adaptable to the individual student's mode of learning--

whether visual, aural, or kinesthetic.

In itself, this is not unique, of course, for most colleges by now

have availed themselves of the multimedia that have so rapidly been developed

- 4 -
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over the past decade. Our uniqueness lies in the fact that media are not pre-

sumed to be methods, but are only tools by which methods--that is, ways of

learning--are made more intelligible. Thus, it is possible to offer indi-

vidual as well as group or team experiences and traditional as well as inno-

vative instructional strategies. Moreover, the student is enabled to learn

at his own pace. He need not be restrained by the slower students in the

class, nor rushed beyond full comprehension by those who learn more rapidly.

In the large universities and in the older community colleges, students

have accepted the necessity of large enrollments--but they don't like it.

Witness the protests that the universities have "lost touch" with the students,

that they have become cold and Impersonal machines where the professors are

unseen except during their appearances before enormous aggregates of students

in the lecture ball, and administrators so remote that students don't even

know their names.

Recognizing this basic cause for student unrest, Brookdale has gone to

the "cluster college" concept, which allows students an opportunity to associ-

ate and remain with other students of like bent, selected according to person-

ality compatibilities determined by careful and systematic pretesting. This

means that students with similar interests in the pursuit of life ambitions

are grouped together, in the hope that they will be able to communicate to

each other the purposes for which each has been assigned to the cluster. It

also means that students' need and desire for a sense of community and an

opportunity to work closely with their instructors, or learning models, can

more easily be satisfied.

All programs which are included in the Brookdale curriculum are

clustered into four major categories: those which relate more or less closely

to engineering technologies, allied health programs, and the natural sciences;

- 5 -
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those which relate to business management and busioess operations; those which

relate to an area designated as the applied humanities; and those which govern

human affairs.

Each cluster provides an intermix of transfer programs, technical or

vocational-occupational programs, and special assistance or remediation

programs, which maximizes the individual's opportunity to achieve dignity and

satisfaction without being stigmatized by the program in which he is enrolled.

This structuring also minimizes the attrition rate--a serious problem in many

community colleges, where students enter with high aspirations and, because

of improper program placement or inability to perform according to expected

standards, become frustrated, discouraged, and either drop out or flunk out.

At Brookdale, during its first year of operation, the attrition rate

was less than 10 percent. This phenomenon is the direct result of thc

college's position that two-year college programs of study have but two main

goals--transferability and employability--and its consequent concern with

helping students attain one or the other. A structured eavirorment such as

the cluster provides for horizontal mobility on a voluntary basis, which

eliminates a student's feelings of frustration and displaces these with

feelings of success upon his being able to move into related programs of

greater potential for perF;onal achievement.

And, for those,students who need extra time in which to "find themselves,"

opportunity is provided to remain enrolled for continuous periods up to three

years or intermitteatly for even longer periods. The chief uniqueness of the

clusters, at Brookdale, however, lies in their organization around probable

student interests rathor than specific occupational fields, so that, as

interests change--and they do!--a student may transfer across from program to

program within the cluster. For example, a student who aspires to the dental

- 6 -
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profession upon entrance into the Seiences and Allied Health cluster, but who

later discovers that he possesses limited aptitudes for becoming a dentist,

can, without embarrassment, make the horizontal transition to training for

a career as a dental technician. His ambition to be a part of the dental

profession remains intact, and he acquires the skills which place him in a

position that is personally rewarding.

Brookdale believes that most, if not all, education is occupation

oriented, whether or not students' respective goals are at the university

level. It is also committed to developing programs which reflect the needs

and characteristics of the greater community being served. Thus, where

appropriate, college programs are placed out in the community so that maximum

utilization of community resources can be achieved. Since emphasis is placed

on performance, the college stresses "real world" experiences which only the

real world of the community can provide. The community, therefore, becomes

a learning laboratory. Only when facilities and equipment are not available

in the community, or when their use is not feasible, will the college consider

obtaining them on campus.

Similarly, campus service areas also become learning laboratories and,

whenever possible, are integrated with the appropriate academic cluster. The

college store, for example, provides learning experiences for the student in

retail sales, or for the accounting student who needs to establish a set of

books for day-to-day actual transactions. The computer center serves as a

laboratory for student keypunch operators, programers, and systems analysts.

At the campus service station, students apply learned skills in auto mechanics,

car care, and station management. Student publications, the central food

service, the power plant, receiving and warehouse--all are learning labora-

tories.

- 7 -
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This pragmatic approach to education which Brookdale embraces encourages

students to make direct applications of their learnings--and not alone in the

vocational-occupational areas. Courses are concerned more with process than

with theory, so that long after the biology student, for example, has ceased

to be a student he continues to apply the biologist's processes to problem-

solving. Students have an opportunity to participate in the governance of the

college, thereby acquiring social values; they participate in the development

and evaluation of curriculum materials, thereby becoming alert to instructional

values.

But the several clusters do not operate in isolated empires of their

own. The importance of an interdisciplinary approach to learning is strongly

emphasized at Brookdale, with interaction between faculty and students in the

various discipline areas a strength of the entire learning process. Moreover,

the larger institution serves as a resource center for all disciplines, so

that unity of purpose and of action are maintained. One of the responsibilities

of administration is to prevent the creation of .a network of kingdoms, each

sufficient unto itself--though this situation does exist on some campuses.

But there is no rood at Brookdale for this kind of petty activity, for its

goals are too broad, its aspirations too high, to tolerate any but concerted

effort toward attaining those goals.

The college's commitment to the open-door policy requires that it

accept for admission applicants who represent all facets of the social

environment as well as the spectrum of personality development. The con-

comitant special needs that arise with this policy have therefore beea taken

into careful consideration. Community colleg3s, in general, provide a milieu

not found in four-year institutions for, in addition to offering the first

two years of education leading to a baccalaureate degree, they offer besides

- 8 -
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two years of general education for students who do not seek a four-year college

degree, occupational programs, and community services programs. For Brookdale,

the implication here has been the necessity of integrating counseling and

learning.

There is a difference between counseling and academic advisement, and

in recognizing this difference and in providing both Brookdale may be con-

sidered unique. Academic advisers assist students in planning their curricula,

but only after counselors--whose chief concern is people, not courses of study

--have helped the student identify his occupational interests, aptitudes, and

probabilities. As stated in the college's philosophical platform, "There can

. be no individual fulfillment unless every individual has the greatest possible

opportunity to develop himself."

That "greatest possible opportunity" is provided not once, but as often

as required at Brookdale; for the counselors are charged with periodically

re-evaluating a student's original self-diagnosis pattern to determine ways in -

which it may have changed, and the academic advisers with re-examining the

student's program prescription in the light of the changed diagnosis. In this

way, students are continually helped to select modes of operation and develop

needed confidences in personal decision making, including an awareness of the

problems identified with their social milieu and the possible influence these

have upon their behavior. For the legitimate goal of education must be at

all times to assist each learner to become all that he is capable of becoming.

At Brookdale, we think we are doing this. Our multipath and inter-

disciplinary approaches to instruction; our provision of laboratory experiences

for all students--not, as traditionally, just for those in the areas of science,

technology, and business: our "hands on" policy, if you will; our taking the

- 9 -
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college into the community whenever and wherever there :s need; our implementation of

the belief that all education is occupation orienred; our provisions for accommodating

changes in student educational goals; our devotion to inducing salient change in student

behavior; our dedication to instil!ing in each student a sense of the dignity of work in

all of manifestations, and to inculcating a love of lifelong learning--these, we think,

are some of the unique contributions Brookdale Community College is making to the total

American education enterprise.

CONCLUSION 

In closing, I am doubly proud to be a citizen of the State of New Jersey; I am proud that

my State, which was very late to enter the Community College field, is fast becoming a

pace setter with its now 14 County Community Colleges; I'm proud that a Senator from

my State, Senator Williams, is exercising such leadership in Washington in strengthening

the American Community College.

Thank you.

-10-
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Dr. HARLACHER. I should also point out that we are doing all of
this without any significant federal support. However, we certainly
would like to have Federal support. We need to field test many of
our programs. Before I go into my concluding remarks, I want to
say, Mr. Chairman, that if there is ever an institution anywhere in
this country that warrants support of the people, that warrants
support of the Congress, it is the community college, this unique,
American institution that I described. Everything I have said about
Brookdale and the job it is doing in Monmouth County could be said
about many of the other community colleges in this country.
What other institution of higher education is so concerned about

learning outcomes?
What other institution of higher education is so concerned about

change in the community, about solving social problems, about mak-
ing the county, the total community, or the district a better place
to live?

CONCLUSION
In closing, Mr. Chairman, I am doubly proud to be a citizen of

the State of New Jersey. I am proud that my State, which was very
late to enter the community college field, is fast becoming a pace-
setter, if not in quantity certainly in quality with its new 14 county
community colleges.
I am proud of my Senator, Senator Williams, who is exercising

such distinguished leadership in Washington in strengthening the
American community college.
Mr. Chairman, when I say that I wholeheartedly endorse this bill,

this statement is an understatement. I really can't find the words to
say what I want to say here, because I think it is imperative to the
future of democracy in this country that we have this comprehensive
community college bill.
If the people shall judge, as I said before, there must be a basic

American institution concerned about the people, not concerned
about an elite which is set up to govern the people, but to make it
possible for common people to make judgments, to hold their heads
higher in society, to not be excluded and cut off, because they did
not get the right grades in high school, or because they did not ob-
tain sufficient scores on a given day in their life on the college
board.
I believe this bill will strengthen and expand "democracy's col-

lege," and in so doing will strengthen and expand democracy.
Thank you.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you. I, of course, personally appreciate

your comments about my work here.
The record does not have anything on the road that brought you

to Brookdale. A little biographical information would be helpful.
Let us know how you got here.
Dr. HARLACHER. Even on the east coast, I guess it is all right to

say that I am a native of California, and I spent most of my life in
California.
I am a product of progressive education in California, and what

that means in terms of pragmatism. I am also a product of the corn-
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munity college system—not from the standpoint of having been a,
student but from having worked for a number of years in the com-
munity college system in California. I moved from California to
Michigan in 1966, and spent '2 years at Oakland Community College
as a vice president, where I was inspired by another vice president,
Dr. Canfield, who was my colleague there. I then moved on to New
Jersey Where I had the opportunity to become the founding presi-
dent of this new community college.
Senator WILLIAMS. Very good. Thank you, Doctor.
Dr. Canfield and Dr. Gleazer, all you gentlemen, have a common

philosophy here, and I might credit something to the wrong one.
One used the expression that the community college students were

rebellion reluctant. That was Dr. Canfield.
Dr. Harlacher, you mentioned something about the student body,

and from that I conclude also that this is a scene that does not in-
spire rebellion?
Dr. HARLACHER. That is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. How would you express that?
Dr. HARLACHER. I think Dr. Canfield referred to a study, and I

would say my own experience in a number of different community
colleges would lead me to believe what you say is so, and for a num-
ber of reasons.
One, and I think very basic, the community college is learner and

learning oriented rather than teaching and teacher oriented.
We have incorporated into our programs so many of the things

that the students are protesting about throughout the country. For
example, I had an experience at the time of the Cambodian incident
which was not dissimilar to that of other college presidents.
I met 3 hours with 12 students who represented, they said, 400 or

500 of our full-time students, and they wanted to strike.
I listened to them and I said after listening, you don't have any

demands. ( They had come in with about 16 or 17.) You have been
listening to television and reading the newspapers, but you have for-
gotten that we are a nonconformist institution.
We work with learning objectives, you get credit when you meet

the objectives. If you feel a need to go to Washington or get out in
the community, we want you to do that, but we are not going to
give you credit on the basis of just somebody's ruling. We are going
to require that you meet the course objectives.
That is just one example. As a result of the discussions we had

with students, they did not strike.
The two opposing factions on the campus got together and did

something which I think was very unique in colleges. They worked
closely together, and came up with some positions regarding future
crises on the campus which very frankly I would not have had the
courage to suggest if I had been working out the material for them.
What I am trying to say here is that we are close to the students.

We are close to their needs and aspirations, and they know that and
so there is not the need to revolt and to be destructive as we see in
so many of the other institutions.

Senator WILLIAMS. I am sure that in your approach the ratio of
faculty to students does not fit any form, but with this close atten-
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tion to individual needs in education, how much of a faculty do you
have serving your body which is a population of what, now ?
Dr. HARLACHER. We will have 2,200 full-time students in the fall

the other 2,000 will be part time. We will have about 100 full-time
faculty but we are also placing emphasis on the use of paraprofes-
sionals.
In other words a surgeon does not do everything any more. He

does not carry fhe bed pans, for example. We are going to use para-
professionals, peer teachers, other teacher aids. And we also use the
principle of management by exception. You allow the bright stu-
dents to go as far as they can go on their own, so that you can con-
centrate on the poorer student, and we believe through learning
objectives and the multimedia approach that we are able to provide
truly individualized approaches for all our students.
So the normal ratios don't apply. You may find with this kind of an

approach, with a differentiated faculty, that your full-time teachers
to full-time students is higher than in many other institutions, but
you are still able to provide more individualized instructions, more
individual tutoring because of the approach that is used.

Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Twill drop in to see you again.
I picked the wrong day early in the spring. It was a Sunday.
I will say, with good reason, that was not an open-door day, but I

will be back.
Dr. HARLACHER. Thank you, Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. S. V. Martorana, Vice Chancellor for two-

year colleges, State University of New York.
You were welcomed by Senator Javits, and I also welcome you.

We are grateful for your being here today.

STATEMENT OF DR. S. V. MARTORANA, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR
TWO-YEAR COLLEGES, STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

Dr. MARTORANA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator WILLIAMS. You have been of assistance to the committee

over the months, and, in fact, the years.
Dr. MARTORANA. Thank you very much, Senator Williams. It is

my privilege and honor also to appear before the committee.
I present this information from a dual perspective. On the one

hand, my roles as vice chancellor for 2-year colleges and chairman
of the committee on legislation, National Council of State Directors
of Community-Junior Colleges on the other hand, a member of the
community college working group, a day-to-day worker at the State
level on behalf of the community and junior colleges.
This information is presented on behalf of the National Council

of State Directors and on behalf of all who see the need for a larger
role on the part of the Federal Government in helping community
colleges to accomplish their goals of educational service.
The bill for which this hearing has been convened recognizes the

importance of those goals and the need for Federal action if the
goals envisioned are to be achieved.
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I say to you, then, Senator Williams, all who have helped to bring
S. 1033 to the stage of hearings are to be commended, and you espe-
cially deserve a vote of appreciation for your leadership in authoriz-
ing and introducing the bill earlier this year.
I should like at this point, also to recognize the fact that Senator

Javits of New York State cosponsored the bill when it was intro-
duced and to recognize the fact that Senator Javits for many years
has supported community colleges and the State University of New
York, and all public higher education in many ways.

iOn behalf of the 44 public 2-year colleges n New York State, the
8,000 and more faculty members in these colleges, and the 170,000
students who are being reached by these colleges this year, I feel it
would be an important thing to voice a special note of appreciation
to Senator Javits for the long and strong support he has given our
colleges.
Our national need to achieve the goal of universal educational op-

portunity commensurate to the abilities, talents and motivation of
the American people is widely known and generally conceded. It is a
proposition that is endorsed and supported by the leadership of all
parties representing the American people at all levels of govern-
ment, local, State and Federal, and it is a proposition that is also
endorsed by leaders in business and industry.

Effort to achieve the goal of universal educational opportunity is
an American characteristic. Because of this, the task of universaliz-
ing opportunity for elementary and high school education is vir-
tually accomplished. Now the Nation's interest must move to reach-
ing the same attainment with respect to post high school educational
opportunity.
(The brief sketch of Dr. Martorana follows:)



1665

Experience 

Education

A Brief Background of Experience and Education

S. V. Martorana
848 Pearse Road
Schenectady, New York 12309

Current Position - Vice Chancellor for Two-year Colleges
State University of New York, 1965 -

Prior Positions - Assistant Commissioner for Higher Education

Planning, New York State Board of Regents, 1963-65;

Chief, State and Regional Organization of Higher

Education, U.S. Office of Education, 1957-63; Specialist

for Community and Junior Colleges, U.S. Office of

Education, 1955-57; Dean, General College, Ferris

State Institute, Big Rapids, Michigan, 1953-55;

Professor of Education and Consultant for Junior

Colleges, Washington State College, Pullman,

Washington, 1948-53; Principal, North Evans Elementary

School, North Evans, New York, 1940-42.

B.S. New York State Teachers College, Buffalo, New York, 1935.

M.A. University of Chicago, 1946.
Ph.D. University of Chicago, 1948.

Related Information 

Author 

Co-Author 

Member, President Nixon's Special Advisory Panel on "Priorities

in Higher Education," 1968; Member, Executive Committee, Board

of Trustees, College Entrance Examination Board, 1966-70;

Chairman, National Council of State Directors of Community-junior

Colleges, 1967-68; Member, American Council on Education,

National Advisory Commission on Long Range Policies and Goals,

1969-present; Member, American Council on Education Advisory

Committee on Technical-vocational Education, 1965-66.

College Boards of Trustees, 1962

Formulas for Support of Public 2-Year Colleges, 1958

Criteria for Establishing 2-Year Colleges, 1959

State Legislation Relating to Higher Education, 1957-64

State Boards Responsible for Higher Education, 1960



1666

Honors

Recipient, Distinguished Alumnus Award, State University
of New York College at buffalo, 1959

Recipient, Distinguished Service Award, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1960

Recipient, Danforth Foundation Administrative Sabbatical
Leave Grant, 1969



1667

Dr. MARTORANA. Evidence of the general acceptance of the fact
that there is a national interest in universalization of educational
opportunity and, more specifically, opportunity for education be-
yond the high school is easy to present.
As members of the subcommittee know well, for example, Public

Law 90-575 which in 1968 amended the Higher Education Act of
1965 included a section 508. This section mandated the President to
"submit to the Congress proposals relative to the feasibility of mak-
ing available a post-secondary education to all young Americans who
qualify and seek it."
In his special higher education message to the Congress on March

19, 1970, President Nixon outlined the administration's plan of ac-
tion by the Federal Government to put post-secondary education
within the reach of all who can profit from it. Among his opening
statements were, "no qualified student who wants to go to college
should be barred by lack of money," and "something is wrong with
our higher education policy when—on the threshold of a decade in
which enrollments will increase almost 50 percent, not nearly enough
attention is focused on the 2-year community colleges so important
to the careers of so many young people."
I should note also, Senator Williams, that your own statement

when you introduced S. 1033 attested also to the generally known,
widespread acceptance of the national interest in universalizing
post-high-school educational opportunity.
In any penetrating analysis of how best to attain the national in-

terest in universal post-high-school educational opportunity, the de-
cisionmakers in Washington should notice the conclusion reached at
the State level in response to this question. State after State, after
close and careful study of its educational programs and structure,
has adopted a system of comprehensive community-junior colleges as
the major means of getting more education to more people.
As a result of the States' action there is already well underway

over the Nation a development which can be described fairly as a
new level of universal education as far as its commitment to full
service is concerned. Unlike the elementary and high school levels,
however, which are attached to the idea of compulsory education,
the new "open opportunity" community-junior college level of edu-
cation is committed to be available to all who wish to improve from
it, but only on the basis of their voluntary attendance.
In one form or another, for these institutions appear by different

names in different States (community college, junior college, city
college, and the like), every State now has a 2-year, post-high-school
collegiate institution. Increasingly, these are viewed in reports of
special statewide studies, by state agencies and commissions, legisla-
tive or gubernatorial committees, and similar official agencies, as the
mechanism for bringing into being and strengthening the new level
of universal post- high school education. In the fall of 1969 there
were altogether 1,038 such colleges, 794 public and 244 private, with
the public colleges enrolling over 2 million students and those under
private auspices enrolling about 135,000 students.
The community-junior colleges in America are attracting steadily

a growing recognition for their commitment to accepting and serv-
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ing all students who have moved beyond the reach of high school
service and who do not require the advanced level of specialized or
professional education and training that would require attendance at
a college or university which offers bachelor's or higher degrees. The
community-junior colleges are founded and maintained for just that
purpose, service to post-high school, preprofessional level students;
and these institutions are expected to serve all who fall in such a,
category, regardless of any other factor such as the student's eco-
nomic status, social and cultural background, or particular choice of
career objective.
The list of States which have concluded in their official studies of

post-high school education in the past 10 to 15 years that the most
effective way toward opening opportunity beyond high school to
their citizens is the comprehensive community-junior college is im-
pressive and growing. In 1960 California set in motion a plan to
channel the large majority of its high school graduates to the com-
munity colleges. In 1964, Illinois in its Master Plan for Higher Ed-
ucation recommended that the 2-year colleges admit all students
qualified to complete any one of their programs, including general
education, transfer, technical, and terminal, and set forth a new
structure for the governance of these institutions and a new plan for
financing them to assure progress towards the stated objective to be
made.
Just this spring, Oklahoma's Board of Regents for Higher Educa-

tion adopted a report which recommended:
The functions of two-year colleges and community-junior colleges should be

revised to place primary and ultimately exclusive responsibility in those insti-
tutions for students whose objectives do not include the completion of a bacca-
laureate or higher degree. These institutions should be encouraged to develop
comprehensive programs including general education, transfer, vocational-tech-
nical, adult education, community services, and remedial programs.

Here I would like to depart from my prepared statement to bring
into the picture some data from my own State of New York. In the
fall of 1969, 55, percent of all undergraduate students attending
within the State system of public higher education, that is, State
University of New York, were enrolled in the 2-year colleges—the
community colleges and the agricultural and technical colleges.
According to the State University of New York Master Plan, the

projection is that by 1975, just 5 years from now, 60 percent of all
undergraduates in the State University system in New York State
will be in the 2-year colleges. Commensurately, the 4-year colleges
will show a decreasing proportion of the total State University en-
rollment. What this means is that in New York State, as in many
other States, the public policy decision has been made to make the
community colleges the level of post-high school education through
which the large majority of the students will pass, either on to the
baccalaureate level of study or on to occupational careers.
Because of the purposes set for community-junior colleges and be-

cause these institutions have been remarkably successful in reaching
the goals set for them, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-
tion in a report released within the past month entitled "The Open
Door College" stated that this kind of institution, "has proved its
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great worth to American society," because of its open-admissions
policies, its wide geographic distribution, its unusually low tuition,
and its offering of "more varied programs for a greater variety of
students than any other segment of higher education."
The community-junior colleges were given particular attention by

the staff of the United States Office of Education in its work related
to section 508 of Public Law 90-575 to which reference has already
been made. A background paper for the U.S. Office of Education
staff, prepared by Patricia Cross of the Center for Research in
Higher Education at the University of California, presented evi-
dence concerning the performance of community-junior colleges in
removing geographic, financial, racial, and other barriers to educa-
tional progress beyond the high school. She summarized her observa-
tions concerning the performance of these institutions by saying, "in
general, there is cause for optimism regarding the capacity and
spirit of the 2-year colleges in providing full secondary education
for all. The movement, from State planners to students, seems to
have accepted the challenge."

Still another special probe into the community-junior colleges'
effectiveness in reaching all of the people, this one made by Dorothy
Knoell under the auspices of the Ford Foundation, produced this
conclusion: ". . . The role of the community college in opening up
opportunity for higher education to black youth was very clearly a.
crucial one," and at another point in the study she said, "the com-
munity colleges are indeed attractive to black youths in the cities of
the study." The evidence is definitely that these institutions are
attractive to minority youths.
From the standpoint of the national interest in universal post-high

school educational opportunity, however, one would have to conclude
that the overall picture of State action results in only partial accom-
plishment of the desired end. Dr. Gleazer's testimony earlier this
morning gave adequate documentation of the gaps that exist; there
is much distance to be crossed before full access to post-high school
educational opportunity is approached. In the aggregate, progress
toward universal post-high school educational opportunity produced
by the efforts of the several States, while notable, falls far short of
what needs to be achieved.
There are several reasons why this pessimistic conclusion must be

reported. One is that the level of advancement of the practice of
long-range, statewide planning for development of a program and
structure for widespread expansion of education beyond the high-
school level among the States is spotty and uneven. While on the one
hand there are some States like California, Florida, Illinois, and
New York that have developed relatively sophisticated statewide
planning procedures and mechanisms for carrying these forward on
a continuing basis, there are, on the other hand, many other States
which must be classified as only starting to notice the need to view
planning for universal post-high school education on a statewide
basis.
And, in fact, there are a few that still have to start such projec-

tions. Another factor contributing to the general weakness in the
total accomplishments resulting from statewide planning for post-

51-567 0-71-pt. 3-20
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high school educational opportunity, as recorded to date, is the nar-
rowness of the approach generally used.
The typical statewide study on which such plans are based is con-

ducted by one of two auspices. One, an ad hoc agency, usually a
legislative or gubernatorial commission which examines the situation
of the time, makes the most rational projections such data support
and then ceases to operate the other is an existing State agency,
usually a State board of education or of higher education, which
brings to the task its own particular viewpoint of post-high school
education and such data as its information sources can provide.
In the latter instance, coordination with interests of other agencies

is generally left to informal, unofficial exchanges of information, or
not accomplished at all.
It is not surprising, therefore, that in response to an inquiry ad-

dressed in May of this year to offices of State directors of communi-
ty-junior colleges as to what they viewed to be the most pressing
problems confronting their work, one writes as follows:
The highest priority need is for funding for planning at the state level, for

staff and other resources to examine the unmet needs for programs, services,
facilities, campuses, articulation, and the like. There is need for staff to take
the initiative in planning ahead to meet the states' needs for community col-
leges, instead of merely to respond on a crash basis as is now the case.

Cognizance of the importance of improved long-range, state-wide
planning was taken recently also by the Federal Office of Economic
Opportunity. The Program Development Division of that agency re-
cently awarded small grants to six States to help them to improve
their statewide plans for community-junior colleges programing to
attack poverty and to assist in community economic development.
The expectation for these small grants is that some demonstration or
model practices can be developed that other States can then adopt
and apply to their own settings, hopefully with additional refine-
ment and improvements.
The shortcoming in the Office of Economic Opportunity Program

of Assistance to Statewide Planning, even in the States chosen to
serve as models, is its concentration on only a part of the institu-
tional commitment which the community colleges have undertaken.
The key need is for help to develop comprehensive statewide plans
for comprehensive community colleges. As I will note later in my
testimony, this is one of the real strengths of S. 1033, the Williams
Bill, one that certainly merits immediate attention on the part of the
Congress.
Another reason why the collective plans of the several States fall

short of significant accomplishment of the goal of universal post-
high school educational opportunity is the gap that has already de-
veloped between goals set for post-high school educational develop-
ment in the State plans and the progress reported toward achieving
these goals. Most statewide plans, for example, state as one objective
the intent to place publicly supported comprehensive post-high
school programs, typically offered by community-junior colleges,
within reasonable daily commuting distance of ninety percent or
more of the citizens of the State. Yet only a half dozen or so of the
States can validly claim at the present time to have achieved such a
goal for even 75 percent of their population.
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Similarly, most statewide plans for public community-junior col-
leges declare that these institutions should be operated at minimum
expense to the student. Yet the fact is that tuition and general
charges that these colleges require of students have generally in-
creased over the past 10 to 15 years, and while it is true that the
charges are lower than at any other type of college, these charges
presently represent an obvious barrier to students to be served.
A survey I completed last year of the fiscal practices used to sup-

port public 2-year colleges in 24 States which have most advanced
systems of public community colleges reveals that nine of the 24
States had increased tuition charges within the past 5 years for their
residents, the increases ranging from 5 to 40 percent and having a
median level of increase of 15 percent. U.S. Office of Education sta-
tistical data show that, nationwide, tuition and fees for students at-
tending public community colleges in their respective states in-
creased by 22.2 percent in the 2 years from 1964-65 to 1966-67.
An obvious reason why State actions in establishing and

strengthening their systems of community-junior colleges are falling
behind the goal set for them is the lag in fiscal support given these
institutions in comparison to the pace of increased demands for their
services. The plain fact of the matter, Senator Williams, is that
these colleges cannot continue to grow in number, in size of enroll-
ments, in scope of programs offered, and, very importantly, in the
general quality of their services to their communities, unless drastic
modifications occur in patterns of their fiscal support. The long-
standing expectation that tax funds provided by the local communi-
ties and the State serviced by the public community-junior colleges
will provide most of the money needed for operating purposes and
all of that needed for capital cost, with the students' payment for
tuition and general charges meeting a small part, not more than a
third, of the operating expenses, is no longer realistic. Increasingly,
community-junior colleges have had to press harder and harder for
more fiscal support from State-level tax sources. It is interesting to
note that in the decade 1955-1956 to 1965-1966, you see a crossing
in the two lines which represent the support coming from local-level
tax funds and from state tax funds. In 1955-56, State tax funds
provided 34 percent, nationwide, of the money needed for operating
purposes in the community colleges, while local tax funds provided
42 percent. Ten years later the positions had reversed. Local govern-
ment sources had dropped to approximately 36 percent, while State
governmental support had increased to 38 percent. As will be
stressed again later, there were no notable funds from the Federal
Government for assistance to community-junior colleges in 1955-56,
but a decade later a very small proportion was recordable.
The shift from local to State sources as the primary source for

fiscal support results directly from two things. First, the cost of op-
erating community-junior colleges has risen steadily in the recent
past. U.S. Office of Education figures show that the average expend-
iture per student in public 2-year colleges in 1963-64 was $427 and
in 1965-66 was $535. This is an increase of 25 percent in 2 years
and is especially noteworthy in view of the fact that the statistic is
on a per-student basis and nationwide data. This clearly is a sizable
rate of growth in costs to expect localities, the States, and the stu-
dents themselves to bear. Nor should it be concluded that the years
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1963-64 and 1965-66, the latest reported by the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation for the kind of data cited, were atypical. In the survey of the
24 States with the most advanced public community-college systems,
which I completed last year, for the fiscal year 1967-68 the cost per
student among the 24 States surveyed was $826 per student, so you
can see the dramatic rise in cost per student for operating purposes
that is taking place over the Nation. Even allowing for the possible
differences in the States included in the survey and those included in
the U.S. Office of Education report for 1965-66 the evidence is still
impressive on the point that costs per student are moving forward
at a pace that few if any States and localities can keep up with if
left to their own resources alone.
And even though a shift toward more State-level help in financing

community-junior colleges can be reported, the shift is occurring very
slowly, so slowly that the lag between resources and demands for
programs and services becomes wider and wider. Here an illustra-
tion from my own home State, New York, can be presented. The
community colleges started in 1948 and the law set up a formula
that said the State would be expected to bear one-third of the ap-
proved operating budgets. The locality was expected to pay one-
third and the charges to the students were expected to carry the re-
maining one-third. For all of the reasons already presented, it became
quite evident some 6 years ago that the State needed to assume a
greater fraction of the community-college operating cost because the
student could not meet the expense expectation in the basic law and
the local communities could not compensate for the student's inabil-
ity to keep pace with rising costs. For 6 years, efforts were extended
to get a greater fraction of support from the State level. Not until
the 1970 legislative year, however, was the support increased and
then only from 331/3 percent to 40 percent. While the increase is of
course helpful, it fails to ease fully the growing pressures on the lo-
calities and the students, if, in fact, comprehensive community-col-
lege offerings for all are to be provided widely and of high quality.

All this leads to one conclusion—the Federal Government must be-
come a significant partner in providing fiscal support for
comprehensive community-junior colleges. This does not mean at all
that the Federal Government should slacken or withdraw in its pro-
grams to support other types of higher education or the elementary
and secondary schools. But it does mean that the Federal Govern-
ment should recognize the community-junior colleges to a degree
equal to their proven capability to serve the National interest and to
their high potential to progress even further toward their commit-
ment to be "open door" colleges for all who can profit from their
services. There is an old farm and country saying that advises "feed
the horse that runs." The community colleges have proved they will
run toward the educational goals that have been set for them. They
need more help to make even greater progress toward their goal.
Senator WILLIAMS. What kind of farm was that?
Dr. MARTORANA. That was a Kentucky race horse farm.
Senator WILLIAMS. That was not an Adirondack farm. There you

feed the horses that work.
You have made your point. It seems to me that the message that

is coming out here this morning should be welcome indeed to the
White House and in the administration. This just meets all the
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standards for programing enunciated by the President, right down
to where the people are speaking and putting their resources.
This is the grassroots expression of need and importance that the

President talked to, and last week he went to the Governors Confer-
ence in Louisville.
This week, it is in Dakota, and you are trying to deal with these

as they are felt in the communities.
All the witnesses here have enunciated this this morning.
Dr. MARTORANA. What you have observed has clearly been the

tenor of the testimony throughout the morning, and certainly it is
available for all who have ears to hear it.
Senator WILLIAMS. Have you made these statements at the execu-

tive level?
Dr. MARTORANA. We have. Whenever we have had opportunities to

present the case and the record of the performance—the commitment
of the community colleges—this same kind of data and position has
been reported, to my knowledge. This is what the communi: v-college
leadership believes, what the community colleges' performance dem-
onstrates. The record speaks for itself.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, now, you can't say that. It should, but it

has not spoken loudly enough to be heard to the point of being
effectively heard.
Dr. MARTORANA. Then I think we should be called upon recur-

rently to present the case repeatedly, and we would welcome that
opportunity I am sure.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, it is a strong record, the strongest in

support and program that I have been party to. I should not have
interrupted, but you stopped me with that expression.
Dr. MARTORANA. It is a point well taken, and I think that now is

the time that we need to be making these reports clearly, very
clearly, and as often as we need to make them.
I was going to say that we ought to look at the current level of

Federal support. In 1955-56, there was not any Federal support
that was noticeable, that could be reported in nationwide studies of
the fiscal operations in community colleges. It was not until the Vo-
cational Education Act of 1963 that we began to get Federal operat-
ing money for the community colleges, and in the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963 we begin to get Federal money for capital
purposes. In 1965-1966, the public 2-year colleges received about 4
percent of their operatitg money from Federal funds, and the pri-
vate 2-year colleges less than 4 percent.
You heard testimony this morning from Dr. Canfield that showed

the situation with respect to the State of Washington, and Washing-
ton is above the national average, getting a little better than 10 per-
cent from the Federal Government. Nationwide, it is on the order of
4 percent, or less, for public 2-year colleges and in the case of New
York State I can report that under 2 percent of the operating budg-
ets of the public 2-year colleges are financed from money coming
from the Federal Government.
With respect to help in meeting the cost of construction the pic-

ture of Federal participation is slightly better. Again this participa-
tion was practically nil before the Higher EthiPation Facilities Act
of 1963, but because this act, at least in its earlier years, was well-
funded by the Congress and also, very importantly, because the act
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provided a special title setting aside a definite proportion of the
funds for supporting capital construction in public community col-
leges and technical institutes, my 1967-1968 survey of States with
advanced systems of community-junior colleges reported a median of
9 percent of the costs of capital development being met from Fed-
eral funds. That report would probably not be repeated for last year
or this year, however, because of the drastic reductions in the funds
of the Higher Education Act which have taken place in those years.
I want to quote a letter from an educator in Florida, who wrote

this:
Our projected capital outlay needs through the 1975-76 fiscal year total

$190,000,000. We have an immediate need for over $68,000,000 with the need
tapering off to about $25,000,000 a year for the next five years. Of this total
amount, only about $40,000,000 is in sight from currently earmarked state
sources for funds, leaving approximately $150,000,000 deficit in total capital
needs for Florida junior colleges for a six-year period.

Again if I might refer to my own State, New York State, I would
have to report that between now and 1975, if we were to provide
capital assets, capital space, at a level considered to be the acceptable
New York norm for the State, statewide, we would have to have
$880 million worth of additional capital construction for community
colleges.
All we have built since the program started totals up to a little

over $500 million from 1948 to now, and between now and 1975, if
we are to keep up with our norm, we would have to build more than
we have built in the 20-year period up to now, $880 million worth of
construction, and the plain fact of the matter is that local and State
resources to meet that kind of objective just are not in the picture.

Clearly, the States and localities need the Federal Government as
a full partner in their efforts to establish, strengthen, and expand
their systems of community-junior colleges. When the collective ef-
forts and capabilities of the States fail to attain a goal believed to
serve the national interest, the Federal Government has the obliga-
tion to add its resources to the action. Widespread development of
community-junior college educational opportunity is clearly in the
national interest. Federal action is needed now. That is why we are
recommending and are hoping that S. 1033 will be translated into
public law at this session of the Congress. If it cannot be enacted in
its entirety, with some possible refinements which I shall point to
next, at least the section dealing with support for statewide plan-
ning of community-junior college systems should be approved, with
full recognition that this is to set the stage for a deeper Federal as-
sistance along the lines of the other sections of S. 1033 in the next
Congressional session.
With respect to refinements to the proposed legislation, some gen-

eral principles can be advanced as well as some specific suggestions.
The Executive Committee of the National Council of State Directors
of Community-Junior Colleges, earlier this year, formulated a set of
general principles believed to be important in the development of
Federal statutes affecting community-junior colleges. They are in-
cluded as an attachment to this testimony.

Senator, it would be appreicated if these would be placed as part
of the record along with the testimony.
Senator WILLIAMS. They will be.
(The information referred to follows:)
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES

(Adapted from Minutes - March 19, 20, 1970 Detroit, Michigan)

The Committee recommended that Leadership actively engaged in formu-

lation of Federal legislation relating to community colleges should endorse

the follow'ng principles and that any bill should be evaluated on the basis of

its adherence to these principles:

1. An agreement that a state plan be developed. That all

agencies having an interest in these programs help

develop the plan by serving on a committee charged with

the responsibility for developing a comprehensive plan.

2. A requirement that the chairman of such a committee be

the chief executive officer of that state agency which

administers and operates the public community colleges

of the state. Further that where such a position is not

established the Governor will appoint the chairman.

3. A requirement that provides Federal support for the

operation for any post-high school non-baccalaureate

degree granting institution public and/or non-profit.

4 A requirement that the U.S. Commissioner of Education

shall provide money in accordance with that plan in

accord with statutes and related Federal regulations.

5 A requirement that financial aid should be provided,

among other purposes, to an institution by a grant per

full-time equivalent student for maintenance and operating

expenses.
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6. A requirement that in addition to the base aid, special

increments should be provided for students classified

as disadvantaged, handicapped, and in need of develop-

mental studies. In order to qualify for the base grant,

a measurement of output and adequate evaluation should

be part of tne plan.

I. A requirement tnat provides for an agency with tne

office of education at least at the Federal Bureau level.

8. A requirement that additional funds be provided to four-

year colleges and universities for programs to provide

education and training of faculty and staff, for

Community Colleges, the funds to be administered by the

Bureau already indicated.

9. A requirement that recognizes the community college's

critically unique needs for capital funds for land

acquisition, buildings, and equipment.
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Dr. MARTORANA. While no single legislative proposal currently be-
fore the Congress meets all of the principles set forth by the Execu-
tive Committee of the Council, clearly S. 1033 meets more of them
than does any other. This fact speaks again most positively about
the insightful leadership exercised by you, its author, and its sup-
porters in its introduction in the Congress.
Some specific refinements of the provisions of S. 1033 which we

believe merit attention are along the following lines:
First, the language of the bill should be sharpened to identify as

the State agency which would be created or designated to administer
the program of Federal financial assistance that agency which ac-
tually by law in the State has the primary responsibility for admin-
istering the public community-junior college program in the State at
State level. This should be done with respect both to the funds pro-
vided for planning and those for aiding to meet operating and
capital expenses. As the bill is now worded, as Mr. Gleazer reported
earlier this morning, it is quite possible that responsibility for
State-level administration of the provisions of S. 1033 would be as-
signed to an agency whose official duties and related operating
perspectives are not concerned with the immediate post-high-school
level of education, that is, the community-junior college level of edu-
cation as a primary assignment.
This is not to say that the more sharply defined State agencies

should be allowed to develop and submit a plan which neglects to
take into consideration the views and possible operating contribu-
tions of all other State agencies and interests in this level of educa-
tion. Quite the contrary, the bill should stipulate that such involve-
ment should take place in formation of the plan and that such
participation in the Federal programs must be allowed. Specifically,
the State agency should be required to bring to the planning process
all other interested agencies; the plan developed must state clearly
the character of the interest of each such agency, and the programs
of instruction and services of the community-junior college type pro-
vided by such agencies must be recognized and supported in the
plan.

Finally, and very importantly, we advise that the plan be required
to show a procedure, mechanism, or formula which takes into account
all of the foregoing and provides accordingly for direct payment
from the Federal Government to the operating colleges or groups of
colleges in the State along the lines now provided in the last clause
of section 203(c) (page 8), of S. 1033.
Another refinement that could well be included in the proposal

now under consideration would stipulate that State plans and Fed-
eral funding of comprehensive community-college programs should
take into account both full-time and part-time students. This again
has been mentioned earlier. Unless this is done, the opportunity to
provide an important guideline to the States for the development of
thier State plan and formula for redistributing available Federal
funds would be lost. Services to students attending on a part-time
basis is a salient part of a comprehensive community college's pro-
gram and strength in helping all persons to get the further educa-
tion and training they need. There are as many or more persons en-
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rolled as students in the community colleges on a part-time basis as
there are who attend full time.
By all means, the emphasis in the bill on the requirement that the

community-junior colleges move rapidly to the widest possible de-
gree of comprehensiveness, consistent with sound educational prac-
tice and reasonable levels of economic efficiency in operating pro-
grams of instruction, should be retained. There are social and
psychological, as well as educational and economic, reasons which
support the proposition that an "open door" college should offer a
broad array of specializations, including vocational, technical,. and
semiprofessional, as well as liberal arts and the preprofessional
courses of study.
To institutionalize the differences among persons, youth and

adults, on the basis of the different career choices they are pursuing
is contrary both to good educational practice and to the American
concepts of equality and democratic treatment of individuals—which
you so strongly stress, and which, I think, exhibit definite forward
thinking in that part of your bill.
So, also, should the other major provisions of S. 1033 be preserved

as the bill moves along toward becoming law. The really significant
level of funding of the comprehensive community colleges provided
for in the bill recognizes the need for the Federal Government to as-
sume its full partnership in this growing and important level of
American education.
The proposal of a special unit in the Department of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare to administer its provisions at the Federal level
gives further cognizance of the distinctiveness of this level of educa-
tion in a way concomitant to that already given by the Federal Gov-
ernment to elementary and secondary education and to other levels
of higher education.
By way of conclusion, let me reemphasize the basic theme pre-

sented throughout this testimony. It is that the community-junior
colleges over the Nation have accepted their educational accountabil-
ity to their constituencies. I could elaborate on that. I have to some
extent. The other testimony has. Accountability, in the sense of re-
sponsiveness to community needs, community interests, is one of the
reasons why we can say that in New York State, as in other places,
there has been less student unrest, less disruptive student activities,
in the community colleges than in any other type of higher educa-
tion institution. Their record of performance in democratizing post-
high-school education to literally thousands of students of all kinds
of background is already impressive. Their goal of providing educa-
tion beyond high school for all who can profit by it is also a goal in
the national interest. These colleges, however, need additional fiscal
resources and a greater recognition at the Federal level to help them
to advance in their educational mission. The help is needed immedi-
ately. S. 1033, the Williams bill, is needed on the books of Federal
public law now. To help get this done, we stand ready to answer any
questions or to elaborate on any of the points made in this testi-
mony. The community-junior colleges of the Nation are looking to
the Congress to provide a new dynamic to their established momen-
tum of growth in public service. We ask you to respond affirmatively
and to do this now.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Doctor.
I know I can speak for myself when I say that we do have over

one-third of the Senate sponsoring this legislation, so we are ready
to respond. We certainly need all the ideas that came to us this
morning, and there are more to come.
You have suggested that you will be available to answer any ques-

tions or to elaborate on any of the points made in your testimony,
and that will probably be necessary for us to call on you, and it is
my hope here that we can get a good chunk of staff time right in
harness to digest all of the suggestions made here this morning, to
tighten and improve the bill, and that we can move on.
The objective is of course, to pass the legislation this year. I am

not speculating at all on that, but we can certainly work toward that
objective.
Dr. MARTORANA. Our effort to help you move this along is a top

priority item of business.
Senator WILLIAMS. You made it clear that it should be high

priority right here, and it will be.
Thank you very much.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Martorana follows:)
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Testimony by Dr. S. V. Martorana, Vice Chairman,
National Council of State Directors of Community

And Junior Colleges, and Vice Chancellor for
Two-year Colleges, State University of New York

To The

Subcommittee on Education

United States Senate

July 21, 1970

Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the Senate Subcommittee, ladies

and gentlemen.

It is a privilege and honor to have this opportunity to

appear before this committee to present information for the use of the

committee on behalf of the National Council of State Directors of Junior

Colleges and on behalf of all who see the need of a larger role for the

Federal government to play in helping the community-junior colleges of

the Nation to accomplish their goals of educational service. The Bill

for which this hearing has been convened recognizes both the importance

of these goals to the Nation and the need for Federal action if the goals

envisioned are to be achieved. All who have helped to bring S. 1033

(The Comprehensive Community College Act of 1969) to the stage of public

hearings, therefore, should be commended and certainly you, Senator Williams,

should get a special vote of appreciation for your leadership in

authoring and introducing this Bill last year.

Our national need to achieve the goal of universal educational

opportunity commensurate to the abilities, talents, and motivation of the

American people and to the requirements of a constantly expanding and improving

society is widely known and generally conceded. It is a proposition that
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is endorsed and supported by the leadership of all parties representing

the American people at all levels of government - local, State, and

Federal. Leaders in business and industry also generally see the goal

only as good and necessary for the well-being and advancement of the

Nation.

Effort to achieve the goal of universal educational opportunity

is an American characteristic. Because of this, the task of universalizing

opportunity for elementary and high-school education is virtually

accomplished. Now the Nation's interest must move to reaching the same

attainment with respect to post-high-school educational opportunity.

Evidence of the general acceptance of the fact that there is a

national interest in universalization of educational opportunity and, more

specifically, opportunity for education beyond the high school is easy

to present. As members of the subcommittee know well, for example,

Public Law 90-575 which is 1968 amended the Higher Education Act of 1965

included a Section 508. This section mandated the President to, "submit

to the Congress proposals relative to the feasibility of making available

a post-secondary education to all young Americans who qualify and seek it."

In his special message on higher education to the Congress on March 19, 1970,

President N ,xon outlined the Administration's plan of action by the

Federal government to put post-secondary education within the reach of

all who can profit from it. Among his opening statements were, "No

qualified student who wants to go to college should be barred by lack of

money." and, "Something is wrong with our higher education policy when --

on the threshold of a decade in which enrollments will increase almost
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507. -- not nearly enough attention is focused on the two-year community

colleges so important to the careers of so many young people."

In any penetrating analysis of how best to attain the national

interest in universal post-high-school educational opportunity, the

decision makers in Washington should notice the conclusion reached

at the State level in response to this question. State after State,

after close and careful study of its educational programs and structure,

has adopted a system of comprehensive community-junior colleges as the

major means to getting more education to more people. As a result of

the States' action, there is already well underway over the Nation a

development which can be described fairly as a new level of universal

education as far as its commitment to full service is concerned.

Unlike the elementary and high-school levels, however, which are

attached to the idea of compulsory education, the new "open opportunity"

community-junior college level of education is committed to be available

to all who wish to improve from it but only on the basis of their

voluntary attendance.

In one form or another, for these institutions appear by

different names in different States (community college, junior college,

city college, and the like) every State now has a two-yea; post-high-school

collegiate institution. Increasingly, these are viewed in reports of

special statewide studies of State commissions, legislative or gubernatorial

committees, and similar official agencies as the mechanism for bringing

into being and strengthening the new level of universal post-high-school

education. In the Fall of 1969, there were altogether 1,038 such colleges,
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794 public and 274 private, with the public colleges enrolling over

2,000,000 students and those under private auspices enrolling about

135,000 students.

The community-junior colleges in America are attracting steadily

a growing recognition for their commitment to accepting and serving all

students who have moved beyond the reach of high-school service and who

do not require the advance level of specialized or professional education

and training that would require attendance at a college or university

which offers bachelor's or higher degrees. The community-junior

colleges are founded and maintained for just that purpose, service to

post-high-school, pre-professional level students; and these institutions

are expected to serve all who fall in such a category, regardless of

any other factor such as the student's economic status, social and

cultural background, and particular choice of career objective.

The list of States which have concluded in their official

studies of post-high-school education in the past 10 to 15 years that

the most effective way toward opening opportunity beyond high school

to its citizens is the comprehensive community-junior college is

impressive and growing. In 1960, California set in motion a plan to

channel the large majority of its high-school graduates to the community

colleges. In 1964, Illinois in its Master Plan for Higher Education

recommended that the two-year colleges admit all students qualified to

complete any one of their programs, including general education, transfer,

technical, and terminal, and set forth a new structure for the

governance of these institutions and a new plan for financing them to

assure progress towards the stated objective to be made. Just this spring,
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Oklahoma's Board of Regents for Higher Education adopted a report

which recommended:

"The functions of two-year colleges and community-
junior colleges should be revised to place primary
and ultimately exclusive responsibility in those
institutions for students whose objectives do not
include the completion of a baccalaureate or higher
degree. These institutions should be encouraged to
develop comprehensive programs including general
education, transfer, vocational-technical, adult
education, community services, and remedial programs."

Because of the purposes set for community-junior colleges,

and because these institutions have been remarkably successful in

reaching the goals set for them, the Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education in a report released within the past month entitled, "The

Open Door College," stated that this kind of institution, "has proved

its great worth to American society," because of its open admissions

policies, its wide geographic distribution, its unusually low

tuition, and its offering of, "more varied programs for a greater

variety of students than any other segment of higher education."

The community-junior colleges were given particular attention

by the staff of the United States Office of Education in its work

related to Section 508 of Public Law 90-575 to which reference

has already been made. A background paper for the U.S. Office of

Education staff, prepared by Patricia Cross of the Center for

Research in Higher Education at the University of California, pre-

sented evidence concerning the performance of community-junior

colleges in removing geographic, financial, racial, and other barriers

to educational progress beyond the high school. She summarized her

observations concerning the performance of these institutions by saying,
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"In general, there is cause for optimism regarding the capacity and

spirit of tne two-year colleges in providing full secondary education

for all. The movement, from State planners to students, seems to

have accepted the challenge."

Still another special probe into the community-junior

colleges effectiveness in reaching all of the people, this one made

by Dorothy Knoell under the auspices of the Ford Foundation,

produced this conclusion: "... The role of the community college in

opening up opportunity for higher education to Black youth was very

clearly a crucial one," and at another point in the study she said,

"The community colleges are indeed attractive to Black youths in the

cities of the study."

From the standpoint of the national interest in universal

post-high-school educational opportunity, however, one would have

to conclude that the overall picture of State action results in only

partial accomplishment of the desired end. In the aggregate, progress

toward universal post-high-school educational opportunity produced

by the efforts of the several States, while notable, falls far short

of what needs to be achieved.

