October 31, 1957

To: The Ford Foundation

The kinds of questions that might be given attention at a conference on the role

of the junior college in American higher education:

1.
Is the Nation moving toward the time when the majority of college students will take the thirteenth and fourteenth‑years in the junior or community college?

2.
Is the first two‑year period following high school an educational unit with definable characteristics (psychologically, sociologically) and peculiar needs?

3.
What are inherent strengths in the two‑year program concept? How can these be developed further and exploited? What weaknesses are there in the concept? "!hat dangers should be avoided in development of two‑year college programs?

4.
Does the junior college possess "unique" values as related to other areas of post high school education?

5.
Is there a philosophy under girding the two‑year college concept which ought to be explicitly stated and which would provide helpful guidelines in the establishment and operation of these institutions?

6.
Does the community college have a role in furthering opportunities for lifelong education?

7.
What is the responsibility of the junior college for young men and women who are interested and have abilities in career fields which demand less than four years of study beyond the high school for adequate preparation ‑ nurses, draftsmen, estimators, laboratory technicians, salesmen, secretaries, practical agriculturalists, commercial artists, electronic technicians, etc?

8.
How can the two‑year "terminal" program meet needs in both general education and vocational competence?

9.
Nationally, how do junior college students compare with those enrolled in the first two years in four‑year institutions?

10.
What happens to students in two‑year colleges? Retention, graduation and entry into a vocation, transfer (with what success and problems)?

11.
If a larger percentage of lower‑division students take their first two years in the junior colleges what problems does this pose? Transfer, course‑matching? What steps can be taken to minimize transfer hurdles?

12. Fifty to sixty junior colleges are now in process of organization. Apparently there is to be a great increase in the number of institutions and in the numbers enrolled. What is the source of teachers? If the junior college is essentially a teaching institution how can quality of teaching be improved? What can be done to secure‑administrators of competence?  

13.
Are there areas of experimentation and evaluation in the junior college field which deserve early attention and which appropriately invite foundation support?

On December 6, 1957 Dr, Gleazer met in New York City with Alvin C. Eurich, Vice President of the Fund for the Advancement of Education to discuss further the idea of holding a conference on junior college problems.

Dr.. Eurich stated that the Foundation was definitely interested in the proposed conference with the understanding that two conditions must be met. First, the participants were to be agreed, beforehand, on some basic assumptions regarding the junior colleges, and second, that papers outlining major areas to be discussed were to be prepared for presentation at the conference.   Four areas were selected and general plans laid out for a special meeting to‑be called as soon as possible.

On January 24, 1958, the Foundation issued a check for

$3500 to the American Association of Junior Colleges to    

cover the costs of the proposed conference.

February 17 and 18 were the dates selected for conference and invitations were issued accordingly.

Excerpt from Newsletter, January 9, 1958

New York Conference on Junior College Education

An important conference will be held in New York City, Monday and Tuesday, February 17 and 18, sponsored by the American Association of Junior Colleges and financed by The Fund for the Advancement of Education. About 20 persons of outstanding ability and reputation from education, business, and industry have accepted invitations to attend. The main purpose of the meetings will be to examine critically certain issues and aspects of junior college education to identify action programs. While the conference will not be limited to the consideration of issues, the four which will be considered most critically are: (1) How shall we get top leadership for junior and community colleges,?. (2) How shall we improve teaching? In the light of the probability that we shall not be able to secure an adequate supply of competent teachers (in terms of traditional procedures) what shall we do? (3) In view of the fact that junior colleges are distributing centers with heavy responsibilities for screening, counseling, etc., and in further view of the fact that greater emphasis will be placed in the future on technical‑vocational and semi‑professional education, what can we do to strengthen student personnel services? (4) What can be done to expand, improve, and give greater prestige to the college level technicians' programs? Results of this conference will be announced at the national convention in March in Grand Rapids.
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INTRODUCTION TO JUNIOR COLLEGE CONFERENCE


New York City, February 17, 1958

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.

It is not necessary for me to describe to this group of people the forces operating within our contemporary culture that have imperative meaning for our educational enterprise. Growth of population, changes in the composition of population, technological development, aspirations of people, international relationships, urbanization, and a dozen other powerful factors are interacting to provide a context for our lives which is at the same time one of the most complicated and promising in the story of humankind.

The educational profession is trying to find ways of dealing effectively with this situation. Moreover, the concerns go beyond the profession. Education has moved out of the professional journals to the front pages of the newspapers and to the television screens. Educational procedures, programs and policies are being questioned and tested by the American public.

One of the developments in higher education which is attracting increasing attention is the community and junior college. The President's Commission on Higher Education in 1947 strongly encouraged the establishment of community colleges. Similar support has been given during the past year by the President's Committee on Education Beyond the High School, The Educational Policies Commission of the National Education Association, and the President's Committee on Scientists and Engineers. According to Dr. S. V. Martorana, thirty‑eight states considered legislative proposals bearing on the community or junior college level during 1957.