There are several reasons why this pessimistic conclusion

must be reported. One is that the level of advancement of the

practice of long-range, statewide planning for development of a

program and structure for widespread expansion of education beyond

the high-school level among the States is spotty and uneven. While

on the one hand there are some States like California, Florida,

Illinois, and New York that have developed relatively sophisticated

statewide planning procedures and mechanisms for carrying these forward

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 21
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on a continuing basis, there are, on the other hand, many other States

which must be classified as only starting to notice the need to view

planning for universal post-high-school education on a statewide basis.

And, in fact, there are a few that still have to start such projections.

Another factor contributing to the general weakness in the

total accomplishments resulting from statewide planning for post-high-

school educational opportunity as recorded to date, is the narrowness

of the approach generally used. The typical statewide study on which such

plans are based is conducted by one of two auspices. One, an ad hoc

agency, usually a legislative or gubernatorial commission, which

examines the situation of the time, makes the most rational projections

such data support and then ceases to operate; the other is an existing

State agency, usually a State board of education or of higher education,

which brings to the task its own particular viewpoint of post-high-

school education and such data as its information sources can provide.

In the latter instance, coordination with interests of other agencies

is generally left to informal, unofficial exchanges of information,

or not accomplished at all.

It is not surprising, therefore, that in response to an

inquiry addressed in May of this year to offices of State Directors of

Community-Junior Colleges as to what they viewed to be the most pressing

problems confronting their work, one write as follows:

"The highest priority need is for funding for
planning at the state level, for staff and
other resources to examine the unmet needs for
programs, services, facilities, campuses,
articulation, and the like. There is need for
staff to take the initiative in planning ahead
to meet the states' needs for community colleges,
instead of merely to respond on a crash basis
as is now the case."
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Cognizance of the importance of improved long-range,

statewide planning was taken recently also by the Federal Office of

Economic Opportunity. The Program Development Division of that agency

recently awarded small grants to six States to help them to improve

their statewide plans for community-junior colleges programming to

contravert poverty and to assist in community economic development. The

expectations of these small grants is that some demonstration or model

practices can be developed that other States can then adopt and apply

to their own settings, hopefully with additional refinement and improvements.

The shortcoming in the Office of Economic Opportunity Program of Assistance

to Statewide Planning even in the States chosen to serve as models,

of course, is its concentration on only a part of the institutional

commitment which the community colleges have undertaken. The key need

is for help to develop comprehensive statewide plans for comprehensive

community colleges.

Another reason why the collective plans of the several States

fall short of significant accomplishment of the goal of universal post-

high-school educational opportunity is the gap that has already developed

between goals set for post-high-school educational development in the

State plans and the progress reported toward achieving these goals. Most

statewide plans, for example, state as one objective the intent to place

publicly supported comprehensive post-high-school programs of the type

typically offered by community-junior colleges within reasonable daily

commuting distance of ninety percent or more of the citizens of the State.

Yet only a helf dozen or so of the States can validly claim at the present

time to having achieved such a goal for even seventy-five percent of

their population. Similarly, most statewide plans for public community-
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junior colleges declare that these institutions should be operated

at minimum expense to the student. Yet the fact is that tuition and

general charges that these colleges require of students have generally

increased over the past ten to fifteen years, and while lower than

any other type of college, represent an obvious barrier to students to be

served. A survey I completed last year of the fiscal practices used

to support public two-year colleges in twenty-four States which have

most advanced systems of public community colleges reveals that nine

of the twenty-four States had increased tuition charges within the

past five years for resident students, the increases ranging from 5 to

40 percent and having a median level of increase of 15 percent.

U S Office of Education data show that nationwide tuition and fees

for resident students attending public community colleges increased by

22.2 percent in the two years 1964-65 to 1965-67.

An obvious reason why State actions in establishing and

strengthening their systems of community-junior colleges are falling

behind the goal set for them is the lag in fiscal support given these

institutions in comparison to the pace of increased demands for their services.

The plain fact of the matter is that these colleges cannot continue to

grow in number, in size of enrollments, in scope of programs offered,

and, very importantly, in the general quality of their services to their

communities, unless drastic modifications occur in patterns of their

fiscal support. The long standing expectation that tax funds provided

by the local communities and the State serviced by the public community-
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junior colleges will provide most of the money needed for operating

purposes and all of that needed for capital cost, with the students

payment of tuition and general charges meeting a small part, not more

than a third, of the operating expenses, is no longer realistic.

Increasingly, community-junior colleges have had to press harder and

harder for more fiscal support from the State-level tax sources.

The shift is evident from the facts reported in several U. S. Office

of Education studies indicating that in 1955-56 State tax fund provided

34% of the money needed for operating purposes while local tax resources

covered over 42%, but in 1965-66, the local governmental sources had

dropped to approximately 36% while State governmental support had

increased to 38%. As will be stressed again later, there were no

notable funds from the Federal government for assistance to community-

junior colleges in 1955-56, but a decade later a very small proportion

was recordable.

The shift from local to State sources as the primary source

for fiscal support results directly from MO things. First, the cost

of operating community-junior colleges has risen steadily in the

recent past. U. S. Office of Education figures show that the average

expenditure per student in public two-year colleges in 1963-64 was

$427 and in 1965-66 was $535. This is an increase' of 25% in one

year and is especially noteworthy in view of the fact that the

statistic is on a per student basis and based on nationwide data.

This clearly is a sizeable rate of growth in costs to expect localities,

State, and the students themselves to bear. Nor should it be concluded

that the years 1963-64 and 1965-66, the latest reported by the U. S.

Office of Education on the type of data cited, were atypical. The survey

of twenty-four states with most advanced public community-junior college
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systems which has already been mentioned showed that for the fiscal

year 1967-68, the median operating cost per full-time student was

$826. Even allowing for the possible differences in the States included

in the survey and those included in the U. S. Office of Education

report for 1965-66, the evidence is still impressive on the point

that costs per student are moving forward at a pace that few, if any

states and localities, can keep up with if left to their own resources

alone.

And even though a shift toward more state-level help in financing

community-junior colleges can be reported, the shift is occuring very

slowly, so slowly that the lag between resources and demands for programs

and services become3wider and wider. Here an illustration from my

own home, State of New York, can be presented. Since the founding

of the community colleges in New York State, over twenty years ago,

the State by law has been required to provide one-third of the operating

budget of the public community colleges. The local community is expected

to provide one-third of the operating expenses and the student the other

one-third. For all the reasons already presented, it became quite evident

some six years ago that the State needed to assume a greater fraction of

the community college operating cost because the student could not meet

the expense expectation in the basic law and the local communities could

not compensate for the student's inability to keep pace with rising costs.

For six years, efforts were extended to get a greater fraction of support

from the State level. Not until the 1970 Legislative year, however, was the

support increased and then only from 33 1/3% to 40%. While the increase

is of course helpful, it fails to ease fully the growing pressures on the

localities and the students if, in fact, comprehensive community college
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offerings for all are to be provided widely and of high quality.

All this leads to one conclusion -- the Federal government must

become a significant partner in providing fiscal support for comprehensive

community-junior colleges. This does not mean at all that the Federal

government should slacken in its programs to support other types of

higher education or the elementary and secondary schools. But it does

mean that the Federal government should recognize the community-junior

colleges to a degree equal to their proven capability to serve the

National interest and to their high potential to progress even further

toward their commitment to be "open door" colleges to all who can profit

from their services. There is an old farm and country saying that

advises"feed the horse that runs." Community-junior colleges have a

clear objective of service in universalizing post-high school educational

opportunity for all. They have demonstrated they will move toward

performing this service if given the resources to do so. They need

more help to make(ven greater progress toward their goal.

A look at the current level of Federal support for community-

junior colleges suggests that it is very low in relationship to the services

in the National interest that these colleges can perform. Until the

start of the 1960's, the community-junior colleges received virtually

no funds whatsoever from Federal sources. However, with the enactment

of the Federal Vocational Education Act of 1963 some money for operating

purposes was provided to these colleges in some of the states, and

with the enactment of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,

some funds for capital construction purposes became available. However,

according to U. S. Office of Education figures for 1965-66, two-year

colleges received very little Federal aid for operating expenses, about

4% in the case of the public community-junior colleges and less than that
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for private two-year colleges. The survey made of the States covering the

fiscal year 1967-68, already mentioned, indicated about the same level of

Federal support for operating programs that year, 5% of the monies needed

to meet operating expenses. These figures are the proportion of all basic

institutional educational and general expenses met by funds provided by

Federal programs coming to the colleges directly or through State agencies.

They do not include, of course, the Federal funds provided to students

as financial aid to help them attend college.

With respect to help in meeting the cost of construction, the

picture of Federal participation is slightly better. Again, this

participation was practically nil before the Higher Education Facilities

Act of 1963. But, because this Act, at least in its earlier years, was

well funded by the Congress, and also, very importantly, because the Act

provided a specific title setting aside a definite proportion of the funds

appropriated for purposes of supporting the capital construction in public

community colleges and technical institutes, the 1967-68 survey of States

with advance systems of community-junior colleges reported a median of 9%

of the costs of capital development being met from Federal funds.

As you know, however, this level of support would not likely be

reported again if a survey of fiscal operations of last year or the current

year were to be made because funds for the Higher Education Facilities Act

have been drastically reduced; this despite the fact that among the

States surveyed last year, a median annual increase in cost per square

foot of capital construction of 5% a year was reported. Here is a

paragraph from a letter received from the State Director of Community

Colleges in Florida that illustrates the desperate conditions that

prevail in a State that is a leader in providing community-junior college
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education opportunities for all of its people:

"Our projected capital outlay needs through the
1975-76 fiscal year total $190,000,000. We have

an immediate need for over $68,000,000 with the
need tapering off to about $25,000,000 a year for
the next five years. Of this total amount, only
about $40,000,000 is in sight from currently ear-
marked State sources for funds, leaving approximately
$150,000,000 deficit in total capital needs for
Florida junior colleges for a six-year period."

Clearly, the States and localities need the Federal government as

a full partner in their efforts to establish, strengthen, and expand

their systems of community-junior colleges. When the collective efforts

and capabilities of the States fail to attain a goal believed to serve

the national interest, the Federal government has the obligation to add

its resources to the action. Widespread development of community-junior

college educational opportunity is clearly in the national interest.

Federal action is needed now.

S. 1033 should be translated into public law this session of the

Federal Congress. If it cannot be enacted in its entirety, with some

possible refinements which I shall point to next, at least the section

dealing with support for Statewide planning of community-junior college

systems should be approved, with full recognition that this is to set the

stage for a deeper Federal assistance along the lines of the other sections

of S. 1033 in the next Congressional session.

With respect to refinements to the proposed legislation, some

general principles can be advanced as well as some specific suggestions.

The Executive Committee of the National Council of State Directors of

Community-junior Colleges earlier this year formulated a set of general

principles believed to be important in the development of Federal statutes

affecting community-junior colleges. They are included as an attachment to

this testimony.



1694

While no single legislative proposal currently before the Congress

meets all of the principles set forth by the Executive Committee of the

Council, clearly S. 1033 meets more of them than does any other. This fact

speaks again most positively about the insightful leadership exercised

by its author and its supporters in its introduction in the Congress.

Some specific refinements of the provisions of S. 1033 which we

believe merit attention are along the following lines:

First, the language of the Bill should be sharpened to identify

as the State agency, created or designated to administer the program of

Federal financial assistance, that agency which actually by law in the

State has the primary responsibility for administering the public

community-junior college program in the State at State level. This

should be done with respect to both the funds provided for planning and

those for aiding to meet operating and capital expenses. As the Bill is

now worded, it is quite possible that responsibility for State-level

administration of the provisions of S. 1033 would be assigned to an

agency whose official duties and related operating perspectives are not

concerned with the immediate post-high school level of education, that

is, the community-junior college level of education, as a primary assignment.

This is not to say that the more sharply defined State agencies

should be allowed to develop and submit a plan which neglects to take

into consideration the views and possible operating contributions of

all other State agencies and interests in this level of education.

Quite the contrary, the Bill should stipulate that such involvement

should take place in formation of the plan and that such participation

in the Federal programs must be allowed. Specifically, the State

agency should be required to bring to the planning process all other

interested agencies, that the plan developed must state clearly the
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character of the interest of each such agency, and that programs of

instruction and services of the community-junior college type provided

by such agencies must be recognized and supported in the plan.

Finally, and very importantly, we advise the plan be required to

show a procedure, mechanism, or formula which takes into account all of the

foregoing and provides accordingly for direct payment from the Federal

to the operating colleges or groups of colleges in the State along the

lines now provided in the last clause of Section 203, c, (page A) of

S. 1033.

Another refinement that could well be included in the proposal

now under consideration would stipulate that State plans and Federal

funding of comprehensive community college programs should take into

account both full-time and part-time students. Unless this is done, the

opportunity to provide an important guideline to the States for the

development of their State plan and formula for redistributing

available Federal funds would be lost. Services to students attending

on a part-time basis is a salient part of a comprehensive community

college's program and strength in helping all persons to get the

further education and training they need. This is evidenced by the fact

that in New York, California, and several other States there are as

many or more persons enrolled as students in the community colleges on

a part-time basis as there are who attend full time.

By all means, the emphasis in the Bill on the requirement that

the community-junior colleges move rapidly to the widest possible degree

of comprehensiveness, consistent with sound educational practice and

reasonable levels of economic efficiency in operating programs of

instruction, should be retained. There are social and psychological
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as well as educational and economic reasons which support the proposition

that an "open door" college should offer a broad array of specializations,

including vocational, technical, and semi-professional, as well as

liberal arts and the pre-professional courses of study. To institutionalize

the differences among persons, youth and adults, on the basis of the

different career choices they are pursuing is contrary both to good

educational practice and to the American concepts of equality and

democratic treatment of individuals.

So, also, should the other major provisions of S. 1033

be preserved as the Bill moves along toward becoming law. The really

significant level funding of the comprehensive community colleges

provided for in the Bill recognizes the need for the Federal government

to assume its full partnership in this growing and important level of

American education. The proposal of a special unit in the Department

of Health, Education and Welfare to administer its provisions at the

Federal level gives further cognizance of the distinctiveness of this

level of education in a way concomitant to that already given by the

Federal government to elementary and secondary education and to other

levels of higher education.

By way of conclusion, let me reemphasize the basic theme

presented throughout this testimony. It is that the community-junior

colleges over the Nation have accepted their educational accountability

to their constituencies. Their record of performance in democratizing

post-high school education to literally thousands of students of all

kinds of backgrounds is already impressive. Their goal of providing

education beyond high school for all who can profit by it is also a goal

in the national interest. These colleges, however, need additional
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fiscal resources and a greater recognition at the Federal level to help

them to advance in their educational mission. The help is needed

Immediately. S. 1033, the Williams bill, is needed on the books of

Federal public law now. To help get this done, we stand ready to

answer any questions or to elaborate on any of the points made in this

testimony. The community-junior colleges of the Nation are looking to

the Congress to provide a new dynamic to their established momentum

of growth in public service. We ask you sincerely: How will you respond?

Thank you very much.
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES

(Adapted from Minutes - March 19, 20, 1970 Detroit, Michigan)

The Committee recommended that Leadership actively engaged in formu-

lation of Federal legislation relating to community colleges should endorse

the following principles and that any bill should be evaluated on the basis of

its adherence to these principles:

1. An agreement that a state plan be developed. That all

agencies having an interest in these programs help

develop the plan by serving on a committee charged with

the responsibility for developing a comprehensive plan.

2. A requirement that the chairman of such a committee be

the chief executive officer of that state agency which

administers and operates the public community colleges

of the state. Further that where such a position is not

established the Governor will appoint the chairman.

3. A requirement that provides Federal support for the

operation for any post-high school non-baccalaureate

degree granting institution public and/or non-profit.

4. A requirement that the U.S. Commissioner of Education

shall provide money in accordance with that plan in

accord with statutes and related Federal regulations.

5 A requirement that financial aid should be provided,

among other purposes, to an institution by a grant per

full-time equivalent student for maintenance and operating

expenses.
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6. A requirement that in addition to the base aid, special

increments should be provided for students classified

as disadvantaged, handicapped, and in need of develop-

mental studies. In order to qualify for the base grant,

a measurement of output and adequate evaluation should

be part of tne plan.

I. A requirement tnat provides for an agency with tne

office of education at least at the Federal Bureau level.

8. A requirement that additional funds be provided to four-

year colleges and universities for programs to provide

education and training of faculty and staff, for

Community Colleges, the funds to be administered by the

Bureau already indicated.

9. A requirement that recognizes the community college's

critically unique needs for capital funds for land

acquisition, buildings, and equipment.
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Senator WILLIAMS. We are now into the afternoon. Everybody has
been patient here. I would like to continue on with our final morn-
ing witness without a break, if that is all right with Dr. William
Hayes, president of Alice Lloyd College, of Pippa Passes, Ky.
I understand that you are a constitutent of Congressman Carl

Perkins, chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor.
Dr. HAYES. Yes; that is correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. I got a message that we would be well treated

here by you and we want to reciprocate. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM HAYES, PRESIDENT, ALICE
LLOYD COLLEGE, PIPPA PASSES, KY.

Dr. HAYES. Senator Williams, it is indeed gracious on your part
to hear another witness this afternoon, and on the part of the hear-
ers here.
I wish first to commend you for your concern in this bill for serv-

ing important societal goals which are reflected in the legislation
you have recommended in your omnibus bill on community and jun-
ior college education introduced as Senate bill 1033.
Your bill creatively supports the national priority that every per-

son of every race and condition should have an opportunity for ade-
quate quality of life.
This concern undergirds your proposed new program for careers

and employability, and your bill recognizes education to be one of
the chief societal activities that accomplish these goals.

THE BILL'S THRUST OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

I commend, also, the thrust of community involvement, respon-
siveness and service which is contained within your bill, and urge
this breadth and inclusiveness be retained and strengthened.
My testimony for this breadth and inclusiveness is also in terms of

the signal importance of close cooperation and communication be-
tween all of the education and the total community.
The background from which I testify is 30 years' experience in a

private 2-year college which has distinctively served society needs in
a deprived Appalachian area.
It has educated promising young people of this disadvantaged

area who have become the teachers, doctors, engineers, public
officials, and civic leaders of this particular area. Alice Lloyd Col-
lege is in Congressman Carl D. Perkins' district and in fact he is
our most distinguished alumnus.

VARIETIES OF PRIVATE JUNIOR COLLEGES
Many people may not realize the varieties of private junior col-

leges or the variety of community relatedness and service repre-
sented by such institutions as Alice Lloyd College and Lees Junior
College in Kentucky. I know, Senator, that you do recognize the
work of Tombrock College in New Jersey and others.
Is it surprising that Alice Lloyd College, a private junior college,

through the years is underwriting the major portion of cost for its
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students, even providing from its own funds some scholarships for
graduates continuing in universities and medical schools?
This enables the bright, intelligent young people of the region to

develop capacities of leadership needed in their communities. In fact
95 percent of graduates have gone on to senior college, and 90 per-
cent have returned to serve their region in spite of the fact that the
average family income in 1969 was less than $3,100, and one-half of
these capable young people were the first in their families to finish
high school.
On the point of accessability that has been raised I would add to

my prepared remarks that Alice Lloyd College has served to in-
crease the percentage of ninth graders attending high school and the
percentage of high school gradates attending college compared with
surrounding areas, according to a Spindletop Research study during
this past year.

PRIVATE COLLEGE PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY SERVICE

Programs at this private 2-year college extending opportunity and
uplifting the region are Upward Bound, a special services program
just approved, and EPDA workshop on community involvement for
community uplift. In this the college is not just following Federal
legislation, but it has been doing some of these things before the
Office of Education developed programs of this nature.
The college entered a cooperative education and work program.
Most excitingly, Alice Lloyd College has created an outreach pro-

gram. Utilizing indigenous students in a responsible way to create
entry bridges of confidence and raised expectations for isolated chil-
dren and families in remote communities. ALCOR has received
State and regional acclaim after it was initiated by Alice Lloyd Col-
lege, has been incorporated, and is now extended to other Appa-
lachian colleges as a delivery system for health and service agencies
to reach the most remote and most needy.

Alice Lloyd College places $400,000 annually of private gift sup-
port in the underwriting of the amount which students cannot pay.
In addition to $400,000 annually, private gift support from through-
out the Nation in response to an idealism of service, Federal student
assistance, and other programs are needed for this private college to
carry forward its service to society.
As a matter of fact, the college could not have continued to this

date without the kind of Federal programs that have existed and
these, of course, need to be improved, and expanded in the future.

IMPORTANCE OF SUPPORT OF PRIVATE COLLEGES

In America there are approximately 240 private junior colleges
enrolling 150,000 students. This represents an increase in number,
but a serious decrease in percentage of students attending the pri-
vate 2-year colleges. There is an alarming loss in the number of
private colleges.
The loss of private institutions in America must be a matter of

concern primarily where it is not a necessary loss. Full utilization of
these colleges and encouragement in their serving national goals
should be a strong consideration of this committee.

51-567 0-71-pt. 3 22



1702

May I draw your attention to an excellent statement on the im-
portance of private higher education and serious consequences of its
decline by Mr. Joseph D. Hughes of the Richard King Mellon
Foundation, published in the Foundation News, August 1970.
Under the heading of "What would America lose?" if the number

or quality of independent colleges decline, Mr. Hughes lists.
1. Freedom in choice of higher education, choice of place and sur-

roundings, of curriculums and of special emphasis, of standards, of
size of college, of size of its classes.

2. A valuable cross effect, sometimes synergistic, produced by two
different educational organizations working in the same field.

3. Absorption of the private colleges into the State systems would
add very substantially to the cost of education, both in terms of tax
burden and of the overall national cost.
4. In allowing the independent colleges to decline, we would be

compromising the public-private concept on which our dual system
of higher education is based.

T.sle decline of the private colleges—if tuition costs push them
away from service to the total society—is one that should be regret-
ted, for then they would become more elitist than they would
become a synergistic complement of the public institutions.
(The information referred to follows:)

[From the Foundation News, July-August 1970]

THE LITTLE MAN: A FORGOTTEN CAUSE
(By Joseph D. Hughes')

My title is "The Little Man: A Forgotten Cause." lgy subject is the plight of the
independent privately supported colleges, and especially of those small liberal arts col-
leges of limited resources. My thesis is that the independent colleges are rendering a
unique and essential service in American education and that their plight is more danger-
ously critical than is commonly realized.

There is no need in these times and certainly not before this audience—to
justify the role or the record of higher education in America. Education is
capital investment. Indeed, trained and disciplined knowledge is one of the na-
tion's most valuable capital resources. In the words of the philosopher A. N.
Whitehead, "In the conditions of modern life, the rule is absolute: the race
which does not value trained intelligence is doomed."

7.1 MILLION UNDERGRADUATES TODAY

We depend on the colleges and universities for educated manpower in every
field, including most of our leaders in business and industry. The educators
have done a truly remarkable job in carrying added burdens over these past
twenty-five years. They trained 2.2 million veterans of World War II. They re-
formed their curricula after October 4, 1957, to place more emphasis on mathe-
matics and the sciences. They resisted any inclination they may have had to
remain small, selective and exclusive—the appealing theory of educating "the
elite." They expanded their facilities, built a splendid new physical plant, and
attracted teachers and administrators to accommodate the tidal wave of stu-
dents in the 1960's. There are 7.1 million undergraduates on the campuses to-
day—more than three times the number of twenty years ago.
We get some measure of what has happened in higher education in this cen-

tury when we realize that in 1900 in this country there were few colleges with
more than 2,000 undergraduates.2
As for the product of today's colleges, the corporate executives I have talked

with are unanimous in saying that the young people they are getting have
worked harder and are better qualified, better educated, and better motivated
than the generations of students that preceded them. It is a sobering thought
that if we were eighteen again, some of us probably would not be admitted to
our college and might not stay the course if we were.
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This country committed itself in the nineteenth century to a dual system of
higher education—one that provides opportunity for both large scale and small
scale education in terms of numbers to be served in given institutions. To the
earlier private, independent colleges and universities were added the Land
Grant Colleges, the state normal schools, and, a little later, the state universi-
ties—a movement called by the teacher-poet Paul Engle "the most massive at-
tempt in the world's history to make higher education available to any quali-
fied young person who wants it." The dual system has served us well for
more than a hundred years. Now, under the stresses of our times, we reexam-
ine the system as all healthy societies have always re-examined their institu-
tions.

1,2000 PRIVATE COLLEGES

Today the nation's 1,200 private colleges and universities are educating less
than one-third of the students enrolled in higher education. That is a consider-
ably smaller proportion than the fifty percent of two decades ago, but it is al-
most as many students as were enrolled in all colleges in 1952.4 Many of these
colleges, from the largest to the smallest, are operating in the red. Virtually
all the major private colleges have been experiencing growing deficits at least
since 1966, which now appears to have been the year when the intensified cri-
sis began. Some are transferring funds from their operating reserves to meet
their payrolls. Some are borrowing money.'

If we were to put the problem in the simplest business terms, we might say
that the costs of building, maintaining, and staffing the operation have risen
faster than the income it produces. Management has raised prices, but unit
cost—the cost per student—is near the point where it will be higher than the
price the customers will pay. With a growing deficit in unit cost, the diffi-
culty is compounded by an enormous increase in the number of units. Unlike
the factory, the college cannot recover its costs by increasing its output per
manhour worked. Productivity remains relatively constant on the campus.
The problem of rising costs and insufficient income, of course, is common to

all institutions of higher learning; but it is especially serious for those that
are privately supported, and more serious still for those that are privately
supported, small, and not heavily endowed.

SUBSIDIZED COMPETITION

In the first place, the independents are competing against a subsidized opera-
tion—that of the growing community colleges and the spreading state univer-
sity complexes. It's pretty hard to market a product at a fair price when
somebody across town is giving it away free or far below cost.
The cost gap between the independent and the tax-supported colleges has

been widening in these recent years.' The independents, of course, can't pass
their money problems onto their state or county governments. They may look
to the state for assistance, but they have no formal claim and no assurance
that assistance will be given. Therefore, they must ask for more and larger
grants from foundations, alumni, corporations, and the federal government.
Those grants have not been forthcoming in the amount or the manner needed,
and 1970 does not look like a good year for an increase. Some observers be-
lieve that the economic squeeze already being felt will intensify greatly.7
For one thing, the competition for the available private dollars has been in-

creasing, with more people in the act, until we begin to near the point of di-
minishing returns. The federal government has been cutting back on its funded
research programs and is returning high-salaried Ph.D.'s to the teaching ranks.
The alumni of the liberal arts colleges are themselves beset by rising costs and
new tax laws less favorable to gifts to education. Business has tended to
Increase the strings it ties to its grants, apparently as a result of dissent and
violence on the campus. Foundations are now operating under a federal tax.
Foundations and corporations have both undertaken new inner-city improve-
ment programs and related poverty projects.
In the meantime, having tooled themselves up for increased numbers, the in-

dependent colleges this past year have seen their enrollments dip—down one-
half of one percent for the first drop in sixteen years—although national
population in higher education was up almost thirteen percent.' The problem is
compounded by the fact that graduate education—by far the most expensive

service a university renders—is largely concentrated in the private institutions.
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FORTUNE STUDY

In a study which Fortune magazine did on twenty selected colleges, this was
said 9
"By 1973 the twenty colleges will be running a combined annual deficit of

$45 million, and probably will have exhausted their reserves, not to say the
generosity of their donors. By 1978 their total annual deficit will have risen
close to $110 million, or 17 percent of their operating budgets. The twenty
have no idea where the money needed to cover deficits of this size will come
from."
The article continued: "The twenty are among the wealthiest colleges in the

United States. . . . They are the ones that breathe most easily. What about the
others? No one has yet been able to estimate the deficit the whole community
of 1,177 private four-year institutions is piling up. The way things are going,
the combined annual deficit ten years from now could be in the neighborhood
of five billion dollars."
And Fortune concludes: "This is obviously impossible. To one degree or an-

other then, the private colleges and universities are faced with the question of
survival."
In recent years a number of independent colleges—especially liberal arts col-

leges—have become state or "state-related" institutions, among them Houston,
Buffalo, Temple, Pittsburgh, Kansas City, Akron, and Wichita. Observers be-
lieve that there are likely to be more. In 1967, Dr. Allan Cartter, Chancellor of
New York University, declared, "Without a shift in current trends, I would
anticipate the absorption into state systems of all but a handful of the strong-
est private universities. . . . It would not be surprising to find only several
score (private liberal-arts colleges) left by 1980 with even a modicum of
vitality." 12

SERIOUS TROUBLE

Time and time again, educators have warned us that the private colleges
and universities are in serious trouble. One of my acquaintances—Dr. Edward
D. Eddy, Jr., President of Chatham College, one of Fortune's well-endowed
twenty—told me bluntly the other day, "Too many of us are subsisting on our
fat. This situation is scaring everybody. Something has got to give." The presi-
dents of seven small colleges said much the same thing before a Congressional
panel last February 4th. They reported that their institutions and hundreds of
others like theni were faced with bankruptcy.'
Dr. William G. Bowen, Provost at Princeton University and author of the

Carnegie Commission report on "The Economics of the Major Private Universi-
ties," allows that college presidents, like football coaches, are expected to talk
of grim prospects; but he adds, "Recent statements about the financial diffi-
culties of these institutions have a tone of gravity and a sense of urgency
which compel close attention. In the opinion of this writer, the facts fully jus-
tify concern." 12
It is hard to see how we can possibly ignore or seriously discount what the

responsible professionals have been telling us so insistently. If we distrust
them in their judgment on the plight of our educational system, we certainly
should not trust them with the care of our most precious resource. If we do
trust them, we should act on their warnings.

CONSEQUENCES

What would be the consequences of a major decline in the number and qual-
ity of the independent colleges? What would be the effect on higher education?
What would America lose? It seems to me that four main points need to be
made in answering those questions.

First, we would certainly lose a freedom of choice in higher education—
choice of place and surroundings, of curriculum , of special emphasis, of stand-
ards, of size of college, of size of its classes. That loss or reduction in freedom
of choice can come with disappearance of the college, or its absorption into the
state system, or its decline as a quality institution, or with increased tuition
that only the well-to-do can pay.

Secondly, we would lose the cross-effect, sometimes synergistic, produced by
two different educational organizations working in the same field. Generally
the relationship of the two is competitive; sometimes it is cooperative; but ei-
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ther way it very often has creative results beneficial to both parties. The state
universities, for example, are strengthened in their relationship to the state
boards by the atmosphere of academic freedom maintained by the private col-
leges. They benefited in the 1950's when the private colleges initiated and led
the drive for decent academic salaries.13 They are emulating the teaching val-
ues of the private colleges by establishing small semiautonomous residential
colleges within the larger university.
Each type of institution is stimulated by advances in knowledge and innova-

tion in teaching methods developed by the other. The private colleges are com-
monly said to hold educational leadership in innovation—a claim that the
state universities are inclined to deny with some heat. The fact does remain,
however, that the private colleges have greater freedom to experiment and in-
novate, since they do not have to clear new programs with a state board. As
Fortune sees it, "president of state universities themselves are very solicitous
of the private colleges, whose higher standards give the presidents something
to shoot at, and an extra leverage on statehouse appropriation committees." 14

Thirdly, it seems clear that an absorption of the private colleges into the
state systems would add very substantially to the cost of education, both in
terms of tax burden and of the overall national cost. There is a long and
well-documented history in this country of vital private services that lan-
guished and were replaced or taken over by a tax-supported service—one that
was not much different, perhaps no better, but inevitably several times more
expensive.

EXAMPLES

In education, the University of Buffalo is a classic case. Buffalo had a large
endowment but its cost per student was high and it needed additional financial
support that it could not get. The state took it over in 1962 and was able to
find resources that had not been available to Buffalo as a private university.
It poured some hundreds of millions of dollars into building a new university
—the State University of New York at Buffalo—on a completely new campus.
In 1967 the new university was costing the state $45 million in operating sup-
port. Dr. Allan Cartter believes that $3 to $4 million probably would have been
sufficient to let it prosper as an independent university. "Each new institution
taken over by the states," he says, "raises the tax burden by a factor of ten to
twenty times the amount that might have been necessary to keep the college
as a viable independent institution." 15
The president of small Bridgewater College in Virginia, Dr. Wayne F. Gei-

sert, has spoken plaintively on the theme. "I wish the taxpayers and state leg-
islators," he says, "could be made to realize that the real bargains for an ex-
panding higher education lie in utilization of the unused capacity in the
private educational institutions of our nation. Modest expenditures . . . on
state scholarship programs . . . would provide an economical way of allowing
students to 'choose their own colleges' and would at the same time allow the
states to avoid the temptations to overexpand state educational capacity at
great expense to the taxpayers."16
I have no wish to become involved in the never-ending debate on the pro-

priety and forms of government aid to private colleges; but I do feel that one
point should be made as a warning to those who feel that federal or state
funding is a simple and dependable solution to the plight of the private col-
lege. Our recent experiences in Pennsylvania are instructive. In February of
this year, the State Assembly had not been able to agree on a tax bill for the
fiscal year that began July 1, 1969. Appropriations for higher education were
delayed for more than seven months, and through that uncertain period the
colleges had to draw upon reserves or borrow money to meet their operating
expenses. Pitt was reported on January 15th to be paying $4,000 a day and
Penn State $5,700 a day in interest on money they had borrowed since last
July while waiting for their appropriations to come through. The colleges re-
ceived their appropriations in March.
The Pennsylvania experience is not typical—not of Pennsylvania which has

a good record in supporting our leading institutions. Nevertheless, anyone who
has been involved with programs requiring state or federal appropriations—in
science, space technology, poverty programs, urban renewal, or whatever—
knows that legislators are under various pressures, that government blows hot
and cold, and that a feast may very soon become a famine.
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Finally, in allowing the independent colleges to decline, we would be compro-
mising the concept on which our dual system of higher education is based.
Mass education on the giant state "multiversities" would over-balance quality
education in the smaller independent colleges and universities.

QUALITY EDUCATION

Quality education requires emphasis on teaching as the primary mission
rather than on research and publication. It means treating the student as an
individual. It requires small classes and frequent face-to-face contact with
teachers of experience and stature rather than with T.A.'s—Teaching Assist-
ants. These are essential elements of humane learning, of the inculcation of
moral values, and of liberating and organizing the human mind through the
communication of knowledge. A great many responsible people feel that it is
better done in the small and medium-size private colleges and universities—
and specially in those that qualify as "centers of excellence"—than in the
state universities, which have no control over their size and may be educating
25 to 50 thousand or more students in classes of 200 to 300.
At a friend's house during Christmas vacation I questioned his daughter

about her classes and teachers. She attends a private college, one widely
known for its teaching excellence. It has fewer than 700 undergraduates, many
of them from out-of-town and out-of-state and some from foreign countries.
She told me that she is taught by two full professors, one associate professor,
one assistant professor, and an instructor, in classes averaging about twenty
students. She sees nothing unusual in this and assumes that instruction on all
campuses is like that.
The first casualty of the academic financial crisis is not likely to be the out-

right disappearance of the independent colleges, but rather something very
nearly as serious: reduction of services, a lowering of standards, and a decline
in the quality of teaching. Cutback is inevitable in the face of chronic deficits.
Dr. William Bowen discusses the effects of such cutbacks in his economic

study. "Institutional morale," he writes, "is a delicate thing, and depends at
least as much on the direction in which events are moving as on the state of
affairs at any point in time. In the face of the kinds of decisions which would
have to accompany any process of retrenchment, it would be very difficult in-
deed to retain key administrative and faculty personnel and to maintain gen-
eral morale. . . . Given the mission of a major private university, 'standing
still' (let alone leaning backward) simply is not a viable posture, and any in-
stitution which is unable to maintain a forward momentum runs a clear risk
of losing the support of faculty, prospective students, patrons and friends—and
thus exacerbating its problems."

SOME DISTINCTIONS

We must make a further distinction here, I think, among the independent
institutions. Some are large, well-endowed, and leaders in their field—in law,
or medicine, or engineering, for example. Some others are small but widely
known to be centers of excellence—Colgate, for example, or Williams, Amherst,
Carleton, Union, or Swarthmore. These have a special claim as purveyors of a
unique and essential contribution to the public welfare. It is unthinkable that
we will abandon such institutions.
We should have a special concern, it seems to me, for a third category—for

the hundreds of small "have-not" independents. These are not well-endowed,
are not nationally recognized centers of excellence, and consequently are lim-
ited in the assistance they can ask and get. Here the problem is not only that
of maintaining or achieving higher quality but also of actual survival.

All that has been said in the rationale for the independent college applies in
measure to these institutions. Teaching and student-related activities are their
primary aim. The classes are small, and the students are in frequent contact
with the best teachers available. The college offers what Howard Lowry, past
President of Wooster College, called "a superb asset, one that is subtle and not
easily measured or explained. It answers to one of the deepest human needs,
the need for belonging." And so these small colleges, too, are performing an es-
sential public service in educating a million or more of our young men and
women.17
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Some of these colleges, moreover, are on their way, and all are striving, to
become recognized centers of excellence. Some of them have distinguished al-
umni to their credit. The last two presidents of the United States, after all,
came from small colleges not exactly famous in the academic world, one pri-
vate and one state-supported: Whittier College in Whittier, California, 1934;
and Southwest State Teachers College in San Marcos, Texas, 1930. Among the
colleges of the chairmen and presidents of our one hundred largest corpora-
tions are found such names as Birmingham-Southern, Davidson, Emory, Grove
City, Harden-Simmons, Occidental, Susquehanna, and Wesleyan.

"SEVENTH PUPPY"

And yet the deserving have-not independents are almost always in the posi-
tion of the seventh puppy in the litter. They do not often appear on the contri-
bution lists of the foundations or the corporations, and when they do appear,
they suffer exceedingly from the set and apparently unbreakable pattern that
favors the old, the large, and the wealthy. I mean that when a major grant is
given to a hundred colleges across the board, Harvard is likely to get $500,000,
which, indeed, it richly deserves, and Waynesburg College is likely to get
$5,000, for which it will be grateful but still in need for more.
The largest Mellon foundation grants and personal gifts have been to two

Pittsburgh institutions: $87 million since World War II to the University of
Pittsburgh and $30 million to Carnegie Institute of Technology which became
Carnegie-Mellon University in 1968 with the merger of Mellon Institute. For
some years, however, the Richard King Mellon Foundation has carried out a
program under which grants ranging from $25,000 to $100,000 are made to se-
lected small colleges, most of them in the three-state area of Pennsylvania,
Ohio, and West Virginia. Our grants are given with a minimum of restrictions
as to use, since we believe that unrestricted grants are an expression of confi-
dence in the recipient, and because we feel that the driving impulse for a
grant program that is novel and distinctive is self-defeating. We have found
quite unexpectedly—as perhaps others have found—that a sizable grant to cer-
tain of the smaller and less distinguished colleges carries with it a value to
that college far beyond the value of the money itself. The prestige of a foun-
dation's name and the appearance of the college on a list with more renowned
institutions have the effect of a vote of confidence. It helps the college in its
approach to other donors and even, sometimes, in its pursuit for accreditation.
The small college which has escaped the student distemper of our times may
be a good candidate for academicians and donors alike.

SOLUTIONS

What are the solutions to the financial plight of the independent colleges?
This is a very big and very involved matter—a subject for another speech. We
do know that foundation grants are not the only answer—there is not that
much money in the tills of all the foundations. Support must be increased on
all levels. As McGeorge Bundy has been insisting, "the American rich, old and
new, must play a much larger role as individual contributors." There may be
some merit in a plan proposed some years ago by the McGraw-Hill Company
but never pursued—that American companies pay a flat sum to a college for
every one of its graduates they employ.19 A key question in the whole problem
is this: Who is to take the responsibility for finding the means and developing
the programs of saving the colleges? The state? The college administrators?
The college associations?

Robert K. Greenleaf, retired official of A.T. & T. and a consultant to the Rich-
ard King Mellon Foundation, advanced the thesis persuasively at a meeting
of concerned college people in January that the responsibility lies with the col-
lege trustees. He holds that the level of trust at which the trustees function
must be substantially raised. There is no other resource than trustees, he says,
that is positioned to act quickly enough and decisively enough to reverse the
deteriorating trend in the college's finances. He holds that it is not enough
simply to "bail out" these colleges from their current financial dilemma. A new
constructive force is needed and he feels that a new trustee interest should
provide it. It is a bold concept and certainly one that is worth exploring."
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AAJC RECOGNITION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE JUNIOR COLLEGES

Dr. HAYES. It is fortunate that a good cooperation exists between
public and private institutions in the educational community.
The American Association of Junior Colleges has encouraged the

development of a National Council of Independent Colleges within
its structure and provides offices of a Director, Dr. Walter A. Gra-
ham at 1 Dupont Circle.
Further AAJC's Commission on Legislation chairman, Kermit

Morrisey, has recently recommended legislation to include the pri-
vate junior colleges in the Higher Education Facilities Act section
103. I have been privileged to serve during the past year on its sub-
committee on legislative goals.
This cooperation is appreciated.
In the total educational process of curriculum, cocurriculum, co-

operative education, and community involvement, there is a basic
principle that there are a variety of community needs and of institu-
tions. The Williams bill is to be commended for its inclusiveness.
It highlights needs for careers on a broad basis including occupa-

tional and leadership careers. It highlights the community service
involvement that make education most meaningful for your young
people.
It recognizes that every college not be the same. It calls for re-

sponsiveness to the communities and to the residents of those com-
munities.
It recognizes there is room and need for a variety of educational

specialties. The goal is that every person would have the opportu-
nity to select the educational experience that is suitable to him and
to be able to progress and move about in a flexible and various system.
The independent junior colleges provide values and sometimes

models, of creativity. Much innovation in the educational system
comes from private colleges. They often have greater flexibility and
capability of community response and complement public community
colleges' task of educating large numbers of people.
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I would no more ask for your concern for private colleges because
they are private, than for public colleges because they are public.
But I would commend your emphasis on the community-oriented
college whether public or private that works closely to learn the
needs of the community, educates in cooperation with the community,
and makes it students relevant to the community.
There are degrees of success and failure in the public and private

2 year colleges throughout the Nation.
Here I would underline the statements that Bob Leo made to the

committee that community is more important than college in state-
ments concerning the community colleges.
I would agree with him, too, that Federal support so far of full

community service under title I has been farcically inadequate.
Here I would add to my written statement and, Mr. Chairman, re-

quest that my record here be held open so that I might submit fur-
ther on this point, on the question as to whether the private colleges
are adequately provided for and contained in this bill I recognize
the interest on the part of the American Association for Junior Col-
leges that this would be so.

This would rest on definition of comprehensiveness and whether
the colleges may be defined, as I think they will be, in a way that
would permit the varieties of relationship to the communities on
which each college, public or private, might rest on its own merits.

GUIDELINES FOR STATE COMMISSIONS

I think the second and the more crucial question as to whether the
private colleges will actually be able to function within a very good
bill, a very valuable bill as written, is in the question of the guide-
lines that are developed for the state commissions.
It is on this point particularly that I would like the permission to

add a statement to the record when I have an opportunity to study
and to write this.
I would make that request.
Senator WILLIAMS. We will look forward to it.
Dr. HAYES. Thank you.
(The information referred to follows:)
It is through state commissions in the several states that this Bill under-

takes: (1) to realize an effective and sensitive representation of all local insti-
tutions including smaller and less powerful institutions, and (2) to realize an
accountable administration of support for certain institutions and/or programs.
In order to ensure the degree of representation, interaction, and selfdeter-

mination, that is needed by the society on behalf of local institutions, explicit
guidelines will be needed for the state commissions.
In order that the intents of the Bill shall be carried out these guidelines for

state commissions must spell out clearly the standards of community related-
ness and responsiveness that shall qualify institutions and/or programs for
support. These standards should include type of students and perpons served,
characteristics of the communities in terms of access, disadvantage and need
for growth, and the responsiveness of the institutions and programs to these
needs.

Explicit guidelines will assist the state commissions in their accountability
to the intent of the proposed legislation in terms of the varieties of local situ-
ations and needs.
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COMMUNITY-RELATED EDUCATION AND OUR YOUNG PEOPLE

Dr. HAYES. The most urgent need of our society is the provision
of closest cooperation and communications between total community
and all levels of education, elementary, secondary, vocational, com-
munity college, private junior college, and public and private uni-
versities.
There is no substitute for this in developing relevant programs.
Close involvement with the community may also help to solve one

of the most urgent problems in America. It is the lack of under-
standing and sympathy for young people.
Our communities lack sympathy with their own young people

often their own children. They are reacting against the valuable in-
sights, goals and potentialities of most young people at the same
time that they are being put off by the violent expressions of a few.
Educators who appreciate the generous, urgent, and insightful ef-

forts of the vast majority of these young people must communicate
this appreciation and respect to the whole community.
A few years ago a generation gap developed when young people

were searching for personal and sometimes selfish aims.
Now more than ever before young people are entering colleges

with unselfish, youthful zeal for the future of mankind, for the envi-
ronment and for their children's children.
Their ideas are not always realistic but are certainly important

and necessary.
Our task is to introduce young people to the communities and the

communities to the young people.
It is a matter of largest national urgency that working closely to-

gether we restore confidence in the varieties of convictions, even mis-
taken ones, that need to be expressed one person to another in a free
society.
We cannot restore the generosity of our Nation needs if we start

by saying that our young people in the community and junior col-
leges are quieter. (They are in my college, and I am sometimes asked
to make capital of that in raising private funds) and that trouble
comes in the universities.
To serve young people and the communities we cannot play off

one sector of education against the other. We must emphasize closer
cooperation and communications than ever before, with our com-
munities.
There is a possibility of bringing the students and the community

into a close and mutual effort, while understanding the breadth and
flexibility needed to provide for the needs of our people.

DEFINING GENERAL EDUCATION THAT IS RESPONSIVE TO COMMUNITY

On this final point I would ask the general educational programs
leading toward leadership careers might be fully spelled out for the
State commissions and those who would administer this bill as a
portion of the community responsiveness that the bill contemplates.
Senator WILLIAMS. I mimed that.
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Dr. HAYES. That the general education leading to citizenship and
leadership careers, whether they be the professions, medicine, or
whether they be the occupations, be included in qualifying the dif-
ferent colleges that are serving their communities, and are close to
the needs of their communities. Not all of them are offering the
same occupational courses and they should not do so, but they
should offer a variety of educational experiences to students. I think
you make provision for this in your bill, and that you can make the
guidelines for them applicable in the State commissions.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
You don't happen to have the book that describes your curricu-

lum, do you?
Dr. HAYES. I would like to describe that a moment, yes. We have

what would be called a liberal arts curriculum, with 95 percent of
graduates going on to senior college.
However, these students come from an open access to the commun-

ity, and they are as I mentioned half of them the first in their fam-
ily to finish high school and they come from a very low income sec-
tor.
The kind of involvement that we have for students in a residential

program, brings them into the governance of the programs as was
described by one of the other witnesses, and it makes tham all re-
sponsive and responsible for the conduct of the dormitory and resi-
dential system.
It involves them in a great deal of activity. They all work. They

are in a program that emphasizes independent study, a very close re-
lationship with faculty, a large number of faculty with relation to
the students, and they are helping to define the programs that are
going to be valuable for them as they return to the community and
seek to serve it.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, when was Alice Lloyd College founded?
Dr. HAYES. It was founded in 1923, and Alice Lloyd was its first

president. I succeeded in 1962.
Senator WILLIAMS. What is your enrollment?
Dr. HAYES. It is 300. The enrollment depends upon the amount of

resources available and is limited for that reason only.
Senator WILLIAMS. It is pretty much a residential college?
Dr. HAYES. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. As a matter of curiosity what is the design

symbolically of the college?
Dr. HAYES. That is the mountains, Senator Williams, and a kind

of a sun ball of opportunity shining above it.
Senator WILLIAMS. They look like the pyramids.
Dr. HAYES. They are stylized mountains, a little bit like the styl-

ized horse that runs.
Senator WILLIAMS. A little bit like what?
Dr. HAYES. Referring to previous testimony, "the horse that runs."

[Laughter.]
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Hayes follows:)
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ALICE LLOYD COLLEGE

The Honorable Harrison Williams
Senate Labor SubCommittee
United States Senate
Washington, D,C,

Dear Senator Williams

July 20, 1970

I wish first to commend the concern for serving important societal goals which is

reflected in legislation on education proposed in the Congress and particularly,

your Ommnibus Bill on Community and Junior. College Education introduced as Senate

Bill 1033,

Your bill creatively supports the important national priority that every person of

every race and condition should have opportunity for adequate quality of life,

This concern undergirds your proposed new program for careers and employability°

And your bill recognizes education to be one of the chief societal activities that

accomplish these goals,

I commend also the thrust of community involvement, responsiveness, and service

which is contained within your bill and urge this breadth and inclusiveness be

retained and strengthened

My testimony for this breadth and inclusiveness not Just in terms of the values of

the private two-year college for the society, but also in terms of the signal

importance of close cooperation and communication between all of education and

the total community,
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The background from which I testify is thirty years' experience in a private two

year college which has distinctively served societal needs in a deprived Appalachian

area, It has educated promising young people of its disadvantaged area who have

become the teachers, doctors, engineers, public officials, and civic leaders of this

particular area, Alice Lloyd College is in Congressman Carl D. Perkins' district

and, in fact, he is our most distinguished alumnus.

Many people may not realize the varieties of private junior colleges, or the variety

of community relatedness and service represented by such institutions as Alice

Lloyd College and Lees Junior College in Kentucky, Tombrock College in New Jersey,

and others, Is it surprising that Alice Lloyd College, a private junior college,

through the years is underwriting the major portion of cost for its students, even

providing from its own funds some scholarships for graduates continuing in

universities and medical schools? This enables the bright, intelligent young people

of the region to develop capacities of leadership needed in their communities. In

fact, 95% of graduates have gone on to senior college and 90% have returned to

serve their region in spite of the fact that the average family income, in 1969,

was less than $3,100, and one-half of these capable young people were the first in

their families to finish high school,

Programs at this private two year college extending opportunity and uplifting the

region are Upward Bound, a Special Services program just approved, and EPDA Workshop

on community involvement for community uplift. An exciting outreach program

utilizing indigenous students in a responsible way to create entry bridges of

confidence and raised expectations for isolated children and families in remote

communities has received state and regional acclaim after it was initiated by
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Alice Lloyd College, has been incorporated, and is extended to other Appalachian

colleges as a delivery system for health and service agencies to reach the most

remote and most needy,

One more fact about this small college of approximately SOO students: It is not

inexpensive to operate and underwrite the cost for such a high percentage - 95% -

of needy students. Alice Lloyd College places $4000000 annually of private gift

support in the underwriting of the amount which students cannot pay. In addition

to $400,000 annuallyiprivate gift support from throughout the nation in response

to an idealism of service, federal student assistance and other programs are needed

forf011vate colleges to carry forward its service to society.

In America there are approximately 240 private junior colleges enrolling 150,000

students, This represents an increasing number, but a serious decreasing in

percentage of students attending the private two-year colleges. There is an

alarming loss in the number of private colleges.

The loss of private institutions in America must be a matter of concern particularly

where it is not a necessary loss. Full utilization of these colleges and

encouragement in their serving national goals should be a strong consideration of

this committee,

May I draw your attention to an excellent statement on the importance of private

higher education and serious consequences of its decline by Mr, Joseph D. Hughes

of the Richard D, Mellon Foundation, published in the Foundation News, August 1970.

Under the heading of "What would America lose?" if the number0-quality of

independent colleges decline? Mr, Hughes list 1) freedom in choice of higher
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education - choice of place and surroundings, of curriculums, of special emphasis,

of standards, of size of college, of size of its classes," 2) A valuable "cross-

effect, sometimes synergistic, produced by two different educational organizations

working in the same field," 3) "Absorption of the private colleges into the state

systems would add very substantially to the cost of education, both in terms of tax

burden and of the overall national cost.' 4) "In allowing the independent colleges

to decline, we would be compromising the concept on which our dual system of higher

education is based."

It is fortunate that a good cooperation exists between public and private institutions

in the educational community, The American Association of Junior Colleges has

encouraged the development of a National Council of Independent Colleges within its

structure and provides offices for a Director, Dr„ Walter A. Graham, at One Dupont

Circle„ Further, AAJC's Commission on Legislation, whose chairman, Kermit Morrisey,

has recently recommended legislation to include the private junior colleges in the

Higher Education Facilities Act Section 104, includes private college persons and

as a matter of fact, I have been privileged to serve during the past year on its

subcommittee on legislative goals. This cooperation is appreciated,

In the total educational process of curriculum, co-curriculum, cooperative

education work program, community involvement a basic principle is that there are a

variety of community needs and of institutions, The Williams bill is to be

commended for its inclusiveness, It highlights needs for careers on a broad basis

including occupational and leadership careers, It highlights the community service

involvement that make education most meaningful for young people. It recognizes

that every college not be the same. It call for responsiveness to the communities
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and to the residents of these communities,

It recognizes there is room and need for a variety of educational specialities.

The goal is that every person would have the opportunity to select the educational

experience that is suitable to him and to be alle to progress and move about in a

flexible and various system.

The independent junior colleges provide values of zieativity.„ Much innovation in

the educational system comes from private colleges. They often have greater

flexibility and capability of community response, and complement public community

colleges' task of educating large numbers of people,

I would no more ask for your concern for private colleges because they are privateo

than for public colleges because they are public. But I would commend your emphasis

on the community-oriented college, whether public or private, that works closely to

learn the needs of the community, educates in cooperation with the community, and

makes its students relevant to the community. There are degrees of success and

failure in the public and private two-year colleges throughout the states.

The most urgent need of our society is the provision of closest cooperation and

communication between the total community and all levels of education -- elementary,

secondary, vocational, community college, private junior college, and public and

private universities,

There is no substitute for this in developing relevant programs,

Close involvement with the community may also help to solve one of the most urgent

problems in America. It is the lack of understanding and sympathy for young
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people. Our communities lack sympathy with their own young people, often their

own children. They are reacting against the valuable insights, goals, and

potentialities of most young people, at the same time that they are being put off

by the violent expressions of a few. Educators who appreciate the generous, urgent,

and insightful efforts of the vast majority of these young people must communicate

this appreciation and respect to the whole community,

A few years ago a "generation gapfi developed when young people were searching for

personal and sometimes selfish aims. Now, more than ever before, young people are

entering colleges with unselfish, youthful zeal for the future of mankind, for the

environment, for their "children's children", Their ideas are not always "realistic"

but are certainly important and necessary,

Our task is to introduce young people to the communities and the communities to

young people. It is a matter of largest national ullgency that working closely

together we restore confidence in the varieties of convictions - even mistaken ones -

that need to be expressed one person to another in a free society. We cannot restore

the generosity our nation needs if we start by saying that our young people in the

community and junior colleges are "quieter" and that trouble comes in the

universities, To serve young people and the communities we cannot play off one

sector against the other, We must emphasize closer cooperation and communication

than ever before, with our communities„

In its emphasis on occupational and community education, the Williams Bill is again

to be commended for adding another dimension of responsibility to the role of

education in the society, while understanding the breadth and flexibility of education

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 23



systems necessary to provide fully the needs of our people:
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Senator WILLIAMS. This concludes this opening session on commu-
nity colleges, a very productive session. We return tomorrow at 9:30
a.m.
And tomorow Dr. Peter Muirhead, Associate Commissioner of

Higher Education from the U.S. Office of Education, will be here.
Thank you. We will now adjourn until tomorrow morning.
(Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m. the Subcommittee on Education ad-

journed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 22, 1970.)





HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1970

WEDNESDAY, JULY 22, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 9 :40 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room
4232, New Senate Office Building, Senator Harrison A. Williams,
Jr., presiding pro tempore.
Present: Senators Williams (presiding pro tempore) , Javits, and

Schweiker.
Staff members present: Robert 0. Harris, staff director; Stephen

J. Wexler, counsel; and Roy H. Millenson, minority staff director.
Senator WILLIAMS. We will have the panel of Dr. Norvel Smith

and Mr. Milton Bassin. We had an administration witness scheduled
but he was delayed. Is it all right with you to go first?

STATEMENT OF DR. NORVEL SMITH, PRESIDENT, MERRITT COL-
LEGE, OAKLAND, CALIF., AND MILTON BASSIN, PRESIDENT,
NEW YORK COMMUNITY COLLEGE, BROOKLYN, N.Y, COMPRISING
A PANEL

Senator WILLIAMS. We will continue our hearings this morning on
the community-college bill. We had an excellent beginning yester-
day.

-Were you gentlemen here yesterday?
Dr. SMITH. No, we came in this morning.
Senator WILLIAMS. Gentlemen, have you decided how you will

proceed? Dr. Smith, are you going to lead off?
Dr. SMITH. Fine. I have a statement that I am passing out. I will

review it.
My name is Norvel Smith, and I am president of Merritt College

in California, a comprehensive 2-year community college serving the
Oakland-Berkeley area. I would like to begin by saying a few words
about my own background and experience.
I was born in Virginia and grew up in Philadelphia, Pa., where I

was graduated from high school in 1942, after which I spent 30
months in the U.S. Army, 18 months of it overseas in Italy with the
all-Black 92d Infantry Division.
Upon return from service, I took advantage of the G. I. Bill of

Rights to complete my A. B., and master's degrees at the University
of Pennsylvania. I subsequently moved to California in 1951 and
completed a doctorate at the University of California at Berkeley in
1956, and embarked upon a career in educational administration.

(1721)
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One other facet of my background is that I left the field of educa-
tion for 5 years to engage in community-development work in Oak-
land, including 3 years as director of the Anti-Poverty Program and
a year as the deputy regional director of 0E0. I have been presi-
dent of Merritt College for 2 full years.

Merritt College was formerly the liberal-arts branch of the old
Oakland City College, but has been a comprehensive institution
since 1964, when Oakland joined with its five surrounding communi-
ties to form the new Peralta Community College District. We en-
rolled 9,000 day and evening students during the past school year,
about two-thirds of them full-time day students.
The college is located in a low-income, predominantly black neigh-

borhood of North Oakland in a 60-year-old high-school building,
constructed to serve 1,500 students, which has been augmented by
more than 100 portable classrooms on a nine-acre site.
I am pleased to say, however, we are looking forward to moving

into a new campus in January, 1971.
Our enrollment is about 35-percent black, about 2-percent Latin-

and Mexican-American—mainly because most of the Chicano stu-
dents go to Laney college across town—and about 10 percent Asian,
predominantly Chinese students recently migrated from Taiwan and
Hong Kong. The remainder of the students can be characterized pri-
marily as white radical youth, many of whom are spilled over from
the Berkeley campus of the University of California, a mile away.
More than 60 percent of our students are from low-income fami-

lies, en egual number are over 21 years of age, and about 40 percent
are married. We can accurately be described as an open-door, com-
munity-oriented college which is serving all of the people's children.
We have been able to achieve in the past few years a 30-percent

minority faculty and administrative staff, the highest such percent-
age in the State for a public college.

Senator WILLIAMS. Just one question there. Do you have your
present college population?
Dr. SMITH. About 9,000.
Senator WILLIAMS. You took over a building that was constructed

to serve 1,500 students, so you must run 24 hours.
Dr. SMITH. Pretty much. We have course offerings out in the com-

munity, as I will indicate later. But we have been as high as 7,300
day students and 3,000 evening students on that site.

Fortunately, we have opened a third campus, which has enabled
us to gradually reduce our enrollment in keeping with the facilities.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Dr. SMITH. I would like to speak about the special programs we

have implemented at Merritt, primarily because it is those special
programs that have enabled us to survive, I think, as an institution.
We have been relatively successful in grantsmanship. And many

of these special programs are addressed to our primary concern and
need at Merritt, which is strengthening the holding power of our in-
stitution. We have long since been beyond the stage of trying to
bring in the overall constituency and recruit minority and low-in-
come students. That hasn't been our problem for a number of years.
But the holding power of the institution has been our primary prob-
lem.
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Some examples of these special programs are as follows:
(1) Our Inner-City Program enables us to operate outreach cen-

ters in two of the low-income target areas of Oakland, extending our
instructional and cultural programs to these areas which have tradi-
tionally been out of touch with our institution. This program, which
is funded through an 0E0 grant, is now phasing out, incidentally,
and includes the operation of a student service corps, a variation of
our on-going Work-Study Program, which places students in assign-
ments with self-help, target-area community-development groups,
and which is closely related to instruction in our ethnic-studies pro-
grams, which is one of the older programs in California, going back
4 or 5 years, and really reaching its full development in both
Afro-American and Chicano studies during the past 2 or 3 years.
(2) Our New Careers Program, supported by Department of

Labor funds, permits us to offer training to 155 low-income adult
students, heads of households, who work half-time for a dozen pub-
lic agencies in Oakland, where they will become full-time employees
in 2 years.
Both of these programs I have mentioned are supported by Fed-

eral funds, as are the other three I shall describe.
(3) We have received a small grant from the National Endow-

ment for the Humanities to jointly plan with the Berkeley School
District a comprehensive program of instruction in Afro-American
Studies from elementary grades to the community-college level, in
order to eliminate overlapping, non-coordinated program activity
and to strengthen the development of teaching materials in this
field.
(4) We have received a small grant under the new Federal pro-

gram to serve disadvantaged students, which will be used primarily,
to provide supportive services for a pilot program with the Univer-
sity of California, which has now become a model throughout the
State for bringing the nine branches of the University into closer re-
lationship with their surrounding community colleges. This program
allows 100 of our low-income and minority students to enroll in one
course per quarter at the university for which we give credit. Its
purpose is to raise the level of aspiration of these young people and
introduce them to the environment of a 4-year institution.
We have had a very, very small percentage of black and brown

students going on to 4-year institutions, and this program grew out
of the need to do something about that situation.
It is interesting, also, to note that our students in the four quar-

ters that they have been involved have established grade-point aver-
ages equal to those of the university's overall lower-division stu-
dents, which is rather remarkable in terms of some of the elitist
overtones of some of our State systems of higher education, of
which you probably are aware.
(5) We have received a planning grant under the new Coopera-

tive Education Program, which will permit us to establish place-
ments in the private and public sectors of the community for stu-
dents to be employed for a half year, after which time they will
return full-time to the campus for a half-year.

Finally, we have been able to qualify for some of the special pro-
grams in California. Out of 60 institutions funded this year, our col-
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lege was considered second in order of priority of need for the dis-
advantaged programs in the State, and we received $150,000, which
is, again, a token of the need reflected by our population. But this
does permit us to do things in tutoring and specialized counseling
and remediation.
We are fortunate to have a Ford Foundation grant which enables

us to work very intensively with our minority highschool students
within the area we serve to prepare them when they come to Merritt
for enrollment in transfer curricula.
This is to be followed up by intensive counseling while these stu-

dents are at Merritt, and ultimately dovetails into programs such as
the one at the University of California.
We have as of this fall extended this program to our neighboring

4-year State colleges in Hayward, starting with 50 students and hop-
ing by the end of the year to work up to 100 students in that same
program.
Finally, we were the first community college, surprisingly, in Cali-

fornia to provide on-campus day-care services for the children of
low-income students, through a small local foundation grant. This
program is an extension of a training program that we have had for
some time. We hope to be able to continue it through the use of
HEW funds when our private grant expires in December. This is
going to depend on whether we can persuade our conservative board
of supervisors to put up one-fourth of the cost of the program.

Recognizing that our principal problem is that of having inade-
quate resources to serve the total needs of our heavily impacted
low-income student body—(the 92 community colleges in California
serve over 90 percent of the low-income and minority students in
higher education but receive less than 25 percent of the State dollars
expended for higher education, although they serve 75 percent of the
students in higher education)—we simply can't compete even within
the State with those nine branches of the university and the nineteen
4-year State colleges. We also face some very specific problems.
(1) We have not been able to develop a completely comprehensive

program in the vocational-technical areas of our curriculum, and
find ourselves still offering about 90 percent of our courses in the
liberal-arts field. This is partly due to a lack of adequate facilities,
but is also due to a lack of adequate financial support to operate
these specialized, expensive programs, which involve a great amount
of equipment and small class loads.
(2) We are not able to provide adequate specialized occupational

counseling for our students who are not going on to 4-year institu-
tions—in order to get them interested in fields other than transfer
education—partly because of resources and partly because most tra-
ditional counselors are not properly oriented toward the world of
work and are not knowledgeable about the specialized occupations
for which we offer training. We hope to develop an EPDA pro-
gram to remedy this situation and we are preparing a proposal for
submission next year.
(3) We also suffer from the lack of a remediation program, which
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is directly related to inadequate staff and to a lack of specialized
equipment for teaching remedial reading and language development.
At any given time, about one-fourth of our students are on proba-
tion, and I think it is more than just the usual criticism of a lack of
relevant instruction, although that is part of our problem also. Fi-
nally, there is the general inability of institutions such as ours who
have been open-door for years to provide the type of wherewithal—
part-time jobs, financial aid, tutoring, free textbooks, and free meals
—which are programs that we pioneered in California a year and a
half ago—which determine whether the student can, in fact, survive
our institution or not.

Senator ,I-Avrrs. Mr. Chairman, would the witness be gracious
enough to allow me to have a word, because I have another hearing
at 10, and I must leave? I am the main witness there, so I will be on
immediately.
Senator WILLIAMS. Absolutely.
Senator JAVITS. I just wanted to introduce to the committee Presi-

dent Bassin of the New York Community College, which is located
in Brooklyn.

MANPOWER TRAINING AND THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES

I have looked over his testimony, Mr. Chairman, and I would
greatly appreciate it if both witnesses would answer this question.
Do they feel that there can be a link between manpower training

programs and the community colleges?
It appears that Congress is considering the chairman's bill, which

I joined in sponsoring, which has an excellent approach to this
problem, plus a bill to deal specifically with the allied health profes-
sions, which I have offered and which has made considerable prog-
ress, plus the manpower training bill, which is the biggest of them
all. These three proposals, generally, seem to lead in the same direc-
tion—for example, opportunities for education, as well as for train-
ing, and for public-service employment, to which the work—and you.
described it, President Bassin, very well.
And so I think that we should have some idea from our witnesses

on this institution. In an effort to knit things together—and we here
are the same committee which considers all of these measures. I
think it would be valuable if we had some idea from you gentlemen
as to whether that might be a feasible theory, that where there is an
established institution doing business, able to do what needs to be
done, we may be much better off utilizing manpower training funds
for an eligible student rather than setting up some new establish-
ment with training facilities, teachers, et cetera.
But this may not be congenial to your institution. So if you will

be kind enough to tell us, we would appreciate it.
To make it easier, would you be good enough to do that later in a

letter for the record, and we will incorporate it?
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The information subsequently supplied follows:)
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NEW YORK CITY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

300 JAY STREET, BROOKLYN, N. Y. 11201 643-2323

Office of the President

August 25, 1970

Hon. Harrison A. Williams, Jr.
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Williams:

You will recall that, during my July 22nd appearance before
the Subcommittee on Education, Senator Javits invited my com-
ments on the feasibility of including funds for manpower training
and allied health professions in the Comprehensive Community
College legislation.

I have come to the conclusion that the disadvantages of
such an approach would outweigh its apparent virtues.

Let me first admit that one of our greatest problems is
finding funds for worthwhile programs; that New York City Com-
munity College is literally besieged by community and civic and
even professional organizations who would like to make use of our
established know-how in the execution of training programs for

important public purposes; that far too often we have had to
reject such assignments because there was no money available.
Even worse, perhaps, we have had to abandon highly successful
regimens because of the inability to re-finance them at the end

of a training cycle.

The need is overwhelming. Our files are full of letters which
prove this many times over. So that, when I turn my back on such
financing, I do so most reluctantly.

Yet, I feel it would be injudicious to follow an "omnibus"
approach. To me, the telling factor is that the administration
of the expenditure of funds inevitably involves the setting of
priorities. Even though they are the national leaders in tech-
nological and career education -- both degree and non-degree --
community colleges are not equipped to establish primacy of need.
Nor are state education departments, admirable though they may be,
possessed of the total overview or perspective for this.

-1-

NEW YORK CITY COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF APPLIED ARTS AND SCIENCES IS ADMINISTERED BY THE BOARD OF
HIGHER EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK UNDER THE PROGRAM OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
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Actually, the national trend is now in the opposite direction,
emphasizing community involvement in the decision-making process.

In the health services field, particularly, the emerging
profile seems to be that of a public or quasi-public agency whose
membership includes producers and consumers of health services,
as well as those involved in training. Together, and with the
unique insights into the total problem which each can provide,

the most pertinent goals can be agreed upon, and the wherewithal

to attain them can be allocated

In manpower training, I feel it would be an error to in-

fringe on the decision-making power of existing agencies. Ad-

mittedly, Manpower has been far less effective a social instru-

ment than we all had hoped. Yet, it is the manpower officials,

not the education officials, who are best informed on the total

needs of the employment market ... who know precisely what skills

are needed ... where, and by whom.

So that, if effectiveness is to be advanced, it can best be

done by improving the existing agencies, rather than by transfer-

ring operations and responsibilities to educators not equipped

to deal with them. Such an approach does not exclude us from

participation in manpower training. We have done it in the past;

we are doing it now; we will continue to do it.

Therefore, despite our need for such funds, I come to the

ultimate conclusion that the soundest approach is to leave to the

community colleges that which they have already proved they can

do best -- the execution of training programs vital to the com-

munity. To involve them in fund allocation and priority setting

takes them beyond their area of expertise and might very well

diminish their present effectiveness.

To turn to other matters; I have returned the corrected

transcript, together with a copy of this letter for possible

inclusion in the record. I have also forwarded a copy of this

letter to Senator Javits.

Finally, let me again thank you for making my appearance

before the Committee such a thoroughly enjoyable experience. If

I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to

call upon me.

With kindest personal regards,

Sincerely), 2
- • 

Al 
 
t

,II
. a 40- *-

Milton G. Bassin
President



1728

Dr. SmrrH. Do you want me to continue?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
Dr. SMITH. Just a couple of additional items.
I think it would be interesting to call your attention to the role

that I play as president of the college.
First of all, with limited resources and staff, I serve as the princi-

pal initiator of many of the program ideas, and as our college spe-
cialist in grantsmanship. This is partly fue to the fact that we don't
have adequate staff without other fulltime assignments, but also be-
cause of my own experience in community development for 5 years,
which involved me in that type of activity.
I also serve, as you can imagine, as the principal negotiator of

conflicts and problems involving the faculty, students, nonteaching
personnel—both intracollege and externally.
We have more, of course, than our load of those kinds of prob-

lems, as we have seen the great movement toward student power,
coming in conflict with the movement toward faculty power, and as
we have seen the tremendous pressure from the community to have
some say about the accountability of the institution for meeting the
needs of the community.
I think we have been somewhat successful in our institution,

again, in surviving along these lines. But the pressures that we con-
tinue to face, and being in the area of the county such as we .are, in
the Bay Area, makes it very difficult for peripheral activities on
other institution campuses not to affect the mood at our campus.

Finally, I serve as the chairman of our college governing struc-
ture, which is coping with the challenge of bringing students into
meaningful involvement beyond that of advice-giving, in determining
the nature of the activities at the college.
I also serve as the principal interpreter of programs and prob-

lems and issues to the community at large, as well as to the superin-
tendent of our district and our district board of trustees.
There are a number of essential features of the proposed legisla-

tion under consideration at this hearing. I strongly support the
concept of general aid, as opposed to specialized program support,
in that local colleges will be able to determine their own priorities
and develop balanced programs, rather than programs that are out
of balance simply because certain types of activities are considered
important and strategic here in Washington.
We also need innovation. And if we are to take advantage of the

flexible, responsive nature of our institutions, I think there has to be
an earmarking of funds for experimentation.

Thirdly, I endorse the creation of a separate bureau within the
Office of Education, not only to coordinate the programing which
would be stimulated by the new legislation, but in order to give for-
mal recognition to community colleges as the major segment of
higher education, in terms of the number of students served.
Lastly, my community-development experience leads me to endorse

the establishment of a national advisory committee, in order to pro-
tect the program from the possible rigidity of an all-professional
operation, and to guarantee continuous feedback from the program's
lay constituency as to needs and priorities.
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The passage of this legislation will go a long way in helping my
kind of institution to remain viable and to meet the needs of those it
purports to serve, but without having to compete with our neighbor,
the University of California, for precious resources.
Thank you very much.
Senator WILLIAMS. We certainly appreciate that statement, Dr.

Smith—a recital of your particular duties. Your duties are sort of
breathtaking. Yours is not an ivory tower, I would say.
Dr. SMITH. No, I don't think it is. We, of course, are always fight-

ing the image problem of being in a black community, of having
two illustrious alumni, Bobby Seale and Hugh Newton. And it is
difficult for people, some of the people in the community, to take us
seriously as an institution without being hung up on the nature of
our environment and the type of problems that we have to cope with
to simply remain viable.
Senator WILLIAMS. I was referring to your responsibilities. You

did not, when you talked about the area of finance for your institu-
tion—you talked about the need for specialists in grantsmanship,
and you have that role. Fundraising was not mentioned.
Now, that is part of the business of many college presidents. I

wonder—you did not give us a picture of the financial situation at
Merritt. What is your total budget? and how does it break down in
terms of sources of that money?
Dr. SMITH. Well, this is a very timely question, because I just left

a very critical budget meeting 2 nights ago.
Our district has an operating budget of about $20 to $21 million to

operate three colleges. We have operated two until this year, and
this year we are opening a third college, with some 2,500 students, in
Alameda, but attempting to open that college with only about 5 per-
cent more income than we had last year. As a result, we are facing a
very desperate crisis in our college and in the district.
The State support which we had anticipated would be on the

order of $50 or $60 per average daily attendance turns ought to be
$19. Our assessed-valuation projections are not good. Specifically we
at Merritt had an operating budget of about $5,300,000 last year. In
anticipation of being a slightly smaller institution because of the
opening of a third college, we requested some $4,900,000 and are
being told that we have to live off of 3.9 million, which just is an
impossible situation.
I have appeared before the Board, risking the implications of

going over the head of our Chancellor, to simply say that we could
not operate a viable program this year with the resources that have
been projected.
Again, this is a reflection of the fact that our system is almost en-

tirely locally supported, both in terms of operating funds and capi-
tal-outlay funds. And we receive with our situation in the Oakland-
Berkley area, less than 25 percent of our income from the State, and
we charge no tuition. We are a completely open-door college.
Senator WILLIAMS. Less than 25?
Dr. SMITH. Statewide. And our own figure would be 20 to 22

percent in terms of the formula for our kind of district for our kind
of effort.
Senator WILLIAMS. The balance comes from what sources?
Dr. SMITH. Local tax support.
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Senator WILLIAMS. No tuition at all?
Dr. SMITH. No, except for 150 foreign students, who are required

to pay tuition. But that doesn't approximate the cost of the educa-
tion.

Senator WILLIAMS. Is this a taxing district which is broader than
the county? Is it an education district?
Dr. SMITH. It is called the Peralto Community College District,

and it involves Oakland and Berkeley, and four surrounding cities
in the northern half of Alameda County.
In our county of about 1.2 million, there are two other suburban

college districts, one of which is about 300,000 or 400,000 in size and
the other, which has perhaps 200,000. Our district has about 800,000
people.
Senator WILLIAMS. Is the tax base a property tax for the school

district?
Dr. SMITH. Yes, exclusively.
Senator WILLIAMS. People who live in that district, which is not

county lines, when they get their tax bill there is an assessment for,
or earmarked specifically for the junior-college district?
Dr. SMITH. Yes.
And, of course, one other reflection of our financial crisis is the

fact that we have a statutory limitation of 35 cents per hundred dol-
lars of assessed valuation, which cannot be exceeded under present
legislation.
We have some trivial override taxes for leasing facilities during

our construction stage, etc. We fortunately have an override tax po-
tential to provide meals for low-income students and things of that
sort. But we fundamentally have not been able to increase the level
of support for the last 10 or 12 years in our State as far as the oper-
ating taxes are concerned. And all we have to hope for is a tiny in-
crease in assessed valuation and, hopefully, a small amount of State
money. And this year neither of those has been forthcoming in
amounts to meet our needs.
Senator WILLIAMS. Is that 35 cents just for the school tax?
Dr. SMITH. For the community-college purposes, yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Are you in another taxing district, transporta-

tion, water, or anything else out there?
Dr. SMITH. Yes. We, I suppose, are the model of what shouldn't

happen to the taxpayer.
Senator WILLIAMS. This must be a tax bill that has to be hand de-

livered by truck.
Dr. SMITH. Yes. Of course, the school district is another entity.

The Unified School District 
Senator WILLIAMS. The schools, water, transportation, everything

is specifically taxed?
Dr. SMITH. Yes. A new rapid-transit district. We have a total tax

of about $11 per thousand dollard of assessed valuation.
Senator WILLIAMS. I saw a sign the other day which said, "Let's

reorganize from the top in California." I don't know what that
means. You do have an election out there. Do you?
Dr. SMITH. We have some mandates being expressed, yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you. Your prepared statement will ap-

pear in the record.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Smith follows:)
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF

THE COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY COLLEGE ACT OF 1969

A. Background of President 

My name is Norvel Smith, and I am President of Merritt College in Cali-

fornia, a comprehensive two-year community college serving the Oakland-Berkeley

Area. I would like to begin by saying a few words about my own background and

experience.

I was born in Virginia and grew up in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, where

I was graduated from high school in 1942, after which I spent thirty (30)

months in the U. S. Army, eighteen (18) months of it overseas in Italy with

the 92nd Infantry Division. Upon return from service, I took advantage of the

G. I. Bill of Rights to complete my A. B. and Masters Degrees at the University

of Pennsylvania. I subsequently moved to California in 1951 and completed a

doctorate at the University of California at Berkeley in 1956, and embarked

upon a career in educational administration. I departed from this career in

1963 for five years to become engaged in community development in the City of

Oakland, including three years as director of the anti-poverty program and a

year as Deputy Regional Director of 0E0. In 1968, I was appointed President of

Merritt College.

B. The College 

Merritt College was formerly the liberal arts branch of the old Oakland

City College, but has been a comprehensive institution since 1964, when Oakland

joined with its five surrounding communities to form the new Peralta Community

College District. We enrolled 9,000 day and evening students during the past

school year, about 2/3 of them full-time day students. The College is located

in a low-income, predominantly Black neighborhood of North Oakland in a 60 year

old high school building constructed to serve 1500 students, which has been
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augmented by more than 100 portable classrooms on a 9-acre site.

Our enrollment is about 357, Black, about 27. Latin- and Mexican-American,

and about 107. Asian, predominantly Chinese students recently migrated from

Taiwan and Hong Kong. The remainder of the students can be characterized

primarily as white radical youth, many of whom are spilled over from the

Berkeley Campus of the University of California, a mile away.

More than 607, of our students are from low-income families, an equal

number are over 21 years of age, and about 407, are married. We can accurately

be described as an open-door, community-oriented college which is serving all

of the peoples' children.

We have a 307, minority faculty and administrative staff, the highest such

percentage in the State for a public college.

C. Special Programs 

Our institution has been relatively successful in grantsmanship, and as

a result, we have a number of specialized programs and innovative activities

addressed to meeting our principal challenge, i.e., strengthening the holding

power of our institution and making it relevant to the new constituency of low-

income and disadvantaged students. Five of these special programs are supported

by federal grants:

1) Our Inner-City Program enables us to operate outreach centers in two

of the low-income target areas of Oakland, extending our instructional

and cultural programs to these areas which have traditionally been out

of touch with our institution. This program also includes the opera-

tion of a Student Service Corps, a variation of our on-going Work-

Study Program which places students in assignments with self-help,

target area community development groups, and which is closely related
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to instruction in our ethnic studies programs. This activity will

soon be carried on with local funds as the federal funds expire

momentarily.

2) Our New Careers Program, supported by Department of Labor funds, permits

us to offer training to 155 low-income adult students, heads of house-

holds, who work half-time for a dozen public agencies in Oakland, where

they will become full-time employees in two years.

3) We have received a small grant from the National Endowment for the

Humanities to jointly plan with the Berkeley Schools District a com-

prehensive program of instruction in Afro-American Studies, from elemen-

tary grades to the community college level, in order to eliminate over-

lapping, non-coordinated program activity and to strengthen the develop-

ment of teaching materials in this field.

4) We have received a small grant under the new federal program to serve

disadvantaged students, which will be used primarily to provide sup-

portive services for a pilot program with the University of California.

This program allows 100 of our low-income and minority students to

enroll in one course per quarter at the University for which we get

credit. Its purpose is to raise the levels of aspirations of these

young people and introduce them to the environment of a four-year

institution. Our students in four quarters have established grade

point averages equal to those of the University's overall lower division

students.

5) We have received a planning grant under the new Cooperative Education

Program, which will permit us to establish placements in the private

and public sectors of the community for students to be employed for

a half year, after which time they will return full-time to the campus

for a half year.

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 24
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In addition to these federally-supported programs, we also operate an

extended opportunity program with funds provided by the State of California,

involving the provision of tutoring, specialized counseling and remediation

activities. We are also operating a program through a Ford Foundation Grant

which enables us to work intensively with minority high school students

coming to Merritt to prepare them for enrollment in transfer curricula,

followed by intensive counseling and guidance of selected minority transfer

students while at Merritt, ultimately leading to participation in pilot

programs such as that with the University of California, which has now been

extended to a nearby four-year State college. Finally, we were the first

community college in California to provide on-campus day care services for

the children of low-income students, through a small private foundation

grant. This program is an extension of our training program which prepares

day care center pare-professionals. We hope to be able to continue it

through the use of HEW funds when our private grant expires in December.

D. Curricular Problems 

Recognizing that our principal problem is that of having inadequate re-

sources to serve the total needs of our heavily impacted low-income student

body, (the 92 community colleges in California serve over 90% of the low-income

and minority students in higher education but receive less than 25% of the State

dollars expended for higher education), we also face some very specific problems:

1) We have not been able to develop a completely comprehensive program in

the vocational-technical areas of our curriculum, and find ourselves

still offering about 907. of our courses in the liberal arts field.

This is partly due to a lack of adequate facilities, but is also due

to a lack of adequate financial support to add these specialized, ex-

pensive programs, which involve a great amount of equipment and small
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class loads.

2) We are not able to provide adequate specialized occupational counsel-

ing for our students who are not going on to four-year institutions,

partly because of resources and partly because most of the tradiLioual

counselors are not properly oriented toward fbe world of work nod are

not knowledgeable about the specialized occupations for which we offer

training. 1:e hope to develop an EPDA Program to remedy this situation.

3) We also suffer from the lack of a remediation program, which is directly

related to inadequate staff and to a lack of speciclized equipment for

teaching remedial reading and language developmei.,t.

4) The crux of our problem, however, is the inadequate holding power of

the institution, which is partly related to a lack of relevant instruc-

tion, but basically related to our inability to provide the necessary

services, i.e., part-time jobs, financial aids, tutoring, free textbooks,

free meals, which determine whether a student can survive our institution

or not.

The Role of the President 

I find myself playing three major roles as the President of Merritt College.

First of all, I serve as the principal initiator of new program ideas and the

college specialist in grantsmanship, partly due to the lack of staff to whom to

assign this responsibility, and due to my own experience and background in this

field during my community development years. I also serve as the principal

negotiator of conflicts and problems involving the faculty, students, and non-

teaching personnel, both intra-college and externally. In this role, I serve

as chairman of the college governance structure. Finally, I serve as the primary

interpreter of programs, problems and college issues to the community-at-large,
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to special interests in the community, as well as to the Superintendent of our

District and the Board of Trustees.

F. Reactions to Community College Act of 1969 

There are a number of essential features of the proposed legislation under

consideration at this hearing. I strongly support the concept of general aid,

as opposed to specialized program support, in that local colleges will be able

to determine their own priorities and develop balanced programs.

Secondly, I endorse the feature which would earmark a portion of the money

for demonstration and pilot programs. This is critical if we are to foster any

improvement in the way that we are doing things in this vastly expanding field,

and if we are to take advantage of the flexible, responsive nature of these

community-based institutions.

Thirdly, I endorse the creation of a separate bureau within the Office of

Education, not only to coordinate the programming which would be stimulated by

the new legislation, but in order to give formal recognition to community colleges

as the major segment of higher education, in terms of the number of students served.

Lastly, my community development experience leads me to endorse the establish-

ment of a national advisory committee, in order to protect the program from the

possible rigidity of an all-professional operation, and to guarantee continuous

feedback from the program's lay constituency as to needs and priorities.

The passage of this legislation will go a long way in helping my kind of

institution to remain viable and to meet the needs of those it purports to serve,

but without having to compete with our neighbor, the University of California, for

precious resources.

7/20/70
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Senator WILLIAMS. We have Dr. Muirhead, and I wondered if we
could—do you have a time problem?
Mr. BASSIN. No.
Senator WILLIAMS. Could you gentlemen remain, and we will have

Dr. Peter Muirhead, who is Associate Commissioner of Higher Edu-
cation from the U.S. Office of Education. Do you mind?
Dr. SMITH. No, not at all.
Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Smith, you can standby, too?
Dr. SMITH. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Muirhead?

STATEMENT OF DR. PETER P. MITIRHEAD, ASSOCIATE COMMIS-

SIONER FOR HIGHER EDUCATION, U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION,

ACCOMPANIED BY ALBERT L. ALFORD, ASSISTANT COMMIS-

SIONER FOR LEGISLATION, AND JULIETTE N. LESL;R, COM-

MUNITY COLLEGE AFFAIRS OFFICE

Senator WILLIAMS. We are opening with the touchdown pass.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Which one is the lonely end?
Senator WILLIAMS. We appreciate the time. This was extraordi-

narily early time, and I am sorry we didn't reach you.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Thank you very much, Senator Williams.
Senator Williams and members of the subcommittee:
It is indeed a pleasure to appear before you this morning to tes-

tify on S. 1033 and to provide further information oi the provisions
of the career education programs as contained in title VII of S.
3636, the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970, which repre-
sents the recommendations of the Administration. Both of these bills
are evidence of a serious commitment for the improvement of post-
secondary education opportunities and a recognition of the essential
contributions of community colleges to our higher-education struc-
ture.
According to the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Re-

port, "The Open-Door Colleges: Policies for Community Colleges :"

Occupational programs must be available to offer a wide variety of courses
designed to prepare students for the world of work. These should include two-
year associate-degree programs, one-year certificate programs, and short-term
training and occupational renewal programs. Flexibility in the offerings must
be sought so that occupational programs will adjust to changing manpower re-
quirements; and a career-ladder approach, which will enable the student to ob-
tain more advanced training as a working adult, should be encouraged.

The most accessible institution of higher education—geographi-
cally, financially, and academically—is the community college. But
if we are to encourage the more than 1,000 community and junior
colleges to assume new educational tasks, such as the proposed career
education program, as well as accept the unprecedented enrollments
projected for these schools in the 1970's, additional support from all
sources, including Federal, is essential.
In encouraging career education programs at the postsecondary

level, the Administration has chosen to emphasize instructional pro-
grams that will more realistically meet the challenges of future
occupations. For, as President Nixon said in his message on higher
education opportunities on March 19:
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Two-year community colleges and technical institutes hold great promise for
giving the kind of education which leads to good jobs and also for filling na-
tional shortages in critical skill occupations.

By "career education programs," we mean instructional programs
at the postsecondary level which are designed to prepare students for
entry into or advancement in positions in new clusters of occupa-
tions related to needs of society in the 1970's and 1980's. We would
hope that these programs would provide valuable career-ladder op-
portunities for students of all ages, offering education opportunities
for those persons enrolled in programs which do not require a bacca-
laureate degree, and at the same time offering the opportunity to go
on to 4-year college and even to graduate and professional schools.
I would like to summarize very briefly the Administration's pro-

posal which would provide grants to States to develop and establish
career education programs in critical skill areas in institutions of
higher education, and particularly at comprehensive community and
junior colleges.

PROVISIONS OF THE PROGRAM

Title VII of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970
would create a new program of career education in the Office of Ed-
ucation. The program would be carried out through formula grants
to the States to pay for part of the cost of starting career education
programs in critical skill areas, as defined by the Secretary of
Labor, at institutions of higher education. And I reemphasize "par-
ticularly community colleges."
Every State would be eligible for a basic grant of $1 million a

year, with additional funds allocated on the basis of population. The
first-year authorization would be $100 million in fiscal year 1972.

Federal funds could be used to pay up to 50 percent of the addi-
tional equipment and operating costs of career-education programs
over the costs of non-career or general-education programs.
Each career education program would be eligible for Federal

funds for 3 years.
State agencies would determine which institutions and programs

would receive Federal funds.
Institutions eligible for aid would include community or junior

colleges, public or nonprofit vocational-technical institutes, branch
campuses of 4-year colleges, and the 4-year schools themselves.
Under the proposed legislation, the Secretary of Labor would sub-

mit a list of occupational skills, which would require an expansion
of present educational programs to meet future requirements in
these occupations, both nationally and locally. This list would serve
as the basis for the development of training programs under the
proposed title VII.
Community colleges, technical institutes, and other postsecondary

institutions have the potential to provide programs in manpower-
deficient fields. But they face the additional costs of starting such
special training programs, as compared with general-education
programs.
. Recent projections by the Department of Labor indicate that
requirements in such fields as engineering, urban planning, computer
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technology, police-and-fire science, environmental technology, and
similar fields will continue to expand rapidly in the 1970's. To meet
their commitment to improve, develop, and establish career-educa-
tion programs, many institutions need special funds.
In high-technology areas, it typically costs community colleges

half again as much to provide occupational training as to provide
general-education programs. Among the reasons are: smaller teach-
er-student ratios in laboratory work, higher per-student facility
maintenance, more costly materials and supplies, maintenance, re-
pair, and replacement of sophisticated instrumentation equipment
and machinery, and frequently higher salaries for technically com-
petent faculty.
In Arizona, for example, where the community colleges have also

been designated the area vocational schools, a community-college dis-
trict reports a cost of $880 per pupil in their general-education pro-
gram, as compared with $1,200 per pupil in the occupational pro-
gram. Even the startup costs of occupational programs vary widely.
The Administration proposal would pay half of the additional

costs of approved programs.
While we are emphasizing community colleges in title VII—and

most of the funds are expected to go to them—this proposal is not
exclusively for community colleges. All institutions developing post-
secondary occupational programs will be eligible for participation.
Some States have chosen to assign major responsibilities for post-
secondary career training to technical institutes or components of
4-year institutions. And such programs, of course, also deserve sup-
port.
There is already growing evidence that occupational trends and

educational requirements are not parallel. The National Advisory
Council on Vocational Education in its July 15, 1969, first annual
report stated it very well. The report said:
The number requiring a liberal arts college education, while growing, is in-

creasing far less rapidly than the number demanding a technical skill. In the
1980's it will still be true that fewer than 20 percent of our job opportunities
will require a 4-year college degree.

Returning again, if I may, to the recent report of the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, "The Open-Door Colleges: Poli-
cies for Community Colleges," it also emphasizes that occupational
programs should be allowed more support and status within com-
munity colleges.
I would like to underscore one of the goals for community colleges

set by the Commission to be reached by 1976:
Adaptation of occupational programs to changing manpower requirements

and full opportunities for continuing adult education.

The Carnegie Commission further recommends "coordinated ef-
forts at the Federal, State, and local levels to stimulate the expan-
sion of occupational education in community colleges and to make it
responsive to changing manpower requirements."
We agree that State and local support for occupational education

is essential if we expect the postsecondary training programs to have
the continuity they require. In addition, we favor the Commission's
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stress on flexible programs and a career-ladder approach in occupa-
tional education.
We recognize the financial demands placed upon all higher educa-

tion institutions. I would reemphasize, as the administration's pre-
vious testimony will show, that community colleges will share in the
other provisions of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970
—for example, in the National Foundation on Higher Education
grants and mostly in the student financial assistance programs—a
point that I hope I will have an opportunity to illustrate when we
have our back-and-forth discussion, Mr. Chairman.
We also recognize that career-education programs are by no means

the exclusive province of 2-year institutions.
Turning to S. 1033, we would like to emphasize that the net result

of that legislation could be to isolate community and junior colleges
from higher education rather than to provide an integrated, team
approach, which we believe is necessary for both 2-year and 4-year
institutions.
I would like to call the subcommittee's attention to specific prob-

lems the administration has with S. 1033:
(1) It authorizes higher levels of expenditures than can be ex-

pected to be requested or appropriated for fiscal years 1971 through
1973.
(2) It would expend funds on construction and general aid in-

stead of targeting funds on high-priority programs or activities.
(3) It directs that a Bureau of Community Education be estab-

lished within the Office of Education to administer all the programs
affecting community colleges.
Since this provision emphasizes sort of a separatism of the junior

colleges from the 4-year institutions, we do not feel that their inter-
ests would be effectively served. We recommend, instead, that we di-
rect our attention to community and junior colleges in the existing
Bureau of Higher Education, where both a flexible and integrated
approach to their needs is possible.
I would like to call to the subcommittee's attention that since Jan-

uary of this year, the Office of Education, in cooperation with the
American Association of Junior Colleges, has held a series of Federal
programs workshops in selected cities across the Nation. Ten such
regional workshops have been extremely well attended by commun-
ity college representatives, and eight more are planned for this year.
(4) S. 1033 requires development of statewide community college

plans for the improvement, development, and construction of com-
prehensive community colleges in such areas as personnel and tui-
tion.
Again, I would stress that community colleges, as the record will

show, have increased their participation in personnel-training pro-
grams, for example, and in the student financial-aid programs.
While we oppose a separate administrative bureau for the commun-
ity .and junior colleges, at the same time, within the restriction of
available funds, we intend to continue to strengthen their participa-
tion in program areas. While we are in accord with the need for
statewide community college planning, it should be a part of general
higher education planning in each State.
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We feel that the priority at this time, as I have previously stated,
is for a program which will assist the States and all the postsecon-
dary institutions located therein in improving their occupational
education.
(5) S. 1033 establishes a National Advisory Council on Compre-

hensive Community Colleges to be established to represent
community colleges and to advise the Commissioner of Education on
matters relative to the administration of the act.
Since the community colleges' growth, both in student enrollment

and in number of institutions, has been so dynamic, we would rec-
ommend that in the existing organizational structure within the
Office of Education that a National Advisory Council on Commun-
ity Colleges should be appointed to advise the Secretary and the
Commissioner of Education under existing authority. Such a council
would aid in planning appropriate priorities on community college
activities throughout Office of Education programs without creating
a separate organizational structure to administer all community col-
lege programs.

Since we favor a flexible and strengthened organizational arrange-
ment for community colleges within the existing Bureau of Higher
Education, rather than a separate Bureau of Community Education,
as proposed in S. 1033, I would like to call to the subcommittee's at-
tention the following table, showing Bureau of Higher Education
funds awarded to 2-year colleges for fiscal years 1969 and 1970.
Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should like to insert this

table for the record.
(The table referred to follows:)
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BUREAU OF HIGHER EDUCATION FUNDS AWARDED

FY 1969 FY 1970

Upward Bound $ 935,823 $ 950,713

Talent Search 254,000 293,699

Student Special Services 2,189,000

Developing Institutions 6,900,000 7,054,000

Faculty Development
Training Program,
Institutes (EPDA, V-E) 130,643 941,652

Facilities Construction,
HEFA I 75,470,521 40,365,372 1/

Facilities Construction,
HEFA III 2,113,000

Facilities Construction,
Interest Subsidy,
HEFA III 299,962 2/

For FY 1970 approximately 74 percent of EPDA fellowships under Part E

went for training of community college teachers.

In addition, we are requesting a waiver of the 5 year restriction for commu-

nity colleges under the Developing Institutions Program so that greatest numbers

can participate.

When construction was reduced last year, a special priority was put on

community colleges. In 1970 they received 55 percent of all higher education

construction funds.

1/ The decline of FY 1970 construction support is explained by a decrease
in appropriated funds. Total funds obligated under HEFA, Section 103 and
104 were $222.2 million in FY 1969 as compared to $73.2 million in FY 1970.

2/ Total volume of loans subsidized is $13,898,000.
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Dr. MummEnr). It shows a number of significant programs in the
Bureau of Higher Education. And let me share with you some of
the highlights of the table.
For fiscal 1970, approximately 74 percent of the fellowships

awarded under the EPDA went for training of community college
teachers.
In addition, we are requesting a waiver of the 5-year restrictions

for community colleges under the developing-institutions programs,
so that greater numbers can participate.
When construction was reduced last year, a special priority was put

on community colleges. For example, in 1970, they received 55 per-
cent of all higher-education construction funds.
We have additional data for your consideration on the participa-

tion of community colleges in the student-aid programs. And I can
point out to you that this table will show that the community col-
leges participate and participate very vigorously in such programs
as the college work-study program, the education opportunities
grants program, and the national defense student-loan program.
(The information subsequently supplied follows:)

Fiscal year
1968

Fiscal year
1969

College Work-Study Program (HEA IV—C):
Funds 
Students 

$20,518, 840
54,560

$26,872, 551
58,100

Educational Opportunity Grants Program (HEA IV—A):
Funds 
Students 

$7,0 16, 633
18,089

$11,176, 650
29,935

National Defense Student Loan Program (NDEA II):
Funds 
Students 

$4,571, 894
22, 010

$7,536, 379
26, 643

It should be noted that legislation for some BHE programs speci-
fied that a certain percentage of program funds be awarded to jun-
ior colleges. More specifically, 23 percent of funds appropriated to
the developing institutions program are reserved for 2-year colleges.
Also, 24 percent of appropriations to the HEFA I construction pro-
gram are required to be allotted to public community colleges and
technical institutes. The actual figure, as noted earlier, was 55 per-
cent in 1970 and will be 100 percent in 1971 if the reported edu-
cation-appropriations bill now before the Congress becomes law.
I would like to comment further on some of our efforts to increase

the participation of community colleges in existing higher-education
programs.
In the Division of College Support, for example, under the fac-

ulty development training program (EPDA, V-E), 22 of the 92
awards in fiscal year 1970 were made to junior colleges conducting
institutes. In fiscal year 1969, only three such awards went directly
to junior colleges.
It is also important to note that training institutes to train junior

college personnel are conducted at all types of colleges, and were
funded at close to $2 million in fiscal year 1969, and at over $2.6
million for fiscal year 1970.
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In addition, under the fellowship program made possible by the
Education Development. Act, a total of 318 fellowships for junior
college personnel were awarded in fiscal year 1969. In fiscal year
1970, with an increase of 348 fellowships, 666 such fellowships were
awarded.
The Division of College Support also recently announced awards

in support of the cooperative education program for institutions of
higher education. Fifteen of the 74 grants, amounting to almost 25
percent of the $1.54 million appropriation, went directly to commu-
nity and junior colleges. In this case there was no specific set-aside,
but the funding reflects an attempt to implement one of the recom-
mendations of the Department's task force report on junior and
community colleges, issued in April 1969.
In summary, we would agree that the States should be assisted in

providing postsecondary education. We believe our proposal is more
realistic than S. 1033 in terms of the total needs of higher education
and to target funds on high-priority objectives.
We believe that there is a broad agreement on the need to increase

the opportunities for higher education and, within the framework of
that goal, that an immediate need is to assist the States, and the
postsecondary institutions located therein, in developing their occu-
pational-education programs for citizens of all ages. To accomplish
this aim, we urge the enactment of the Higher Education Opportu-
nity Act of 1970, including the career education program.
That act is now before this committee. Particularly do we urge

the educational program which is part of that act.
I would be pleased to try to respond to whatever questions you

might want to address to me.
Senator WILLIAMS. Dr. Muirhead, certainly the President of the

United States is to be commended for the broad philosophical ap-
proach of trying to reach to the communities of our Nation, to ac-
curately evaluate their needs and serve those needs within the capa-
bilities of the Federal Government.
We have community college legislation before us. It is sponsored

by just about one-third of the Senate, as you know.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. I would say that those of us who are sponsors

of this community college bill do feel that in this developing area of
education, this level of postsecondary education, we really feel we
are responding to the fully expressed needs of our communities.
I wonder whether the Office of Education has had the opportu-

nity to follow the President's philosophy of listening to the people
of our country in this area of education through the comprehensive
community college.
What do you hear from the communities about this legislation?

Do you hear anything?
Dr. MIIIRHEAD. We hear a good deal from the communities about

this legislation. And much that we do hear is in commendation of
the legislation that is now before you.
Senator WILLIAMS. Is what?
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Is in commendation of it.
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I should like to indicate that we have a good deal more in com-
mon than in differences in addressing ourselves to the problems of
higher education. And I would like to underscore, if I may, that the
administration's position in support of higher education, and partic-
ularly in support of community colleges, is very well illustrated in
the Higher Education Act.
That act would extend for the first time in our history an oppor-

tunity for every young man and young women who comes from a
low-income family to seek a postsecondary education according to
his needs. And the provisions of the Higher Education Opportunity
Act is particularly well suited to the goals and purposes of commu-
nity colleges.
I call to your attention that the Higher Education Opportunity

Act would provide a basic support level for all young men and
young women in this Nation coming from low-income families. And
we have measured that by young men and young women coming
from families less than $10,000. The Higher Education Opportunity
Act would provide them a basic support level of $1,700, including
education-opportunity grants, work-study, subsidized loans, and
their own family contributions.
I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this program is particularly well

tailored toward the population that the community college is now
serving and will be serving, and that the average cost of community
colleges would be covered by the basic support provision of the
Higher Education Opportunity Act.
I make a particular point of that, Mr. Chairman, because there

has been considerable criticism of the level of support that is being
provided under the Higher Education Opportunity Act, because it
does not meet the cost of education at private institutions, and in-
deed, does not meet the cost of education at higher-priced public in-
stitutions.
But it is right on target insofar as the community college is con-

cerned.
In summary, then, the Higher Education Opportunity Act is

directed at the administration's priority of opening up postsecon-
dary opportunities for low-income families. The act would assure
that young people going to community colleges would be assured of
enough support to meet the costs at community colleges. And we
probably cannot say that about any other facet of the higher-educa-
tion institutions in the Nation.