These institutions are growing very rapidly in the numbers of colleges and in numbers of students enrolled. We estimate that almost one million students (freshmen, sophomores, and adults) are enrolled in 652 two‑year colleges this year.

Consequently, there seems to be little question about the growth of junior colleges. But other significant and timely questions do appear. What kind of institutions will these colleges be? What will be their objectives? How clear will be their sense of purpose and appropriate function? And of particular concern to us right now ‑ By what means can development of junior colleges be promoted toward defensible objectives and superior quality in the services provided?

The American Association of Junior Colleges with the cooperation and support of The Fund for the Advancement of Education has invited this group to propose specific and concrete courses of action designed to advance the quality of the junior colleges of this nation.

To provide a starting point or some "handholds" we have asked your agreement to several basic assumptions regarding the development of these institutions. A planning committee, in addition, has identified four problems which appear particularly crucial to them. These problems or questions are not to prohibit attention to other relevant matters but are designed to guide us initially in our deliberations.

Let me refer briefly to these.

I. How shall we get top leadership for community/junior colleges? If there is any single factor that is most important at this particular time in junior college development, it may well be the quality of the top administrator. Last year there
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were 56 junior colleges with new presidents. We estimate that there are probably fifty junior colleges in process of organization throughout this country now. The first staff member named ordinarily is the president. Where do these men come from? How can they be helped to qualify for effective work? Are they getting any training that will increase their competence as junior college presidents?

2. The Teachers. The junior college has been called a teaching institution. How can we improve teaching in the junior college? In light of the probability that we shall not be able to secure an adequate supply of competent teachers (in terms of traditional procedures) what shall we do?

3. Student personnel functions. Very frequently the counseling function is described as one of the major emphases of a junior college program. This post‑high school institution has been called a "screening" institution or sometimes a distributive agency or "turntable." At least the implication is that the student has many decisions to make in his junior college years. What can be done to greatly strengthen personnel services in junior colleges?

4. Technician programs. How can the junior colleges prepare more effectively for career fields which require less than four years of study beyond the high school for adequate preparation: e.g., nurses, draftsmen, engineering technicians, etc. What can be done to expand, improve, and give greater prestige to college level technician programs?

This morning four presentations will be made. After these papers we may ask questions for clarification. However, we will postpone full discussion until all of the material is on the table.

The Report of the Conference on Junior College Problems

February 17‑18, 1958

Biltmore Hotel

New York City

Including a List of the Participants

Special Note:
The Conference discussions led to the .formulation of an appeal to the Fund for the Advancement of Education to support a program aimed at the‑development of administrative leadership in the junior college field.

A DETAILED REPORT OF THE CONFERENCE DISCUSSIONS IS ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

Proposal to The Fund for the Advancement of Education for Grants Toward a

Program to Improve Administrative Leadership of Junior and Community Colleges.

The American Association of Junior Colleges is deeply concerned with the development of junior and community colleges in the United States and the quality of their services. This concern is increased by the rapid expansion of colleges already established and the establishment of new colleges. An indiscriminate multiplication of two‑year colleges with uncertain objectives, inferior equipment and faculties, and administered by men and women who are poorly informed about the place and unique functions of these institutions would be a disservice to American education.

During the year 1957 several conferences were held with officers of The Fund for the Advancement of Education. It was finally agreed that $3,500 would be made available to the Association, or such part thereof as might be needed, to finance a small conference on the problems and issues, and for the purpose of identifying an action program toward the solution of some of the problems. The grant was made on two conditions:

1.
Statements of underlying assumptions be agreed to by the participants as the basis for discussions;

2.
The primary aim of the conference should be identification of action programs to promote an orderly and sound development and improvement of junior and community college education.

In the formulation of the basic assumptions, the executive officers of the Association received valuable assistance from Dr. Frank Kille, Dr. Leland L. Medsker, and Dr. D. Grant Morrison. A copy of the assumptions is attached.

Some 21 persons, capable of creative thinking and interested in the problems of junior and community colleges, were invited to a conference in New York City, February 17 and 18, 1958. In spite of the fact that these were the two worst days of the year for traveling, all but two or three of the conferees were present. Two days were spent in discussions, the content of which was fully recorded.

As starting points for discussion it was agreed that short papers would be presented as follows:

1.
What shall be done to get top leadership for junior and community colleges? The presentation was by Dr. Algo D. Henderson of the University of Michigan.

2.
What must be done to provide an ample supply of well qualified junior college teachers? In the event that this supply may not be adequate in terms of traditional practices, what steps shall be taken to insure good instruction? This question was introduced by Dr. James W. Reynolds, University of Texas.

3.

In view of the distributive functions of junior and community colleges,


and the open‑door policy of admissions practiced by the vast majority


of them, how can student personnel services be improved and expanded?