Senator WILLIAMS. I am just getting filled in on the entire Educa-
tion Act, which the Department has already testified on before this
committee. This hearing, of course, was called to hear and discuss
the community-college bill.
I will say, Doctor, your feeling that the other legislation that will

be, or is, part of the Higher Education Act, that it is of great bene-
fit to the community colleges, doesn't register very much on the com-
munity-college people.
Do you appreciate that?
Dr. MIIIRHEAD. I do appreciate that. But I think we just have to

make greater effort to see to it that it is understood.
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Mr. Chairman, the reason why I refer to the other piece of legisla-
tion before the committee is that it does represent the administration's
priorities. And also within that act there is a priority identified
that is clearly focused on community colleges—the matter of identi-
fying as a high priority the support of career-education programs.

Senator WILLIAMS. Now we can zero in on that, and that is re-
sponsive to my responsibility as the acting chairman on this hearing
on community colleges.
You quoted in two or three parts of your testimony from the Car-

negie Commission, Open-Door Colleges, this magnificent report
published in June this year.
Let me read page 1, under "major themes." The report has the

following major themes. I will skip No. 1, dealing with the numbers
of community colleges.
No. 2 says that the Carnegie Commission favors the comprehen-

sive community college with academic, occupational, and general-
education programs, as against more specialized 2-year colleges, that
the comprehensive college provides its students with a wider range
of options.
Now, this is what the Carnegie Commission favors. You have se-

lected out for very favorable reference part of the Carnegie Com-
mission's report.
Now, it seems from what you have said here this morning that the

administration only wants to bring its attention to bear on the occu-
pational aspects. You call it the Career Education Program.
Now, that comes through to me. And I think I have accurately

reflected the administration's view.
Dr. MITIRHEAD. Yes, you have.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I think the President's message is con-

sistent, the President's message of March 19. I think it is consistent
with that, even though the President raised broader hopes in the
very first paragraph, when he said that no qualified student who
wants to go to college should be barred by lack of money. That has
long been a great American goal.
I will say that even on the first page the President stated that he

proposes to create a career-education program funded at $100 mil-
lion in fiscal 1972, to assist States and institutions in meeting the ad-
ditional costs of starting new programs to teach critically needed
skills in community colleges and technical institutions.
Now, I suppose we could spend time to break that apart on where

the 100 million will go in terms of community colleges and technical
institutes. I don't know if we want to ask the time for that, to tell
you the truth. We will see.
Then there are other statements which reflect a consistency, such

as
Two-year community colleges and technical institutes hold great promise of

giving the kind of education that leads to good jobs and also for filling na-
tional shortages in critical skill occupations.

You express my viewpoint, having worked with educators in this
field for well into the second year now. The genius of the commu-
nity college is not that it does offer vocational and occupational skill
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training. That, of course, is a significant part. But that word "com-
prehensive," going back to Carnegie, going back to our bill, going
back to the testimony of presidents from coast to coast yesterday,
from the State of Washington, to an eminent educator, president of
Brookdale College in New Jersey, and a lot in between. And here we
have Merritt College in Oakland the New York Community College
represented here this morning.
I get the impression that they feel that they are in loco parentis

with the developing community college, and its nobility is not be-
cause it has vocational education in it, that is only part of it. Its
broadness, its flexibility to reach into the community to find com-
munity needs and match curriculum and college community to that
community of living needs.

This was a phrase used yesterday that was interesting. And you
have read it, because I sent you all of the testimony, hand-delivered,
from yesterday. It impressed me so much that I wanted you to have
that, Doctor. And you received it about 5:15. It is the best night's
reading you had all year.
Dr. MuntHEAD. I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that I did my home-

work.
Senator WILLIAMS. I knew you would.
I asked yesterday if anybody from your Department was here.

They weren't, so we trotted it down in person.
There we had yesterday a phrase that just hit us just right, too

profound to judge immediately, but to think about. This is the state-
ment—and this came from Dr. Canfield from the State of Washing-
ton--and he said:
"Our students are rebellion reluctant."
We explored that further. And somehow, and for what reasons,

and that is why it is too profound to digest all at once. The testi-
mony was uniform. The manifestations of the students, have not
been reflected on the community college campuses in rebellious and
violent activity, and violence out of strikes—strikes perhaps, but vio-
lence, no.
This was something that greatly impressed everybody who was

here yesterday, and will continue to impress us. And if I could for
just a moment ask our two college presidents that are at the ends of
the table here, Dr. Smith and Dr. Bassin, does this register with you
gentlemen, this rebellion-reluctant finding on the community col-
leges?
Mr. BASSIN. On my campus, we have had difficulties which in-

volved strikes and nonviolent protests. We have had none of the vio-
lence that has occurred at some of the 4-year colleges around this
country, so that while we have had our share of difficulties as a re-
sult of the Cambodian situation and Kent State and Jackson State,
the activities basically have been of a nonviolent nature and have
not involved any destruction of property or threats to persons or
physical harm.
Dr. SMITH. I would say our experience has been similar. We are

located in a very high crime area, and the peripheral problems of
being in that area in an old building reflect upon the situation. But
I think the fact that for our kind of constituent, as I described him,
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over 21, almost half are married, we are so clearly the last chance
for them to have an opportunity for higher education that most of
them are a little more serious-minded about taking advantage of
that opportunity, and don't have the desire of wanting to be in-
volved in violence or even closing the school down.
Our institution was the only institution in the Bay Area, primar-

ily through the leadership of our black student-government struc-
ture, to take an adamant stand against closing down the institution.
They had no part of that.
That stand in itself almost precipitated some reaction from sur-

rounding institutions like Berkeley, but I would certainly agree that
our type of student has not seen fit to take a chance with his educa-
tion by being involved in violence, or flirting with the ideas of clos-
ing down the institution.

Senator WILLIAMS. The student body in the community colleges
that I am familiar with, the selection of the population is just about
as broad as life in the area they represent.
At Merritt, you have a great number of students from minority

groups, don't you?
Dr. SMITH. Yes, we are about half minority. And as I pointed

out, that runs the range from black, to chicano, to almost 1,000
Chinese just here from Hong Kong.
Senator WILLIAMS. Almost by definition—they do not have the

advantages of many people, and therefore they have to be brought
up in many areas, including occupational skills and careers.
Just let me get this understood, now. I get the impression that your

college—and you want it this way—is a lot broader than fitting
them educationally for a job.
Dr. SMITH. Yes. That doesn't say that we have as strong an occu-

pational program as we would like to have. Within the district we
have a balance. All three of our colleges are comprehensive.
As I said we started out as a liberal-arts college, and in 5 years

have not reached the balance we would like to have. We are still
about 90-percent liberal-arts. But the feeling of our constituency,
which is low-income and target-area population, is that they want
their young people and their young adult students to have the broad
opportunity reflected in more than technical education.
Our other college across town, Laney, started out as an all-voca-

tional and technical college, and still is suffering in terms of its ap-
peal and its attraction to minority students because of that stigma,
if I might describe it that way. And they, of course, have come to
the point of being about 60-percent liberal-arts and 40-percent
trade-and-technical.
But this is a factor that is clearly involved. And my testimony, I

would hope, would make it clear that we feel the importance of hav-
ing comprehensive legislation and having general assistance that we
at the local level can use to determine our own needs and priorities.
Otherwise, we are going to be right back as we have become at the
elementary and secondary level, with imbalances in programs based on
what somebody in Washington thinks is our priority.
Dr. MIIIRHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to respond.
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Senator WILLIAMS. I appreciate your sitting through this ex-
change. But I think it is good.
Dr. MITIRHEAD. I think it is excellent. And I would like to respond

by expressing first of all my gratitude to you for making available
so very promptly the testimony that you heard from the distin-
guished witnesses that appeared before you.
I would like to say also—and I can say this possibly with better

grace than anyone else, certainly with better grace than the Chair-
man—that some of the most ringing statements I did read were con-
tained in the Chairman's own opening remarks, and also in the copy
of the remarks which he made when he introduced his bill.
Mr. Chairman, as I said a moment ago, our goals are toward the

same end. But there are possibly many roads to Rome.
We subscribe wholeheartedly to the concept that you have stated

so very well, that the community college is a comprehensive institu-
tion, and because of that it is unique in the higher education .struc-
ture in the United States.
I also would like to indicate that the proposal that we are sup-

porting—the support of career-education programs—is intended to
support the very type of diversity that you have expressed so well
this morning, and in areas leading to jobs that do not carry with
them the unfortunate connotation that too often is attached to
"vocational education."

It is a program that is directed toward the support of jobs that
will be related to the increasing technological development of this
Nation in the years ahead. Jobs that will be related to the increasing
need for additional paramedical services in the years ahead. Jobs
that are of a very high level. Respectable, and not dead-end jobs.
Jobs that will permit young people to come in and out of the educa-
tion system and progress up a career ladder.
With that, we are in complete agreement, I think.
Our point—and I reiterate it—is that at this particular time it

would seem advisable to identify priorities in support of community
and junior colleges. And, as I see it, the three priorities that would
seem to be paramount at this juncture would be, one, to see to it that
an educational opportunity is provided for young people, and that
we break down the barriers of financial inability that too often have
characterized higher education in this country. This is particularly
true in community colleges, because they do serve a rather signifi-
cant proportion of young people from low-income families.
So our priority is to see to it that first of all the door to education

opportunity is open to all who can benefit from it and, two, that we
use the Federal resources to stimulate the type of career-education
development that the 1970's and the 1980's will need. Community
colleges, must see to it that they are not restricted to providing pro-
grams leading to the liberal arts degree, that they provide many,
many other opportunities for young people.
So we have selected that area of the comprehensive pattern of the

community college that will assist them in providing opportunities
for a worthwhile career-ladder job that will fit the needs of society
in the 1970's and 1980's.

51-567 0-71—pt. 3-25



1750

The third priority that we would like to emphasize—and I am
sure the Chairman would, too—is that we must encourage change
and innovation in higher education. We must encourage it particu-
larly in the community colleges, because they are going to play such
an important role in higher education in the years ahead. We have
an opportunity to do so through such programs as the Foundation
for Higher Education.
So I return to the point, I think, that I made in my opening

statement, Mr. Chairman, that we support the concept that the com-
munity colleges will play a very important role in the years ahead.
As you have said, they very well may be the catalyst for change in
the years ahead.
We feel the most effective way to do that is to identify the prior-

ity, that of equal education opportunity, that of supporting the com-
prehensive nature of the program in the community colleges, and
that of encouraging innovation and change.
Senator WILLIAMS. I appreciate that statement, Doctor.
Coming back now to the more specific thrust of the details of your

statement and its emphasis on critically needed skills in community
colleges and technical institutes, that is not part of this bill, but that
$100 million would go, to what part we don't know, but critically
needed skills, and in another area, in the President's words, "filling
national shortages in critical skill occupations."
You talk about the educational opportunities. Are these occupa-

tional skills, broadly speaking—are they skills that are in the areas
of technical skills?
Dr. MUIRHEAD. In large part, and as with the case with so many

things in our society, they will change in the years ahead. We are
thinking of occupations that are related to our developing techno-
logical competence. We are thinking of occupations that will be re-
lated to providing assistance in certain professions—engineering,
teaching. We are thinking of skills that will be needed if we are
going to provide in the years ahead the type of health services that
this Nation needs. There will be many, many jobs that will be
needed to supplement and complement the work of doctors and
nurses.
Senator WILLIAMS. I will say, as we keep centered for a moment

on occupational thrusts of your response to our comprehensive com-
munity-college program, proposed here in the legislation, this will
register in part most favorably with Dr. Norvel Smith, of Merritt
College in Oakland, who will stress that it is limited in funds to
being 90-percent liberal arts, and would like within the comprehen-
sive intent of education to be broader than that and to have more
facilities for furthering education careers.
Am I right, Dr. Smith?
Dr. SMITH. That is true.
Senator WILLIAMS. So that is an encouragement to you in part.
Dr. SMITH. Yes, it is encouraging until I look at the $100 million

figure.
Senator WILLIAMS. Of course, that had to be the next question.
Dr. SMITH. That $100 million would just about meet the needs of

our 92 colleges in California. That wouldn't leave much for New
Jersey.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Now, I have to respond here. The 92 colleges
you mentioned in California are community colleges.
Dr. SMITH. That is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. You are hypothesizing that it is all for com-

munity colleges. That is only true in part. Some is for technical in-
stitutes. So reduce that, and even you are not getting as much.
Dr. SMITH. That is true.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. I think, Mr. Chairman, that it is fair to point out

that I said this was not only for community colleges. But as the
Carnegie Commission report points out, the number of students who
are enrolled in 2-year occupational programs is overwhelmingly to
be found in the community colleges.
There are, of course, branch campuses, and there are 2-year pro-

grams at 4-year institutions.
The main thrust of this program will be directed toward commun-

ity and junior colleges.
I happen to have before me a table from the Carnegie report,

showing the enrollments in 2-year programs in community colleges,
as compared with private junior colleges and 2-year branch institu-
tions. And more than 90 percent of the students are enrolled in pub-
lic community junior colleges.
I think that we should support career-education programs wher-

ever they can be found.
Senator WILLIAMS. Let us sort of start in our conclusion, Dr.

Muirhead. I will say that it would be good for this committee and
for the record of our committee to talk with you at greater length.
Were you in the office on that significant day—was it October of

1958 ?—when the National Defense Education Act was signed into
law?
Dr. MUIRHEAD. I came to the Office in November of 1958 to help

launch the NDEA, and that was a great moment.
Senator WILLIAMS. That was—that really was our national takeoff

and national attention to higher education wasn't it?
Dr. MUIRHEAD. You are very right. And we have seen a great de-

velopment in the period since then.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, it is very interesting. The National

Defense Education Act 
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, if you do examine some of the pro-

grams that were supported by the National Defense Education Act,
it was very hard to find a clear line between the education and the
defense in terms of military defense. Am I right?
Dr. MUIRHEAD. You are very right. And you know, Mr. Chairman,

the National Defense Education Act was passed in the wake of the
SPUTNIK development. And I think there we were very much
aware at that time that our science activities and our foreign-lan-
guage activities in the schools needed to be shored up, and shored up
immediately.
I think it is to the everlasting credit of the Congress of the

United States that as the years have progressed, they have looked
upon the NDEA as an act in support of all education and not re-
stricted to particular categories.
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Senator WILLIAMS. The Congress appreciates that, and we cer-
tainly don't want to rest upon that achievement. We want to build
on that achievement.

Dr. MITIRHEAD. By all means.
Senator WILLIAMS. I would like to quote once more from the

President's statement of March 19. He says of these colleges, refer-
ring to community colleges:
These colleges, moreover, have helped many communities forge a new iden-

tity. They serve as a meeting ground for young and old, Black and White, rich
and poor, farmer and technician. They avoid the isolation, alienation, and lack
of reality that many young people find in multi-universities or campuses far
away from their own communities.

Well, that couldn't describe better to me what I consider the gen-
ius of the community college, the President's words I just read.
We have, I gather, no disagreement in ends here on this commit-

tee. And I can speak for more than myself, one-third of the Senate
who sponsored the community-college bill before us. We have no dis-
agreement with the administration on ends. I get that from the
President's statement.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Means get in the way.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. I just wonder if we won't be able to think this

through within the next few weeks, maybe months, that perhaps the
means will be there when this community-college legislation has rim
the full legislative track, because the country is getting that little
glimpse of sunlight at the end of the tunnel of inflation, recession,
all darkened ominously by a war. And we see the little bit of light
at the end of the tunnel on coming out of war. And with all of that,
perhaps those means will be more readily available, and we will be
thinking of priorities, and in the selection of priorities, new re-
sources for our people's needs right here at home. And education
certainly will be in a strong position for consideration with the
health needs of our country, education, housing—education will be
right up there with the others.
Perhaps after the legislative track is run on this authorization,

with a brighter day, the means will be there. But even if the means
are not there, let us be ready for when they are. That is what I am
suggesting. I am not asking for a categorical "no," or a "yes," be-
cause I know--
Dr. MITIRHEAD. Mr. Chairman, your very eloquent statement is one

that I hasten to applaud. We share with you the concept that the
community college is a dynamic and a significant part of higher ed-
ucation and that it will play an even more important role in the
years ahead.
I would say that we have the same ends in view. I personally be-

lieve that the first way to accomplish those ends, however, is to ad-
dress our attention to seeing to it that our best get a chance to do
their best, that we give an opportunity to young people to get on
with their post-secondary education.
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The unfortunate thing, as you know so very well, Mr. Chairman,
is that we are very far removed from that goal today. For a .young
person with promise, if he comes from a family of a low-income
level, his chances of going on beyond high school are probably about
three out of 10, but if by the advantage of genetics he comes from a
family that is well-to-do and has no more ability than the other
youngster, his chances of going to college are eight out of 10.
I maintain the first priority facing this Nation is equal education

opportunity. With that in mind I would urge, Mr. Chairman, that
you in your very important role here as a member of this committee
and chairman of this special committee, would see to it that the
President's goal—that no qualified student who wants to go to col-
lege, including community college, should be barred by lack of money
—becomes a reality.
And I submit respectfully to you, Mr. Chairman, that that is the

first priority facing the Nation.
Senator WILLIAMS. I appreciate that. We are sitting at the Educa-

tion Subcommittee, and I am just the acting chairman at the gener-
osity of Senator Pell.
It is our feeling—and I have spoken aside here to Mr. Wexler, the

counsel for the Education Subcommittee, and he expresses my feel-
ings, too—that full funding of the programs that we have is not
only wholly consistent with what we have struggled to achieve—this
is what you are talking about—well, work, study, manpower, and
many of the other programs, the economic-opportunity grant pro-
grams, and the NDEA loans.
We have had—and here, again, we are talking about means, be-

cause the ends we have authorized, and we will continue to author-
ize. The means are the appropriations.
And, you know, I will say the Congress has wanted to place a

higher priority and therefore more completely fund through appro-
priations than the administration has been willing to accept.
So your objective, you state it right. But then it comes down to

means.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. I would like to say respectfully, Mr. Chairman,

that in the legislation that is before you, the Education Opportunity
Act, the administration is putting its money where its mouth is. We
have here a clear, ringing endorsement of a proposal to open up ed-
ucation opportunities for students from low-income families. In tes-
timony before this subcommittee I have pointed out that the admin-
istration is willing to support a program that will target funds on
low-income students. In a rather unusual procedure, the administra-
tion .appeared before you in seeking legislation which you might au-
thorize, and at the same time shared with you the appropriation re-
quest which the administration would ask for in 1972. That
appropriation request is sufficient to see to it that every young per-
son coming from a family under $10,000 will be assured of a basic
support level. That is the first time that we as a Nation have been
able to make such a ringing commitment toward the equal educa-
tion-opportunity objective.
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Senator WILLIAMS. I am reminded that we have, as you suggest,
from Mr. Finch and so forth—they have gone on to other activities.
[Laughter.]
Senator WILLIAMS. We have gotten into this very comfortable col-

loquy situation.
Dr. Smith?
Dr. SMITH. I want to make one reaction to Dr. Muirhead's state-

ment.
I would caution him against overemphasizing access as being the

real solution to getting people into the system through higher educa-
tion.
Through our experience at Merritt, the real problem is providing

the type of programatic support that is needed once you get students
into the institution so they have a chance to survive. We don't need
more double open-door institutions.
So providing money for special types of recruitment is just the

beginning of the problem, as you will find when you get to the point
where you have extended experience with open-door institutions.
The institutions need general support to provide programatic re-

sources to those students over and above the support that goes to the
individual students in the way of welfare-type support.
So don't emphasize access. That is only the beginning of the prob-

lem, getting them into the institution.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. I think the point is well taken, and it would be

unfortunate if we did not recognize that young people coming from
disadvantaged backgrounds need additional support to perhaps cor-
rect some of the deficiencies that they have suffered in their second-
ary school preparation.
I would return, if I may, Mr. Chairman, again to the splendid ac-

tion of this Congress, and not only this Congress but the Congresses
that preceded this, in providing a package approach to this problem.
We now have a program called "Talent Search," which seeks out the
young person and, hopefully, motivates him and counsels him.
We have a program called "Upward Bound," which is designed to

correct some of the academic deficiencies that he has been laboring
under in his secondary school, and just this year we have started a
new program called "Special Services for the Disadvantaged,"
which provides assistance to the participating colleges to help those
young people with additional counselling, additional remedial work,
and additional tutoring that they need.
These are problems, and your point is very well taken. We don't

live by bread alone. Just providing financial assistance to students is
not in itself a remedy for these problems.
I would also submit, Mr. Chairman, that the career education pro-

gram is designed to do just some of the things that you are suggest-
ing. Help the colleges with the additional costs that they will need
to provide these more costly programs, so that young people will
have new career opportunities opened up to them. And you are quite
right, that we can't rest entirely upon a student financial program to
resolve this problem.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Senator Javits was here earlier, as you know,
Doctor. He did want me to request of you that if you could send to
the committee your comments on his inquiry whether the manpower
training program could be, in your judgment, woven into the com-
munity college bill.
Do you want to ask that?
Mr. WEXLER. Dr. Muirhead, with respect to the proposal, for com-

munity colleges contained in the two bills which we are talking about
itoday, n the proposals on manpower under the Manpower Training

Act, and also with respect to the proposals in the allied health pro-
fessions amendments. Senator Javits wanted to know how those would
assist the junior colleges, if there could be overlap, or how could they
be used in conjunction with the proposals before this committee.
Dr. MITIRHEAD. We would be very pleased to submit a response for

the record.
(The information subsequently supplied follows:)

RELATION OF CAREER EDUCATION PROPOSAL TO ALLIED HEALTH PROFESSIONS
PERSONNEL TRAINING AUTHORITY AND THE MANPOWER TRAINING ACT

Programs under the Career Education proposal would in a number of in-
stances be supplemental to the Allied Health programs. The Career Education
programs are, however, much broader in scope than health and would allow
the community colleges or other participating institutions to establish training
programs in a wide variety of critical areas.

Since both programs would be administered by the Department of HEW, we
would expect that, in practice, the Allied Health programs would in no way
duplicate what would be done under the Career Education proposal.
Under the Administration's manpower proposals there would be adequate op-

portunity for coordination of related areas between the manpower training and
career education functions. While the career education program can be consid-
ered as a part of the nation's total manpower effort, its focus is somewhat
narrower than the Manpower Training Act which emphasizes a variety of
techniques to meet the immediate needs related to unemployment and underem-
ployment.

Senator WILLIAMS. I just want to say thanks to you, Dr. Muir-
head, for assisting in a flexible fashion to this approach in the testi-
mony before the committee.
Dr. MUIRHEAD. Thank you very much.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Muirhead follows:)
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

It is a pleasure to appear before you this morning to testify on S. 1033

and to provide further information on the provisions of the Career Education

Programs as contained in Title VII of S. 3636, the Higher Education Opportunity

Act of 1970, which represents the recommendations of the Administration. Both

of these bills are evidence of a serious commitment for the improvement of

post-secondary education opportunities and a recognition of the essential

contributions of community colleges to our higher education structure.

According to the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Report, The

Open Door Colleges: Policies for Community Colleges, "Occupational programs

must be available to offer a wide variety of courses designed to prepare

students for the world of work. These should include two-year associate

degree programs, one-year certificate programs, and short-term training and

occupational renewal programs. Flexibility in the offerings must be sought

so that occupational programs will adjust to changing manpower requirements;

and a career-ladder approach, which will enable the student to obtain more

advanced training as a working adult, should be encouraged."

The most accessible institution of higher education--geographically,

financially, and academically--is the community college. But if we are to

encourage the more than 1,000 community and junior colleges to assume new

educational tasks, such as the proposed Career Education Program, as well as

accept the unprecedented enrollments projected for these schools in the 1970's,

additional support from all sources, including Federal, is essential.

In encouraging Career Education Programs at the post-secondary level,

the Administration has chosen to emphasize instructional programs that will
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more realistically meet the challenges of future occupations. For as

President Nixon said in his Message on Higher Education Opportunities on

March 19, "Two year community colleges and technical institutes hold great

promise for giving the kind of education which leads to good jobs and also

for filling national shortages in critical skill occupations."

By "Career Education Programs," we mean instructional programs at the

post-secondary level which are designed to prepare students for entry into

or advancement in positions in new clusters of occupations related to needs

of society in the 70's and 80's. We would hope that these programs would

provide valuable career ladder opportunities for students of all ages,

offering education opportunities for those persons enrolled in programs

which do not require a baccalaureate degree, and at the same time offering

the opportunity to go on to four-year college and even to professional

schools.

I would like to summarize very briefly the Administration's proposal

which would provide grants to States to develop and establish Career Education

Programs in critical skill areas in institutions of higher education, and,

particularly at comprehensive community and junior colleges.

Provisions of the Program: Title VII of the Higher Education Opportunity

Act of 1970 would create a new program of Career Education in the Office of

Education. The program would be carried out through formula grants to the

States to pay for part of the cost of starting Career Education Programs in

critical skill areas, as defined by the Secretary of Labor, at institutions

of higher education, particularly community colleges.

--Every State would be eligible for a basic grant of $1 million

a year, with additional funds allocated on the basis of population.



1759

The first year authorization would be $100 million in Fiscal

Year 1972.

--Federal funds could be used to pay up to 50% of the additional

equipment and operating costs of career education programs over

the costs of non-career or general education programs.

--Each Career Education Program would be eligible for Federal funds

for three years.

--State agencies would determine which institutions and programs

would receive Federal funds.

--Institutions eligible for aid would include community or junior

colleges, public or non-profit vocational-technical institutes,

branch campuses of four-year colleges, and the four-year schools

themselves.

Under the proposed legislation, the Secretary of Labor would submit a

list of occupational skills, which would require an expansion of present

educational programs to meet future requirements in these occupations, both

nationally andlocally. This list would serve as the basis for the develop-

ment of training programs under Title VII.

Community colleges, technical institutes, and other post-secondary

institutions have the potential to provide programs in manpower-deficient

fields, but they face the additional costs of starting such special training

programs, as compared with general education programs. Recent projections

by the Department of Labor indicate that requirements in such fields as

engineering, urban planning, computer technology, police and fire science,

environmental technology, and similar fields, will continue to expand rapidly

in the 1970's. To meet their commitment to improve, develop, and establish

career education programs, many institutions need special funds.
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In high technology areas it typically costs community colleges half

again as much to provide occupational training as to provide general

education programs. Among the reasons are: smaller teacher-student ratios

in laboratory work, higher per-student facility maintenance, more costly

materials and supplies, maintenance, repair, and replacement of sophisticated

instrumentation equipment and machinery and, frequently, higher salaries for

technically competent faculty. In Arizona, for example, where the community

colleges have also been designated the area vocational schools, a community

college district reports a cost of $880 per pupil in their general education

program as compared with $1,200 per pupil in the occupational program. Even

the start-up costs of occupational programs vary widely. The Administration

proposal would pay half of the additional costs of approved programs.

While we are emphasizing community colleges in Title VII, and most of

the funds are expected to go to them, this proposal is not exclusively for

community colleges. All institutions developing post-secondary occupational

programs will be eligible for participation. Some States have chosen to

assign major responsibilities for post-secondary career training to technical

institutes or components of four-year institutions, and such programs also

deserve support.

There is already growing evidence that occupational trends and educational

requirements are not parallel. The National Advisory Council on Vocational

Education in its July 15, 1969 First Annual Report stated:

"The number requiring a liberal arts college education, while

growing, is increasing far less rapidly than the number demanding

a technical skill. In the 1980's it will still be true that fewer

than 20 percent of our job opportunities will require a four-year

college degree."
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The recent report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The

Open Door Colleges: Policies for Community Colleges, also emphasizes that

occupational programs should be allowed more support and status within

community colleges. I would like to underscore one of the goals for

community colleges set by the Commission to be reached by 1976: "Adaptation

of occupational programs to changing manpower requirements and full opportu-

nities for continuing adult education."

The Carnegie Commission further recommends "coordinated efforts at the

Federal, State, and local levels to stimulate the expansion of occupational

education in community colleges and to make it responsive to changing manpower

requirements." We agree that State and local support for occupational educa-

tion is essential if we expect the post-secondary training programs to have

the continuity they require. In addition, we favor the Commission's stress

on flexible programs and career-ladder approach in occupational education.

We recognize the financial demands placed upon all higher education

institutions. I would re-emphasize, as the Administration's previous

testimony will show, that community colleges will share in the other provisions

of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970, for example, in the National

Foundation on Higher Education grants and in the Student Financial Assistance

programs. We also recognize that career education programs are by no means

the exclusive province of two-year institutions.

Turning to S. 1033 we would like to emphasize that the net result of

that legislation could be to isolate community and junior colleges from

higher education rather than to provide an integrated, team approach which

we believe is necessary for both two-year and four-year institutions. I

would like to call the Subcommittee's attention to specific problems the



1762

Administration has with S. 1033:

(1) It authorizes higher levels of expenditures than can be expected

to be requested or appropriated for Fiscal Years 1971 through 1973.

(2) It would expend funds on construction and general aid instead of

targeting funds on high priority programs or activities.

(3) It directs that a Bureau of Community Education be established

within the Office of Education to administer all the programs affecting

community colleges. (Section 302). Since this provision emphasizes

separatism of community and junior colleges from the four-year institutions,

we do not feel that their interests would be effectively served. We recom-

mend, instead, that we direct our attention to community and junior colleges

in the existing Bureau of Higher Education where both a flexible and integrated

approach to their needs is possible.

I would like to call to the Subcommittee's attention that, since January

of this year, the Office of Education in cooperation with the American

Association of Junior Colleges has held a series of Federal Programs Workshops

in selected cities across the Nation; ten such regional workshops have been

extremely well attended by community college representatives and eight more

are planned for this year.

(4) It requires development of statewide community college plans for

the improvement, development, and construction of comprehensive community

colleges in such areas as personnel and tuition. (Section 203). Again, I

would stress that community colleges, as the record will show, have increased

their participation in personnel training programs, for example, and in the

student financial aid programs. While we oppose a separate administrative

bureau for the community and junior colleges, at the same time, within the

restriction of available funds, we intend to continue to strengthen their
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participation in program areas. While we are in accord with the need for

statewide community college planning, it should be a part of general higher

education planning. We feel that the priority at this time, as I have

previously stated, is for a program which will assist the States and all

the post-secondary institutions located therein in improving their occupational

education.

(5) It establishes a National Advisory Council on Comprehensive Community

Colleges to be established to represent community colleges and to advise the

Commissioner of Education on matters relative to the administration of the

act. (Section 305). Since the community colleges' growth both in student

enrollment and in number of institutions has been so dynamic, we would

recommend that in the existing organizational structure within the Office of

Education that a National Advisory Council on Community Colleges should be

appointed to advise the Secretary and the Commissioner of Education under

existing authority. Such a Council would aid in planning appropriate

priorities on community college activities throughout Office of Education

programs without creating a separate organizational structure to administer

all community college programs.

Since we favor a flexible and strengthened organizational arrangement

for community colleges within the existing Bureau of Higher Education, rather

than a separate Bureau of Community Education, as proposed in S. 1033, I would

like to call to the Subcommittee's attention the following table showing

Bureau of Higher Education funds awarded to two-year colleges for FY 1969 and

FY 1970.



1764

Upward Bound

Talent Search

'Student Special Services

Developing Institutions

FY 1969 FY 1970

$ 935,823

254,000

6,900,000

$ 950,713

293,699

2,189,000

7,054,000

Faculty Development
Training Program,
Institutes (EPDA, V-E) 130,643 941,652

Facilities Construction,
HEFA I 75,470,521 40,365,372 1/

Facilities Construction,
HEFA III 2,113,000

Facilities Construction,
Interest Subsidy,
HEFA III - 299,962 V

For FY 1970 approximately 74 percent of EPDA fellowships under Part E

went for training of community college teachers.

In addition, we are requesting a waiver of the 5 year restriction for commu-

nity colleges under the Developing Institutions Program so that greatest numbers

can participate.

When construction was reduced last year, a special priority was put on

community colleges. In 1970 they received 55 percent of all higher education

construction funds.

1/ The decline of FY 1970 construction support is explained by a decrease_
in appropriated funds. Total funds obligated under HEFA, Section 103 and
104 were $222.2 million in FY 1969 as compared to $73.2 million in FY 1970.

2/ Total volume of loans subsidized is $13,898,000._
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Fiscal Year 1970 data for the student aid programs is not yet available.

Funds obligated to two-year colleges for use during FY 1968 and FY 1969 under the

college-based student aid programs are as follows:

FY 1968 FY 1969

College Work-Study Program  HEA IV-C) 

Funds $20,518,840 $26,872,551

Students 54,560 58,100

Educational Opportunity Grants Program (HIA IV-A) 

Funds $7,016,633 $11,176,650

Students 18,089 29,935

National Defense Student Loan Program (NDEA II) 

Funds $4,571,894 $7,536,379

Students 22,010 26,643

It should be noted that legislation for some BHE programs specified that a

certain percentage of program funds be awarded to junior colleges. More specifi-

cally, 23 percent of funds appropriated to the Developing Institutions Program

are reserved for two-year colleges. Also, 24 percent of appropriations to the

HEFA I construction program are required to be allotted to public community

colleges and technical institutes. The actual figure, as noted earlier, was

55 percent in FY 1970 and will be 100 percent in FY 1971 if the reported educa-

tion appropriations become law.

I would like to comment further on some of our efforts to increase the

participation of community colleges in existing higher education programs.

In the Division of College Support, for example, under the Faculty Development

Training Program (EPDA, V-E), 22 of the 92 awards in Fiscal Year 1970 were made

to junior colleges conducting institutes. In Fiscal Year 1969 only 3 such awards

went directly to junior colleges. It is also important to note that training

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 26

(
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institutes to train junior college personnel are conducted at all types of

colleges, and were funded at close to $2 million in Fiscal Year 1969 and at

over $2.6 million for Fiscal Year 1970.

In addition, under the fellowship program, (EPDA, V-E), a total of 318

fellowships for junior college personnel were awarded in Fiscal Year 1969.

In Fiscal Year 1970, with an increase of 348 fellowships, 666 such fellow-

ships were awarded.

The Division of College Support also recently announced awards in support

of the Cooperative Education Program for institutions of higher education.

Fifteen of the 74 grants amounting to almost 257 of the $1.54 million appro-

priation went directly to community and junior colleges. In this case there

was no specific set-aside, but the funding reflects an attempt to implement

one of the recommendations of the Department's Task Force Report on Junior

and Community Colleges, April, 1969.

In summary, we would agree that the States should be assisted in providing

post-secondary education. We believe our proposal is more realistic than

S. 1033 in terms of the total needs of higher education and to target funds

on high priority objectives.

We believe that there is a broad agreement on the need to increase the

opportunities for higher education, and, within the framework of that goal,

that an immediate need is to assist the States, and the post-secondary insti-

tutions located therein, in developing their occupational education programs

for citizens of all ages. To accomplish this aim, we urge the enactment of

the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970, including the Career Education

Program.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Now we can regroup, gentlemen, with Dr.
Bassin and Dr. Smith again.
Dr. Bassin, we are glad that you could stay with us and hear part

of this.
Dr. Bassin is president of the New York Community College, lo-

cated in Brooklyn.
(Biographical sketch on Mr. Bassin follows:)
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BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 

Milton G. Bassin
President
New York City Community College
300 Jay St., Bklyn, N.Y. 11201
643 - 2323

1) Personal Data 

Date of Birth:
Marital Status:
Wife's Name:
Children:

Citizenship:

2) Education 

Degrees 

Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering
Master of Mechanical Engineering

Professional Engineer

Home:

November 26, 1923
Married
Bernice

4 Hillside Avenue
Great Neck,
New York 11021
516 HU 7 - 6202

Daughter, Lori - born October 20, 1959
Son, Robert - born April 9, 1962
United States

College or University 

City College of N.Y.
Polytechnic Institute

of Brooklyn
New York State

License #28808

Date 

Jan. 1954

June 1951

June 1954

Graduate work in the fields of Mechanical Design and Thermodynamics at
the Polytechnic Institute

Course work and language
Education at New York

3) Experience

of Brooklyn 1951 - 1956.

requirements for Ph.D. degree in Engineering
University have been completed.

York City Community College from 9/48 to presentColla: New

Date Rank Department

. 5/66 - Present President Administration
10/65 - 5/66 Dean-in-Charge Administration
9/64 - 10/65 Dean of the College Administration
3/64 - 9/64 Assoc. Dean of the College Administration
7/62 - 7/64 Chairman Mathematics
6/56 - 7/62 Assoc. Professor Mechanical Tech.
6/50 - 6/56 Assistant Professor Mechanical Tech.
9/48 - 6/50 Instructor Mechanical Tech.

Assistant Department Head - Mechanical Technology Dept. 1949-1957

Industrial 
General Cable Corporation - Bayonne, New Jersey 1947 - 1948

Assistant Department Manager - Quality Control
Supervised the manufacture of high voltage cable from
wire to the completed lead-sheathed multi-conductor cable.
Supervised inspection staff concerned with maintaining
specifications.
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Eastern Development Corporation - 15 East 22nd St., New York,

N.Y. 1946 - 1947.
Mechanical Engineer - Design, development and production

of electromechanical automating devices. Supervision of

draftsmen and machine shop facilities.

Lycoming Division of the Aviation Corporation, Williamsport,

Pa 1944
Mechanical Engineer - Responsible for gear design, stress

analysis and weight control of liquid cooled radial air-

craft engine for military use. Supervised test procedures

on engine components.

it ay

U.S. Navy - Electronics Technician 1944 - 1946. Honorable

Discharge.

Maintenance and installation of electronic components for

LCI Group 22. Responsible for radar, radio and coding

devices aboard 36 ships in LCI fleet. Instructed appren-

tices in elementary electronics.

Consultin2

Brookhaven National Laboratory - Upton, L.I., New York

Summers 1960 through 1965

Mechanical Engineer - Associate of scientific staff

assigned to the Alternating Gradient Synchrotron and

the Advanced Accelerator Development Departments.

Analysis, design and development of damping mechanisms,

vacuum boxes, rapid hydraulic drive mechanisms and

electromechanical devices. Thermal stress analysis of

radiation effects on support rods and cavity walls in

linear accelerator of proposed 200 BEV accelerator.

Rosenblatt and Son, Naval Architects, 350 Broadway, New York,

N.Y. Summer 1958

Technical Writer - Responsible for writing of U.S. Navy

Manuals for cruiser U.S.S. Topeka. Craft was redesigned

and converted for missile capability. Detailed review of

conversion plans coupled with shipboard visits to confirm

accuracy was required.

Buell Engineering Company, New York, N.Y. - Summer 1956

Filed Consultant for Electronic Precipitator Manufacturers.

Analysis of air pollution from cement manufacturing plants.

Design and development of specialized test equipment to

measure particle size.

Wagner and Son - Buffalo, N. Y. - Summer 1955

Plant Consultant - Research and design on folding box

machinery and paper coatings for the food industry.

Developed procedures for preventive maintenance of equip-

ment.
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4) Publications and Reports 

Statics and Strength of Materials - Bassin and Brodsky -
McGraw-Hill, 1960

This text is now in use at 47 two and four-year colleges and
in many industrial programs. It was the first text on the
subject written specirically for the community college student.
According to the publisher, it is the leader in the field.

Stress Analysis of Thin Membranes under Vacuum -
Brookhaven National Laboratory, AGS Report 1960

Deflection Analysis of Straight Section under High Vacuum -
Brookhaven National Laboratory, AGS Report 1961

Temperature Gradients and Thermal Displacement in Drift Tube
Stems and Cavity Walls - Brookhaven National Laboratory -
Advanced Accelerator Development Department Report 1965

5) Membership in Learned or Professional Societies 

American Association of Junior Colleges - National Commission
on Administration

American Association for the Advancement of Science
American Society of Engineering Education
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Association of University Professors
New York State Association of Junior Colleges

6) Civic Activities

Board of Directors Downtown Brooklyn Association
Board of Directors Chamber of Commerce Brooxlyn
Member District Planning Board
Advisory Board Brooklyn-Cumberland Hospital
Board of Directors Navy Yard Boys Club
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Dr. BASSIN. Thank you, Senator Williams.
I am delighted at the opportunity to appear before this committee

and to voice my vigorous support of bill S. 1033, "The Comprehen-
sive Community College Act."
I am certain many of the things I will be saying have been gone

over in previous testimony, but I think they are worth saying again.
There are now over 1,000 community colleges in this country, and

there is an ever-growing demand for more of them. Why this is hap-
pening can best be understood by referring to the recent report of
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education.

Issued this past June the report described community colleges as
"Open Door Colleges." It said they had proved their worth by of-
fering more varied programs for a greater variety of students than
any other segment of American higher education.
I can best illustrate what the report means by telling you of the

activities of my own institution, New York City Community Col-
lege. I have been associated with it for the past 22 years. I have
served as teacher, department chairman, and dean. For the past 4
years, I have been the institution's president.
New York City Community College is, in the truest sense of the

word, an urban institution. It is located in the Borough of Brook-
lyn, which has a population of 2.7 million. Within a 5-minute bus
ride of our campus is one of the Nation's best-known black ghettoes
—Bedford-Stuyvesant—where some 400,000 people live.
Our institution is basically career oriented. In juxtaposition to Dr.

Smith's institution, we are 80 percent career oriented. The reason for
it is, of course, that we started as a technical institute, and have
worked in the direction of developing a comprehensive nature with
emphasis on career programs.
Our student body reflects the communities we serve. Of the 14,000

in attendance, 6,000 are black and Puerto Rican—the largest such
minority group representation on any campus in the New York met-
ropolitan area.
They are unique in another way: almost half of them, and I be-

lieve it comes to a little bit more than half—black and white—come
from families whose incomes fall within the poverty category, and it
is interesting to note that we have about the same percentage of
white poverty students as we do black poverty students.
Even though we charge no tuition, many could not afford to at-

tend without additional financial support in the form of part-time
jobs, work-study assistance, and special scholarship funds, and other
funds available through Federal programs.

Notwithstanding this, many are forced to drop out for lack of
funds, and I am therefore happy to see that one of the provisions of
this bill takes cognizance of this problem and attempts to deal with
it.
Our students have come to us, in large measure, because the educa-

tion we offer is relevant to their needs. And, again in juxtaposition to
Dr. Smith, we find that our 2-year career programs are accepted by
the black and Puerto Rican community, possibly because of our age
and the fact that we have been in existence for 24 years. Students
have come to our institution and have succeeded, and have gone back
to their communities and have spread the word.
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They are particularly drawn to our 2-year career programs, of
which we have 25, because they offer a quick avenue to economic
self-sufficiency. Those who entered such programs in September
1968, received their degrees last June, have obtained jobs, and are
already earning average salaries of $7,000 and $8,000 a year.
This is one of the 2-year community college's great assets—that it

can do so much for a student so quickly.
Yet, we do not neglect those who come with other aspirations.

Many who entered in September, 1968, were enrolled in transfer pro-
grams. This September, they will move on to 4-year colleges. By
June 1972, they will have baccalaureate degrees.
I might interject at this point that we at the New York City

Community College feel very strongly that a liberal arts education
is in and of itself career education, because 50 percent of our stu-
dents go on for a baccalaureate degree, whereas the other 50 percent
move out into the work of work in banking, real estate, and insur-
ance, and they are prime candidates for employment in these indus-
tries in New York City.
So to put an emphasis strictly on occupational programs, which I

applaud, and to ignore the fact that the 2-year liberal arts program
in many parts of our country act as career programs for specialized
needs within our communities is to only attack part of the problem.
Our studies show our transfer students do as well as the native

students of 4-year colleges, that a B student at New York City Com-
munity College is likely to remain a B student in the baccalaureate
institution to which he transfers.
Our studies show another surprising fact: It is not only our

transfer students who go on to further study. Many of our career
students—those in programs which used to be called "terminal"—
also seek additional education.
In fact, our most recent survey indicates that fully half our career

students keep studying—and many have earned bachelors' degrees,
while working in the fields for which they have been educated at the
Community College. Indeed, in our more recent graduating classes,
the number going on for advanced degrees rises to 70 percent.
To me, these figures mean we have done much more than merely

put our students through a prescribed regimen. We have "turned
them on" educationally. Their relatively brief stay with us has pro-
duced a thirst for more learning—a thirst which will manifest itself
in a never-ending quest for self-improvement.
In the long run, this may well be our greatest achievement.
It would also seem that one of the services rendered by a commun-

ity college is that it acts as a sort of educational sieve—sifting out
those with limited objectives from those with higher horizons—and
moving each toward the goal he has set for himself. This, too, is a
form of functional educational relevance.
But our programs are not only relevant to students: they also re-

late to the constituencies we serve. 'While the pressures on the 4-year
college president are in the search for funds, my staff and I are con-
stantly trying to find out how best we can serve the community that
we exist for.
For example, at the New York City College, in attempting to

meet our educational needs for our community, we have developed
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special curriculums in child care. Within the ghetto communities,
there are many families that must find supervision for children
while parents go to work.
Interesting to note, we are the only institution in the New York

City area that is doing this kind of education.
Paraprofessional teacher education, which takes students from the

poverty communities—many of them former welfare recipients—and
prepares them to be assistant teachers. Graduates of this program
have the option of going on to a senior college in the City Univer-
sity of New York for training which will give them a bachelor's de-
gree and qualify them for the teachers' licensing examinations.
Frankly, I feel that any educational effort which lifts people from

the level of public assistance to that of fully qualified teachers ren-
ders a significant social service. I am proud to be associated with it,
and I am happy to speak out in favor of this bill, because it will ad-
vance such programs.
In the division of commerce, we offer a full range of business-re-

lated curriculums: accounting, data processing, marketing, secre-
tarial science, hotel technology, commercial art, graphic arts, and
advertising technology. Graduates of these regimens quickly gain
economic self-sufficiency.
Our division of technology is producing a variety of technicians

in the engineering areas: mechanical, construction, electrical, electro-
mechanical, design drafting, and industrial arts.
Nor do we neglect the health services area. We offer x-ray tech-

nology, medical laboratory technology, dental laboratory technology,
dental hygiene, nursing, and ophthalmic dispensing.
It is appropriate to point out that estimates of the Bureau of

Labor Statistics project critical national shortages in both engineer-
ing technologies and health services within the next decade, and I
think Dr. Muirhead was trying to pinpoint the administration's sup-
port of programs in these particular areas.
I believe that the bill, S. 1033, addresses itself to these problems,

as well.
Perhaps one of the most critical problems we face is the lack of

competent nursing help. I am proud to say that we at New York
City Community College were the first in the Nation to offer an eve-
ning nursing program, whose graduates will be eligible to take the
State examination for licensure as registered nurses.
This evening program now has more than 1,000 students. -A

thumbnail sketch of the registrants will give you some idea of why
community colleges are called "the open door colleges."

Seventy-five percent of these students are over 21, married, work-
ing at another job during the day, and also raising a family. Nine'
out of 10 are either black or Puerto Rican. Although predominantly
Brooklynites, they also come from the other four boroughs of New
York City, and from New Jersey and Long Island as well.
Among the married students, the average number of children per

family is 3.5. Some students have as many as nine and even 10 chil-
dren.

Actually, this program is not only developing skills badly needed
by our community. It is also providing a second chance at higher
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education for many worthwhile persons who, for one reason or an-
other, missed that opportunity earlier in their lives.
It is, I assure you, a most satisfying program to be associated

with.
Our college is also proud of the work of its Continuing Education

Division.
In cooperation with the New York City Department of Hospitals

and District Council No. 37 of the American Federation of State,
County, and Municipal Workers, it developed an upgrading pro-
gram for nurse's aides—those who enter hospital service at the low-
est level of skill.
They were given instruction which qualified them in four impor-

tant nursing aide technologies: Inhalation, ambulance, obstetrical,
and operating room. Not only did these 700 get pay raises, their ad-
ditional skills improved the quality of service offered to the sick in
all of the city's hospitals.
In a similar vein, we have taught dietary aides to be senior die-

tary aides and dietary trainers; trained building inspectors for the
city's Department of Housing; trained counselling personnel for
civic and charitable organizations serving the general public. And in
addition, we have trained block workers for community centers lo-
cated in the Brooklyn and Queens areas.
There are many more such programs we could execute. But the

money to finance them is not available. Each program has been out-
side the tax levy area, and using funds from other agencies we have
been quick to move into these areas.
The Williams bill will go a long way toward helping us to de-

velop and complete such programs.
Our Division of Continuing Education conducts institutes for sen-

ior citizens in several areas, where older adults meet with experts to
discuss subjects of interest and concern to them.
On campus, we have an extensive noncredit program, largely job-

oriented, with an enrollment of almost 2,000 during the course of an
academic year.
Summers, we have conducted Upward Bound programs, with in-

tensive college-prep training for junior high school and high school
students from disadvantaged areas.
With the National Home Fashions League, we have operated

home furnishings workshops within the ghetto, with heavy emphasis
on a low-budget approach to the problems of home decoration.
We have also had programs which have involved returning veter-

ans that we operate in conjunction with the U.S. Army, where
groups of veterans, prior to their discharge, are taking educational
data processing, so that they can move into the world of work prior
to discharge.
We have also operated an urban center in the Bedford-Stuyvesant

area. This has been an exciting program, taking students who are
high school dropouts, or at the bottom of the graduating class, and
we have succeeded. Eighty-one percent of the young people who
come to this institution complete their work and go on either to the
New York City Community College, into regular degree programs,
or move out into various positions in the New York metropolitan
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area, 81 percent of a population that has been largely ignored and
has had no previous opportunity for an education beyond the high
school.

Senator WILLIAMS. That is the New York Community College. Do
they go on to—
Dr. BASSIN. The New York City Community College, which is the

institution I am president of.
There is a little confusion, because we are located in Brooklyn, but

the children who complete our college program are automatically ac-
cepted into a degree program at the New York Community College.
A number of other colleges are also accepting these individuals.
In addition, we have programs there in drafting, in secretarial

work, programs in office machine repair, and a number of other oc-
cupational fields.
To sum up: The truly comprehensive community college offers

considerably more than the first 2 years of a conventional 4-year col-
lege education. It is a unique and versatile facility which relates to
the needs of its constituency in a variety of ways:
By offering 2-year career curriculums which lead to quick eco-

nomic self-sufficiency.
By offering transfer programs which lead to 4-year and postgrad-

uate study.
By offering job-oriented, noncredit adult education.
By training public employees to higher skill levels with resulting

better service.
By developing specialized community service programs.
By pioneering in new approaches to longstanding educational

problems.
By assessing and fulfilling the educational needs of the communi-

ties it serves to the best of its abilities and resources.
In short, the comprehensive community college is an institution

which commits itself to the fulfillment of the promise of each of the
words in its title: "comprehensive," "community," and "college."
I firmly believe we are rendering a genuine service to society.
I believe we are entitled to all the help and support you can give

us.
The legislation you are now considering would do much to pro-

vide that help and support.
I urge you to act upon it favorably and quickly.
Thank you very much.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Dr. Bassin.
This is a big contribution to our moving this into legislation.
Gentlemen, unless there is anything further—and I believe you

were going to reply to Senator Javits' request, write in to us—I
have nothing further.
Dr. SMITH. Directly to Senator Javits, or to you?
Senator WILLIAMS. It is for the committee's record, and it will be

part of the hearing, as a matter of fact, so it will come here, and a
copy to Senator Javits would be good.
Thank you very much.
Dr. Bassin, your prepared statement will be printed in the record.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Bassin follows:)
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STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT MILTON G. BASSIN
NEW YORK CITY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
300 JAY STREET, BROOKLYN, N.Y. 11201

to

SUB-COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
UNITED STATES SENATE

WrDNESDAY, JULY 22, 1970

I'm delighted at the opportunity to appear before this

committee and to voice my vigorous support of Bill S. 7033,

"The Comprehensive Community College Act."

There are now over 1,000 community colleges in this country

. and there is an ever-growing demand for more of them. Why this

is happening can best be understood by referring to the recent

report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education.

Issued this past June, the report described community

colleges as "Open Door Colleges." It said they had proved their

worlii by offering'thore varied programs for a greater variety of

students than any other segment of American htqllor education." I

best illustrate what the report mean by telling you of the

activities of my own institution, Now York City Community College.

I have been associated with it for the past 22 years. I have

served as teacher, department chairman and dean. For the past

tour years, I have been the institution's president.



1777

New York City Community College is, in the truest sense of

the word, an urban institution. It is located in the Borough of

Brooklyn which has a population of 2.7 million. Within a five-

niiiaite bus ride of our campus is one of the nation's best known

black ghettoes -- Bedford-Stuyvesant -- where some 400,000 people

live.

Our student body reflects the communities we serve. Of the

14,000 in attendance, 6,000 are black and Puerto Rican -- the

largest such minority group representation on any campus in the

New York metropolitan area.

They are unique in another way: almost half of them -- black

and white -- come from families whose incomes fall within the

1,0V(.rty category. Even though we charge no tuition, many could

not afford to attend without additional financial support in the

form of part-time jobs, work-study assistance and special scholar-

shi) funds.

Notwithstanding this, many are forced to drop out for lack

of_ funds and I am therefore happy to see that one of the provisions

of this hill takes cognizance ot this problem and attempts to deal

with

Our students have come to us, in large measure, because the

education we offer is relevant to their needs. They are particu-

larly drawn Lo our two-year career programs, of which we have

twenly-five, because they offer a quick avente to economic self-

ilufficiency. Those who entered such programs in September, 1968,

received Iheir degrees last Juno, have obtained jobs and are
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._,ready earning average salaries of seven and eight thousand

dollars a year.

This is one of the two-year community college's great assets

-- that it can do so much for a student so quickly.

Yet, we do not neglect those who come with other aspirations.

Many who entered in September, 1968, were enrolled in transfer

programs. This September, they will move on to four-year colleges.

By June, 1972, they will have baccalaureate degrees.

Our studies show our transfer students do as well as the

native students of four-year colleges; that a B student at New

York City Community College is likely to remain a B student in

the baccalaureate institution to which he transfers.

Our studies show another surprising fact: It is not only our

transfer students who go on to further study. Many of our career

students -- those in programs which used to be called "terminal" --

also seek additional education.

in fact, our most recent survey indicates that fully half our

career students keep studying -- and many have earned bacherlors'

degrees. Indeed, in our more recent graduating classes, the

number going on for advanced degrees rises to seventy per cent.

To me, these figures mean we have done much more than merely

put our students through a prescribed regimen. We have "turned

them on" educationally. Their relatively brief stay with us has

produced a thrst for more learning ... a thirst which will mani-

fest itself in a never-ending quest for self-improvement.
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In the long run, this may well be our greatest achievement.

It would also seem that one of the services rendered by a

coimilunity college is Hilt it acts as a sort 01 cdncal ional sicvc

. sifting nut thoi,, with limited objectives from those with

high1 nor,zons . . and moving each toward the goal he has set for

aimscl!. This too is a form of functional educational relevance.

teL our programs are not only relevant to students: they also

relate to the constituencies we serve.

It is this search for direct relevancy which perhaps

distinguishes the community college president from those of other

institutions. While they are out hunting funds and endowments,

my staff and I are trying to find out how best we can serve our

communities.

As a result we have developed special curriculums designed to

meet_ special needs. For instnace:

CHUM CARE, which is a program to train students to work in

by Care Centers. Within the ghetto comnunity there are

Jany families who must find adequate supervision for children

while both parents go to work. Well managed Day Care Centers

are vital for such families.

PARA-PR0FESS1ONAL TEACHER EDUCATION, which takes students

from (lie poverty communities -- many of them former welfare

recipients -- and prepares them to be assistant teachers.

Graduates of this program have the option of going on to a

senior college in the City University of New York for training

which will give them a bachelor's degree and qualify them for

the teachers' licensing examinations.

Frankly, 1 feel that any educational effort which lifts people

from the level of public assistance to that of fully qualified

teachers renders a significant social service. I'm proud to be

associated w,th it. and I'm happy to speak out in favor of this bill
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because it will advance such programs.

In the Division of Commerce, we offer a full range of

business-related curriculums: Accounting, Data Processing,

Marketing, Secretarial Science, Hotel Technology, Commercial Art,

Graphic Arts and Advertising Technology. Graduates of these regi-

mens quickly gain economic self-sufficiency.

Our Division of Technology is producing a variety of tech-

nicians in the engineering areas: Mechanical, Construction,

Electrical, Electromechanical, Design Drafting and Industrial Arts.

Nor do we neglect the Health Services area: We offer X-ray

Technology; Medical Laboratory Technology; Dental Laboratory

Technology, Dental Hygiene, Nursing and Ophthalmic Dispensing.

It's appropriate to point out that estimates of the Bureau of

Labor Statistics project critical national shortages in both

engineering technologies and health services within the next decade.

The predicted deficit is 300,000 engineering and science technicians.

In the health services field, it is even worse -- 550,000.

Here, too, is another area to which the bill you are now con-

sidering directs itself ... a national problem which it will

materially help to solve.

Perhaps one of the most critical problems we face is the lack

of competent nursing help. I'm proud to say that we at New York

City Community College were the first in the nation to offer an

evening nursing program whose graduates will be eligible to take

the state examination for licensure as Registered Nurses.

This evening program now has more than 1,000 students. A
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thumbnail sketch of the registrants will give you ,:ome id0.1 o( why

community colleges are called the Open Door Collogos."

Seventy-five per cent of these students are over 21, married,

working at another job during the day and also raising a family.

Nine out of tern are either black or Puerto Rican. Although pre-

dominantly Brooklynites, they also come from the other four boroughs

of New York City, and from New Jersey and Long Island as well.

Among the married students, the average number of children

per family is 3.5. Some students have as many as nine and even

ten children.

Actually, this program is not only developing skills badly

needed by our community: it is also providing a second chance at

higher education for many worthwhile persons who, for one reason

or another, missed that opportunity earlier in their lives.

It is, I assure you, a most satisfying program to be associated

with.

Our college is also proud of the work of its Continuing

Education Division:

In cooperation with the New York City Department of Hospitals

and District Council No. 37 of the American Federation of State,

County and Municipal Workers, it developed an upgrading prgram for

Nurse's Aides -- those who enter hospital service at the lowest

level of skill. They were given instruction which qualified them

in four important technologies: Inhalation; Ambulance; Obstetrical

and Operating Room. Not only did these 700 get pay raises; their

additional skills improved the quality of service offered to the

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 27
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sick in all of the City's hospitals.

In a similar vein, we have taught dietary aides to be

Senior Dietary Aides and Dietary Trainers ... trained Building

Inspectors for the City's Department of Housing ... trained

counseling personnel for civic and charitable organizations

serving the general public.

There are many more such programs we could execute. But the

money to finance them is not available. The Williams bill will go

a long way toward helping us to develop and complete such programs.

Our Division of Continuing Education conducts Institutes for

Senior Citizens in several areas ... where older adults meet with

experts to discuss subjects of interest and concern to them

On campus, we have an extensive non-credit program, largely

job-oriented, with an enrollment of almost 2,000 during the course

of an academic year.

Summers, we have conducted Upward Bound programs, with

intensive college-prep training for junior high school and high

school students from disadvantaged areas.

With the National Home Fashions League, we have operated Home

Furnishings Workshops within the ghetto, with heavy emphasis on a

low-budget approach to the problems of home decoration.

To sum up: The truly comprehensive community college offers

considerably more than the first two years of a conventional four-

year college education. It is a unique and versatile facility

which relates to the needs of its constitutency in a variety of

ways:
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By offering two-year career curriculums which lead to

quick economic self-sufficiency;

By offering transfer programs which lead to four-year and

post graduate study;

By offering job-oriented, non-credit adult education;

By training public employees to higher skill levels with

resulting better service;

By developing specialized community service programs;

By pioneering in new approaches to long-standing

educational problems;

By assessing and fulfilling the educational needs of the

communities it serves to the best of its abilities and

resources.

In short, the comprehensive community college is an institution

which commits itself to the fulfillment of the promise of each of

the words in its title: "comprehensive," "community," and

"college."

I firmly believe we are rendering a genuine service to

society.

I believe we are entitled to all the help and support you can

give us.

The legislation you are now considering would do much to pro-

vide that help and support.

I urge you to act upon it favorably and quickly.

Thank you very much.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Terrence A. Tollefson, of the New Jersey
Department of Higher Education, and Mrs. Patricia B. Young, as-
sistant director of the program.
Who is going to be first?
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mrs. Young will start by addressing one of the

most significant aspects of community college offerings, which is
service to the disadvantaged, by a vanety of programs, and then I
will pick up and talk about some of the fiscal and other considera-
tions.
Senator WILLIAMS. Fine.

STATEMENT OF MRS. PATRICIA B. YOUNG AND TERRENCE A.
TOLLEFSON, NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Mrs. YOUNG. I would like to say that the New Jersey Community
College is responding to its disadvantaged citizens and its students.
It has reached a point where it faces really major problems, and
may not be able to make a response in the area of opportunity for
the disadvantaged.
The enactment of Senator Williams' bill will facilitate resolving

this problem, and I would like to elaborate a little bit on this prob-
lem and some of the events which led up to this problem.
In the past 7 years, the State of New Jersey has approved the es-

tablishment of 14 county community colleges and the reorganization
of another 2-year college which is now a county-assisted college.
Two colleges were officially established in 1963, and opened their
doors in the fall of 1966. At this time, we had a total student enroll-
ment of 1,300.
Since the academic year 1966-67, the student enrollment has gone

up to 26,500 students in 1969-70, and a projected enrollment of
35,000 is anticipated for the year 1970-71.
A local county board of trustees administers each college, consist-

ing of nine members, one of which is the county superintendent of
schools.
The funding mechanism dichotomizes support for these colleges

between State and county funds, and also by student tuition. The
State and county student tuition basis has approximated a 1:2:2
ratio. However, a recent increase in costs, coupled with the State
share of $600 operating support for the full-time students has sub-
stantially increased the county's share.
This brief discussion of the development, the administration, and

the financial support of the New Jersey community colleges reflects
inherent characteristics of this State's community college system.
The first characteristic is that the community college system is

growing rapidly, the need to develop policies, increase staff, and so
forth.
The second characteristic inherent in the State system is reflected

by the name of the enabling legislation, County College Act. Each
college is county based and partly county supported, which has en-
couraged a strong expression of local autonomy by the colleges and
their individual boards of trustees.
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As a result, each college tends to serve the manpower needs of
their own county, and give first preference for admission to students
residing in the county, and formulates community service programs
to meet the needs of county residents, and plans programs for disad-
vantaged citizens according to the characteristics of the target popu-
lation of the county.
Although there is no statewide prescription or mandate stating

each college must have a program for the disadvantaged, every col-
lege does, and every college has developed its own program and tai-
lored it to the needs of the citizens in that county.
There are many ways in which the disadvantaged citizens are

being helped by the community colleges, and the most obvious is by
giving assistance through direct tuition aid. Some colleges have a
scholarships which are private, and all offer financial counseling.
They also offer counseling with regard to the Federal and State
scholarship programs.
We have found in New Jersey that recruitment, awarding scholar-

ships, and matriculation is not enough for the disadvantaged stu-
dent. In New Jersey, 50 percent of the students who are enrolled in
the New Jersey community colleges are employed at a minimum of
15 hours a week. Eight percent of our students are in the work-
study program, and another 71/2 percent of our students are receiv-
ing educational opportunity funds.
This gives us a total of 22,397 students who come from economi-

cally deprived or limited income families, and it constitutes 64
percent of the projected full-time enrollment for 1970-71.
If some index of success is measured by retention in college, it is

offered by looking at statistics of those receiving educational oppor-
tunity funds, who by definition must come from economically de-
prived families.
Comparison of those students with noneducational opportunity

fund students, who are also deprived, shows that the attrition rate is
27 times greater for the noneducational opportunity fund students
than for the educational opportunity fund students.
I think we should discuss the implications of this. Each college re-

ceives additional moneys from EOF funds. These programs are de-
signed to meet the special needs of the disadvantaged student in
order to assure his collegiate success. These particular programs rec-
ognize special problems of the disadvantaged student, and provide
services for the support of these students. These services include
psychological and academic counselling, audio-visual materials for
students and teachers, workshops for instructors, and so forth.

Implicit, I think, in the attrition rate is the fact that large num-
bers of students, if they are not provided supportive services, will
fail in their collegiate effort, and I think Senator Williams' bill, sec-
tion 2, speaks very well to the needs to supply supportive services
and money for supportive services to community colleges.
To identify, enroll, and give scholarships is not enough. He must

be given supportive programs and supportive services.
I would just like to call attention again to Senator Williams' bill,

which suggests in section 2 that we assist such colleges in providing
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educational programs especially suited to the needs of educationally
and/or economically disadvantaged persons in each State. This is a
key factor in assuring success for educationally and economically
disadvantaged students.
Thank you.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Mrs. Young.
You did recognize our time limitations and did not read your

statement. We would like to include your entire statement in the re-
cord, and we shall.
(The prepared joint statement of Mrs. Young, Mr. Wright and

Mr. Tollefson follows:)
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NEW JERSEY'S COMMUNITY COLLEGE RESPONSE

TO ITS DISADVANTAGED POPULATION 

By Patricia B. Young, Kenneth E. Wright and Terrence A. 
Tollefson*

Overview of Organizational, Financial, and Locational Factors 

In the past seven years the State of New Jersey has approved

the establishment of fourteen County Community Colleges and the

reorganization of another two-year college which is now a county-

assisted college. Two colleges were officially established

(under the County College Act of 1962) in 1963 and opened their

doors to students in the fall. of 1966. At this time the total

full time enrollment in community colleges was less than 1300.

Since the academic year 1966-1967 the full-time equated enrollment

has risen to 26,500 students in the academic year 1969-1970 and

an enrollment of 35,000 full-time equated students is projected for

the academic year 1970-71.

Each county community college in the State of New Jersey is

administered by a local County Board of Trustees, eight of whose

nine members are appointed by the county board of chosen free-

holders. The ninth is the county superintendent of schools.

The statutory funding mechanism for the New Jersey county com-

munity colleges dichotomizes the support for these colleges between

two forms of public funds, State and County, and also by student

tuition, a private source. The State-County-Student Tuition basis

historically has approximated a 2:1:1 ratio. However, recent

increases in costs coupled with a maximum State share of $600 operating

support per full-time equated student has substantially increased

the county share.

This brief discussion of the development, administration, and

financial support of the New Jersey community college system reflects

certain inherent characteristics of this State's community college

system. The first characteristic is that the community college

system is in a stage of infancy and growing rapidly in terms of

numbers of students, faculty and administrative staff, need to

develop policies, facilities, and curricular and community service

programs.

The second characteristic inherent in the State system is

reflected by the name of the enabling legislation, "County College

Act." Each college is county- based and pertly county supported,

which has encouraged a strong expression of local autonomy by the

*Mrs. Young is Assistant Director of the Community College Program

in the New Jersey Department of Higher Education, Mr. Wright is

Career Education Coordinator, and Mr. Tollefson is Director.
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colleges and their individual boards of trustees. As a result,
each college attempts to serve the manpower needs of its own
county by providing educational programs which meet the needs of
the students and employers of the county, gives final preference
for admission to students who reside in the county, formulates
co-curricular and community service programs to meet. the needs of
the county residents, plans special programs for disadvantaged
citizens according to the characteristics of the target population
of the county and in general fairly reflect the personality of
the county in which it is located.

The locations of the community colleges are major determinants
of their personalities and also of the programs which are developed
for the disadvantaged because of the strong inclination of each
college to exercise local autonomy. Of the fourteen operative
county colleges, seven are located in the northern portion of the
State, which is predominantly urban and consists of 46% of the
total land of the State and has 71.8% of the total population of
the State. The southern one-half of the State is predominantly
rural, contains 54% of the total land, and has 28.2% of the total
population of the State. Seven community colleges are located in
the southern half of the State. Of the fourteen colleges in opera-
tion, only two are actually located in urban areas. Both of these
are in the north, and two additional colleges located in the north
serve the residents of urban areas. Although there are no colleges
located in cities in the southern portion of the State, two colleges
serve urban areas in this portion of the State.

The predominantly rural colleges in the southern portion of
the State project an enrollment of approximately thirteen thousand,
whereas the northern colleges project an enrollment of approximately
21,000 and each college has responded to the needs of its own
disadvantaged county citizens on an individualized county basis.

Although there is no statewide prescription or mandate stating
that every community college must have programs for the disadvan-
taged, every community college in the system has programs which have
been developed and tailored to meet the unique needs of its counties.
Every community college, however, does receive Educational Opportunity
Fund monies for direct tuition aid as well as for program development.

Socio-Economic Characteristics of Community College Students 

The American College Testing Program (ACT) profile report for the
1969 class compares New Jersey's community college students with their
counterparts in six culturally similar states and also with national
averages for all students taking the ACT test. Despite understated
differences, several striking disparities are apparent.
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Community college students, particularly those of New Jersey,

show relatively low high school achievement and low ACT test scores.

The New Jersey community college student mean registered in only

the 14th percentile of all students on the ACT test and in the

20th percentile of the high school averages.

Economic disparities are shown most clearly by community

college. students' plans to work (34% will work more than 20 hours

per week) and live at home (9ax) during their college education.
•These figures compare to national averages of 16% and 37%

respectively. It is apparent that students who choose a New Jersey

community college, in general, are much more likely to be socially,

economically and educationally disadvantaged than are their counter-

parts in four-year colleges.

Community College Programs to Serve the Disadvantaged

There are many ways in which disadvantaged citizens are

being helped by the community colleges. The most obvious and

traditional method of giving assistance is through direct

tuition aid. Most of the operative community colleges have private

scholarships, direct tuition write-offs, and offer financial coun-

seling in order to help economically disadvantaged students avail

themselves of the federal and state tuition scholarship programs.

An additional service provided by financial aid counselors is

advice in money management.

All the community colleges also operate rigorous recruitment

programs for high school dropouts, high school graduates and college

dropouts who are educationally or economically disadvantaged.

Examples of innovative programs for recruiting include one entitled

"Big Sister Project" which is a program designed to recruit and

train college women to conduct a continual talent search program

to identify culturally disadvantaged students who show potential.

Once a student is identified the "Big Sister" acquaints the poten-

tial college student with the necessary information about colleges

and available scholarships, provides opportunities for the student

to visit colleges, informs area colleges of the student and his

interests and performs other functions needed to motivate the

culturally deprived student to attend college.

Another program called "One Hundred Go To College" is illus-

trative of the many programs which offer developmental courses in

the area of basic learning skills in order to aid disadvantaged

high school dropouts to meet the requisite entry level requirements

for college. Another program called "Second Chance" provides the

same type of developmental help for high school and college dropouts
who are disadvantaged.
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All the community colleges have personnel who visit area high
schools for the purpose of recruiting and an attempt is made to
identify disadvantaged students before visits are made through
communications with area high school counselors.

Efforts have also been made by several colleges to recruit
heads of households for full and part-time studies through such
projects as "Bootstrap" and "Saturday Scholar".

The recruiting efforts and developmental programs coupled with
the scholarship assistance appear to be successful on II statewide
basis, as evidenced by the number of students enrolled who work
part-time to supplement their incomes, the number of students in the
work-study program, and the number of students who are receiving aid
from the Educational Opportunity 'Fund or Educational Opportunity
Grants. 50A of the students who are enrolled in the New.Jersey

community colleges are employed at least fifteen hours a week, which
means that in the academic year 1970-71 some seventeen and one-half
thousand students will be working and attending community colleges
in the New Jersey system. An additional RA (approximately) of the
full-time equated students projected for enrollment are using the
work-study programs offered at the colleges which means an additional
2,650 students will be assisted financially and enabled to attend
college. An additional 2,247 students will be receiving Educational
Opportunity Funds during academic year 1970-71. When added, the
total number of students who come from economically limited or
deprived families and are thus working or receiving educational
opportunity funds totals 22,397 students, or some 64% of the pro-
jected full-time equated enrollment for 1970-71.

There are many ongoing programs which help disadvantaged
students prepare themselves for college before they actually enroll
by taking summer courses in basic skill development. Other examples
are programs which run through the first semester of the freshman
year and help to orient the students to the college setting,
emphasize the need to isolate realistic educational and occupational
goals through group counseling and the use of intelligence tests
and interest inventories. In this course the college catalog and
student handbook are used as tools to introduce these students to
the dynamics of college.

Another program which helps introduce the disadvantaged student
to the world of work brings in knowledgeable speakers from different
disciplines who conduct seminars to inform and motivate students
toward different occupational fields.

Another program which is offered in several colleges is the
career opportunity program which attempts to attract capable people
from low income backgrounds to careers in education.
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Another large urban community college has a program which

meets the needs of the many high school dropouts in the city in

which it is located by admitting non-high school graduates on a

full-time basis in order to speed up their eligibility for the

Graduate Equivalency Certificate diploma. In addition to this

college which has a full-time program of studies For non-graduates

of high schools, several other. colleges offer preparation for the

Graduate Equivalency Certificate and serve as listing centers.

Another college provides general education courses for

disadvantaged students enrolled in diploma schools of nursing

in area hospitals.

Several colleges offer programs for students and citizens-at-

large which offer the opportunity to learn more about Black,

Puerto Rican, Cuban and Mexican cultures. Some of these programs

offer the opportunity to learn the Spanish language.

There are many programs aimed at recruiting the low income

mother to prepare her for paraprofessional positions in the Human

Services area, such as teacher aides•or social worker aides.

There are also several programs which offer opportunities

to the low income student enrolled in college to help others by

tutoring grade and high school youngsters, raising money for

head start programs, and operating summer camps for disadvantaged

children.

In addition to these programs for the disadvantaged college

student and college staff, there are also many programs being

offered by the community colleges in New Jersey which are designed

to meet the needs of the disadvantaged members of the community.

Examples of these are the refresher courses which upgrade secre-

tarial skills, knowledge of office and business machinery, and

sewing. An added feature of many of these community service

programs is a placement service which provides information on

.careers and job opportunities.

Another college plans to open two branch campuses in neighbor-

ing cities where there is a large concentration of low income

families in order to give these students an opportunity to go to

college in a site which is convenient for them and is in a familiar

and non-threatening neighborhood. The students would attend the

urban campuses for the first year, where concentrated supportive

services would be given and then brought on to the main campus

the second year.
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Need for Additional Funds 

As a result the community colleges will be forced to choose
between encouraging large numbers of disadvantaged students to
attend their colleges without any assurance that they can give
them adequate supportive services to ensure their success, or the
colleges will have to limit the humber of disadvantaged students
who are admitted and make this number commensurate with the funds
available to provide these needed supportive services.

The trend to date has been toward an open-door policy for
admission of community college students. However, the collective
conscience of the community college system is beginning to realize
that it is unfair to encourage large numbers of disadvantaged
students to attempt college when financial limitations prevent
the colleges from providing essential services for large numbers
of students.

Unless additional monies are made available for supportive
services to enhance the students' chances for success, the com-
munity colleges may be forced to concentrate their limited funds
in support of comprehensive services for a smaller number of
disadvantaged students. This alternative would be a regrettable
one for the community colleges to succumb to because of the large
number of disadvantaged students which they are capable of recruiting
and because of the excellent programs they have developed for students
and citizens-at-large.

Preliminary Evaluation of Success of  Disadvantaged Programs 

Some index of success, if measured by retention in college,
is offered by looking at the statistics for students receiving
Educational Opportunity Funds who by definition must come from
economically deprived families. Comparison of attrition of Educa-
tional Opportunity Funds students and regular students in the
community college for the academic year 1968-69 in New Jersey
shows that the attrition rate for Educational Opportunity Fund
students was less than four percent of the attrition rate for
non-Educational Opportunity Fund students. This phenomenon has
implications which must be discussed.1

1. The Educational Opportunity Fund  Annual RcIport, State of
New Jersey, Department of Higher Education, 1970.
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Each college receives additional monies from the Educational
Opportunity Fund for the purpose of developing programs for the
disadvantaged who receive the Educational Opportunity Fund scholar-
ships attending their colleges. These programs are designed to
meet the special needs of the disadvantaged student in order to
ensure his collegiate success. These particular programs recognize
the special problems endemic to the disadvantaged student and pro-
vide services for the support of these students. These services
include psychological and academic counseling, tutoring, acquisition

of additional audiovisual materials for assistance to students and
teachers, ensure adequate counseling and psychological staff, pro-
vide exposure to cultural events and transportation for these events,
offer career and guidance counseling, articulation with four-year
colleges for transfer of two-year college graduates, and workshops
for instructors and counselors responsible for providing services
to the. population of disadvantaged students.

Implicit in the attrition rate for the Educational Opportunity
Fund disadvantaged student as compared to the attrition rate for the
disadvantaged non-Educational Opportunity 7und student is the fact
that part of his success must be explained by the comprehensive
services which are provided throughout his college years to meet his
special needs. Implicit also in this analysis is that those disadvan-
taged students who do not receive supportive services after they have
been admitted to college, is the fact that large numbers of these
students are doomed to failure unless adequate monies are available
to provide these supportive services which meet the special needs of
the disadvantaged students. Identification, matriculation, and
scholarship aid are not enough for the disadvantaged student a
fact which the New Jersey communigy college system, even though it
is young and still feeling its growing pains, has realized.

Because the community colleges in New Jersey have madm an
excellent beginning in recruiting, enrolling, providing financial
aid and developmental study programs for disadvantaged students,
it is hoped that this system will be able to continue their efforts
in the area of supportive services for those students as well as
their programs for the community-at-large. Unless additional monies
are made available for the supportive services, the colleges may be
forced to cut their recruiting efforts and limit their community
services so they can provide adequate supportive services to ensure
success for that number of students which can be served within the
limits of available funds.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Tollef son, you may proceed.
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Thank you, Senator Williams.
We appreciate being added to the agenda at this late date.
I wonder if I might also recognize my colleague, Dr. Dana B.

Hammill, who is director of community colleges in Virginia.
Mr. TOLLEFSON. I might start off by saying just a little bit more

about the students past and future in the State of New Jersey.
Mrs. Young indicated we had 1,300 such students in 1966-67.

That has grown to approximately 26,000 full-time equated students
in the past year, with 33,250 FTE students budgeted for the
1970-71 fiscal year. That translates into actually something like
60,000 people when you include all the part-time students.
There are 14 existing community colleges, and a combination in

Union County, Union College, and Union County Technical Insti-
tute, which serve in lieu of a community college in that county.

Senator WILLIAMS. I am wondering, do you count that in the 14?
Mr. TOLLEFSON. They are growing so quickly I almost have to

count on my fingers. If I remember correctly, it is 14, plus Union,
plus, now, Passaic, and the gentleman yesterday from Texas was
talking about creating a campus in Paterson. They do have a presi-
dent and a board of trustees, but so far no college.
We also have possibilities for additional community colleges under

a service boundary plan, which calls for a college in Hudson County
and another in Sussex, and Warren Counties.
In terms of curriculum by the end of the current fiscal year, we

anticipate that there will be more than 100 educational programs in
operation, of which, significantly, only 14, I believe, are in liberal
arts transfer areas. The rest are 2-year, 1-year, and shorter programs
in occupational areas and in the broad fields of business-related, al-
lied health-related, public service and engineering-related technolo-
gies.

Facilities embrace a broad spectrum, from part-time evening and
temporary facilities in high schools to large megastructures planned,
and some of them already completed. There are a variety of store-
front operations in existence in a number of the colleges, as well as
the central campuses, and one significant development just recently
authorized by the State Board of Higher Education, also in Union
County, is Union College's two branch campuses, which make use of
a former community activity center in one case and a supermarket
in another case, in which students, and mostly disadvantaged stu-
dents, will attend 1 year at the branch campus and the second year
at the parent institution.
In terms of costs for projects authorized for completion through

1972, there have been $180 million in the last 5 years authorized for
New Jersey community college capital construction. Of that, $83
million is State, and $84 million is county, and approximately $13
million is Federal, mostly from the Higher Education Facilities Act,
with smaller grants from the Nursing Education Act and other
grants.
Senator WILLIAMS. Would you repeat that?
Mr. TOLLEFSON. $180 million total has been authorized, of

which—
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Senator WILLIAMS. For what period?
Mr. TOLLEFSON. In the period 1965 through—well, authorized

through 1970, scheduled for completion through 1972.
It breaks out approximately equally between State and county

shares, with only about $13 million, or some 6 or 7 percent, Federal
support.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
Mr. TOLLEFSON. There is not enough money in the kitty right now

to complete all the projects currently authorized, and if we are to
have the approximately 75,000 full-time equated students by
1975-76, which is our best projection if funds are available, that
would require anywhere from another $150 million to $225 million
additional money.
The Open Door Colleges, the latest Carnegie Commission report,

which has been referred to several times recommended about one-
third Federal capital support for community colleges, and the refer-
ence in S. 1033 on capital support is most appreciated.
There are increasing cost pressures on capital outlay and operat-

ing support, in that the present formula limits State support to $600
per full-time equated student, and the rest must come, or almost all
the rest, from county and tuition.
We have a State Board regulation limiting tuition to $350 at the

moment, so increasingly, as costs go above $1,200 a student, the
counties have to pick up the burden, and many of them are in no
position to increase property taxes to do that.
We may not be able to serve all the students we could serve by

1975-76, unless there is significant Federal funding.
I would like to say just a word, also, about the Williams bill, in

that it does provide money for State planning for comprehensive
community colleges.
Dr. Martorana emphasized this point yesterday, and it is a critical

need.
By way of illustration, I might say in the New Jersey Depart-

ment of Higher Education, there are only three full-time profession-
als who deal with community colleges. We have a broad spectrum of
responsibilities, from facilities approval, and budgeting to curricu-
lum, and planning is something that we have to sneak in the back
door.
One of the reasons we are not well prepared with typewritten doc-

uments today is that we have a lot of operating responsibilities
which took our time up last week.
I might say, also, with reference to the Williams bill, which speci-

fies that there should be an open door policy for anyone age 18 or
over, the New Jersey Board of Higher Education has established a
policy saying that any New Jersey resident who is 19 years of age,
or a high school graduate, or has a high school equivalency certifi-
cate, is eligible. I think it is likely—it is very likely that we will
lower that to age 18 within the next year.
I would like to make several comments on S. 1033, Senator Wil-

liams' bill, in relationship to the career education program in S.
3636, described earlier today by Mr. Muirhead, if I may. -
I was one of the people who participated both in Williamsburg

last fall at the National Association of Council State Community-
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Junior College Directors, and we discussed the Williams bill, and
the then proposed Career Education Act of 1970.
I also attended the HEW Region II conference in New York City

earlier this year to discuss specifically the Career Education Act of
1970, and Dr. Muirhead was there.
Senator WILLIAMS. Those are the workshops that he referred to?
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes, one of the 10.
I think on the basis of those discussions, and a number of others I

have had, it is accurate to say that community college people at
State and local levels overwhelmingly support the Williams bill pro-
visions to create a separate division in the Office of Education.
Senator WILLIAMS. I would be happy to interrupt there to say

that Dr. Muirhead was proud of the workshops. I am proud of what
happened at the workshops.
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Within the U. S. Office of Education there is a

bureau with chief responsibility for vocational education, and the
fact that community colleges have not fared very well in their re-
ceipt of Federal vacational educational funds under the amendments
of 1968 is attributable in fair measure to the fact that the vocational
educators do have their own recommendations in the Office of Edu-
cation.
I support, as I said, a separate Community College Act which

would later be amended, perhaps, to incorporate setasides from the
vocational education amendments, from allied health money, from
the Higher Education Facilities Act.
I think there are at least three reasons for this.
One, as has been referred to by several of my colleagues, there is a

need for recognition of community colleges and their comprehensive
role, which can best be served by a separate law.
Two, there is a need for assurance of appropriate funding levels,

and even a balance between different kinds of funds, which can best
be done through a single law.

Finally, it would be providing much (Treater ease for planning
and administration of use of community college money at both State
and local levels. It is impossible to plan at the State level if we can't
somehow coordinate the planning of the use of Federal moneys now
available only through a a variety of pieces of legislation.
I also especially support S. 1033 in its emphasis on State plan-

ning, as I said before, and I believe that some of Dr. Muirhead's
objections could be alleviated by inserting a proviso that community
college planning must specifically include coordinated efforts with
other higher education institutions.
In closing, I think I should say that the career education program

which has been proposed and the Williams bill are similar in many
respects so far as objectives are concerned. The differences seem to
center around effective ways to achieve those objectives, and I think
that S. 1033 would be more effective in achieving those objectives
than would the career education program which has been proposed.
I would hope that disagreement over means will not get in the

way of enactment of some legislation concerning commonly agreed
upon objectives in the current year.
Thank you very much for allowing me to participate.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, Mr. TolIefson.
As I recall your statement in describing the growth of the com-

munity college population in New Jersey, in 1965 it went from—
Mr. TOLLEFSON. 1,300 total to 26,000 full-time equated in the past

year, and 33,250 full-time equated budgeted for the current year,
which, by the way, which absorbs $20 million in State funds and. $50
million in total operating support.
There are projections going as high as 86,000 FTE students by

1975-76, but I think 75,000 is a more realistic figure.
Senator WILLIAMS. The funding, most of it, for this dramatic in-

crease for student population has been from the State, county, and
student tuition.
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes. I believe Federal supports for all programs

combined is less than 2 percent, and might even be as low as 1 per-
cent.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, we had a statement here yesterday

from one of the witnesses, Dr. ilartorana from New York. He said
that back on the farm there is an old saying that you feed the horse
that can run.

Well, it certainly has been true, in the analogy, that back home in
the States, the States and counties are certainly running with this
relatively new, or at least most of the country sees it as new, thing.
He was suggesting that the national education policy should begin

to catch up in its contribution to what is working, obviously work-
ing. When you see this kind of increase in one State, New Jersey,
from less than 2,000 to more than 30,000 within 5 years
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Senator Schweiker, do you have any ques-

tions?
Senator SCHWEIKER. No.
Senator WILLIAMS. We are very grateful to you for being here.
Senator Schweiker has a constituent to present to the committee.
Senator SCHWEIKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
First, I would like to commend the Chairman for his leadership

in this area, which is vital, and growing. I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor of Senator Williams' bill in this area.
I want to also say we are fortunate in having with us today a wit-

ness from my State, Pennsylvania, who will subsequently testify. I
apologize that I have a conflict and won't be able to stay for the tes-
timony, but I would like to introduce at this time this gentleman
and two other gentlemen who are in the audience, and who have also
been very active in the Community College field in Pennsylvania.

First of all, the witness is Kenneth Holderman, vice president for
the Commonwealth Campuses of Pennsylvania State University. He
has long been active in higher education in our State.
Would you stand up a minute? I am sorry we can't call you up at

this time. I appreciate your being here, and I will study your state-
ment in detail.
In addition, two other gentlemen who have been very active at

this college level are also here, although they are not witnesses
today. First, Dr. Leroy Brendlinger, president of my home county's
community college, the Montgomery County Community College.

51-567 0-71—pt. 3 28
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Would Dr. Brendlinger stand up and be recognized?
Mr. Elwood Shoemaker, Assistant Director of Community Col-

leges, in the Pennsylvania Department of Education, at Harrisburg.
We appreciate your interest, attention, and your work.
I do have a request that I would like to make, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Kermit Morrissey, President of the Allegheny County Com-

munity College System, is also chairman of the Commission on Leg-
islation for the American Association of Junior Colleges.
He had hoped to be here and testify, but because of a schedule

conflict, he could not. I would like to request that he be allowed to
submit a written statement for the record.

Senator WILLIAMS. We would be pleased to have it.
Senator SCIIWEIKER. Thank you very much.
Senator WILLIAMS. We now have Dr. James L. Wattenbarger, In-

stitute of Higher Education, University of Florida.

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES L. WATTENBARGER, INSTITUTE OF
HIGHER EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, GAINESVILLE,
FLA.

Dr. WATrENBARGER. I regret my colleagues from Berkeley in par-
ticular could not be here today. We hoped we might be able to pro-
vide information to the subcommittee with reference to research that
has been carried on in the area of community colleges. I would like
to address remarks to that, sir.
A few years ago, toward the end of the 1930's I finished high

school. Although my father, a veteran of World VVar I, had died
prior to my graduation, my mother was very much determined that
I should have an opportunity for a college education.
I was most fortunate. I grew up in a town where the local citizens

had the forethought and the determination to provide a junior col-
lege for its youth.

Senator WILLIAMS. Where is that?
Dr. WATFENBARGER. West Palm Beach.
Now, we didn't really know much about the potential of this insti-

tution in the 1930s. We only knew that our youth could not expect
to go to work at the age of 18. We knew that traveling away from
home to a four-year college involved expenditures that few families
could afford. We knew that opportunity for continued education was
required. We suspected that Horatio Alger of the early 1900's could
no longer be successful unless he had the advantages of an educa-
tion.
I drove a school bus. I completed 2 years of college and saved

enough money to go on to the University to complete a baccalau-
reate degree.
In this respect, I represent many thousands of business and pro-

fessional men in recounting to you the fact that college would not
have been available to me without Palm Beach Junior College.
As I rode up on the plane yesterday, I was reading the new report

of the Carnegie Commission—the one which Dr. Gleaser and others
have mentioned in their testimony. The man sitting in the seat next
to me asked me about the book, saying that he was most apprecia-
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tive of the fact that his home town
' 
New York City, had provided a

community college for him to attend.
Seldom do I travel in this wonderful Nation of ours without

someone expressing a personal gratitude to me, when they find out
that I am interested in the community colleges, as if I were respon-
sible for their having such opportunities.
It seems like there is an urge among these people to express them-

selves, that they appreciate this kind of opportunity which they
never expected to have.
You can see, gentlemen, why I have selected the profession I did.

After completing service in the Air Force during World War II, I
returned to the university to begin graduate work.
My research concerns since that time have been in the areas of the

community college in particular and higher education in general. As
a matter of fact, I am also one of the few individuals who has seen
his doctoral dissertation put into effect.
The Florida master plan for community colleges is the direct re-

sult of my doctoral research, and the people of my State have pro-
vided me with the rare opportunity of participating in the imple-
mentation of that research.
Many influences in American life have been brought to bear upon

higher education in our country. The chief result has been to in-
crease the numbers of persons who want and need this opportunity
in order to live a life of the quality our forefathers forcast for us.
In a wonderful essay, Arnold Toynbee, a famed historian of this

century, has noted four factors which have been responsible for the
increased emphasis upon higher education:

1. The development of experimental science during the 17th cen-
tury.

2. The coordinate development of science and technology at quan-
tum rates of increase during the 18th, 19th, and 20th centuries.

3. The application of science to technology.
4. The universalization of primary education.
To Toynbee's four, I would add a fifth, which I think is particu-

larly important in our country: The increasing implementation of
the concept which places high value upon the worth and the dignity
of each human being.
These factors have resulted in an increasing pressure upon each

person to continue his formal as well as his less formal education.
A series of research studies over the years have emphasized with

repetition the increasing demands our knowledge of science and
technology make upon us. These demands cannot be ignored. They
aren't really satisfied by one type of education, I might insert here,
too, Senator. The demands result in:

1. Rapid increases in number of persons who want continued op-
portunity for education throughout their lifetime.
2. Concomitant rapid increases in the need for diversity of educa-

tional opportunity, especially for those who have either completed
high school or have passed the age for attending high school.
In 1948 there were only a few more students attending institutions

of higher education in this Nation than are currently enrolled in
community colleges, between two and two and a half million people.
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There were 1,800 colleges reported in 1948. There are now more than
1,000 2-year institutions, most of which are community colleges.
The rapid development of these community colleges has been the

major factor in alleviating the barriers to access for post-high school
education. These barriers have been repeatedly described in research
study after research study.
We know that opportunity for higher education has been in many

instances limited to those who had better than average financial
backing and/or better than average academic ability. Persons leaving
school either upon high school graduation or earlier received little
or no incentive to continue, unless they were in one or the other of
the above categories.
We could have characterized our system of higher education prior

to 1948 as one which was designed for the rich and the smart. That
is not enough!
L. V. Koos, an early advocate of community junior colleges, in his

research identified in these new institutions some specific results
which I have divided into three categories:

1. Those pertainina
'' 
to students:

(a) Providing the first 2 years of a 4-year degree near at home.
(b) Providing opportunities for continued education to those who

are not working for a 4-year degree.
(e) Providing vocational, and later technical, or occupational edu-

cation at a post-high school level.
(d) Popularizing higher education.
(e) Continuing home influences, and
(f) Offering lifelong educational opportunities readily accessible

to a diverse group of students.
2. Those which affect all of higher education:
(a) Relieving pressures upon the lower divisions of the universi-

ties so that they may concentrate upon those levels of education
which only they can carry out.
(b) Providing diversity of educational opportunity at this level

of education, and
(e) Increasing the accessibility of higher education for more stu-

dents.
3. Those which influence society in general:
(a) Democratizing education beyond the high school.
(b) Increasing the relevance of education.
(e) Improving the economic, social, and cultural life of our com-

munities, and
(d) Providing continued educational opportunity for post-high

school age groups.
If we further examine those results in terms of more recenf re-

search, we will note some interesting findings which are most impor-
tant, Mr. Chairman, to the consideration of your legislation, S. 1033.
The results pertaining to students might well be summarized as

follows:
1. There is a great disparity among the 50 States in relation to

percentage of high school graduates who continue their education. A
number of States have made very rapid strides in making education
for freshmen and sophomores available to their residents. Other
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States have done very little. The great majority of community col-
lege enrollment is found in about seven States at the present time.
In a few States, one person in every 65 to 100 persons is enrolled

in a community college during the year. Incidentally, in California,
that figure is one in 30 persons. In other States, this rate is one in
every 1,000 or more.

Research specifically shows that the place where a person is born,
where he grows up, where he has opportunity to learn, affects his
educational opportunity to a great extent.

Studies of college attendance patterns consistently report that the
location of a community college within community distance of an in-
dividual will increase attendance after high school, to a large degree.
Community colleges do increase college attendance patterns.
A rather consistent figure relating to those who transfer to bacca-

laureate degree programs is that 30 out of every 100 entering fresh-
men do continue their education. We also know that most of these 30
come from families where there were no previo college
experiences, where the family income is below that of sti dents who
attend public universities or private colleges, and where college at-
tendance is not necessarily a part of the family plan.
For example, in one State, 70 percent of the students -v ho entered

the junior college came from families where there had bi3en no pre-
vious college experience in their family.
There colleges have popularized and democratized education in a

way no other institution has been able to accomplisl for very long.
A major benefit accruing to society from the development of com-

munity colleges is the fact that everyone doesn't have to go to the
community college immediately upon high school graduation. Stud-
ies have shown the age span for community college students extends
from under 17 to over 75.
While more than half of a college's enrollment will usually be in

the 18-21 year old bracket, the other half will usually include large
numbers of students in their twenties and thirties. These persons are
receiving their second or even their third chance.
We are in the process at the University of Florida at the present

time of completing a study of community college finance at the Uni-
versity of Florida. This study will be published in the fall.
The early draft of it makes it very clear that certain programs in

community colleges are more expensive than others. In fact, if the
general liberal arts program is considered as 1.0, then occupational
programs may vary from 0.89 up to 3.03 in ratio of cost.
We have pointed out the need for diversity, for occupational pro-

grams, for broadened curriculum. Yet few States, only two to be
exact, report that they have financed their community colleges in a
manner which actually recognizes the fact that one program might
cost more than another. It is not surprising, then, to find out that
there is wide variety among community colleges in the extent to
which occupational education is available.
Arney, in a recent study at the University of Florida, summarized

the patterns of financial support in the 50 States as coming from
four major sources: local funds, State funds, Federal funds, and
student tuition. Minor sources included other public sources, gifts,
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and auxiliary enterprises. Local support varies from a low of zero in
several States to a high of 60 percent of current operating funds in
one State. The median was 21 percent.

State support varied from a low of 4 percent in one State to a
high of 100 percent in another State.
Federal support was also quite varied in the States, and seemed to

be dependent upon how much vocational education funds were as-
signed to the community colleges. The range was from zero in a
number of States up to 23 percent in a State where all post-high
school vocational education is assigned to the community college.
Thus far, Federal support for community colleges has been incon-

sistent, and for the most part negligible.
Of particular concern to all of us should be the student payments.

Arney found that the majority of the States permitted tuition to be
charged to community college students, and that 10 States required
tuition by statute. Only three States have no-tuition laws—in two of
these, the law is apparently ignored, because a portion of their in-
come comes from student tuition.
The highest percent paid by students was reported in New Mex-

ico, where 51 percent of the current operating cost is funded from
this source. The range extended from this 51 percent down to zero,
with the median percent at 20.
The variation in capital outlay support was even greater. While

Federal funds have been important in building facilities in many
States, there has not been equal concern for support of capital out-
lay in the States themselves. In some States, all funds except for
Federal funds have come from local sources. In other States, all cap-
ital outlay except for Federal support comes from State sources.
Arney concluded that there must be a proper balance among Fed-

eral, State, and local sources, if the community colleges are to imple-
ment the diversity of functions described by the researchers.
These are a few of the research studies which have been carried

out and are being conducted in various places in the country now,
but much more needs to be done. Without describing all of the exist-
ing studies, however, I would like to summarize for you some of the
major conclusions I have noted.
The research on the growth and development of education at the

level for which the community college is responsible may be re-
viewed as follows:

1. There has been tremendous growth in community colleges
within the past 20 years. Most of it has occurred during the past
decade. There is a great deal of evidence to support the position that
these institutions do increase educational opportunity beyond the
high school. They also democratize educational opportunity at this
level.

2. There is a great deal of difference from State to State in the
development of community colleges, both in relationship to total
population—from one in 30 persons to one in 1,000 persons—and in
relationship to the total enrollment in higher education—from 1.5
percent to 44.1 percent.

3. Thera is very little information relative to the impact of the
community colleges in the 50 States. While agencies in several States
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have collected information regarding some areas of impact, the gen-
eral level of information is inadequate and insufficiently accurate.

4. Some commonly accepted definitions for use in collecting date
would enable the researcher to develop defensible analytic informa-
tion. These currently are not available.

5. There is apparently a very unequal opportunity for education
in the 50 States. The net effect of this fact has not been adequately
assessed.

6. There are few university programs specifically designed to pre-
pare faculty for teaching in the community colleges. Most faculty
programs for teaching are designed for other levels of education.

7. Community colleges can unquestionably report that they pro-
vide opportunity to students who otherwise might not have it. These
are students who have financial problems, except those in the lowest
economic brackets, where even the community college does not do an
adequate job; those who have academic problems; those whose inter-
ests and abilities require a program which is oriented toward areas
of study not usually found in most institutions.

8. There is no clear evidence to indicate how well the community
colleges are succeeding in helping people select appropriate educa-
tion, that is, guidance and counselling services.

9. Role and scope planning for higher education should include
the community colleges as a part of the total plan. This specifically
means that changes in institutional role will affect the entire State
plan, not just a single institution. Community colleges cannot be
considered as potential 4-year institutions.

10. Planning for articulation between institutions is too important
to be left to chance. Specific programs and agreements must be de-
veloped. Constant attention is required for successful articulation.

11. The concept of accountability, when measured by ability to de-
liver, is not uniformly and universally accepted among community
colleges in the Nation.

All of these conclusions support the need for Federal support in
making this level of education universally available. Those States
which have led the way should be encouraged to improve their cur-
rent opportunities. Those which have done very little thus far
should be encouraged to expand their efforts.
With due respect to my good friend, Dr. Muirhead, I do not be-

lieve he has been able to obtain the reaction of the community col-
lege leadership itself in relation to the continued need for attention
from the ITSOE to the problems of the community colleges.
Mr. Chairman, your bill, S. 1033, the Comprehensive Community

College Act of 1970, is in my opinion the really bright spot in legis-
lation currently under consideration. The people of this country
need it.
I know, Mr. Chairman, that you deeply appreciate the G.I. bill

and what that historic measure has done for America and for the
education and progress of the citizens. It was the most dramatic step
of this century toward the universalization of opportunity in higher
education.

Today's community college surge is the new and most promising
expression of that same dream. The support for community colleges,
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for universal access, envisioned in your bill could well be the most
important Federal legislation for higher education since the original
G.I. bill.
I would say that the research with which I am familiar supports

it entirely.
Senator WILLIAMS. That is a great statement, believe me, and it is

(rood for our record.
I tell you, it opens a lot of doors of inquiry, and I wondered if

some of your findings could be backed up with statistical material
that would be useful for our record.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. Yes, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. The figures show disparity in many ways be-

tween States and among States. That would be helpful.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. I will be glad to send it to you.
(The information furnished follows:)
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Abstract of Dissertation Presented to the Graduate Council of the
University of Florida in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements

for the Degree of Doctor of Education

SELECTED VARIABLES RELATED TO
DIFFERENTIAL COSTS OF PROGRAMS

IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

By

Harmon R. Fowler, Jr.

August, 1970

Chairman: James L. Wattenbarger

Major Department: Educational Administration

The purpose of this study was to determine the differential costs of

the liberal arts and vocational programs of selected community colleges, to

determine the ratio of the unit cost per credit hour of each vocational

program to the average, or mean, cost of the transfer curriculum and to

identify variables which appeared to be related to the differential costs.

The investigation was limited to a study of the unit costs of the educational

programs in eight of the fifteen comprehensive community junior colleges

included in the Community Junior College Finance Study, a satellite of the

National Educational Finance Project.

The data were collected by a Project team during a visit to each institu-

tion. The name, position, and salary of each professional staff member, a

class schedule for each term of the 1968-69 academic year, a college catalog

and other documents containing descriptions of courses and curriculums

offered and a copy of the 1968-69 financial report with expenditures for

current operation were obtained.

The unit cost for each course was determined by allocating the total
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departmental, divisional and institutional expenses to the courses taught.

The unit cost of each course in a specific program was summed to arrive at

the total cost of educating a student in that program. Using the average

cost per student in the liberal arts program, cost differentials (or ratios)

for the vocational-technical programs were computed.

An analysis of the data received from the eight colleges revealed that

there was a wide variance of curriculum costs within and among institutions.

However, programs in business education, health related occupational educa-

tion, technical education, and vocational education were consistently more

expensive than the liberal arts program in the same institution.

The cost differentials calculated for the various programs showed that

the occupational programs were generally greater than 1.00, the cost differ-

ential for liberal arts education. In order of increasing cost the six

categories of programs ranked: liberal arts (1.00), business occupations

(1.13), Social and Public Service (1.33), vocational (1.51), health related

occupations (1.55) and technical education (1.65).

The program cost variables examined included cost per credit hour,

average class enrollment, program level (i.e., freshman or sophomore) and

the rate of depreciation of instructional equipment. Each variable was found

to have a significant effect on unit costs. In addition, eight categories of

current expenditures were examined to determine the percentage each contrib-

uted to the total current expenses of the college.

The variance in program costs and program requirements make it imperative

to develop some systematic way of determining needs and apportioning local,

state, and federal funds to meet these needs. The variation in unit costs

reported in this study points out that any plan of financial support which
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is based on the allocation of a flat amount per pupil without consideration

of the difference in unit costs is an unfair plan.

The acceptance of the comprehensive junior college concept and the

resulting growth and responsibility of these institutions make it imperative

that an adequate means for financial support be developed. This includes an

adjustment for cost differentials.
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Senator WILLIAMS. You mentioned, and, of course, we here share
your view about the G.I. bill.
When you mentioned it, you didn't have in your prepared state-

ment that you went to college under the G.I. bill.
I appreciated your mentioning it, and I think it would be a good

question to ask every witness we have, if they went to college under
the G.I. bill. I know I went to law school under the G.I. bill.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. I might add, Mr. Chairman, I have repaid it

several times over in income taxes.
Senator WILLIAMS. That is exactly right.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. And I am grateful to have had an opportu-

nity to do it that way.
Senator WILLIAMS. About 14 times the cost of the program has

come back in taxes.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. I would submit that is much better than

loans.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes. This is fitting together the financial—the

really responsive financial—programs.
I get the impression that the loan program is major in the admin-

istration's thinking. Am I right on that? I get the impression that it
must be orchestrated a lot more broadly than that.
You know, when you are going to start into higher education

these days, some of these people are within the decade between the
twenties and thirties. There might be a market where they will be
buying a house and have a mortgage, and then put on an education
loan, and, you know—
Mr. WATTENBARGER. It is t00 much.
Senator WILLIAMS. There isn't much left to go fishing with.
Do you want to ask any questions?
Mr. WEXLER. Sir, in your statement, you talk about comparability,

could you elaborate on that point.
Dr. WATTENBARGER. I am talking specifically about the fact that

we have not at the present time adequately determined what are the
outputs that we desire in most of our educational system, and partic-
ularly in the areas of post-high school education, just exactly what
we are trying to do.
We have one study under way now, which will be finished in the

next few weeks, which has attempted to tie in the amount of money
that is spent in junior colleges with the number of graduates, and
the number of people who attend various programs and get jobs,
and thus far we have been able to discover no tie-in between these
two factors, absolutely none whatsoever, and I think the trouble is
not that there is not a tie-in, but that we have not developed ways of
determining this in a quantitative or even a qualitative manner.
(The material referred to follows:)
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Abstract of Dissertation Presented to the
Graduate Council of the University of Florida in Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Education

A STUDY OF CERTAIN INPUT-OUTPUT RELATIONSHIPS
IN SELECTED COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

By

James Edward Matthews

August, 1970

Chairman: Dr. James L. Wattenbarger
Major Department: Edudational Administration

The purposes of this study were to: (1) identify and investigate

certain input variables of two types, institutional and community,

and specified output variables of the community junior college,

(2) determine relationships between input and output variables, and

(3) seek to identify implications of any relationships that may exist.

A survey of authoritative literature and research studies

was made to identify variables used in this study. Institutional

input variables included the following expenditure categories

calculated as expenditures per FTE and as percentages of total

educational and general expenditures: instructional salaries,

student personnel services, and library services. Other institutional

variables included: president's salary, current educational and

general expenditure per FTE, size of institution, percentage of

xi
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total current revenue derived from tuition and fees, and percentage

of total current revenue derived from local sources. Seven socio-

economic characteristics of the population were identified as

community input variables. Five output variables which quantified

operationally the output related to three basic functions of the

junior college, college-parallel, occupational and continuing

education, were identified.

This study utilized a sample of fifteen junior colleges selected

for study by the staff of the Community Junior College Finance Study--

a satellite of the National Education Finance Project. Data, in the

form of a variety of reports, records, and schedules, were obtained

from each of the institutions. These data, along with demographic

information obtained from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, were

analyzed thoroughly in order to obtain the basic information needed

to calculate the variables. Spearman rank order coefficients of

correlation were calculated relating each input variable with each

output variable.

Significant positive relationships were found between the

following sets of variables:

1. Student personnel services expenditure variables with

college-parallel completions.

2. Instructional salaries percentage with occupational

employment on related jobs.

3. Institution size with the continuing education variable.

xii
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4. Percentage of non-white population with the continuing

education variable.

Significant negative relationships included:

1. Instructional salaries per FTE with occupational completions.

2. Student personnel services expenditure per FTE with

occupational employment on related jobs.

3. Library expenditures with college-parallel and occupational

completions.

4. Current educational and general expenditure per FTE

with occupational completions.

5. Tuition and fees percentage with occupational completions.

Other findings included:

1. There was a wide range among the institutions in the

level of each of the variables.

2. A number of institutions did not maintain complete records

on output variables.

3. Concomitant variables operating in the input-output

relationships were identified.

The study generated the following conclusions:

1. The concept of accountability is not universally accepted

among junior colleges.

2. Junior colleges without local financial support tend to

meet community needs to a lesser degree than those

institutions with local financial involvement.

xiii
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3. A number of variables operate in association with the

input-output relationships.

4. More successful occupational programs are found in

junior colleges that minimize student tuition and fees.

5. Junior colleges that spend more on student personnel

services tend to have higher completion rates in college-

parallel programs and tend to enroll more students in

occupational programs.

6. Junior colleges tend to have either relatively successful

college-parallel programs or occupational programs,

but not both.

7. Institution size relates to the degree the institution

serves the community.

8. Output level is more closely related to institutional

characteristics than community characteristics.

9. Of the community variables, non-white population has

the strongest relationship to output.

10. Junior colleges may attain recognition as exemplary

institutions with widely varying degrees of financial

support for individual programs as well as the total

college program.

xiv
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Dr. WA 1 lENBARGER. We need the sort of help that the planning
funds that Senator Williams' bill would provide to begin to develop
this kind of a basic data system.
Mr. WEXLER. This is an idea which was discussed in the subcom-

mittee last year. There is present discussion of performance contracts.
Have the community colleges, to your knowledge, made use of con-
tracting with outside profit or non-profit organizations on a per-
formance basis ?
Dr. WATTENBARGER. There may be one or two, but it certainly is

not general.
Mr. WEXLER. Thank you.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you, Dr. Wattenbarger, and the ques-

tion, as you heard it, relating manpower and training programs to
this, and if we could have your observations on that, we would ap-
preciate it, and if we could have some statistical backup for those
points, whatever ones you can give, we would appreciate it.
Thank you.
Dr. WAITENBARGER. Thank you, sir.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Wattenbarger follows:)

51-567 0-71—pt. 3-29
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Testimony by Dr. James L. Wattenbargcr,

Director, Institute of Higher Education,

• University of Florida

to the Subcommittee on Education,
United States Senate

July 22, 1970

Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the Subcommittee

on Education, a few years ago toward the end of the 1930's

I finished high school. Although my father, a veteran of

World War I, had died prior to my graduation, my mother was

very much determined that I should have an opportunity for a

college education. I was most fortunate; I grew up in

a town Where the local citizens had the forethought and the

determination to provide a junior college for its youth.

Now we didn't really know much about the potential of

this institution in the 1930's; we only knew that our youth

could not expect to go to work at the age of le; we knew that

traveling away from home to a four-year college involved

expenditures that few families could afford ; we knew that

opportunity for continued education was rewired. We suspected

that Horatio Alger of the early 1900's could no longer he

successful unless he had the dvantages of an education.

I diove bc:1()o) bus, I c:,:ae3 two y.,z-Irs o± collccje anCt

saved enough money to go on to the University to complete a
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baccalaureate degree. In this respect I represent many

thousands of business and professional men in recounting to

you the fact that college would not have been available to

to me without Palm Beach Junior College. As I rode up on the

plane yesterday I was reading the new report of the Carnegie

Commission - the one which Dr. Gleazer and others have mentioned

in their testimony. The man sitting in the seat next to me

asked me about the book saying that he was most appreciative -

of the fact that his home town, New York City, had provided

a conununity college for him to attend. Seldom do I travel in

this wonderful nation of ours without someone expressing a

personal gratitude to me when they find out that I'm interested

in the community colleges. It's almost as though there is an urge

on their part to express their personal appreciation to some-

one

You can see Gentlemen, why I have selected the profession

I did. 'After completing service in the Air Force during World

War II I returned to the University to begin graduate work. My

research concerns since that time has been in the areas of the

ommunity college in particular and higher education general.

As a matter of fact, I am also one of the few individuals who has

seen his Doctoral dii:tation put into effect. The Florida

Master Plan for Community Colleges is the direct result of my

doctoral research and the people of my state have provided me
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with the rare opportunity of participating in the implementation

of that research.

Many influences in American life have been brought to

bear upon higher education in our country. The Chief result

has been to increase the numbers of persons who want and need

this opportunity in order to live a life of the quality our fore-

fathers forecast for us. In a wonderful essay Arnold Toynree,

a famed historian of this century, has noted four factors

which have been responsible for the increased emphasis upon

higher education: (1) The development of experimental science

during the 17th century; (2) The coordinate development of

science and technology at quantum rates of increase during the

18th, 19th, and 20th centuries; (3) The application of science

to technology; (4) The universalization of primary education.

To ToyDbBej. four I would add a fifth: The increasing implenentation

of the concept which places high value upon the worth and the

dignity of each human being.

These factors have resulted in an increasing pressure upon

each person to continue his formal as well as his less formal

education. A series of research studies over the years have

emphasized with repitition the increasing demands our knowledge

of science and technology make upon us. These demands cannot

be ignored. The demands resvat in:

1) Rapid increases in number of persons Who want

continued opportunity for education throughout

their life time;
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2) Concomitant rapid increases in the need for diversity
of educational opportunity, especially for those who
have either completed high school or have passed the
age for attending high school.

In 1948 there were only a few more students attending

institutions of higher education in this nation than are cur-

rently enrolled in community colleges. There were 1800 colleges

reported in 1948; there are now more than 1,000 two-year insti-

tutions, most of which are community colleges.. The rapid develop-

ment of these community colleges has been the major factor in

alleviating the barriers to access for post high school educa-

tion. These barriers have been repeatedly described in research

study after research study. We know that opportunity for higher

education has been in many instances limited to those Who had

better than average financial backing and/or better than average

academic ability. Persons leaving school either upon high

school graduation or earlier received little or no incentive

to continue unless they were in one or the other of the above

categories.

We could have Characterized our system of higher education

prior to 1948 as one Which was disigned for the rich and the

smart. That is not enough!

L.V.Koos, an early advocate of community junior colleges,

in his research identified in these new institU—lions some

specific results which I have divided into three catagories
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1) Those peraining to students:
a) provi/ding the first two years of a four

year degree near at home;
b) providing opportunities for continued

education to those who are not working
for a 4 year degree;

c) providing vocational (and later technical)
or occupational education at a post high
school level;

d) popularifzing higher education;
e) continuing home influences; and
j) offering life long educational opportunities

readily accessible to a diverse group of students.

2) Those which affect all of higher education:
a) relieve pressures upon the lower divesives of

the u0ersities so that they may concentrate
upon those levels of education which only they
can carry out;

b) providing diversity of educational opportunity. at
this level of education; and

c) increasing the accessibility of higher education
for more students.

3) Those which influence society in general:
a) democratzing education beyond the high school;

b) increasing the relevance of education;
c) improving the eTbnomic, social, and cultural life

of our communities; and
d) providing continued educational opportunity for

a post high school age groups

If we further examine those results in terns of more

recent research we will note some interesting findings which

are most important Mr. Chairman, to the consideration your

legislation, S. 1033.

The results pertaining to students might will be summarzied

as follows:
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1. There is a great disparity among the 50 states in

relation to percentage of high school graduates Who continue

their education. A number of states have made very rapid

strides in making education for freshmen and sophomors avail-

able to their residents; other states have done very little.

The great majority of community college enrollment is found in

about seven states.

In a few states one person in every 65 to 100 persons is

enrolled in a community college during the year; in other states

this rates is one in every 1000 or more. Research specifically

shows that the place where a person is born, where be grows up,

where he has opportunity to learn affects his educational opport-

unity to -a great extent.

Studies of college attendance patterns consistently re-

port that the location of a community college within community

distance of an individuals will increase attendance after high

school to a large degree. Community colleges do increase college

attendance patterns.

A rather consistent figure relating to those who transfer

to baccalaureate degree programs is that 30 out of every 100

entering freshmen do continue tlI9r education. We also know that

most of these 30 come from families where there was no previous
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college experiences, where the family income is below that

of students who attend public universities or private colleges

and where college attendance is not necessarily a part of the

•

family plan. These colleges have popularized and democratized

education in a way no other institution has been able to

accomplish for very long.

A major benefit accruing to society from the development

of community colleges is the fact that everyone doesn't have

to go to the community college immediately upon high school

graduation. Studies have shown the age span for community

college students extends from under 17 to over 75. While

more than half of a college's enrollment will usually be in

the 18-21 year old bracket, the other half will include large

numbers of students in their 20's and 30's. These persons are

receiving their second or even their third chance.

We are in the process of completing a study of community

college finance at the University of Florida. This study will

be published in the fall. The early draft of it makes it very

clear that certain programs in community colleges are more ex-

pensive than others. In fact, if the general liberal arts

program is considered as 1.0 then occupational programs may

vary from 0.89 up to 3.03 in ratio of cost. 'We've pointed out
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the need for diversity, for occupational programs, for broadened

curriculum. Yet few states, only two to be exact, report

that they have financed their community colleges in a manner

Which recognizes this. It is not surprising then to find out

that there is wide variety among community colleges in the

extent to which occupational education is available.

Arney in a recent study at the University of Florida

summarized the patterns of financial support in the 50 states

as coming from four major sources: local funds, state funds,

federal funds, and student tuition. Minor sources included

other public sources, gifts, and auxiliary enterprises. Local

support varies from a low of zero in several states to a high

of 60 percent of current operating funds in one state. The

median was 21 percent.

State support varied from a low of 4 percent in one

state to a high of 100 percent in another state. Federal

support was also quite varied in the States and seemed to

be dependent upon how much vocational education funds were

assigned to the community colleges. The range was from zero

in a number of states up to 23 percent in a state where all

post high school vocational education is assigned to the

community college.
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Thus far federal support for community colleges has

been inconsistent and for the most part negligible.

Of particular concern to all of us Should be the

student payments. Arney found that the majority of the

states permitted tuition to be charged to community college

students and that 10 states required tuition by statute.

Only three states have no-tuition laws -- in two of these

the law is apparently ignored. The highest percent paid by

students was reported in New Mexico where 51 percent of the

current operating cost is funded from this source. The range

extended from this 51 percent down to zero , with the median

percent at 20.

The variation in capital outlay support was even

greater. While federal funds have been important in building

facilities in many states, there has not been equal concern

for support of capital outlay in the states themselves. In

some states all funds except for federal funds come from local

sources; in other states all capital outlay except for federal

support comes from state sources. Arney concluded that there

must be a proper balance among federal, state, and local

sources if the community colleges are to implement the diver-

sity of functions described by the researchers.
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These are a few of the research studies Which

been carried out. Much more needs to be done. Without

describing all of the existing studies, however, I would

like to summarize for you some of the major conclusions I

have noted.

The research on the growth and development of educa-

tion at the level for which the community college is respon-

sible may be reviewed as follows:

1. There has been tremendous growth in community colleges

within the past 20 years; most of it has occurred during the

past decade. There is a great deal of evidence to support the

position that these institutions do increase educational op-

portunity beyond the high school. They also democratize educa-

tional opportunity.

2. There is a great deal of difference from state to

state in the development of community colleges both in relation-

Ship to total population (from 1 in 30 persons to 1 in 1,000

persons) and in relationship to the total enrollment in higher

education (from 1.5 percent to 44.1 percent).

3. There is very little information relative to the

impact of the community colleges in thp 50 states. While

agencies in several states have collected information regarding

some areas of impact, the general level of information is made--
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quate and insufficiently accurate.

4. Some ce-monly accepted definitions for use in

collecting data would enable the researcher to develop de-

fensible analytic information; these currently are not avail-

able.

5. There is apparently a very unequal opportunity for

education in the 50 states. The net effect of this fact has

not been adequately assessed.

6. There are few university programs specifically de-

signed to prepare faculty for teaching in the community col-

leges. Most faculty programs for teaching are designed for

other levels of education.

7. Community colleges can unquestionably report that

they provide opportunity to students Who otherwise might not

have it. These are students Who have financial problems (except

those in the lowest economic brackets); those Who have academic

problems; those Whose interests and abil- ies require a program

which is oriented toward areas of study not -.Aually found

in most institutions.

8. There is no clear evidence to indicate how well the

community colleges are succeeding in helping people select

appropriate education.
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9. Role and scope planning for higher education should

include the community colleges as a part of the total plan.

This specifically means that changes in institutional role

will affect the enire state plan, not just a single institu-

tion. Community colleges cannot be considered as potential

our-year institutions.

10. Planning for articulation between institutions is

too important to be left to chance. Specific programs and

agreements must be developed. Constant attention is required

for successful articulation.

11. The concept of accountability when mc.lasured by

ability to deliver is not uniformly and universally accepted

among community colleges in the nation.

All of theze conclusions support the need for federal

support in making this level of education universally available.

Those states Which have led the way should be encouraged to

improve their current opportunities; those Whidh have done very

little thus far should be encouraged to expand their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, your bill, S. 1033, the Comprehensive

Community College Act of 1970, is in my opinion the really

bright spot in legislation currently under considcrtion.

The people of this country need it.
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I know, Mr. Chairman, that you deeply appreciate the

GI bill and What that historic measure has done for verica

and for the education and progress of the citizens. It was

the most dramatic step of this century toward the universal-

ization of opportunity in higher education. Today's community

college surge is the new an most promising expression of that

same dream. The support for community colleges, for universal

access, envisioned in your bill could well be the most important

federal legislation for higher education since the original

GI bill.
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Senator WILLIAMS. I have to go away for 1 second, but while I
am out, will Mr. Wentling, Dr. Ryan, and Mr. Holderman come up
and be ready?

STATEMENT OF JAMES WENTLING, MEMBER OF THE ADVISORY
BOARD, KENT STATE UNIVERSITY, ASHTABULA, OHIO, AND
ECONOMIST AND DIRECTOR OF MARKETING OF THE BANCOHIO
CORP.; DR. JOHN W. RYAN, CHANCELLOR FOR REGIONAL CAM-
PUSES OF INDIANA UNIVERSITY; KENNETH L. HOLDERMAN,
VICE PRESIDENT FOR COMMONWEALTH CAMPUSES OF PENN-
SYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. C. H.
LAWSHE, VICE PRESIDENT FOR REGIONAL CAMPUSES, PURDUE
UNIVERSITY. LAFAYETTE, IND. ; AND JOHN G. BEASLEY, GOV-
ERNMENT LIAISON, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA, COLUM-
BIA, S.C.

Senator WILLIAMS. The panel is assembled. You have got more
than I had on my list.
Dr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I am John Ryan from Indiana Univer-

sity, and I have with me Mr. James Wentling, who is an advisory
board member of the Stark County campus of the Kent State Uni-
versity, that campus being located in Ashtabula, Ohio, and Mr.
Holderman, of Pennsylvania State University.
We are the only ones who have any remarks to address to the

committee. Mr. Lawshe, immediately to my right, is vice president
for Regional Campuses of Purdue University, and Mr. Beasley, of
the president's office of the University of South Carolina.
Both are here in a consultant capacity, and they will be happy to

respond to any questions, but they will not have any remarks.
Senator WILLIAMS. This is the first testimony we have had for

people who speak for the 2 year programs out of the 4 year colleges
and universities.
Is that right?
Dr. RYAN. To my knowledge, that is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. I mean that is what you all are?
Dr. RYAN. Yes, and to my knowledge we are the first to speak.
Senator WILLIAMS. All right, Mr. Ryan, thank you very much.
Dr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, you have a statement that I prepared,

and with your permission I will leave that statement with you and
confine myself, because of time and other considerations, to a very
few comments, and ask Mr. Wentling and Mr. Holderman to do the
same.

Senator WILLIAMS. All right.
All of the statements will be made part of the record, and I will

assure you that they will be not only carefully read, but studied, and
they will be helnful to us.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Ryan follows:)
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Statement by John W. Ryan, Vice President, Indiana University, Bloomington,

Indiana, on Behalf of a Group of Selected "Branched" Universities Before the

Special Subcommittee on Education, Senate, Washington, D. C., July 22, 1970

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee: my name is John W. Ryan, Vice Presi-

dent for Regional Campuses, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana. I speak

today on behalf of my counterparts representing several universities very much

involved in providing and expanding career education opportunities, and very

much interested in the legislative proposals you have under consideration.

Each of us, personally and institutionally, holds to three fundamental

convictions:

1. We must increase educational opportunities available within our

society for all of its members, and where barriers stand between

a citizen and his educational advancement, we must remove such

barriers;

2. We must do more than increase opportunities for education; we must

emphasize services--or perhaps responsiveness--to needs of students

for new programs, different programs, technical, para-professional

programs, programs physically located close to homes;

3. We must preserve within our American educational framework that

quality unique among the nations of the world--its great diversity

of public/private, large/small, single purpose/multiple purpose

institutions. This diversity has been so important to us in meeting
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varying needs, preserving academic freedom, and generating constructive

vitality that the universities we represent have incorporated it into

their own systems as we have provided community-located, community-

responsive campuses throughout our states.

Because of these convictions we applaud achievements in increasing educa-

tional opportunities, emphasizing needs of students and broadening our range

of institutional diversity. The creation and growth of community-based, two-

year institutions, of which our "branch" campuses are an example, help to bring

about such achievement.

Because of these convictions, we endorse the proposals to provide Federal

fund support for career education development and expansion. I represent, to

be sure, those of us charged with providing university academic programs in

response to community needs in the communities themselves. I believe all of

us are one with others who have appeared before you in support of career educa-

tion and training.

My special message is to underscore the fact that universities, through

their "branch" campuses, are already at work offering dozens of different programs

of technical, para-professional education in scores of campuses removed from the

"main" campuses. These programs can serve more students; they can be augmented

by still more two-year degree offerings; they can be improved in professional/

technical quality if you will decide to provide Federal funds.

2
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Overview of Branched Campuses in the U. S. 

In the spring of 1969, some 54 major university systems in the United

States (not counting the University of California and the State University of

New York, whose campuses are not as closely related to a "parent" campus) had

a total of 169 sub-campuses, usually designated as "branch" campuses, including

The University of Alaska (7), the University of Connecticut (5), The University

of Hawaii (5), Indiana University (6), Purdue University (4), The University of

Kentucky (9), The University of Missouri (4), New Mexico State University (4),

Long Island University (4), Bowling Green State University (4), Kent State

University (4), Ohio University (6), Pennsylvania State University (19), The

University of Pittsburgh (4), The University of South Carolina (8), The Univer-

sity of Virginia (6), and The University of Wisconsin (12). These campuses

offer a range of two-year, four-year, and graduate courses, programs and degrees

(in some instances with operationally separate accreditation).

All have in common the fact that they were originally created in response

to the needs of communities distant from the original institution and have

developed as integrated components of these communities and their surrounding

regions. For this reason, University branch campuses are not miniature versions

of the main campus, nor do they flourish only as feeder institutions, providing

a minimal freshman or lower-division program that duplicates part of the course

offerings at the main 'campus. Invariably, branch campuses offer programs that

fulfill regional demands, including non-credit vocational programs, sub-bacca-

laureate career-oriented programs, continuing education, community education, and

3
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various other projects. In short, they perform the community college function

along with providing university credit curricula. In addition, they are generally

commuter campuses located in population centers, permitting the conveniences of

home residence and urban employment opportunities.

These branch campuses of major university systems, which are individual to

their locations but share many large university benefits, constitute an impor-

tant educational resource that we believe should not be ignored in any large-

scale effort to develop post-high school, sub-baccalaureate educational oppor-

tunities.

Career Education Legislation 

The general welfare of the people of the United States requires the en-

couragement and support of open, low cost, higher education opportunities. One

particular feature of post-high school education which must have increased

emphasis is the para-professional, career oriented program, which commonly

requires less time to complete than the customary baccalaureate degree.

Educators, legislators, other officials and groups are alert to this specific

aspect of the over-all need to expand higher education opportunity. At the Fed-

eral level, such proposals as the Comprehensive Community College Act of 1970,

and the Career Education Act of 1970, are under your review.

Dr. James Allen, formerly Commissioner of Education, last November noted

the special mission of the community-based, two-year institution (Address to the

Annual Meeting of the National Council of State Directors of Community-Junior

4
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Colleges). Through occupational education and manpower training programs, these

institutions have special links with the economic life of the community and are

not "locked into an exclusively academic frame of reference." Because many

students enrolled are from low income backgrounds, these schools are closer to

other "centers of creativity in education": community action programs, work-

study arrangements, and community service projects. Many kinds of programs

can be accommodated at the same time, from adult education to vocational training

to academic preparation.

None of these functions, however, is exclusive to a particular form of

institution. Commissioner Allen was discussing programs, not administrative

patterm, and any urban based campus which is responsive to its environment

should be expected to provide needed occupational programs, form special links

with the economic life of the community, maintain close relationships with

community-based groups and programs, and provide a range of programs to accommo-

date the variety of people characteristic of an urban area. We believe that the

city-based campuses of universities and colleges; "parent" or "branched,"

should and do perform these functions.

Dr. Allen reported that ". . . we at the Federal level are trying to get

past one of our greatest difficulties, which has been to find a support formula

that is equally useful for the many very different situations that exist in

different parts of the country." The problem has been to devise a delivery

system comprehensive enough to accommodate the variety of institutional arrange-

ments through which career education programs are now-being provided and can be

5
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increased. This comprehensiveness cannot be achieved within a single institu-

tional pattern. So narrow a focus would seem to overlook some of the functions

called for by Commissioner Allen.

Current proposed legislation would support new curriculum development,

hiring and training of staff for career guidance and counseling, hiring and

training and retraining of faculty, cooperative arrangements with industry for

work opportunities, and recruiting staff members from among corporate employees.

Curriculum development and staff and faculty development require broad assis-

tance of institutions of higher learning and could not be accomplished indepen-

dently by a two-year college. Leadership and professional talent to develop

career programs are in severely short supply. Legislation supporting such new

and expanded programs should also support vocational education and research in

major colleges and universities. The "branch" campuses located in urban areas

already have such programs uAaerway, and furthermore are likely to have estab-

lished work-study programs, community action projects and exchange of resources

with local business and industry.

Current legislative proposals urge a policy of open transferability be-

tween occupational and academic programs, eliminating dead-ends and detours

in career development. In communities where academic institutions are already

established, transferability is most complete where programs are designed in

conjunction with professional curricula and staff. Obviously, it is advantageous

to such programs to operate with the "backstopping" of an established institu-

tion's professional school resources and under its accreditation. The "branch"

6
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campus, as befits a "community college" also performs a liaison function, pro-

viding connecting points between secondary education, the career oriented student,

professional skills needs, on the one hand, and more traditional programs on the

other.

Among "branch" campuses, as among other forms of "community colleges,"

open-door policies prevail for admission to career-education programs. At Indiana

University, for example, high school graduates can enter the two-year programs

offered by the Division of General and Technical Studies, and non-graduates have

an opportunity to qualify for diploma-equivalency.

You may find a listing of Indiana University's two-year degree programs

already in existence a useful example of the response the "branched" universi-

ties of the United States have been making to needs of students and communities.

ASSOCIATE OF SCIENCE DEGREE AUTHORIZATIONS--DGTS

Fort Wayne 

Accounting Technology
Data Processing Technology
Operations Supervision Technology
Marketing and Distribution Technology
Office Technology
Radiologic Technology in affiliation with St. Joseph, Lutheran and

Parkview Hospitals
Law Enforcement Technology in cooperation with I.U. Fort Wayne (Fall 1970)

Indianapolis 

Radiologic Technology
Education Technology

Kokomo 

Radiologic Technology
Operations Supervision Technology (Fall 1970)

7
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Northwest 

Medical Laboratory Technicianary (Fall 1970)
Medical Records Technicianary (Fall 1970)
Marketing and Distribution Technology (Fall 1970)
Operation Management Technology (Fall 1970)
Traffic and Transportation Technology (Fall 1970)
Accounting Technology (Fall 1970)
Radiologic Technology in affiliation with Methodist Hospital Gary

South Bend 

Radiologic Technology in affiliation with South Bend Memorial and
Elkhart General Hospitals

ASSOCIATE DEGREE AUTHORIZATIONS--REGIONAL CAMPUSES 

Fort Wayne 

Associate of Arts in Dental Hygiene

Kokomo

Associate of Arts in Nursing
Associate of Science in Electrical Engineering Technology (Purdue)

Northwest 

Associate of Arts in Nursing

South Bend 

Associate of Arts in Dental Hygiene

Southeast

Associate of Arts in Nursing
Associate of Science in Mechanical Drafting Design Technology (Purdue)

8
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General Guidelines 

We urge the following ideas as guidelines in establishing Federal policy

in the matter of encouraging development of career education opportunities

throughout the United States:

1. Federal treasury funds allocated to operational and capital require-

ments of career-oriented, non-baccalaureate post-high school programs

should be increased.

2. The most relevant criterion for determining allocation of federal

funds to foster development and expansion of career-oriented non-

baccalaureate programs (carrying associate level degrees or not)

is the quality of the program itself. Federal programs supporting

expansion should concern themselves with program form and quality

rather than institutional form, and thus programs, not institutions,

should be funded. It is imperative that legislation speak to the

needs of students and the needs of society rather than to the needs

of institutions. Career-education programs, regardless of the type

of institution in which they are based, should be supported.

3. The term "comprehensive community college" should be considered

generic, incorporating the various types of two-year institutions which

offer high quality, career-education programs. Its definition should

not exclude institutions whose spectrum of programs encompasses those'

which the legislation intends to encourage. The institution with al-

ready established and qualified professional programs can provide a

9
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foundation and backstopping to career-training progra
ms. An insti-

tution with medical, dental, nursing schools offers b
etter two-year

health sciences career-training; an institution wit
h professional

faculties in engineering, education and business ad
ministration offers

stronger two-year career programs in technology, co
mputer science and

management. The record shows that some public and private institu
tions

have been offering para-professional two-year degrees
 for decades with

little or no public recognition or special support. 
Universities with

strong, highly qualified professional schools should be
 encouraged,

not discouraged, to offer two-year career programs wh
ere they do not

now do so. Federal legislation should be constructed, therefore,
 to

encourage more career education by such institutions.

4. Because of the diversity of state arrangements for co
ordination in

higher education, Federal legislation should be careful
ly constructed

so as to allow maximum flexibility to states in organ
izing to achieve

the objectives. The procedures employed within the state for purposes

of the HEFA (1963), incorporating a point system
, so highly successful

in arriving at priority judgments among diverse 
institutions, provides

a good model to be followed.

University systems are willing to help increas
e career-education opportuni-

ties. Their response to this need is expressed in Re
commendations for National 

Action Affecting Higher Education: A Joint Statement, issued in January 1970,

10
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by the American Association of State Colleges and Universities and the National

Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. These Associations

reaffirm their support for federal assistance in (1) providing aid to indivi-

duals in obtaining post-high school education; (2) improving conditions of urban

and rural life; and (3) extending the resources of higher education.

"We applaud the enactment of such legislation as Title I of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, the State Technical Services Act, the Regional
Medical Programs Act, legislation affecting the Department of Housing
and Urban Affairs, the Law Enforcement Act, and the Smith Lever Act
establishing the Cooperative Extension Service, which has furnished
the example inspiring many of the more recent programs. Through the
implementing of programs of continuing education and extension author-
ized by these and other acts, the Congress enables universities to
bring their unique resources to bear on the needs of communities and
individuals for assistance in solving the multiple problems associated
with rapid urbanization, technological change, social change, and the
needs of the professions, agriculture, labor, business, industry, the
delivery of health service, and the Federal government."

In communities where established universities and their "branch" campuses

already exist, caution should be exercised in encouraging the creation of new

institutions so as to avoid waste of precious resources. A community college

is a college within a community and serving the community, whether autonomous

or affiliated with a larger institution. In this generic sense, the concept

should be broadly defined to include public and private comprehensive community

colleges, public and private technical institutes, branches of universities pro-

viding career-education, extension centers of universities, and four-year degree

granting institutions that offer career-education programs of less than bacca-

laureate degree scope on their main campuses. From this point of departure,

legislation should begin.

11
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Recommendations 

Specifically, as you consider proposals for Federal support for career

education study opportunities, we recommend:

1. Federal legislation should reflect the intent of the Congress to

increase availability of para-professional, career educational study

programs. Therefore, we recommend that the object for Federal atten-

tion, legislation and funds should be such programs themselves, not

the type of institutions in which they might be offered.

2. If Federal legislation explicitly includes any type or category of

institution as a presumed recipient of funds for purposes of career-

education, then we recommend that "branch" or "regional" campuses of

universities be included as one type or category. This matter was

recognized in the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 in which it

was handled as follows: [Public Law 88-204, Title IV, Sec. 401, (g)]

(g) The term "public community college and public technical

institute" means an institution of higher education which is

under public supervision and control and is organized and ad-

ministered principally to provide a two-year program which is

acceptable for full credit toward a bachelor's degree or a two-

year program in engineering, mathematics, or the physical or

biological sciences which is designed to prepare the student

to work as a technician and at a semiprofessional level in

engineering, scientific, or other technological fields which

require the understanding and application of basic engineering,

12
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scientific, or mathematical principles or knowledge, and, if

a branch of an institution of higher education offering four

or more years of higher education, is located in a community

different from that in which its parent institution is located.

3. We recommend that the formula for allocation of Federal funds for

career education and training attempt to subsidize new program

development by providing funds to cover the higher costs involved

in technology programs such as those in health sciences, engineering

sciences and computer sciences. Current program funding levels can

be maintained from other sources, and the "average" cost portion of

technology programs can be funded from present sources. We further

recommend that the Federal funding formula foster development of

remedial, up-grading, and foundation courses related to the proposed

career-education and training programs.

4. We recommend' that Federal funds be made available for development

and support of career education and training through an equitable

and objective system of program evaluation and funds distribution.

We believe the HEFA (1963) procedure, employing a point system, was

a good one and recommend it as a model.

JWR:mkh
7/17/70

13
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Appendix 1

STATEMENT

The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant

Colleges strongly urge that the number one priority for new Federal

programs affecting higher education is the establishment of a

national program of institutional support for all accredited

institutions of higher education. If programs are designed to

satisfy restricted objectives, enabling- legislation should make

eligible for participation all institutions offering programs

meeting the objectives of the legislation, regardless of the type

of institution. Specifically, if the Congress determines to

encourage the development of expanded opportunities through the

first two years of college through low, or no, tuition and open-

door admission policies, all institutions should be made eligible

for .participation in the program to the extent that they provide

programs meeting the objective. Further, if it is decided to

encourage the development of career-training programs of less than

baccalaureate level, all institutions, again regardless of type,

offering such programs should be made eligible for participation

to the extent their program satisfy the objectives of the program.
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Senator WILLIAMS. You represent part of the total picture that isof great importance to us.
Dr. RYAN. We are an improbable group of people, because we

don't represent any particular organization. We are engaged in
counterpart activities at each of our separate universities.
We even have trouble developing an umbrella type title to de-

scribe who we are, and so we came up with the term "branched uni-
versities."
Senator WILLIAMS. I probably have been making all kinds of mis-

takes by even wondering whether back down the road some years
that universities and colleges had extension programs.
Is that an outgrowth of what we used to call the extension pro-

grams?
Dr. RYAN. Each university here I think would have a separate an-

swer to make. In some cases, we have campuses that started as exten-
sion programs, or extension centers.
In some cases we have campuses that were started as campuses per

se. I think I would like to say simply as a spokesman for my
colleagues engaged in the same kind of work I am that all of us ap-
plaud this congressional interest in increasing higher educational op-
portunity.
We believe it to be in the public interest.
Secondly, I would urge support for what we have called parapro-

fessional, or you might call career educational opportunities as one
of the most important elements in a comprehensive program of edu-
cation. Not the only element but an extremely important one.
Third, I should say that the universities we serve are in the com-

prehensive education business, and have been for a long time. In In-
diana Universities case, you can trace its roots back 50 years or more
in several communities in the State. What I mean by the
comprehensive education business is a comprehensive community ed-
ucation approach with 2 year programs and more, community based,
community located and community oriented.
By my count, as you will see in the paper, there are 54 universi-

ties systems in the country with 169 such subcampuses. There are
probably more than that, because I was relying on the directory for
educational institutions and I think there is not a widespread under-
standing of What a branched campus is.
I would simply say that it is a campus that offers a comprehensive

educational program, that makes use of local advisory boards and
committees, responds to local professional group needs for trained,
educated program people, and has had the benefit of local financial
support, not in its operating budget typically and not from tax
money typically, but local support in terms of capital development
and innovative development on these campuses.
But the branch campus is also part of a system, a university sys-

tem, that contributes backstopping of the professional schools of the
university for the associate degree level programs and the nondegree
and noncredit programs that such campuses offer. So the branch
campus is a unique institution in its community. It is part of a sys-
tem.
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I might say, Mr. Chairman, that a concern I have with the spe-
cific legislation in the comprehensive community college act is that it
does not recognize, or let's say it concentrates on definitions of a
community college that can be misinterpreted and does not include
branched campuses or community-based campuses of universities in
those definitions.
Second, and more specifically, in a situation where branched cam-

puses are not very well understood, and often have a tendency to
feel isolated, the establishment of a separate bureau of community
colleges in the Office of Education would tend to reinforce the feel-
ings of isolation of branched campuses which we believe are at-
tempting to do in their communities what it is the intent of this leg-
islation to accomplish.
I direct your attention to page 7 of the statement for a listing of

the kind of career education programs that Indiana now offers,
which I think are useful in illustrating the kind of programs that
branch campuses of the universities represented here can offer.
In addition, of course, the 4-year programs and other kinds of

programs are offered.
I would commend the chairman for his use of the words "the gen-

ius of the community college."
Certainly not being restricted to offering career education pro-

grams, para professional programs, vocational programs, or what
have you.
Indeed, the genius of the community college is the breadth of its

program, the ability it may have to respond to the educational needs
of the community, It seems to me that this is the genius of the
branch campus as well, or at least it is the intent of the universities
that have them and it was their intent when they established such
campuses.
I would like to defer now to Mr. Wentling, who is not an officer

of the Kent State University, but rather a member of the advisory
board of one of its campuses, for his comments.
Mr. WENTLING. Thank you, John.
Mr. Chairman, I am not an educator, and so as such I greatly ap-

preciate the opportunity to testify, and I think today my remarks
would be applicable to all university branches.
As a member of a college advisory committee group, our primary

responsibility is to represent the community, not the university. The
committee determines the local higher education needs and then in-
terprets these needs to the university.
We are responsive to the pulse of the community. Our advisory

committee frequently meets with the university staff, both at the
branch level and the central campus level, to identify programs
which are specifically needed in our local area.
I think this is critically important.
Historically, a survey was conducted by the chamber of commerce

in our community, back in 1957, which pointed up the need for
higher education facilities, since there was no such facility which
was within 80 miles of our community, and there were hundreds of
students who were denied the opportunity for a higher education.
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The young people in the lower socioeconomic groups could not af-
ford to commute 80 miles, or to take up residence at an out-of-town
college.

Senator WILLIAMS. You had colleges closer than 80 miles.
Mr. WENTLING. No State college, and we had no college closer

than 60 miles, which was Cleveland, at all, at that time.
Senator WILLIAMS. Then about 67 miles was Oberlin.
Mr. WENTLING. Right.
Senator WILLIAMS. It is not exactly an open-door college. I was

only admitted because it was the depression, and we could afford it.
Mr. WENTLING. We invited Kent State to develop a facility in our

community, and the people raised initially $43,000 to remodel and
equip an old, abandoned school building. Subsequently, the local
school board volunteered to underwrite the utilities and Kent devel-
oped a program primarily financed through student fees. This pro-
gram has continued to expand through community support, and we
now have a permanent program—a permanent campus constructed
at a cost of $3,500,000.
This funding was strictly through contributions and donations.

We have been involved as a committee in the campus planning all
the way from the selection of the architect to the actual dedication.
I think it is essential to indicate that our programs continue to be

responsive to the community's needs.
We have established career education programs. For some time

we have had a nursing program offering an associate degree in
nursing. This was established through a gift of $175,000. We have
many other associate degree programs at the present time.
We are continuing working on additional technologies. We also

have a scholarship program established in the year 1969-70, and we
gave out about 40 scholarships at a cost of $6,000. This money was
raised locally.
We have available an adult noncredit course. This year, in cooper-

ation with the interfaith clergy, a school of religious studies was of-
fered, and we have had courses in human relations, quality control,
and courses of this type.
We had an economic workshop for teachers sponsored by the uni-

versity, the local school boards, and local industry.
Many people are volunteering their services without pay. Frankly,

as far as I am concerned, just being able to help meet the need of
providing college education to many students who would not other-
wise have it, is certainly pay enough.
We don't require that all the students have a high school diploma.

If they are otherwise qualified, we permit them to enter. I think our
branch is typical, and it demonstrates the ability to give programs
tailored to local needs and enable our students to receive a high
quality education at a nominal cost.
The budget is continually tight for us, as it is for all branched

campuses, so we are not asking that you select branches over com-
munity colleges as far as Federal financial support is concerned, but
we merely make a request for equal treatment under the law.
Thank you.
(The statement by Mr. Wentling follows:)
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Statement by Mr. James W. Wentling, Vice-President, Economist and

Director of Marketing of the BancOhio Corporation, Columbus, Ohio,

who was formerly Secretary-Treasurer, Ashtabula Area College Committee,

on behalf of "Selected Branched Universities," before the Education

Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

Washington, D.C., July 22, 1970.

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Committee:

As one who is not an educator, I greatly appreciate the opportunity

to testify before you. I address you as one concerned with all aspects

of higher education, and in my r - narks todal T am speaking not only for

the Kent State University Brotich at Ashtabula, Ohio, but for the nine

branches and academic centers of Kent State University located throughout

northeastern Ohio, their 250 citizen advisory committee trustees, and

their 8,000 students. My remarks, in fact, are applicable to the many

other university branches over our entire country.

I have served as an active branch advisory committee member for

over ten years. Our primary responsibility is to represent the community,

not the University. We determine t e local higher education needs and

interpret these needs to the Unive sity. Responsive to the pulse of the

community, our Advisory Committ e frequently meets with the University

staff, both at he Branch and at the Central Campus, to identify for them

program additions and modifications which we believe will meet the ever-

changing higher educational needs at the local level.

Let me present -faffe background. Historically, in 1957, a feasi-

bility study, conducied by the Ashtabdia7rea- Chamber of Commerce,

pointed out t_he_n.e4d for higher education prograMs in our area. We were

eighty miles from the closest university, and each year hundreds of our

people were denied the opportunity to attend college. Young people from

the lower socio-economic groups, for example, could not afford to commute

eighty miles or to take up resiripnce at an out-of -town college. We invited

Kent State University to establish an academic center in Ashtabula in 1958.

Subsequently, our community raised $43,000 to remodel and equip

an abandoned school building. The local school board volunteered to

underwrite the utilities and maintenance, while Kent State University agreed

to develop the program, primarily through student fees. All this was accom-

plished with no State or Federal funds. As the program expanded, another

-1-
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school building was provided by an adjoining school district. In this
facility, chemistry and physics laboratories were provided by local industry.
In 1967 a modern new building was constructed on a permanent campus at a
cost of $3,500,000. The cost was underwritten through a 25 percent con-
tribution by the community, 25 percent from HEFA funds, and the balance of
50 percent was provided by the State of Ohio. Our local Committee was
involved in the building planning, from the selection of the architect to the
completion and dedication of the first-phase building. We are now involved
in planning for second-phase construction.

Our program today continues to be responsive to community needs.
At the Ashtabula Branch, we have established career education programs. A
two-year associate degree in nursing is available. This program was initia-
ted through a $175,000 contribution from the community. Associate degrees
in other technologies are now offered. These include Office Administration,
Industrial Management, Eleetrir.r4 Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, and
Industrial Engineering. I was personally involved with the development of
both the Office Administration and Industrial Management technologies. The
local Committee indicated to the University the programs needed, and, in
many instances, the University staff designed specific courses to meet
community needs. We are now working on two additional technologies in
Finance and Library Science.

Beyond this, the community has also underwritten scholarships for
our students. In the year 1969-70 alone, forty scholarships have been pro-
vided at a cost of $6,000.

Adult non-credit courses have also been introduced. This year, for
example, in cooperation with the local Inter-Faith Clergy, a school of reli-
gious studies was offered. Courses in human relations, in the mechanics
of the stock market, and in quality control were available to persons of all
ages. 1970 will be our fifth year to offer for credit an Economics Workshop
for Teachers. This is a cooperative effort with the local school systems and
local industry.

The many responsibilities of the local advisory board are time-consuming.
We volunteer our services without remuneration. Personally, I have devoted
my time because several thousand students in our county have had an oppor-
tunity for higher education that otherwise would not have had. This is pay
enough! Education is provided at minimum cost to young people from the
lower socio-economic groups. Housewives are able to obtain college credit
by attending classes only a few hours a week. Many are now teaching in our
local schools. Industrial workers who could not spare time to travel to the
central campus eighty miles away now can improve their skills and their
income by attending classes in the evenings. Applicants ere not limited to
those possessing high school diplomas. Kent State University's policy is
one of "open admission." All qualified applicants are enrolled.

-2-
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The Ashtabula area community, as well as eighteen other communities

in Ohio, chose the University Branch plan. Only four communities chose

the Community College plan.

Our Branch has demonstrated the ability to provide programs tailored

to local needs, enabling our students to receive a high quality comprehen-

sive education at a nominal cost under the aegis of Kent State University.

Transferability is a simple process for those who wish to pursue a bacca-

laureate degree.

A minimum of 15,000 students will be served by Kent State Univer-

sity's branch system throughout the year. In Ashtabula right now our

budget is tight. Our budgets are continually under scrutiny in order to

find additional monies for services that are needed. For example, our

students have requested that the library facilities be made available all

day Saturday and Sunday, but we do not have the funds to underwrite

this need.

Speaking for the students at the Ashtabula Branch, as well as other

Kent State University Branch students, I implore you to give them equitable

consideration.

With the Chairman's permission, I should like to submit a DESCRIP-

TION OF KENT STATE UNIVERSITY'S BRANCHES as an addendum to this

record.

I speak for branch systems of all universities when I say that we

appreciate very much the opportunity to present our concerns to you in

person. Thank you for your courteous and interested attention.

-3-
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Statement by Mr. James W. Wentling, Vice-President, Economist and
Director of Marketing of the BancOhio Corporation, Columbus, Ohio,
who was formerly Secretary-Treasurer, Ashtabula Area College Committee,
on behalf of "Selected Branched Universities," before the Education
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee On Labor and Public Welfare,
Washington, D.C., July 22, 1970.

ADDENDUM:

DESCRIPTION OF KENT STATE UNIVERSITY'S BRANCHES

Kent State University, through its Division of University Branches,
is currently operating six branch campuses and three academic centers,
strategically located in northeastern Ohio. The branches were established
by Kent State University upon invitation of various communities who
exercised the option provided under Ohio Statutes to select a higher
educational organization which would best meet the local educational
needs. The branches, which are located in Canton, Warren, Ashtabula,
Salem, New Philadelphia, and East Liverpool, enroll more than 8,000
students and employ 250 full-time resident Kent State University faculty
members, who hold academic rank in their central campus departments.
Supplementing the faculty in residence are highly qualified instructors
drawn from the central campus and from local business, industry, and
other professions.

Each of the branches is, in essence, a comprehensive local college,
with its own administrative staff and resident faculty, serving the educa-
tional needs of the community in which it is located. Each has the advan-
tage of being able to draw from the valuable resources of the central campus.
Cooperatively, the individual communities and the State of Ohio, with the
added support of HEFA funds, have undertaken a construction program which
has resulted in buildings at branch campuses, each valued in excess of $3.5
million. The academic centers at Wadsworth, Orrville, and Geauga County
operate from rental facilities and/or local high school buildings. It is pro-
jected that in the near future, buildings will be constructed to house branch
operations in those communities.

At each branch location, both two-year degree-oriented programs in
the four academic colleges of the University, and two-year associate degree
programs are offered. The associate degree programs are in business, health,
engineering, and government service technologies. The two-year engineering
technologies include civil, electrical, mechanical, industrial, and electro-
mechanical. Curricula in office administration, industrial management, and

-4-
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computer technology comprise the associate degree programs in business

technology. In the health technologies, associate degree programs are

offered in nursing. Plans underway call for expanding the offerings to

include medical technology and other allied health areas. Associate

degree programs in law enforcement are offered only at the larger branches.

In each of the branch and academic center communities, active

citizens' advisory committees, comprised of leading industrial, profes-

sional, and business people, serve to isolate the needs of their communities

and to work cooperatively with Kent State University to tailor programs to

meet these needs. Continuing education programs have also been instituted

in such areas as community service and adult education.

Student Skills Development Centers operate at the larger branches

to enable students with difficulties in mathemF,tics, reading, and composition,

to improve themselves on a non-credit basis at no charge.

-5--
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Senator WILLIAMS. We will have a couple of questions and obser-
vations, and let's just go on with Mr. Holderman. He is from Penn-
sylvania State University.
You are vice president of the Commonwealth campuses, and can

you tell us whether you are located at the State college or where ?
Mr. HOLDERMAN. My office is at University Park, Pa., although

my administrative responsibilities are for what we call our Com-
monwealth campuses, which are indeed branches—branch campuses,
22 of them, located throughout the State of Pennsylvania.

I, too, have presented written testimony, copies of which are with
you. I will attempt to be very brief in describing what I try to say
in the formal testimony.
I hope you will agree with Dr. Ryan's testimony and his explana-

tion that the branched campuses that are operated by a number of
large public State Universities are important educational resources
in our country, and that they do offer programs, many of which are
comparable to those frequently attributed to the comprehensive com-
munity college.
We have made recommendations in the testimony that relate to

your comprehensive community college act of 1970. Some of the rec-
ommendations relate to the career education act of 1970, about which
Dr. Muirhead has just been speaking. A few recommendations at-
tempt to relate these two proposed measures to the 1968 ammend-
ments to the Vocational Education Act.
The Williams bill is intended to provide institutional support for

a particular type of institution, the comprehensive community col-
lege.
We would hope that the definitions that may be used to describe a

comprehensive community college would be such that the compre-
hensive branch campuses of public State universities might qualify
for any financial support that might be made available.

All colleges and universities today are in need of funds. Few are
able to find all of the resources that are needed to meet increasing
costs and increasing demands.
I would like to suggest, therefore, that consideration be given to

open access to all instructions that are providing the kind of educa-
tion that the people need and want.
The career education act is intended to serve a very useful pur-

pose in our contemporary society, but certainly the language used in
the act does not clearly qualify a 4-year college or a university, if
indeed that type of institution is providing the kinds of career pro-
grams that the act is intended to support.
Further, I would suggest that the language in the act might tend

to prejudice some of the State agencies responsible for the adminis-
tration of the act toward the community college.
My greatest concern, however, in the proposals, is that the act is

intended to support only new programs and would provide no financ-
ing for existing programs.
In addition, the dollar amounts that are suggested seem insuffi-

cient, and it is intended that only 50 percent of the incremental costs
should be met, and these only for a period of 3 years.
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I recognize that this is a good technique to encourage institutions
to get going in the right direction, but lots of institutions could ill
afford to do this if they were not assured that the increased costs of
occupational education were going to be met not only for the next 3
years, but as long as they might be needed.
In summary, our instructions plead for equal access to Federal

funds, to all institutions that seem to be providing the kind of edu-
cation that is needed.
Further, we know that new career education programs are needed,

but funds should be provided for established programs as well as
for just new programs.
Many of our institutions, as Dr. Ryan has suggested, have been in-

volved in the operation of branched campuses for close to 50 years.
Through our branched campuses, we have been able to provide
practical education that is intended to prepare people for useful ca-
reers.

Just a few words about the 1969 amendments of the Vocational
Education Act.
It seems to me that in the Vocational Education Act we do have

Federal funds being provided for the kind of education being talked
about at these hearings.
However, we have not really had opportunity to see if the Voca-

tional Education Act, as amended in 1968, can really do the job.
Many of the State agencies responsible for administering the act

are not willing to make available funds to any institutions of higher
learning, whether they be comprehensive community colleges or 4-
year colleges or universities. It seems to me that State agencies
should be required to assure equal access to the vocational educa-
tional funds that have already been appropriated.
Furthermore, the Vocation-al Education Act is more realistic in

the way it supports this kind of needed education since it provides
50 percent of the costs, and on a continuing basis.
A certain fraction of the funds made available to each State are

intended for institutions of higher learning. We seem to have great
difficulty, however, in getting the funds into the hands of the insti-
tutions that are already providing the kind of training the funds are
intended to support.
Just two concluding remarks that I would make concerning prob-

lem areas that none of these bills seem to touch upon.
The first has to do with the higher levels of occupational educa-

tion that institutions are expected to provide.
Comment has already been made about our need to expand para-

professional programs. This point has been made very clear by
many of the people who have testified today.
Yet, there are no proposals to clearly make funds available

through the Congress to support this kind of education.
This is not say, that other types of occupational education are not

very badly needed, but other levels of occupational or vocational ed-
ucalion are more easily supported through existing legislation. My
final remark has to do with student motivation.
The GI bill was mentioned earlier today. This probably was the

last important Federal legislation that was truly motivational for
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students. What we are lacking today in attempting to develop good
occupational education is a system to encourage those students who
should be going into these programs. None of the colleges, compre-
hensive community colleges nor the universities, have as yet been
able to attract enough students into this kind of education.
We have oversold the idea and he value of the baccalaureate de-

gree in this country. That is the direction everyone wants to go, even
though many students would be better off attempting an educational
approach for an occupation and probably be prepared to lead a re-
warding life because of it.
Thank you.
( The prepared statement of Mr. Holderman follows:)
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Testimony by Kenneth L. Holderman, Vice President

for Commonwealth Campuses, The Pennsylvania State

University, for the Subcommittee on Education,

Committee on Labor and Public 4elfare, U. S.

Senate, July 22, 1970

Mr. Chairman: I am Kenneth L. Holderman, Vice President for Commonwealth

Campuses at The Pennsylvania State University. I am appearing to present

the recommendations of a group of public universities, all of which have

branch or regional campuses. These recommendations concern themselves with

congressional proposals for support of community colleges and for support

of career education legislation.

You have heard testimony on the nature of branch campuses and the nature

and quality of their services to their communities. I hope you will agree

that these institutions are significant national resources and should be

considered when higher education legislation is developed.

Before proceeding, I should note that we have discussed our recommendations

with higher education institutions that have no branch campuses, but that

do have career education programs of less than baccalaureate degree in

scope. Those institutions are in substantial agreement with us.

Our recommendations will take into consideration the relationships of

current career education proposals to the Vocational Education Amendments

of 1963. Fiscal year 1970 was the first year in which appropriations were

made for that Act. Since 1963 Amendments include substantial support for

post-secondary career education, we believe that the effectiveness of that

support should be evaluated while new related legislation is considered.
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Current Legislative Proposals 

I understand that under consideration before both House and Senate are two

major pieces of career education legislation: The one, introduced by the

Chairman (Senator Harrison A. Williams, Jr.), is the "Comprehensive Community

College Act of 1970"; and the other, fostered by the Office of Education, is

"The Career Education Act of 1970". These two Bills and the 1.5E3 Amendments

to the Vocational Education Act provide the basis for our recommendations.

The Comprehensive Community College Act of 1970 

The Williams Bill is avowedly an institutional support measure. It would

provide a great deal of money (many billions of dollars) for public, two-

year, open door, comprehensive junior and community colleges. It is reported

that the American Association of Junior Colleges (A.A.J.C.) helped draft the

Bill. It properly acknowledges the growing importance of community based

two-year institutions. In many states, however, the two-year institutions

that serve the needs and interests of local areas are not so-called

comprehensive community colleges but branches of public and state universities.

The Williams Bill would support, equally, all programs conducted by community

colleges whether they are aimed at transfer students, students searching for

a career, or an adult looking for a new leisure-time activity.

In my judgment, it is questionable that Congress should consider, seriously,

institutional support for a particular type of higher education institution

at a time when nearly all colleges and universities have equal, if not more

serious, financial needs.

9



1856

The Career Education Act of 170 

As an alternative to the Williams Bill, the Administration introduced the

Career Education Act of 1:-,70 (as Title VII of the Higher Education Opportunity

Act of 1370). The framers of this proposed legislation probably read the

current mood of the Congress correctly when it reduced expenditures from

billions of dollars to millions of dollars ... and when it emphasized support

for career education, rather than support for a particular type of institution.

The Career Education Act of 170 responds to A.A.J.C. interests, however,

with such phrases as "particularly comprehensive community and junior colleges"

as the institutions to receive support. Spokesmen for the Act are quick to

say that any higher education institution will be eligible for aid. They

are herd-nut, however, to describe how the wording in the Bill could clearly

qualify a four-year college (with some two-year career programs) for federal

support. It is even harder to explain how language in the Bill will do other

than prejudice the "state agency". Indeed, Governors in most states will be

pressured to name their Community College Bureau as the "state agency".

There are other aspects of the Administration Bill that disturb us:

Fifty per cent (507) funding of incremental costs for three

years, as proposed in the Act, is hardly an incentive to

develop and maintain such curricula as those leading to

associate degrees in nursing and other paraprofessional

occupations, such as air pollution control technology or

computer programming.

The Bill rewards new programs and offers no support for old

programs. Once again, this would put traditional institutions

3
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like the universities I represent, that have a long history

of community service through their branch campuses, at a

serious disadvantage. New colleges, wherein all programs

are new, would receive the lion's share of federal support.

Our institutions want to plead for the basic principle of "equal access".

The Administration Bill is, in our opinion, a significant improvement over

the Comprehensive Community College Act in that it supports programs deemed

to be in the national interest ... not institutions favored because of their

meteoric rise in general popularity. The Administration Bill, in my judgment,

is also an improvement over the Williams Bill in that branch campuses are

specifically mentioned along with other types of two-year community oriented

institutions. It cannot be said, however, that it gives all institutions of

higher education "equal access" to federal support. Unless the wording is

changed, it will be left to the legislative history to give support to four-

year colleges with occupational programs and reduce the built-in support

given comprehensive community colleges.

Recommendations: Career Education Act of 1070 

We have made general comments about the Administration Bill. The following

are specific minimum requests in order to satisfy the principal of equal

access.

'La. 16621. The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 1970

1. (Title VII, Sec. 701, lines 20 and 21) Delete the words "and

particularly in comprehensive community and junior colleges".

4
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2. (Title VII, Sec. 702, (b), lines 12 through if) Delete definition of

"community college" or "junior college" and add definition of "institution

of higher education". The paragraph would reed:

"(b) The term 'institution of higher education' means an educational
institution or branch thereof in any State which (1) admits as regular
students only persons having a certificate of graduation from a school
providing secondary education, or the recognized eauivalent of such
certificate, (2) is legally authorized within such State to provide a
program of education beyond secondary education, (3) provides an
educational program for which it awards a bachelor's degree or
provides not less than a two-year program which is acceptable for
full credit toward such a degree, (4) is a public or other nonprofit
institution, and (5) is accredited by a nationally recognized
accrediting agency or association approved by the Commissioner for
this purpose or, if not so accredited, (A) is an institution with
respect to which the Commissioner has determined that there is
satisfactory assurance, considering the resources available to the
institution, the period of time, if any, during which it has operated,
the effort it is making to meet accreditation standards, and the
purpose for which this determination is being made, that the institution
will meet the accreditation standards of such an agency or association
within a reasonable time, or (B) is an institution whose credits are
are accepted on transfer by not less than three institutions which are
so accredited, for credit on the same basis as if transferred from an
institution so accredited. For purposes of Title II, such term
includes any school of nursing as defined in subsection (1) of this
section, and also includes any school which provides not less than

one-year program of training to prepare students for gainful
employment in a recognized occupation and which meets the provisions
of clauses (1), (2), (4), and (5). If the Commissioner determines
that a particular category of such schools does not meet the require-
ments of clause (5) because there is no nationally recognized
accrediting agency or association qualified to accredit schools in
such category, he shall, pending the establishment of such an
eccrediting agency or association, appoint an advisory committee,
composed of persons specially qualified to evaluate training provided
by schools in such category, which shall (i) prescribe the standards
of content, scope, and quality which must be met in order to qualify
schools in such category to participate in the student loan program
under Title II, and (ii) determine whether particular schools not
meeting the requirements of clause (5) meet those standards. For
purposes of this subsection, the Commissioner shall publish a list
of nationally recognized accrediting agencies or associations which
he determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of training
offered."

(The above definition was obtained from PL 69-329, Title IV, Part D, Sec. 461,

(b): "The Higher Education Act of E)65" - Amendments to NDEA.)

5
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This definition is suggested because it includes all institutions of

higher education and does not seem to emphasize one type over others.

3. (Title VII, Sec. 705, (b), lines 15 and 16) Delete the words "and

particularly community and junior colleges".

To repeat, we have noted other concerns with the Career Education Act of

1970. If, however, these changes are made, it seems to us the legislation

will permit all institutions of higher education to participate.

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1960 

It is hard to deny the claim of vocational educators and the American

Vocational Association (A.V.A.) that the 1968 Amendments can do anything

the Career Education Act of 1970 can do ... and perhaps do it better.

The 1960 Amendments provide broad support in all states for post-secondary

education. At least 15% of all program funds must go to the education of

persons who have completed secondary school. Abiding by the principle of

"equal access", no institution of higher education is favored over another

in the legislation. To are seriously concerned, however, that the state

agencies and the state advisory boards do not always give all qualified

institutions equal access to federal support.

The 1960 Amendments are somewhat more generous than the Administration

proposal in that they support 507 of total costs, not just the increment

over "average costs". And the 1960 Amendments do not withdraw support

after three years.

6
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On the basis of our discussion to this point we respectfully submit the

following guidelines for consideration of this subcommittee as it develops

career education proposals:

1. Institutional grants when, and if, enacted into law should go to

ell institutions of higher education, not to a favored few.

2. Specific mention of comprehensive junior end community colleges

as the benefiting institutions will serve to prejudice state

agencies (if not federal ones).

3. If the Congress supports programs in the national interest, it

will get the programs the people need and want. If it supports

institutions, it will get programs that institutions want or that

student whims dictate.

4. If new career education legislation is enacted, all institutions

of higher education should be given equal access to federal

support if they are ready and qualified to do the job.

General Recommendations 

I hope our position is clear. We believe the Comprehensive Community

College Act should be repleced by a Career Education Act. We are concerned

about the Administration proposal mostly because preferential treatment

will be given to a particular type of institution. We also believe the

measure is underfunded, and finally, we think the 196C Amendments to the

Vocetional Education Act is a good piece of career education legislation.

We hope the Congress will consider minor changes in that legislation

which will assure equal access to programatic support in the states.
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While it is tempting to suggest that the 1968 Amendments can do the job,

there are two significant problem areas with which the 1263 Amendments to

the Vocational Education Act do not come to grips nor will the proposed

legislation solve them. The one involves a clearer identification of the

academic level of programs supported by the legislation; and the other is

concerned with the motivation of students who want the prestige of a

baccalaureate degree.

Academic Level of Career Education Programs 

The 1963 Amendments properly emphasize educational programs for the dis-

advantaged. The law, however, is written so that programs at any level of

sophistication qualify for support. In fact, education authorities in the

U. S. Office of Education and in the states have stated clearly that career

education programs at a relatively elementary level will be most likely to

receive major support. There is growing resistance in some states to

supporting programs, for example, that have any entrance criteria in excess

of a high school diploma. Apparently, these authorities believe that support

of higher level programs will deny federal support for disadvantaged students.

We, who represent public universities, agree with this general thrust of the

1960 Amendments. The disadvantaged, as a group, for too long have been

unable to qualify for higher education. First priority must be given

programs for which they can qualify. Yet the manpower needs of our country

continue to rise to higher levels of sophistication.

Professional men and women in the various disciplines of law, medicine,

science, education and engineering, to name a few, are in serious need of

high level aides. These assistants should assume the burden of the more
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routine services so the professionals can devote full time to more creative

professional responsibilities.

Various colleges and universities have worked since the mid-forties to devise

and conduct programs at the semi-professional level. They have barely made

a dent. These programs, not only impose rigorous demands upon the student

in terms of entrance criteria and a willingness to work, but they also

require a great deal of the institutions in terms of staff and equipment.

Professional men and women, as their disciplines advance, require increasing

degrees of sophistication on the part of their supporting personnel. Many

paraprofessionals in medicine now earn baccalaureate degrees. The same is

beginning to happen in science and engineering. The schools must continue

to develop new and more advanced programs to meet a broadening spectrum of

professional and semi-professional manpower needs.

Our universities have devised and conducted these semi-professional programs

for more than two decades without federal support. Tle will continue to

devote available resources to that job. Resources, however, are increasingly

less available. Congressional attention should be given to the needs of the

professions and to the resources of the institutions to see if new federal

support is required now or in the near future. This study and resulting

federal action today might forestall serious manpower shortages in the future.

Student Motivation 

No legislation since the G.I. Bill has really considered the matter of

student incentive. The G.I. Bill not only pays tuition, but also student

subsistence. We are not suggesting a career bill of rights; what we are

9
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suggesting is that the baccalaureate degree has been over-sold to American

youth. Maybe a method can be devised whereby the Federal Government will

help "sell" the youth on a paraprofessional career that can be based upon

a collegiate program of less than baccalaureate level.

Summarizing our general recommendations: We think the 1960 Amendments to

the Vocational Education Act will go a long way to solving the pressing

needs for career education support, at least at elementary levels. Hope-

fully, a method will be found that iil1 enable all qualified institutions

to compete eoually for those funds. The Congress should consider two

additional problem areas: (1) support for high-level paraprofessional

programs and (2) incentive programs that will encourage students to enroll

in career education programs -- not simply because they do not qualify for

baccalaureate programs, but because education for a career in an occupation

is every bit as prestigious and useful as purely academic programs offered

in many of America's colleges and universities.

10
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Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much, gentlemen. That cer-
tainly rings a responsive chord with many people I have listened to
in the halls of Congress and away from here as well.
Let me get the degree of branching in the universities represented

here. You have 22 branch campuses out of Pennsylvania State?
Mr. HOLDERMAN. We have 22 campuses; 20 could be considered as

branch campuses. One is a medical college, and one is an upper divi-
sion College.

Senator WILLIAMS. In Indiana 
Dr. RYAN. We have six.
Mr. LAWSHE. Purdue has four, but Purdue and Indiana University

operate as a system. For the record, it might be important to say
that 90 percent of the population of the State of Indiana is within
commuting distance of either our branch campuses, or our four parent
campuses.
So we have geographic ability, but we are short on program abil-

ity.
Senator WiLmAms. Is that a 50-mile ride?
Mr. LAWSHE. That is less than 50 miles.
We do this on the basis of counties. This is 22 to 25 miles.
Dr. BEASLEY. The University of South Carolina has 17 branch

campuses. -We have 2,800 students in these branch campuses
' 

and
geographically speaking they are well located throughout the State
within easy driving distance of any one who would like to attend
them.
We think they have done an outstanding job in South Carolina. I

would refer to Mr. Holderman's statement, and I would like to see
some stipulation in the legislation that would recognize a branched
campus concept.

Senator WILLIAMS. What was your name again?
Mr. BEASLEY. John Beasley, from the University of South Caro-

lina.
Senator WILLIAMS. How about Kent?
Mr. WENTLING. At Kent, we have four. Thirty miles would be

as much as a student would have to travel.
Senator WILLIAMS. In all of Ohio?
Mr. WENTLING. This is in northeastern Ohio.
Senator WILLIAMS. You two gentlemen who did not testify are

from Purdue and South Carolina. You are linked.
Mr. LAWSHE. Purdue and Indiana are administratively linked.
Senator WILLIAMS. You two gentlemen who did not make state-

ments, is there a situation, do you find it comparable to yours, and
do you sort of incorporate by reference their statements into what
you would say if you were here to make a full statement?
Mr. BEASLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to elaborate on a couple

of things that I think are very important to the branch campus situ-
ation in the State of South Carolina, and I think this is probably
generally true throughout the country.
Our branch campuses go under the name of the University of

South Carolina. And we found that the students who attend the
branch campuses of the University of South Carolina like the name
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association, because it gives them an identification with a State uni-
versity, as opposed to some 4-year colleges that have been established
in the State recently.
Number two, and this is important, the interrelated programs be-

tween our branches and our main campus reduce the expenditure
that we would have if we wanted a community college system within
the State.
For instance, we can coordinate our different departments with

the branched campuses. This would probably not be true if we had a
separate junior college system in the State. We found that the re-
sponse of the general public has been outstanding. Financial support
has been forthcoming very effectively and the people who have re-
acted within the communities have responded to most requests made
of them.
Senator WILLIAMS. There is an unusual number of buzzes here all

of a sudden. It is the end of the morning hour.
Mr. LAWSHE. If I could make this comment about our operations

in the State of Indiana, I think it is well to indicate that Purdue
University has been in this 2-year business since 1947. We are not a
Johnny come lately.
We have traditionally conducted all kinds of short term educa-

tional programs, certificate programs of 1 year in length that have
some connection with technical competence. Just the other day I
made a tallying of credit students in our four regional campuses,
and about 70 percent are not pursuing baccalaureate degrees.
They are pursuing either associate degrees or short term credit

certificate programs. Some are taking spot courses for this, that or
the other need.

Senator WILLIAMS. The objective not being a certificate or a di-
ploma?
Mr. LAWSHE. A mother wants a course in child psychology. An in-

dustrial employee wants a course in mentallurgy. He is not inter-
ested in a degree.
Then there are a tremendous number of adults continuing in

educational programs that come and go, and for varying lengths.
With respect to an associate degree as such, Purdue offers asso-

ciate degrees in many common areas, the engineering technologies,
electrical, mechanical, et cetera. We offer an associate degree leading
to the RN. I might say parenthetically that we also have a 1-year
practical nursing program on one campus.
But beyond these commonly occurring programs we have said that

one of the jobs of the university and the regional campus system is
to innovate new kinds of associate degree curricula that speak to the
changing needs of the times.
For example, 3 years ago at our Fort Wayne regional campus,

after a year's planning, we inaugurated a 2-year associate degree
program to prepare a mental health care technician. Now this was
brand new. It did not exist anywhere else.
It has been emulated in 40 locations across the country, even

though we really have not had a chance to evaluate it, as yet.
The point I would like to make here is, the Fort Wayne branch,

had it been "Mad Anthony Wayne Coilununity College", would
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never have had the support or the input of the clinical psychologyunit at Purdue that actually sparked, developed, innovated and car-ried on the research necessary.
We have a similar movement in process now to develop environ-mental control technicians. This has not been launched yet.
It is under study.
Senator WILLIAMS. Let me ask you this, now, having pioneered inthat one area of mental health care technician, and even withoutevaluation, give it a period, an evaluation, and if it is fullfilling itspromise now Mad Anthony Wayne can pick that up, can't he?Mr. LAWSHE. Right, and they are doing it.
Senator WILLIAMS. I know it is late, and everybody is probably alittle restless and hungry. Let me ask you this. Can you think of anyof your branch campuses—we will take as an example Ashtabula. Itis a community of about how many thousand?
Mr. WENTLING. About 25,000.
Senator WILLIAMS. And you have Toledo to the west?
Mr. WENTLING. That is right. We are in the northeast corner ofOhio. Right up in the corner of the State.
Senator WILLIAMS. Then Lorain is on the east?
Mr. WENTLING. No, it would be on the west as well.
Senator WILLIAMS. But your being there, any one of you, in this

different form of college, in other words, a different form, less than
a 4-year historically, your being present where you have certainly
less community pressure to create an unaffiliated community college.
There would not develop waste and competition here, would there,

in response to need?
Mr. WENTLING. I think that is correct.
Mr. LAWSHE. I think you are pursuing a point that is of great

concern to us in Indiana and that is there may be something in the
Federal legislation that inadvertently would be interpreted by some
individuals in the State of Indiana that the only way we can partic-
ipate is to start a whole string of competing institutions right across
the street from ones that have the same objective.
I think we are all prepared to say that we never do all the things

we want to do, and we never do them quite as well as we think we
should, but the solution to that problem is not another institution
across the street that sets up a competitive situation.
Mr. WENTLING. Mr. Chairman, in Ohio, 18 communities elected

the branch system, and I think • only four selected the community
college. In our situation, our committee determined which route,
which path they wanted to take, and I think a significant reason was
that we were able to get accreditation by affiliating with Kent State
University.
If a student wants to pursue his 2-year program for an associate

degree, he can. If subsequently he wants to go on for 4 years he re-
ceives credit for those courses he has taken, and those are trans-
ferred so that he can still get a baccalaureate degree.
This was important to us.
Senator WILLIAMS. I get the impression that when a student en-

ters some of the branch programs of the branch campuses he is not
fitted to a particular 2-year—of necessity-2-year program with a
diploma at the end.
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Here, do you have flexibility of educational opportunity? Do you
all have that?
Mr. LAWSHE. In our institutions, we have differential admission

requirements. If an individual has as his educational objective at the
outset a desire to get a bachelor of science in electrical engineering,
the admission requirements at the branch are the same as the ones at
the main campus.
But requirements are different to go into nursing or other fields,

and even more different to enter the school of general studies.
You do an individual, who is not well prepared academically, no

favor by admitting him to a race course that he simply can't handle.
Dr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I can say the same for our Indiana

University programs. I would like to make an observation since the
Carnegie report was mentioned earlier today.
I have not had a chance to read it, I have not had it long enough

to really study it. I detect in the tenor of the current legislation, and
maybe this is just administrative paranoia at work, as I detect in.
the Carnegie commission report, an implication that a regional cam-
pus of a 4-year college or university means a campus that is shack-
led to the formal classical liberal arts baccalaureate degree offered
in the arts and sciences college in the university.
If this is true anywhere else, I can tell you that it is not true in

Indiana University regional campuses, or in those of Purdue, and it
is not true for two reasons.

First, because we have an array of 2-year paraprofessional type
programs, each program designed to fit the needs of preparing a stu-
dent for work in the health sciences or whatever field he is inter-
ested in.
The second reason is that where there are 4-year baccalaureate

programs at the regional campus itself, and there are some, those pro-
grams are devised at that campus to meet the needs of that commun-
ity, and are not mirror images of any other campus of Indiana Uni-
versity.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I am gald you made that observation.

That is not paranoia. It is reported, it is said, that the American
Association of Junior Colleges helped draft the bill.
I don't know what the word would be to describe lack of full un-

derstanding. We are in the process of finding that common under-
standing.
Mr. LAWSHE. I am sure every State system has developed differ-

ently than every other system but you have to look at the geography
and demography of the State of Indiana.
Indiana University, the State university, is 150 years old. Purdue

University is 100 years old. They are both in little country towns,
and early they began to understand that they had to respond to the
people of the State where the people are, which is not in Blooming-
ton, and is not in West Lafayette, Indiana.
This accounts for the very early emergence of what were extension

programs, to answer your earlier question. Then they were called
university centers, then they were called regional campuses, an emerg-
ing, developing, evolving piece of business.
As a result of this, there has never been a system of community

college evolved in Indiana. We have one junior college.
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Senator WILLIAMS. I was going to ask that as the final question.
That was going to be my final question. One community college un-
affiliated with the two universities, is that right?
Mr. LAWSHE. Yes, and that is Vincennes University. Vincennes

University is the thrice organized territorial university.
Senator WILLIAMS. Let me ask about South Carolina.
I bet that would be closer to this than Pennsylvania or Ohio.
You have many unaffiliated colleges.
Mr. BEASLEY. No, sir, we don't have any, Mr. Chairman. The

State is presently involved in establishing some additional 4-year
colleges. Within the last 3 weeks they have taken one of our branch
campuses in Florence, South Carolina and have made this into a
4-year institution, Francis Marion State College.
There was some opposition to it. A lot of people in the Florence

area preferred to stay as a branch of the University of South Caro-
lina.

Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. BEASLEY. You might be interested in our statistics. We have

2,891 students and we had 284 of them that transferred from the
branch campuses to the main campus in Columbia.
Of course, the associate degree programs are offered. We had a

major request last year from the campus at Myrtle Beach to put in
a school of nursing. We are going to do that this year.
Senator WILLIAMS. Just to complete the other two States here on

that question of unaffiliated community colleges 
Mr. HOLDERMAN. Pennsylvania is very fortunate. We have a sys-

tem of 18 university branch campuses but we also have 12 commun-
ity colleges that have been established during the last 5 years. Most
of these are in the larger urban areas. We have a diversification
which, in my view, is pretty important to the country. I think we
should not be working toward having one single, large national
monolithic system of education.
I think one of the very great advantages we have in this country

is that we have private and public institutions, large and small insti-
tutions. We have great diversification which permits someone to at-
tend the type of institution that he wants to go to, rather than al-
lowing his government to tell him where he should go.
Mr. WENTLING. We have eight community colleges in Ohio, and 18

branches.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, I think there is a mis-

understanding by some that the university branch campuses are
sort of—I get the word "farm system" from the university. Do you
know what I mean?
Mr. WENTLING. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. That is obviously not the situation in any of

your areas, although that happens, of course.
Mr. LAWSHE. We recognize that this is true of certain universities.

In fact, this group and a few others have been associating ourselves
together for 8 or 10 months and even one or two people who sat
with us the first time don't come any more because that is exactly
how their universities operate.
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It is just the freshmen and sophomore year of the university. Of
course, that is not what we are, and that does not substitute for the
community college.
Senator WILLIAMS. And certainly people who have gotten exposed

for 2 years and want to go to the State, so be it. Mercer County
Community College in New Jersey opens the door to educational de-
sire and some young people from Mercer County Community go to
Princeton.
It is there, and it is flexible. Some summary and conclusions at

this hour, I say it seems to me that our testimony in 2 days has been
an agreement on ends, educational ends here, from all around the
spectrum of political, governmental, educational quarters.
We have to flush out obviously the difference in means, funding

means and administrative means. I see a lot of head shaking. It
seems this way. There is a consensus on ends.
We certainly appreciate it.
Dr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
(The following material was subsequently submitted:)
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June 19, 1970

Honorable Claiborne Pell
Chairman, Select Committee on Education
United States Senate
4230 New Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

GLORIA FLENTROY
LEGISLATIVE SECRETARY

1.THERINE HUNTER
ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY

Please accept this letter, copy of proposed amendments, and
May 1970 special report entitled "California and the Junior
Professions", in lieu of my personal appearance before your
Committee in support of S. 1033 and H. R. 8200, "The Compre-
hensive Community College Act" (authored by Senator Harrison
Williams, Jr. and Representative Frank Thompson, respectively).

The importartte of incorporating "junior professional" and
"paraprofessional" programs into the community colleges is an
increasingly visible issue.

First, community colleges offer a practical and cost-cutting
means for reducing enrollment pressures at campus trouble
centers ("crowded, elite, boarding school campuses"). This
facet of campus disorders has been brought to light by most
public and private studies, including the one "California
and the Junior Professions."

Second, by adding a third -- junior professional or
paraprofessional -- year for the local community college
system, undergraduate students are offered an attractive
alternative. This is especially the case for those who want
more than a super high school program ("junior college") and
who are prevented from completing a four-year program at the
elite public campuses. And significantly, a third additional'
year does not drastically alter the educational role of the
community college, and does not make community college admin-
istration unwieldly or unmanageable.
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Third, the growing cost of scarce subprofessional labor in
medical, dental, engineering, law enforcement, and business
and education and public administration fields is thoroughly
documented. This educational function is for upgraded,
updated community colleges and not for university graduate
schools and extension divisions.

Fourth, community colleges offer a goverance model that
commands local respect and support: (1) local community con-
trol, (2) low or free tuition and open door admissions, and
(3) quality and relevance of community educational programs.
Too many statewide campus systems are characterized by highly
centralized and politically unrepresentative governing boards
and administrations, tuition, restrictive admissions, high
drop-out rates, and out-dated four-year degree programs.

It is a pleasure to support such needed, practical legislation
as the Comprehensive Community College Act, especially in the
context of reforms addressed to the problems of campus disorders
and lack of education and job opportunities for middle and
lower income citizens.

Respectpilly,

Q7..Y
BILL GREENE
Member of the Assembly
California Legislature
Fifty-Third District

BG:gf

Attachment (1)
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CALIFORNIA AND THE JUNIOR PROFESSIONS

a report linking obsolescence of
traditional baccalaureate education
with campus disturbances and lack
of education and job opportunities
for middle and lower income citizens

A SPECIAL REPORT TO:
Assemblyman Bill Greene
Chairman, Subcommittee on

Vocational and Technical Training
California State Legislature

Educational Affairs Research, Inc.
2338 Grove Street
Berkeley, California 94704
(415) 843-6854
May 1970
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This study represents one and one-half years
investigation by an independent, university-based
education research firm. Legislative interest in
"California and the Junior Professions" began with
a 1969 resolution asking the State of California
to study "career ladder education programs."1

The attached final product of the private
study was translated by Assemblyman Bill Greene's
office into a legislative resolution asking for a
high-level State plan on how to implement "junior
professional" and paraprofessional programs in
California,2 and a package of proposals for amending
the "Comprehensive Community College Act of 1969,"
now being heard in committee in the United States
Congress.

In brief, the private study shows conclusively
that there is a practical alternative to campus disorders,
poor quality undergraduate programs, and skyrocketing
costs of baccalaureate education.

First, it is educationally feasible for community

1Request made to the California Advisory Council
on Vocational Education and Technical Training, pursuant
to Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 128, authored by
Assemblymen Victor V. Veysey (Chairman, Assembly Educa-
tion Committee) and Bill Greene (Chairman, Assembly
Subcommittee on Vocational and Technical Training).

2Request made to Coordinating Council on Higher
Education, pursuant to Assembly Concurrent Resolution
No. 119, now pending in the California Legislature.
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colleges to offer State-subsidized three-year "junior
professional" and paraprofessional programs in health
care services, engineering, transportation services,
public and education and business administration,
criminology, and so forth. As a consequence, it is
possible to reduce, if not eliminate, the number of
campus trouble centers ("crowded, bright, boarding
school" campuses) -- and at significant over-all
savings to the citizens of California.

Second, only the community colleges offer (1) local
community control, (2) tuition-free, open-door education,
and (3) quality and relevance of educational program.
Too many state-wide institutions are characterized
by highly centralized and politically unrepresentative
governing boards and administrations, tuition, restric-
tive admissions, high drop-out rates, and outdated
four-year degree programs.

Last, this study more clearly reflects the fact
that California's educational capital and manpower
reserves are being exhausted at the same time that
there is a 9 - 107, increase per decade in "years of
schooling completed" of the labor force. Expansion is
imperative at the "three year" college level.

It is increasingly apparent that the only successful
career ladder education open to lower and middle income
citizens is the one starting with graduate professional
schools. It is possible and practical for op 1,n access
to the junior professions and p profession based on
merit and true equal opportunit .

) 
Ass rmblIman Bill Greene
Cha rman, Subcommittee on Voca-

tional and Technical Training

et/ 
r. Thomas B. Gruenig
President, Educational Affa rs

Research, Inc.
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SUMMARY

1. The push for more formal education for each
person has created a growing "education gap" between
the professions and the vocations. The junior college
transfer student is in the middle of conflict.

2. The "Eisenhower era" Master Plan for Higher
Education did not spell out the negative implications
of a separate upper division for junior college transfer
students. There is growing call for reform.

3. Senior colleges (upper division institutions) are
experiencing serious problems of size and declining
service output.

4. There is a definite lack of upper division
alternatives where senior institutions have been inade-
quate. This is especially the case where senior insti-
tutions, in a number of cases, are "crowded, bright,
boarding schools," and are at the same time highly
centralized and politically unrepresentative in governing
boards and administration. This phenomenon is a state-
wide, if not nation-wide, problem and has been felt in
the form of political unrest.

5. Some lower division institutions (community colleges)
already have "informal" upper division programs to fulfill
the junior professional job needs forecasted by Arthur
D. Little, Inc., the State Human Relations Agency, etc.
Cost estimates show that "three-year community college
programs" would allow the State to reduce, if not elimi-
nate, the number of "crowded, bright, boarding schools"

and at substantial savings.

o0o

1. The upward push of Californians for more and higher

education is not at all accounted for by policies at the

state-wide level. The Master Plan for Higher Education,

developed during the later Eisenhower years, is not based

upon an average increase of 9 - 10% per decade in "years of

schooling completed" of the labor force.1 An Assembly

Education Committee staff report indicates that California
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has enrolled 16,000 students ahead of its Master Plan

estimate, and is thus six years ahead of schedule.2

The Legislative Analyst reports that the total current

expense of education for a California Community College

student is over $700 yearly.
3 Thus the Master Plan is

some $117 millions ahead of schedule in terms of planned

cost to the state. This unanticipated expense is about

equal to the total state revenues collected yearly on

alcoholic beverages.
4

What is remarkable about the above defect in the

Master Plan estimate is that the enrollment trends

of the late 1950's have continued to the present day,

even though the Master Plan indicated a policy of change.

That is, the trend of the 1950's shows the proportion of

upper division students to lower division students as 30%.

The Master Plan shows a 1975 projection of 40%.5 Thus

the Plan expects a major decline in college drop out rates

What has taken place is the vast expansion of lower

division terminal programs, while the upper division and

graduate programs have remained relatively stable.

In sheer numbers the Master Plan orientation to

baccalaureate and graduate degrees has become very much

outdated. Community college enrollments can be expected

2
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to exceed the Master Plan projected enrollment for 1975

by over 1007. That is, if community college enrollment

continues to increase by no less than 30,000 yearly,

then the real 1975 projected enrollment becomes 150,000

more than the 1970 enrollment of 385,000, or more than

double the Master Plan estimate! The increasing

obsolescence of the baccalaureate degree is noted by

Hansen and Weisbrod:

In 1965 approximately 170,000 students -- 109,000
males and 60,000 females -- entered the three California
systems of higher education for the first time.
(citation) On the basis of recent experience it
may be expected that of this group about 14 percent
of both males and females will earn baccalaureate
degrees (citation) -- with the balance, of course,
being non-graduates.

/The completion rate of 14 percent7 is
considerably lower than the national average
completion rate of perhaps 50 percent. The
relatively low overall rate for California reflects
the exceptionally high proportion of California
high school graduates who go to junior colleges
offering one or two year terminal programs.
Unpublished data from the U.S. Office of Education
indicate that California ranks 49th among the states
in proportion of undergraduates in public instituions
who graduate.7

Tn this light we can see that the traditional four-year

baccalaureate program has been eclipsed by lower division

programs in terms of size of enrollment. However,

the status of the education program has not changed

accordingly. In terms of added income per student,

the college graduate can be expected to approximately

3

51-567 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 33
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quadruple the financial return available to a non-graduate.

The difference rests primarily with whether the individual

satisfied graduation requirements or not, regardless of

how much he has learned or contributed to the education

process. Baccalaureate graduation continues to serve

as the convenient but very costly screening agent

for employers, professional schools, and even social

status.

Because the Master Plan is still baccalaureate and

graduate-school oriented, there has developed a rigidity

in the roles of the education super-agencies that service

the three divisions of higher education. A widening gap

has been frozen between the high school-oriented "voca-

tions" and the doctorate-oriented "professions." That is,

as a result of the lower division versus upper division

cleavage, there is a vast difference between the student

who completes a community college terminal program

("high school-oriented two-year degree") and the

community college transfer student who goes on to the

state college or university for a graduate school-oriented

four-year degree.

A third "junior professional" year at the community

colleges would provide a convenient in-between point for

4

8
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community college transfer students who cannot afford

to leave their home community but are willing and able

to complete an upper division program -- either by means

of "extension," adult education, or by full day-time program.

Such junior professional education program can be modeled

after successful technician and senior professional

programs: admissions and graduation standards, internships

(cooperative work-study education), official recognition

of junior professional status as equivalent to the liberal

arts baccalaureate degree (e.g., by the civil service commissions).

It is noteworthy that when the community college transfer

student reaches senior college, he finds many innovative

gradations: a variety of four-year degrees (but no three-

year degrees), one to two-year master degrees, and two to

five-year doctorate degrees. In contrast, the community

colleges terminate innovation at the end of two years, by law.

An innovative 2=2- year program is technically illegal, as

it involves upper division instruction, which one can

obtain only by transferring to a senior institution (which

would not offer the last half-year due to conflict with

baccalaureate programs).

footnotes

1/ p. 96, Selma J. Mushkin, ed., Economics of Higher Education
2/ Assembly Education Subcommittee on Educational Environment,

March 10, 1970

5
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3/ Analysis of the Budget Bill of the State of California 
- for the Fiscal Year July 1, 1970, to June 30, 1971,

Report of the Legislative Analyst to the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee, p. 335.

4/ Ibid., p. A-42.

5/ Ibid., p. 322. See also Master Plan for Higher Education 
- TH-7alifornia, 1960 - 1975, California State Department

of Education, p. 54.

6/ Ibid.

7/ pp. 31 - 32, W. Lee Hansen and Burton A. Weisbrod:
- Benefits, Costs and Finance of Public Higher Education 

(Chicago: Markham Pub. Co., 1969). This study focuses
on financial planning for higher education in California.

8/ Ibid.

2. The lower division versus upper division separation

has negative implications not evident in the Master Plan.

The almost arbitrary upper division break is where the

following California tradition comes to a halt:

a. community control over education
b. "tuition-free" and "open-door education
c. quality, relevant education programs for

community undergraduates and prospective job
applicants

The Master Plan terminates these traditional values

at the end of lower division at a time when community

college enrollments have exceeded all estimates.

The state-wide super-agencies (State Colleges and

University) are in almost complete control of upper

division education and its tie to the famed "college

degree."

A number of state-wide leaders have questioned

why traditional baccalaureate programs should not be

shortened or simplified: U.C. Regent Norton Simon,
1

the California Coordinating Council for Higher Education

6
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(Report no. 1034, June 1969),2 and a number of writers:

Richard H. Gott (Center for Research and Development

in Higher Education, University of California, Berkeley),3

J. Chester Swanson and John A. McClure (Field Service

Center, School of Education, U.C. Berkeley),4 W. Lee

Hansen and Burton A. Weisbrod (consultant to California

State Legislature, Joint Committee on Higher Education),5

and Paul Woodring (Education Editor, Saturday Review).6

footnotes

1/ April 16, 1970, memo to the Board of Regents
of the University of California, re: "Management
of University Financial Operations, Agenda Item
for Friday, April 17, 1970"

2/ The Undergraduate Student and His Higher Education: 
- Policies of California Colleges and Universities 

in the Next Decade 

3/ Junior College into Four-Year College: Rationale 
- II-Fla—Result in Two Institutions (1968)

4/ Vocational-Technical Education for Santa Rosa 
- Junior College (1968)

5/ Benefits, Costs, and Finance of Public Higher 
- Education (Chicago, Illinois: Markham Pub. Co.,

1069)

6/ The Higher Learninz in America: A Reassessment 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1968)

3. Evidence is accumulating rapidly that indicates that

packed senior collegeshave been and are unable to achieve

their educational goals of citizenship training, high-level

7
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cultural literacy, and occupational preparation.

First, the State Committee on Public Education's

1969 Report states that California senior institutions

are unable to meet the sheer numbers of employer1and

student demand for upper division education.2 More,

local communities are not consistently served by upper

division education. The Valleys are significantly

deprived, whereas the metropolitan areas are greatly

over-supplied.3 Many Valley "community college transfer

students" never return to their home communities once

they come to the urban "boarding school," where the

youth culture is located and professional opportunities

abound. The March 10, 1970, hearings by Assemblyman

John Stull's Subcommittee on Educational Environment

(re: state college and university admissions) support

this point.

Second, packed campuses in a "boarding school"

environment -- where college drop-out rates are

can make senior colleges an undesirable form of education.

To ask an excitement-prone age group to wait four and

five years for a college degree and job certificate

is to invite rebellion and sharp criticism of every

dimension. And this is especially the case when California

8
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students receive public "boarding school" subsidies

totalling more than $200 millions yearly5 as an alternative

to "work your way through college independently."

Evidence of frustration and boredom is seen in

"the student movement" and the New Left, which has spilled

over into campus disorders and almost uncontrollable

crime rates in off-campus municipalities. This phenomenon

has been reported by a number of authorities, among

them being Dr. John P. Spiegel (Director, Lemberg Center

for the Study of Violence, Brandeis University),6

the Assembly Select Committee on Campus Disturbances

(May 1969),7 and the Special Committee on Campus Tensions

of the American Council on Education (April 1970).8

As a possible index of "boarding school" frustrations,

the majority of the skyrocketing crime rates in larceny,

burglary, and auto theft are committed by out of county 

upper division students and their "street people" peer

groups. (Berkeley City Annual Police Report)9 The

Legislative Analyst's Report (as per A.C.R. 210 of 1969)

only partially accounts for the massive property damage

and suffering associated with senior colleges and

universities.

9
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footnotes

1/ The Northern California Industry-Education
Council in San Francisco has held one
conference and a number of presentations
this year on "relevance in education."

2/ Citizens for the 21st Century, p. 141, Dr.
Nicholas DeWitt: "Manpower Guidelines for
Educational Policy Planning in the State
of California."

3/ Ibid., pp. 155 - 161.

4/ As indicated above on page 3, "California
ranks 49° among the states in proportion
of undergraduates in public institutions
who graduate."

Report No. 1034 of the California Coordinating
Council for Higher Education states:

"... the percentages persisting to graduation
with a baccalaureate degree appear somewhat
lower than might be expected in view of the
population of the state and the numbers in
higher education programs. The question of
student persistence to graduation has thus
become a subject of recent emphasis and
concern, as well it should in any event."
(p. 86, cited above on page 7, footnote #2).

5/ An estimated $2.2 billions is spent nationally
on student financial aid. California, with
10% of the national population, should receive
over $200 millions yearly:

"In 1959 Seymour Harris, then chairman
of the Department of Economics at Harvard
University, estimated that the $96 million
spent on student aid in the 1955-56 academic
year would increase to more than $600 million
by the academic year 1969-70. (citation)
It now seems that the assistance will be
more than twice the amount Harris estimated;
it is expected that in the 1968-69 school
year more than $2.2 billion will be available,
which will aid more than one million students.
(citation) Since student financial aid is
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being used to effect major social change, the way
in which student financial aid is administered
deserves close and careful scrutiny." (Introduc-
tion to A Design for a Model College Financial Aid 
Office by William D. Van Dusen and John J. O'Hearne
(New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1968)

6/ "The Group Psychology of Campus Disorders -- a Trans-_
actional Approach."

7/ See April 26, 1970, Report of the American Council
- on Education, Special Committee on Campus Tensions,

Hon. Sol M. Linowitz, Chairman

8/ See May 1969 Report of the Select Committee on Campus
- Disturbances, Hon. Victor V. Veysey, Chairman

See also:

The Academic Revolution, Christopher Jencks and David
Riesman, Anchor Books (Garden City, New York: Doubleday
and Co., 1969)

The Academic State, Joint Committee on Higher Education,
California State Legislature (1968)

"The Berkeley Crisis," Sheldon Wolin and John Schaar,
The New York Review of Books, February 9, 1970

The Berkeley Student Revolt: Facts and Interpretations,
Seymour Martin Lipset and Sheldon S. Wolin, Anchor
Books (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Co., 1965)

"Campus Governance," The Research Reporter, Volume V,
Number 1, 1970, The Center for Research and Develop-
ment in Higher Education, University of California,
Berkeley

The Challenge of Achievement, Joint Committee on
Higher Education, California State Legislature (1969)

The Challenge to the University, Dissenting Report,
Study Commission on University Governance, University
of California, Berkeley, April 4, 1968 (published
in the Daily Californian of the same date)

Chronicle of Higher Education (April 1970), special
report on campus disorders

The Closed Corporation: American Universities in 
Crisis (-New York: Ballantine, 1968)

The Confidence Crisis, Paul L. Dressel, F. Craig
Johnson, and Philip M. Marcus (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1970)
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Crisis at Columbia, The Cox Commission Report,
Columbia University, New York City (1968)

The Culture of the University: Governance and 
Education, Report of the Study Commission on
University Goverance, University of California,
Berkeley, January 15, 1968

The Education Nightmare, The New York Review of 
Books, October 9, 1969 (a collection of articles)

The Great Experiment, Assembly Interim Committee on
Education, California State Legislature, January 1967

Revolution at Berkeley: The Crisis in American 
Education, Michael V. Miller and Susan Gilmore,
editors, with an introduction by Irving Howe,
Dell Laurel paperback, 1965.

"Reason and Radicalism in the University,"
Barrington Moore, Jr., The New York Review of 
Books, April 23, 1970

"Riots, Civil and Criminal Disorders," Hearings
before the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations
of the Committee on Government Operations, United
States Senate, Ninety-First Congress, First Session,
pursuant to Senate Resolution 26, 91st Congress,
Hon. Hohn L. McClellan, Chairman

"San Francisco State," Peter Shapiro and Bill Barlow,
Bay Area Radical Education Project, San Francisco,
reprinted from Leviathan, April 1969

Shut It Down! A College in Crisis, San Francisco
State College: October 1968 - April 1969, a staff
report to the National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence, prepared by William H.
Orrick, Jr. (June 1969)

"Student Participation Issue," Journal of Educational 
Change, Vol. 1, No. 4, May 1970, published by the
Office of Assistant Chancellor for Educational
Development, University of California, Berkeley

Student Protests 1969 -- Summary, Urban Research
Corporation, Chicago, Illinois

The University and Revolution, Gary R. Weaver and
James H. Weaver, editors (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1969)

"Why They Burned the Bank," The Nation, March 23, 1970
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9/ page 29, 1968 Report.

4. There is a definite lack of upper division alternatives

where senior institutions have been inadequate. This

lack of alternatives is a state-wide, if not nation-wide

problem, and has been felt in the form of political unrest.

The upper division alternatives are "middle class

security alternatives." That is, choices as to what

kind of experiences and programs should make up the

college degree. Choices as to relevance to public

affairs and the world of work; choices as to required

courses; choices as to admissions and graduation standards;

choices as to the kinds of teachers; choices as to

class size; choices as to special education and student

services; etc.

Senator Joseph Clark's Employment and Manpower

Subcommittee (89th Congress) found that college graduates

experience the least unemployment of all education levels,

as one might expect. In this light it is unusual to

find both adult education students and young undergraduates

cut off from the choice of upper division instruction in

their home community colleges. There is no intermediate

upper division alternative ("unior professional degree")

13
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offered in the community colleges, though the educational

resources (plant, equipment, faculty, programs) need

only slight modification to accomplish such. In the

absence of a junior professional alternative, adults

and young people have the alternative of fulfilling the

standard baccalaureate requirements. And until that

goal is reached, all prior work and certification is

in the category of "non-college graduate," "college

drop-out," etc.

The context of present upper division education is

not a visible issue if one views upper division as only

a state-wide college graduation machine. If one listens

to the young people, then the bureaucratic impersonalism

of a state-wide education super-agency (State College

or University system) is reflected in "riot" rallies,

severe attack on national and state politics, and

participation in politics that has little local or state-

wide orientation. Thus the senior institutions have

become tantamount to a training center for the politics

of alienation and extremism.

How to communicate with the State's education super-

agencies in order to effect change of policy? The

Assembly Select Committee on Campus Disturbances found

14
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that "Administrators and the governing boards of the

University of California and the California State Colleges

have frequently failed to develop effective two-way

channels of communication with students, faculty, and

the public. Students and faculty feel they have been

unable to obtain a full hearing for their opinions on

curriculum, administrative processes, and disciplinary

procedures. Students and faculty often have been

unreceptive to and disdainful of public opinion, and

the financial and procedural problems facing campus

officers and their governing boards."
1

"Access to senior college governing boards for

change of campus policies" is a common theme running

through almost all the literature on campus disorders.

There is abundant evidence that student demonstrations

increase sharply in number and intensity with size of

enrollment and with the offering of graduate education

programs.2 Thus a packed senior college, with its

unenvied bureaucratic problems, is ripe for violence.

And, significantly, time after time students have demon-

strated to themselves that violence cuts through the

"red tape" and brings forth negouiations.
3

The April 1970 Special Committee on Campus Tensions

15
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sums up the specific issues which involve campus violence.

Note that each of these issues concerns defective two-way

channels of communication between the governing board and

the students, faculty, and the public.

Major protest incidents covered a wide range 
of student concerns. In 1968-69, student power
was an issue in roughly three-quarters of the
institutions experiencing violence or disruption.
The most prevalent of the specific issues on campuses
that had violent protest involved (1) instituting
special educational programs for disadvantaged or
minority groups, (2) allowing greater student
participation on committees, (3) changing institu-
tional disciplinary practices, (4) challenging
apparent administrative indifference or inaction
to grievances, and (5) --an off-campus issue--
challenging alleged administrative indifference to
local community problems. (We do not know, of
course, the extent to which stated issues were
truly the important issues or had wide student
support. )4

There is little doubt that California Community

Colleges stand in contrast to the bureaucratic problems

of the education super-agencies (State Colleges and

University). Access to governing boards and "due process"

protections are available at a number of levels: chief

administrator of the school district, the district

trustees (elected by local constituents), the local

electorate, the Board of Governors of the California

Community Colleges, the California State Legislature,

accreditation organizations, and professional and citizens'

education associations. Each of these authorities

has the power to initiate peaceful campus change regarding

16
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the make-up of the budget, curriculum, personnel, facilities,

and special education programs.

On the contrary, at a State College or University

campus, local governance is a subject which few under-

stand or have the authority to initiate change over.

But few doubt the role of the heads of the education

super-agency. The Regents of the University legally

hold plenary power over all University operations --

subject to no constitutional division of labor and

authority with the Legislature, individual campuses,

or the constituents of the local campus community

(faculty, administration, employees, students, off-

campus municipality). The State College Trustees has

almost the power of the Regents, but as yet its authority

is still statutory and not constitutional. Such is a

distinct contrast from the elementary and secondary

schools and community colleges--which have two-way

communication flow, political alternatives at many

levels, and constitutional protections for all.

footnotes

1/ p. 3, May 1969 Report of the Select Committee on
Campus Disturbances, Eon. Victor V. Veysey,
Chairman.

2/ pp. 6-7, "Campus Governance," The Research 
Reporter, Volume V, Number 1, 1970, The Center
for Research and Development in Higher Education,
University of California, Berkeley.
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3/ p. 9, April 26, 1970, Report of the American
Council on Education, Special Committee on
Campus Tensions, Hon. Sol M. Linowitz, Chairman

4/ Ibid., p. 8.

5. it is noteworthy that some community colleges

already have what amounts to a three-year "junior

professional" program -- a clear alternative to high

cost "upper division" boarding schools.
1
 in fact

a 1969 U.S. Office of Education study indicates that

over 807 of subbaccalaureate degrees involve more than

two years work, and the education program is most likely

superior to a senior college liberal arts education,

presently characterized by frequent disorders and

turmoil. (J. Jean Brinkman, Report No. 0E-54045)

The 1969 Arthur D. Little Report to the State

Board of Education indicates a high growth rate in those

kinds of occupations normally requiring "three years

or more" of college, usually with an occupational orienta-

tion.2 This point is supported by California Manpower 

Needs to 1975, published by the State Human Relations

Agency.3

There is urgent need for public consideration of

some alternative to present "Eisenhower age" upper

18
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division education in a form that adheres to traditional

California values:

a. community control over education
b. tuition-free, open-door education
c. quality, relevant education programs for

community undergraduates and prospective job
applicants

The "junior professional" alternative is convenient

and attractive to students, "junior college" oriented

faculty, law enforcement agencies, and the local

community (which pays dearly for state-wide education

programs but receives campus disorders and diminishing

returns). It is possible for a number of $30 million

community college campuses4 to be added or expanded in

order to relieve the prssure on crowded upper division

"boarding schools." By attending a community college,

the adult education student or young undergraduate can

enter a junior professional program to the advantage

of himself, his local community, and to local employers.

Savings in skyrocketing student financial aids and

law enforcement costs can be channeled into construction

loans and grants.

It is of note to cost-conscious legislators and

taxpayers that the cost of financing a third year

junior professional program at the community colleges
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is much less than the third year at the State Colleges

or University:

Total Amount Borne by California Taxpayers (1965)5

Upper Division Student
University of Calif.

Upper Division Student
State Colleges

Lower Division Student
University of Calif.

Lower Division Student
State Colleges

Lower Division Student
Calif. Commun. Coll.

$1,880

$1,471

$1,214

$1,248

$721

Mote: These
—figures do
not include
the massive
student
financial
aid programs
of the last
few years.
Thus community
colleges would
cost even lessj

From the above chart, one can conclude that the State

could finance the total cost of a junior professional

program at the community colleges and still save funds.

And further savings could be realized by applying the

study findings of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 128

of 1969 ("career ladder education") and Assembly

Concurrent Resolution 119 of 1970 ("paraprofessional

education") in order to make a modest community upper

division education a practical alternative.

footnotes

1/ See Vocational-Technical Education for Santa Rosa 
- Junior College, J. Chester Swanson and John A.

McClure, Field Service Center, School of Education,
University of California, Berkeley (1968)

2/ Part V, "California Manpower Requirements: 1975,"
— A Policy and System Study of California Vocational 
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Education (1970)

3/ California Department of Human Resources
Development, Division of Research and Statistics,
Sacramento (October 1969)

4/ Estimated cost according to Legislative Analyst,
"Smaller Centers for Higher Education," January 5,
1970, pursuant to A.C.R. 75, 1969 Legislative
Session.

5/ pp. 42-44, Benefits, Costs, and Finance of Public
Higher Education, W. Lee Hansen and Burton A.
Weisbrod (Chicago: Markham Pub. Co., 1969)

o0o

A Postscript on the District of Columbia Public Education
Act of 1966: Comprehensive Community Higher Education for

Lower and Middle Income Citizens

On November 7, 1966, Public Law 89-791 established
the Federal City College and the Washington Technical
Institute.a These two institutions are senior and junior
colleges, respectively, aimed at serving the needs of
low and middle income residents of the District of
Columbia. Most of these citizens have experienced
substantial lack of educational opportunity due to a
combination of factors: income level of parents, ethnic
grouping, geographic location, age, and quality of early
schooling.b

Public higher education in the District of Columbia
serves as a parallel to California's community college
system in several respects: (1) the population served
is preponderantly lower and middle income (the majority
of which do not continue to the baccalaureate degree
level); (2) the surrounding community contains a number of
major universities, all of which have a regional or
national (but not "community") constituency; and (3)
the college setting is urban or suburban rather than
rural .c

The founding statutes provided for the above needs
as follows: (1) public control would be local, and would
include municipal government participation (§102 - 103,
P.L. 89-791); (2) residents would enjoy low or no tuition,
and open door educationd (§103, P.L. 89-791); (3) quality
undergraduate programs for community citizens and job
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aspirants (1101, P.L. 89-791; §107 - 109, P.L. 90-354);
and (4) community servicee (€1107 - 109; P.L. 90-354).
This latter, "community service," is a theme that is
not federally supported at the California Community
College level.

Notes

aSee "Authorizing a Public Community College of
Arts and Sciences, and a Public Vocational
Technical College," Hearings before Subcommittee
No. 4 of the Committee on the District of Columbia,
House of Representatives, 89th Congress, 2nd Session.

bAn elaboration of these factors is presented in
A Chance to Learn: An Action Agenda for Equal 
Opportunity in Higher Education, A Special Report
and Recommendations by The Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Co., 1970)

cThe "essence" of the comprehensive community college
is aptly described in "The Two-Year Stretch: Junior
Colleges in America" by Frank G. Jennings, Change 
in Higher Education, Vol. 2, No. 2, March - April 1970

dThe alternative is limited opportunity scholarship
and student aid programs at regional universities,
where admissions and retention standards are high.

For District of Columbia higher education, the
community service theme is well-developed, as a
consequence of extending to it "land-grant college"
status. As described in the 1968 Congressional
Hearing, land-grant status includes the following
federal grants and services (now with urban orient-
ation): (1) instructional programs in agriculture
and mechanic arts, home economics, youth and
community development, etc.; (2) fund allotments
for research, investigation and experimentation
in marketing, consumer education, food handling,
etc.; (3) fund allotments for agricultural research
and extension work; (4) fund allotments for support
of mechanic arts and agricultural programs; and
(5) participation in cooperative extension service,
including home economics and 4-H programs of the
Department of Agriculture. (See "Federal City
College as a Land Grant College," Hearing before
Subcommittee No. 5 of the Committee on the District
of Columbia, House of Representatives, 90° Congress,
2nd Session).
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RELATED LEGISLATIVE MEASURES

California and National

I - Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 119.

Requests Coordinating Council on Higher Education
to engage in a high-level study of the junior
professions and to make a final report in
January 1972.

II - Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 128.

Requests California Advisory Council on Voca-
tional Education to engage in a study of
"career ladder education" (to improve bridges
between the high schools and the junior colleges),
and to make a final report in January 1971.

III - Proposed Amendments Offered by Assemblyman
Bill Greene to S. 1033 (Sen. Williams) and
H.R. 8200 (Rep. Frank Thompson), the "Compre-
hensive Community College Act of 1969."

Proposes that "junior professional programs"
be included in the Congressional Act.

51-56'7 0 - '71 - pt. 3 -- 35
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Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 128

RESOLUTION CHAPTER 394

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 128—
.Relative to vocational education.

[Filed with Secretary of State August 27, 1969.]

WHEREAS, Vocational education in California is a vital force
in providing the state with trained manpower, in reducing
unemployment, and in countering high school dropout rates;
and
WHERRAS, Numerous statewide studies have raised serious

questions as to a lack of coordination and cooperation among
the state's high schools, community colleges, and private schools
in providing "career ladder" programs—from the high school
level through the community college level; and

WrizREAs, The matter of statewide "career ladder" trans-
ferable curriculum for vocational students is of primary pub-
lic concern in curbing high school dropout rates and capturing
the ambitions of high school and junior college youth; and
WHEREA; A statewide "career ladder" transferable cur-

riculum and effective occupational guidance depends to a high
degree upon the coordination and cooperation of both academic
and vocational educators in translating one another's curricu-
him into understandable, common standards; and
WHERtA 8, A basic function of the Advisory Council on Vo-

cational Education is to explore, research, and conduct studies
in matters affecting the whole of vocational education; now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, the
Senate thereof concurring, That the members request that the
Advisory Council on Vocational Education engage in a com-
prehensive, in-depth study of the feasibility of (a) statewide
"career ladder" transferable curriculum from the high school
level through the community college level, and (b) statewide
"career ladder" guidance and counseling from the high school
level through the community college level—both with the aim
of curbing high school dropout rates and capturing the am-
bitions of youth; and be it further

Resolved, That the members request that the Advisory Coun-
cil on Vocational Education submit to the Legislature not later
than the fifth legislative day of the 1971 Regular Session
of the Legislature a report of its findings and recommenda-
tions in connection with said study; and be it further
Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly transmit a

copy of this resolution to the Advisory Council on Vocational
Education.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

FEBRUARY 17, 1969

Mr. WILLIAMS Of New Jersey (for himself, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.
GOODELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE,
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCARTHY, Mr.
MCGEE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr.

NELSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PROUTY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr.
SCHWEIKER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and Mr. YOUNG of Ohio) intro-
duced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare

A BILL
To improve and increase postsectondary educational oppor-

tunities throughout the Nation by providing assistance to

the States for the development and construction of compre-

hensive community colleges.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Comprehensive Corn-

4 munity College Act of 1969".

5
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May L. 1970
Assembvman Bill Greene
California State Legislature

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 1033 (Sen. Williams) and

H.R. 8200 by Rep. Frank Thompson

1. Include the term "junior professional programs" in
Section 203 (a) (2) (A).

2. Define in. Section 301 the term "junior professional
program" to mean:

a. a degree program from a community college or four-
year college consisting of an occupational education
which (I) does not require a baccalaureate college
education, (ii) which does not require admission
to a graduate school or graduate professional school
or post-baccalaureate school, but (iii) which relates
to senior professional education and graduate
education programs offered at recognized graduate
schools.

b. a degree program consisting of a liberal arts
or foundation education base, with at least one
year of junior professional studies, including
an internship or cooperative education experience
the total regular education program amounting to
not less than three years nor more than four years.

c. a degree program for which the instructors of
the" junior professional" portion hold a Master's
Degree or better in the profession (or related
profession) or have the equivalent executive rating
or professional skills in government, industry, agriculture,
or organized labor. Highest priority is given to
employing faculty from sensitive employment sectors,
which suffer lay-offs in response to government
procurement policies and shifts in the economy.

3. [nclude in Sec. 203 (a) that the United States Civil
Service Commission is mandated (or authorized) to
accept junior professionals at least at the same entry
level of the liberal arts baccalaureate degree holder.

4. Include in Sec. 203 (a) that a State desiring to
receive its allotment of Federal funds must submit
evidence in its State plan that the State civil
service commission accepts junior professionals
at the same entry level of the liberal arts baccalaureate,
degree holder.

5. Revise the provisions for the National Advisory Council
(Sec. 305) so as to avoid duplication and competition
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 1033 and H.R. 8200 (cont.)

with the National Advisory Council on Vocational Educa-
tion (which is already gaining influence in the promotion
of community college education). However, the name•
of the National Advisory Council on Vocational Education
should be changed to the "National Advisory Council on
Vocational Education and the Junior Professions."
The State Advisory Councils should be re-named
accordingly. Sec. 305 should make appropriate reference
to Title I of the Vocational Education Amendments of
1968 (P.L. 90-576).

6. Include in Sec. 203 (a) that a State desiring to receive
its allotment of Federal funds must submit evidence in
its State plan that it has created a specified number
of vocational areas, the boundaries of which are
developed along lob market lines. The selection of
the number of areas and the boundaries shall be made
by a joint Federal-State committee consisting of
senior representatives of (i) the Departments of
Health, Education, and Welfare and Labor and Commerce, and
(II) the State Departments of Employment and the
State agencies which administer the secondary and post-
secondary institutions. Similar committees shall be
established at the area level. (The California Legis-
lature incorporated this feature into its VocatiGnal
and Technical Training Act of 1969, A.B. 1820).

7. Include in Sec. 203 (a) that a State desiring to
receive its allotment of Federal funds must submit
evidence in its State plan that the vocational areas
see #6 above) serve as a basis for collecting area

data about and anticipating future needs for (i) manpower
needs and opportunities, (ii) educational attainments •
of the population and manpower pool, and (iii) educational
output of the institutions, and (iv) Federal-State-Local
expenditures to public education. (The California
Legislature has such measure pending before it in
A.B. 2018).

8. Include in Sec. 203 (a) that a State desiring to
receive its allotment of Federal funds must submit
evidence in its State plan that a policy board(or
policy advisory board with staff) has been established
at the level of the community college campus, and the
board has the character of the State Advisory Council
on Vocational Education (and the Junior Professions).
That is, ex-officio status is given to official
representation of the Following, preferably associations:
faculty (and their primary subdivisions), employees,

-7-



1904

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 1033 and H.R. 8200 (cont.)

students, industry, minority groups, local legislators,
and the adjacent campus municipality.

9. Include in Sec. 203 (a) that the State plan must be a
section of the State plan required under Sec. 123 of
the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 (P.L. 90-576).

10. Include in Sec. 203 (b) that the Commissioner is to
give highest priority to re-allocating Federal student
financial aid funds to loans and grants fcr construction
of community college facilities, provided that the
State plan evidences that (i) the proposed re-allocated
funds are student financial aid savings resulting from
retaining junior college transfer students in "junior
professional" programs at the community colleges and
(ii) the reduction oJ. junior college transfer students
in the senior colleges has diminished or has been
associated with a decline in senior college crime
and disorders and smaller senior college enrollment.

o0o

Please note that the above proposals incorporate
much of the thrust of the community college portion of
the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 and the pending
"Intergovernmental Personnel Act" (H.R. 5546, Rep. Moorhead).

in brief, several key policy objectives are accomplished
within the context of the "Comprehensive Community College
Act of 1969" and the above proposed amendments. First,
brushed aside are surface claims that the proposed legis-
lation is "just another program," "adds to mounting
program fragmentation," and "answers no serious need."

Rather, the proposed legislation makes a basic
reform in undergraduate education, now visibly suffering
from strife, educational irrelevance, and skyrocketing
costs. Packed universities become more manageable as
modified community colleges absorb the junior college
transfer students. And the universities can concentrate
more effectively on graduate education, college teacher
training, and research. Community colleges, if allowed
to increase fledgling "junior professional" programs,
can be more serviceable to the community as a whole.-
And undergraduates find such education as an attractive
alternative. Last, skyrocketing costs of senior college
campuses are reduced as Federal studeet aid subsidies

-3-
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 1033 and H.R. 8200 (cont.)

are diverted to "hard" budget expenditures such as construc-
tion of facilities. More, the over-all cost of higher
education is not increased but rather kept manageable
(in the light of Vietnam war obligations in the years
remaining).

Legislatively, the proposals integrate conveniently
with other similar legislation: the 1968 Vocational
Education Act and the pending government manpower bill.
The Community College legislation supports and dovetails
into the intent of these measures and in no way offers
competition.

o0o

BILL GREENE
Chairman, Subcommittee on Vocational

and Technical Training

BG:rc
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FOREWORD

The development of community colleges in the 50 states has experi-

enced rapid expansion during the past ten years. During this period a

number of important changes have occured: more institutions have been

established; more students are continuing beyond high school and more

are completing high school; more state level support is available to

community colleges; federal funds are being made available to these

institutions; coordination and/or control has been developed at state

and even at regional levels in some areas of operation.

In earlier years community junior colleges were for the most part

controlled and supported at the local district level. Changes have

accompanied their recent growth, however. These changes have placed

considerably more emphasis upon state level support. The possibility

of increasing support from federal sources has alleviated to some ex-

tent the dwindling local support.

Such changes are in keeping with many other political, economic

and social changes. The community colleges reflect society as it is

developing. We may be certain, however, that even more changes will

be found in tomorrow. Lawrence Arney has identified many of these

changes, and he has also demonstrated how the basic philosophy of the

community college development is related to financial support. The

policy which controls the operation speaks far more loudly than the

philosophical mottos which are sometimes expressed.

iv
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This study is one of a series of studies centered around an analysis

of state level activities. These are supported in part by a grant from

the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. This particular study is also basic to a

Community College Finance Study which is part of the National Educational

Finance Project. We are greatly indebted for the help of these two pro-

jects.

Dr. Dayton Y. Roberts, Assistant Director, Institute of Higher

Education, has ably served in editing this monograph. We thank him in

particular. We are also indebted, however, to the state directors in

the several states who helped by providing requested information about

their own state. As is the case in most studies the cooperative effort

of a number of persons provides the basis for the final conclusions and

recommendations.

James L. Wattenbarger, Director
Institute of Higher Education
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida
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CHAPTER 1

PROBLEMS IN FINANCE OF COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

In the community junior college movement leaders have long advocated

public higher education through the fourteenth year free of tuition and

accessible to all who may benefit from this level of education. This

philosophy is presently acceptable to those in authority in a few states.

However, all 50 states have indicated acceptance of some public respon-

sibility for post high school education and have provided for public funds

to be used in support of these institutions.

Little agreement can be found among the states as to what constitutes

the best pattern of support for the community colleges. For the most part

four major sources for operating funds have been utilized: local funds,

state funds, federal funds and tuition. Some additional local funds are

provided through charge-back procedures in a few states and other sources

of revenue such as gifts and auxiliary enterprises are found in most of

the states.

If community colleges are to continue to grow and prosper as they

have in the last decade there are at least seven important questions rele-

vant to financial support for which each state legislature must seek an

answer. How legislators answer these questions will greatly influence

the paths community colleges may follow in each state.

The questions are as follows:

1. Where does the responsibility for financing community colleges
lie?
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2. Who shall be educated at the post high school level?

3. At what level of government should the operational control of
community colleges be placed?

4. Should there be a state plan for community colleges coordinated
at the state level?

5. Who should provide funds for current expenses?

6. Who should provide funds for non-credit courses?

7. Who should provide funds for capital outlay?

Answers to the above questions have been given by interested parties

for many years. There has been no consensus on any of the answers. Con-

tributors to the community college literature since the end of World War II

have tried to arrive at answers to the above questions. The majority

opinion is summarized in the following paragraphs.

There has been general agreement among community college leaders

that the states have some responsibility for public education beyond the

high school level. The degree of commitment to this responsibility varies

considerably from state to state.

Today, as never before, concern is being revealed for providing equal

educational opportunity for all. This is nowhere more evident than in

the community college in which proponents have insisted that equal educa-

tional opportunity for all can best be provided through a tuition-free

education at an institution which is within commuting distance of the

population to be served by the institution.

The control of the community junior college must ultimately be con-

sidered at the state level as public schools operate within the framework

of state legislation. However, there exists a strong belief by many

2
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community college leaders that the community college must be responsive

to the local needs of the members of its own community. If such respon-

siveness is to be realized at the local level, then some local agency

must be in position to exercise much of the control of the institution.

This strong belief is the basis for advocating community colleges which

have most of the institutional controls located at the local level.

A viewpoint compatible with one of local control is that of coordi-

nation at the state level. This is consistent with the idea that each

state should have a plan for developing community colleges to serve the

population of the entire state. Coordination at the state level can make

each community college a functional part of a statewide post high school

educational system. The agency at the state level with coordinative

responsibilities is in a position to observe the total educational system,

to make suggestions concerning geographical locations of colleges, to

help avoid duplication of effort by several colleges, and to advise the

legislature on community college problems and financial needs.

The position of the state with reference to financial support for

operating expenses of community colleges varies from state to state.

Just how much of the financial burden of community colleges should be

considered state responsibility is not clear in the minds of many of

those who strongly support community colleges. The most prevalent view-

point of community college proponents is that most states are not providing

as much fiscal support for community colleges as they should. Recommen-

dations for additional funding at the state level has been brought about

by a desire to make post high school education available to everyone who

3
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has need of such opportunity. The tax structures of the states are such

that the public can be taxed more nearly according to the ability to pay

by the state than by the counties. Funds can also be more easily distri-

buted from the state level according to need for the funds and according

to benefits expected from proper utilization of the funds.

The diversity of program offerings of community colleges may well

cause the demise of some colleges but the dedicated community colleges

make every attempt to provide the programs which meet a real local need.

As long as community colleges keep a finger on the pulse of the community

and present course offerings based on perceived needs, they can be ex-

pected to thrive and grow. Needed offerings must not be restricted due

to limitations of state financial assistance given only to course offerings

which carry college transfer credit. To do otherwise is not consistent

with the overall objectives of the community college. If the college is

to offer the service of taking each individual as he is and assisting him

in his efforts to better himself educationally, it should not be forced

to offer only courses which are eligible for college credit. This type

of action from the state level is often made to protect state funds, but

such action can keep a much needed community college program from being

planned and implemented.

Who should provide capital outlay for community colleges? If only

local funds are to be used, it places a heavy and often prohibitive burden

on poor districts. Such a philosophy, if implemented, can only slow the

establishment of community colleges in the areas of most need of these

institutions. Community college advocates, for the most part, believe

13
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that capital outlay responsibility lies at the federal, state, and local

levels. The same arguments which prevailed for spreading the burden of

current expenses are just as applicable for capital outlay. In certain

instances the reasons become more pertinent. One example is that of the

heavy tax burden suddenly thrown on a district as a result of a large

capital construction project such as would be encountered in the con-

struction of a new campus for a beginning college. Projects as large

as this frequently would be considered prohibitive by local standards.

They could be better financed at the state level with its wider tax base

and the tax structure which enables the state to distribute the tax burden

more equitably than several local governments acting together would be

able to do.

The seven areas relative to community college finance given above

have all been covered in much of the community college literature. Al-

though there has been no consensus on any of the given areas, there is

general agreement as summarized in the following:

1. Post high school education is a public responsibility.

2. Equal educational opportunity for all who may benefit from it

should be provided at the community college level of education.

3. Community colleges should be sensitive to local needs; there-

fore, they should be controlled locally.

4. There should be a state plan for the community college level
of education coordinated by a state agency.

5. The state should assume an important role in the finance of the
community college level of education.

6. State support for the community college level of education should
be provided for both credit and non-credit classes.

7. The state should assume an important role in the provision of

capital outlay for community colleges.

5
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CHAPTER Il

STATE PATTERNS OF FINANCING COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES

The community college leaders have recognized that the recent rapid

growth of community colleges has been due to several reasons. A primary

one is that community college people have recognized the importance of

meeting the educational needs of the local population. If for some reason

in the future the community college leaders should overlook their local

responsibilities, some other institution or institutions will move to

meet pressing local educational needs. The success of community colleges

in serving the local public has, in turn, made the public responsive to

giving tangible support to the community colleges.

An investigation of methods of financing community colleges in the

50 states was made for the year 1968-69. Interesting differences were

found in reference to the responsibility for community colleges exhibited

by the public, to the control and coordination of the colleges, and to the

sources of funds for financing the operating expenses and the capital out-

lay of the colleges.

Public Responsibility for Community Junior Colleges 

Publicly supported community colleges are steadily becoming more

numerous. Today public financial support is made in many of the community

colleges which are serving approximately two million students.1 The

William A. Harper, Ed., 1969 Junior College Directory, p. 74.

6
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increased interest in public community colleges has been instrumental in

more than doubling public junior college enrollment in the past five years.

Community college leaders are outspoken in their desire for public

support for their colleges. Wattenbarger has said the post high school

level of education is essential enough to be made available to those who

may profit from such experience.2 Woodring expressed the desire for free

schooling at higher educational levels than now provided.3 Goldberg in-

sisted that 14 years of education was now to be considered a necessity.'

Others have been equally as vociferous in their insistence that the commu-

nity college be publicly supported.

The result has been that as early as 1968 all 50 states were providing

post high school educational opportunities to the citizenry of the states

through schools which were receiving public financial support. It has

taken long enough to get all 50 states involved in this level of educa-

tion, and several states have much to do before they can lay claim to

offering programs comparable to the comprehensive programs of the commu-

nity college. The important thing is that the groundwork has been laid

for expansion of community colleges in all states as the existing commu-

nity colleges continue to show outstanding results in providing a needed

service to the people of the communities they purport to serve.

2James L. Wattenbarger, "Financing Public Community Colleges," Estab-

lishing Legal Bases for Community Colleges, Proceedings of a Conference
sponsored by the Commission on Legislation of the American Association
of Junior Colleges, p. 9.

3Paul Woodring, The Higher Learning in America: A Reassessment, p. 65.

4Arthur J. Goldberg, "Education for Freedom and Equality," Junior College 
Journal, 36 (September, 1965), pp. 6-10.

7
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Community Junior College Control and Coordination 

The location of control of community colleges is one issue which has

not been resolved, at least, not in practice. Although there are those

in the community colleges who believe that only locally controlled commu-

nity colleges could possibly respond adequately to local needs, state

controlled community colleges are increasing at approximately the same

rate as locally controlled ones.

This writer discovered that community junior colleges were located

in 42 states in 1967-68. This was true when community junior colleges

were limited to the following definition: institutions which are sup-

ported by public tax funds, which are controlled and operated by a

board, either elected or appointed by a public official or agency, and

which offers programs and/or courses limited to the first two years of

post high school education, including the university parallel program

and at least one of the two following areas, occupational education and

continuing education.

Table I shows the number of community junior colleges in each state

in 1967-68 by operating agency. The eight states indicated as having no

community junior colleges had schools which offered the post high school

level of education, but they were not comprehensive enough to be included

within the previously given definition for community colleges. It can

be seen that 27 of the states had community colleges that were primarily

under the control of a local agency. A state level agency was the con-

trolling agent in 11 states and the remaining 4 states had at least one

community college operated by each type of agency.

8
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TABLE I

NUMBER OF COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES IN EACH STATE
IN 1967-68, BY OPERATING AGENCYa

State
Operated by
Local Agency

Operated by
State-Level Agency Total

Alabama
Alaska

0
..

15
..

15
..

Arizona 7 0 7
Arkansas 2 0 2

California 83 O 83
Colorado 9 ob 9
Connecticut 0 7 7
Delaware 0 1 1
Florida 26 0 26

Georgia 1 9 10

Hawaii o 4 4

Idaho 2 O 2

Illinois 27 0 27

Indiana 1 O I
Iowa 15 0 15

Kansas 16 0 16

Kentucky 0 11 11

Louisiana o 1 1

Maine .. .. ..

Maryland 12 0 12

Massachusetts 2 12 14

Michigan 24 O 24

Minnesota 0 16 16

Mississippi 17 0 17

Missouri 10 O 10

Montana 3 0 3
Nebraska 5 0 5
Nevada I 0 1

New Hampshire .. . .

New Jersey 6 0 6

New Mexico 1 0 1

New York 37 0 37
North Carolina 13 0 13

North Dakota 2 3 5
Ohio 7 0 7

Oklahoma 5 6 11

Oregon 12 0 12

Pennsylvania 12 0 12

9
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TABLE I (Continued)

State
Operated by
Local Agency

Operated by
State-Level Agency Total

Rhode Island o 1 1
South Carolina
South Dakota ..
Tennessee o 3 3
Texas 36 o 36
Utah o 3 3
Vermont .. ..
Virginia o 10 10
Washington 22 o 22
West Virginia
Wisconsin ..
Wyoming 5 o 5

TOTAL 421 102 523

aBased on the assumption that the overall control of all community
colleges was at the state level, but individual college control
was primarily located with either a state-level or a local-level
agency.

bHad some community junior colleges operated by a state-level
agency in 1968-69.

SOURCE: Lawrence Hinkle Arney, "A Comparison of Patterns of
Financial Support with Selected Criteria in Community Junior
Colleges," Doctoral Dissertation, University of Florida, 1969.

10



The responsibility accepted by the states for post high school edu-

cation has also brought about the problem of providing equal educational

opportunity to all of a given state's population. Much of the equality

of educational opportunity is dependent upon the methods of distribution

of state funds.

The distribution methods of 1967-68 could be divided into two sepa-

rate categories. One method involved legislative appropriation either

directly to the colleges or to a state agency which allocated the funds

to the colleges. The second method was to allocate funds on the basis

of an objective formula. This was the most popular way of distributing

state funds, and some of the states had further incorporated equalization

measures into the objective formulas.

Table 2 shows the method of distribution of state funds for junior

colleges current expenses according to state law for 1967-68. There

were 25 states in which state funds were allocated on the basis of an

objective formula. Many of these states allocated a flat rate per full-

time equivalent student in each college and thereby provided a predictable

income. The flat grant per pupil method of distribution served an equali-

zation function but not as much as when further equalization factors were

built into the formula.

As additional factors are identified as affecting the costs of various

curricula in the community colleges, additional states will become inter-

ested in providing more equal educational opportunity through the provision

of placing less emphasis on equal expenditures per full-time equivalent

student and more emphasis on the cost of a needed program. Three states

11
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TABLE 2

METHOD OF DISTRIBUTION OF STATE FUNDS FOR JUNIOR COLLEGE
CURRENT EXPENSES, ACCORDING TO STATE LAW

State
An An Objective

Objective Formula With
Formula Equalization Measures

Legislative
Appropriation

Alabama
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado X
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida X
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois X
Indiana
Iowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland X
Massachusetts
Michigan X
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri X
Montana X
Nebraska X
Nevada
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohio X
Oklahoma
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Rhode Island

12

X

X

X

X
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

State
An An Objective

Objective Formula With
Formula Equalization Measures

Legislative
Appropriation

Tennessee
Texas X
Utah
Virginia X
Washington X
Wyoming X

X

X

SOURCE: Lawrence Hinkle Arney, "A Comparison of Patterns of

Financial Support with Selected Criteria in Community Colleges,"

Doctoral Dissertation, University of Florida, 1969.

13
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were utilizing the concept of an objective formula with built in equali-

zation measures in 1967-68 and at least one other state has begun to use

an equalization formula since that time. Undoubtedly others will develop

such formulae and those presently in use will be modified as conditions

change and weaknesses in the formulae are discovered.

Sources of Financial Support for 
Current Expenses and Capital Outlay 

As revealed in Table 3, most of the 42 states with community col-

leges in 1967-68 received a portion of their operating expenses from

federal sources. The table further records that nearly all of the states

provided a part of the college operating expenses from the state fund.

The range in state support was from 4 percent in Nevada to a high of

almost 100 percent in Delaware. Neither of these extremes could be con-

sidered as representative of state patterns of finance as each state had

only one community college at the time.

Local support for community colleges, as enumerated in Table 3,

ranged from a low of 0 percent in Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia,

Hawaii, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, Rhode

Island, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Washington to a high of 60 per-

cent in California. The median local support was 21 percent.

Local areas contributing support through the charge-back procedure

were reported in eight of the states. California junior colleges received

approximately 1 percent of their operating budget from this source and

Kansas community colleges received 21 percent of their operating budget

from the local districts through the charge-back procedure.

14
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TABLE 3

PERCENT OF CURRENT EXPENSES FOR THE BUDGET YEAR, 1967-68,

AS REPORTED BY STATE OFFICIALS, BY SOURCE

Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

21 59 18r 
3 47 43

.• • •44

•
4 A A 4

6

fitH.4'••••• • • • • •_• • •••7•7•:•7•:•_-_-_-_:. 

10 32 31
• • • • • • • • • • • • • •

• • • • • • •611 • • • •

3 32 60

25

1 /4

1 • : • : • : : : • : • : • . • . • . • . • . • . • • / *

: . : i , : . . : . • . • . • : • : • : • : • : • : • : /el
140

79

31 15 12

208

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Jersey

New Mexico
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Utah

Virginia

Washington

Wyoming

8 67 24 1
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4

aStudent fees and tuition go into the state general fund from which total
operating expenses are funded.
bExcludes one locally controlled college.
cFor locally controlled colleges.
dFor state controlled colleges.

SOURCE: Adapted from Lawrence Hinkle Arney, "A Comparison of Patterns of
Financial Support with Selected Criteria in Community Junior Colleges,"
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Florida, 1969.
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Federal
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State Local Supporting District
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States which utilized the charge-back procedure for additional local

funds were usually states in which the local areas already were providing

much of the support of the junior colleges. In fact the seven states in

which the highest percent of local funds were used in support of junior

colleges were also states in which charge-back procedures were used.

Student fees and tuition still furnished much of the operating ex-

penses in many states. Only California, Delaware and Kentucky had no

tuition for current expenses as revealed in the data in Table 3. Hawaii

could easily be included in this number as nearly all of the 2 percent

indicated for it could be attributed to revolving funds for shops and

laboratories. In practice, however, both Kentucky and Delaware charged

student tuition but it was used for bonds in capital construction or for

capital outlay and not revealed in current expense reports. Arizona was

also low in student fee and tuition charges as only 1 percent of its

operating expenses were furnished directly by student fees and tuition.

The highest percent paid by students was reported in New Mexico

where 51 percent of the current expenses was funded by the students.

The amount paid by students in Nevada, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Indiana,

Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Michigan, North Dakota, and Ohio was clustered

around the 30 percent level. There were ten states in which the student

tuition funds provided from 8 to 15 percent of the operating expenses.

The range was from 17 to 25 percent in the other 17 states. This group

included Massachusetts and Connecticut where community junior colleges

received all of their current expenses from federal and state sources.

The state general fund was the source which provided the largest amount
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for each. Student tuition was charged each student in the two states,

but the tuition went directly into the state general fund. In Table 3

student tuition for students in Massachusetts and Connecticut was treated

as if it had never reached the general fund in order to get a comparable

percent of current expenses provided by students in each of the states.

The median tuition charge in the 42 states was approximately 20 percent

of the current expenses.

The position of each state in regard to student tuition was reflected

in the provision in the state law. As recorded in Table 4, only three

states, California, Missouri, and Nevada, had written into their laws that

there could be no tuition charged to resident students. When compared

with the data in Table 3 regarding current expenses, it may be seen that

Nevada and Missouri, which forbade student tuition by law, received 34

percent and 18 percent, respectively, of their operating expenses from

student tuition or fees. The Nevada report indicated the majority of

this was from student registration fees and not from student tuition.

California also used student fees but received less than half of 1 per-

cent from this source and this amount is not revealed in Table 3.

Further investigation of the data in Table 4 reveals that the majority

of the states permitted tuition and ten of the states had laws which re-

quired tuition. A look at current expenses of those ten states in Table 3

reveals that the requirement of tuition made little difference between

those states' tuition charges and tuition and fees charged in the states

where tuition was permitted or even forbidden.

Although the percent of operating expenses coming from other sources

21



1933

TABLE 4

STATE LAW IN REGARD TO STUDENT TUITION IN 1968,
AS REPORTED BY STATE OFFICIALS

State Forbids Tuition Permits Tuition Requires Tuition

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

X

X

X
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

State Forbids Tuition Permits Tuition Requires Tuition

Tennessee x
Texas X

Utah x
Virginia x
Washington x
Wyoming x

SOURCE: Lawrence Hinkle Arney, "A Comparison of Patterns of

Financial Support with Selected Criteria in Community Junior

Colleges," Doctoral Dissertation, University of Florida, 1969.
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was generally under 5 percent, in three states, Indiana, Nevada, and

Rhode Island, it exceeded 15 percent. In each of those states there was

only one public junior college and the percent could easily have been

changed by contributions of relatively small gifts in comparison to the

junior college budgets in some of the larger states.

The patterns of support for capital outlay were fully as diverse

as those for current expenses. The sources for capital outlay and the

percent contributed from each source are given in Table 5. The informa-

tion given had reference to one year only and thus was subject to the

possibility of being based on a year when a large portion of capital

outlay was funded from a source that was not to be considered as the

normal source. Two states reported no capital outlay for the one year

period.

The percent indicated as received from federal sources was an im-

portant statistic in that it showed that the federal government has

helped a number of the junior college systems during a period of rapid

growth. It should be pointed out that many of the states which showed

a high percent of capital outlay from the federal government actually

had a small number of junior colleges and/or had little capital outlay

funds available for 1967-68. The 100 percent support in Rhode Island

represents less than $300,000, while the 88 percent in New Mexico and

the 59 percent in Idaho were represented in dollar amounts of approxi-

mately $500,000. On the other hand some of the largest amounts of capi-

tal outlay from the federal government showed up as a smaller percent in

the table. The clearest example of this was California which received
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TABLE 5

PERCENT OF CAPITAL OUTLAY FOR THE BUDGET YEAR, 1967-68,
AS REPORTED BY STATE OFFICIALS, BY SOURCE

Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticuta

90 10

78 14

,

6

32 8

17

60

77

-
4o 30 r z 

, 
3°
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Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesotaa

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevadac

New Jersey

New Mexico

3 47 50

18 82

v

20 21 59

45 38 1

12 2
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New Yorkd

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohioe

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Texasg

Utaha

32
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•••••••••••••..

• • • • • • •

••••••••••••••

4o 60

25 62 13
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Virginiah

Washingtone

Wyoming

25 8 61 6

/

aAll federal and state, but exact percent unavailable.
hStudent tuition is pledged for bonds for capital outlay.
cNo capital outlay in 1967-68.
dSome local charge-back, but exact amount unavailable.
elnformation unavailable.
fBased on completed construction from 1962-68.
gAll federal and local, but exact percent unavailable.
hBased on 1966-68 biennium.

SOURCE: Adapted from Lawrence Hinkle Arney, "A Comparison of Patterns of

Financial Support with Selected Criteria in Community Junior Colleges",

Doctoral Dissertation, University of Florida, 1969.
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about $7,500,000 from federal sources, but this figure showed up in the

table as only 6 percent. The percent revealed for Florida was only 4

percent, but this represented a figure of almost $750,000.

Alabama's 90 percent figure for federal funds for capital outlay

was greatly influenced by both Title I and Appalachian Grants. In

states where federal funding was high, it necessarily followed that a

much smaller percent was funded from state and local sources than when

federal funding was low.

The state and local sources were considered together because there

was a tendency for capital outlay to be funded from only the state source

or from the local level after all available federal funds had been used.

States which placed no capital outlay burden at the local level were Ala-

bama, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Massachusetts,

Minnesota, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Utah. Those states which made

capital outlay a local responsibility were Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,

New Mexico, North Dakota, and Texas. A few of the states apparently

tried to split the capital outlay responsibilities almost equally between

local and state levels. Colorado, Maryland, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania

were the four states with this kind of funding pattern. In about two-

thirds of the remaining states, the state funded a higher percent than

was funded locally and the reverse was true in the other one-third.

Student tuition was used in funding capital outlay in a few states.

Delaware was one of these, and Kentucky, as stated earlier, has pledged

student tuition against bonds for their building program.
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There were 523 community colleges, as defined earlier, in operation

in 1967-68. These were located in 42 states. A local agency operated

421 of these and 102 were operated by a state-level agency. State funds

for community colleges were distributed on the basis of an objective

formula in 25 states and by direct legislative appropriation in 17 states.

Nearly all of the states received some funds for operating expenses

from the federal government. The state contributed a larger share for

operating expenses than the federal government in all states except New

Mexico, which had only one community college. There were 15 states in

which no funding of operating expenses was made at the local level and

eight states in which charge-back procedures were used to procure addi-

tional local funds.

Student fees and tuition were utilized in all states. This was

true even though state law prohibited student tuition in three states.

Only California had kept this below half of 1 percent of operating ex-

penses. Both the median and the mean percent for student tuition by

state was 20 percent.

The other sources of current expenses were generally below the 5

percent level and exceeded 15 percent in only three states, each of which

had only one community college.

Capital outlay expenditures were frequently supported by utiliza-

tion of only one source other than federal funds. In ten states only the

state contributed to capital outlay and in six states capital outlay was a
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local responsibility. The states of Delaware and Kentucky used student

tuition as a source for capital outlay.

The methods for financing community junior colleges continues to

be diverse. This very diversity is a contributing factor to the problems

of community college finance, but at the same time, the diversity of

financial programs offers many models which are ready for study.
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CHAPTER III

HAVE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE FINANCE PROBLEMS BEEN SOLVED?

Are state patterns of finance formulated so that continued growth

of community junior colleges in all states is ensured? The results of

this investigation indicate that such is not the case. The legislators

of all states need to be constantly searching for ways and means to pro-

vide this level of education in the most equitable fashion to the entire

population of each state. I believe it is safe to say that no state has

accomplished this at this time although several states have recently made

progress toward making the post high school level of education available

to all segments of the population throughout the state.

Where Does the Responsibility for Financing Community Colleges Lie?

There has been general consensus among community college supporters

that the post high school level of education has become so important that

it is a public responsibility to make provision for it. In 1967-68 this

was practiced in all 50 states, but the number of people who were unable

to attend because of distance from the colleges, the communications barrier,

limited enrollment, and prohibitive student tuition have made it impossible

to make the claim that the public has measured up to the responsibility

placed on it to make adequate provision for the post high school level of

education for all the citizens of this country.

Who Shall Be Educated at the Post High School Level?

Compatible with the democratic ideals of our society, the community

college offers itself as a place for all who can benefit from post high
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school education. It has been this philosophy which has contributed so

greatly to the success and growing popularity of the community college

in this country for the past decade. There were situations which existed

in 1967-68 which mitigated against implementation of such philosophy.

First, community colleges were not located in every state in such

a manner that every citizen could easily commute to classes. Second,

community college student tuition fees were required in far too many

states. In any case student tuition of just a few dollars prohibits a

certain segment of the population from taking advantage of the needed

educational opportunity. Third, funds were lacking in some instances

to the extent that enrollment had to be limited to a certain number

with all others denied admission.

It logically follows that the philosophy of providing educational

opportunity at the post high school level for all who could benefit

from it was not being adequately implemented in the United States in

1967-68.

At What Level of Government Should the 
Control of Community Colleges Be Placed? 

Historically the community college has been committed to making a

legitimate attempt to provide for the post high school educational needs

of the people of the community it purports to serve. Community college

leaders have long asserted that central staffs at the state level cannot

be close enough to the individual communities to identify the many

differences in educational needs found throughout the various communities.

Those people working in one college community have the responsibility of
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determining local educational needs, keeping up with changes in those

needs, and providing the necessary curricula to satisfy those same needs.

There are those who profess that community colleges can operate

under the control of a state-level agency and still remain sensitive to

local needs. In 1967-68 more than one-fourth of the states with commu-

nity colleges had made provision for control of the colleges to be located

with a state-level agency. This, in terms of the total number of commu-

nity colleges, meant that almost one-fourth of the nation's community

colleges were operated by a state-level agency.

The implications are that community colleges can be controlled at

either the state or local level and still provide the kind of educational

programs compatible with the overall goals of the community colleges.

Certainly, both systems need to be studied carefully so that the better

system can be utilized more widely.

Although the system of local control incorporated in a system of

local support has been considered the best system to promote community

colleges enough state systems with state-agency controls, operating good

community colleges, now exist that meaningful studies of the two types

of control could now be attempted. Perhaps a satisfactory means can be

identified which will allow state supported community colleges to have

the college control located in a local agency.

Should There Be A State Plan for Community 
Colleges With Coordination at the State Level? 

Compatible with the concept of locally controlled community colleges

is the concept of a state-wide system with coordination by a state-level
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agency. The state has been responsible historically for providing public

education. As the responsibility for the post high school level is

delegated to local agencies, the state retains the responsibility of

assessing the proper geographical location of community colleges so that

the population of the entire state can be best served. The state-level

agency responsible for coordination could provide services designed to

help colleges keep fiscally sound budgets with designs which are consis-

tent with the state educational plan.

The state-level agency would be familiar with community college

problems on a system wide basis and would serve as an advisory board to

the legislature when community college problems arise.

Of the 42 states with community junior colleges in 1967-68, only 22

had a state plan which would provide for a community college within

commuting distance of a great majority of the state's population. In

those states where local control was practiced various state-level

agencies exercised some of the coordinating functions.

Who Should Provide Funds for Current Expenses? 

The data in Table 3 indicate that there was little consensus among

the states in regard to source of current expenses. Most of the states

were able to utilize federal funds for some of their expenses. The state

contributed funds for operating expenses in all states except for one

which had only one community college. The state contribution varied in

the states from 4 percent to almost 100 percent.

Fear has been expressed that state funding of current expenses beyond

the 50 percent level brings unwanted central controls. There is motivation
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for a high percent to be provided through state funds so that the broader

tax base utilized at the state level can help spread the tax burden.

One-half of the states with community colleges in 1967-68 were providing

less than 50 percent of the current expenses of their colleges.

There has been inducement to keep the local governments responsible

for at least a part of community college funds. The involvement of local

funds may well be necessary to keep local interest and involvement at

the needed levels. When local governments were furnishing well over

25 percent of current expenses in almost half of the states in 1967-68,

the indications were that the people in certain poorer districts were

not getting the kind of post high school educational opportunity they

so badly needed.

Student fees and tuition continue to be charged although much has

been said about the need of making at least two years of post high school

education available to every citizen. It is known that even small tuition

charges prohibit further educational pursuits for the poorer segments of

the population. That segment of the population needs additional educa-

tion fully as much, if not more, than the other segments of the popula-

tion. In 1967-68, students in more than half the states with community

colleges were furnishing funds which amounted to 20 percent or more of

the current college expenses. The 20 percent figure for student tuition

is a large portion of the current expenses to be borne by the student,

and it is far too excessive of the recommended level of no tuition.

Who Should Provide Funds for Non-Credit Courses? 

The only requirement necessary for the offering of an additional

course is that the course is needed in the community. There can be no
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justification of failure to finance a course on the basis that it is

not of college grade. There are still states in which funds are avail-

able from the state level only for those courses which may be applied

toward a college diploma or in some cases toward a terminal certificated

course of study. The community college can serve its community best

when the sources of funds, particularly federal and state, do not dis-

tinguish between courses according to transfer credit offered when

decisions are being made to support the college work.

Approximately one-fourth of the states in 1967-68 were laving the

responsibility to the local college district for the funding c. community

college courses which carried no transfer credit. Such practices cause

many local educational needs to remain unsatisfied.

Who Should Provide Funds for Capital Outlay? 

Capital outlay should be provided from essentially the same sources

as current expenses and for the same reasons. Just as the state govern-

ment has a broader tax base than local governments to spread the tax

burden more equally, the federal government has the broad tax base so

essential to providing funding to areas of greatest need. The federal

government needs to be involved because it presently taxes more where

the wealth is found than any other level of government. The state needs

to be involved because of overall state rospensibilities to eiucatioo

and because of state-level coordination needed to ensure that commualty

colleges be built throughout the state according to a central plan.

The local government should also be involved in funding community

colleges although not as heavily as the state. Local funds should be used
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to ensure local citizens are interested and involved in the college. Some

financial involvement should make local citizens find out about their

college and bring needed pressure for the college to recognize and provide

for local needs.
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_Summary 

The community college movement will continue to grow only so long

as it performs a needed function in the communities served by colleges

in the system. Adequate fiscal support must be provided in order to

ensure growth as it is needed.

As the general public assumes the responsibility for financial sup-

port of community junior colleges, proper balance between federal, state,

and local sources must be discovered and maintained. If this cannot be

done, it will be difficult to maintain community colleges which can

adequately provide for the educational needs of all local citizens who

can benefit from additional education.

Operational control of community colleges must be placed at the

organizational level which encourages fulfillment of the community col-

lege goals. Those controls which may be best located at the state level

should be placed there, but those controls best managed at the local

level should carefully be delegated to the proper local agency.

A rapidly growing community college system needs support in many

ways, and certainly it needs adequate financial support. The financial

assistance should come from all levels of government to ensure a balance

in the fiscal support. This support should be for all capital outlay

and for all current expenses incurred in providing the complete community

college program.
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(Whereupon, at 1 :20 p.m. the Subcommittee on Education ad-
journed, subject to call of the Chair.)
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