Dr. Leland L. Medsker, University of California, presented a paper


on this issue.
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4.
In view of the fact that present day technology and the demands of the future indicate that a far larger number of college‑level educated and trained technicians are required for our economic advancement and for national security, and further because junior and community colleges and technical institutes are in a favorable position to produce these technicians, what can be done to expand, improve, and increase the prestige of college level technician programs? The presentation was made by Dr. L. T. Rader of the General Electric Company.

A list of the conferees is attached. A verbatim report of the conference is available.

General Agreements

As a result of the discussions, it was generally agreed that each of the four basic questions constituted an area for imaginative action. Among these, however, it appeared that priority might very well be given to the problem of securing top leadership for the colleges. It seemed to be the consensus that if enough competent top level administrators could be secured, some of the other problems were of a derivative nature and would be brought into the process of solution. It was felt, however, that because junior and community colleges are primarily teaching institutions some steps should be initiated to improve the teachers now employed. The officers of the Association believe, also, that assistance may be secured from other sources to help in the solutions of problems in student personnel services and the fields of college‑level education and training for technicians.

The Case for Good Administrators

Dr. Henderson pointed out that:

1.
There is a turnover in junior college top leadership of approximately 10 per cent per year. In 1957, 56 new administrators assumed their offices.

2.
The growth in size and complexity of community colleges means that the chief administrator must be well prepared and that within the more comprehensive and larger colleges junior administrators must be elevated in terms of education and training, especially in view of the probability that from this group will come many of the chief leaders of the colleges.

He further indicated that:

1.
Approximately one‑half of the chief administrators in junior college had had no previous experience in this type of education.

2.
The second main source for recruitment has been high school administrators, the third high school teachers, and the fourth college teachers and administrators.

Moreover, he emphasized that competition for top administrators may increase with the increasing demands for good administrative personnel in the public schools combined with improved salary levels.
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There are good reasons to believe that standards for the selection of junior and community college administrators will steadily rise, Dr. Henderson observed.

1.
The influences of state agencies and universities are apt to bear on these selections from the viewpoint of higher academic and professional standards rather than from the viewpoint of secondary education.

2.
Certain basic concepts about these colleges have been changing radically during the past half‑century. These changes have stressed the need for more imaginative and versatile leadership.

What were formerly the functions of the principal of a preparatory program have now become the roles of an educational leader, community leader and the executive of a complex enterprise with many facets of management relating to personnel, curriculums, plant and facilities, finance, and public relations. It has become highly important that this educational leadership shall be exercised by persons with social vision and professional understanding to implement this new concept.

Important questions arise with respect to the rapid expansion of community colleges: Will they, regardless of resources, attempt to do everything for everybody? Will their transferees be adequately prepared for advanced educational programs? Will their technicians be genuinely competent? Will general education be more than a general veneer? will individual students be challenged in relation to their abilities? With these serious questions in mind, how can we shape the intelligence and train the nervous system of this lusty youth, the community college, so that it will avoid the mistakes of its progenitors and thereby establish standards and goals that are worthy of our democratic society?

The community college head, working at the grass‑roots level of higher education, with an exploratory and expanding program, must of necessity be the sparkplug of his institution. These administrators, coming as they do from various sources in the public school systems, from junior and senior colleges, from business, government and military sources, and from adult educational programs stand in need of further education and orientation for a better understanding of and competence in the administration of these new American colleges.

What Must the Leaders Know and be Able to Do?

The most obvious source of new leadership and the upgrading of those presently in such positions are the universities. While much of the art of administration must be learned on the firing line, prior interrelated study of the principles and procedures can do a great deal to facilitate learning on the job and accelerate the development of personal strengths. Top leaders in community colleges must have an understanding of the nature of learning, of scholarship, and the essential meaning academic freedom, and be persuaded of the necessity for intellectual integrity and community responsibility. They need to have a working knowledge of social psychology and group processes. They should have knowledge in a critical sense of major problems in education today. Aside from essential personal qualities, community college leaders should possess a sound working knowledge of the various aspects of learning we have mentioned, and have had some experience in the art of administration and management.
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It is suggested that advanced programs for leaders be aimed at the heart of objectives and be limited to the most essential materials. Balance should be maintained between academic preparation, technical subjects, and emphasis on fundamental principles rather than on details and applications. Opportunities should be developed for internship experience, field trips and first‑hand observations. Universities proposing to develop top leaders for community colleges must have programs of genuine vitality, offer courses and experiences that provide the cultural background college presidents and deans are presumed to have. There must be university‑wide recognition and participation so that the university as a whole may be involved, and students of high intellectual ability and personal qualifications may be challenged with the opportunities in the community college field.

An Action Program Proposed

As one result of the New York conference and following serious consideration of recorded judgments, the American Association of Junior Colleges proposes the following actions as a partial solution to a few of the more critical problems:

1. Create a fellowship program for graduate study in one or more selected universities for the most promising available persons who hold at least the Master's Degree, who have demonstrated abilities in administration, and who are dedicated to this kind of work.

2. Provide these persons with one or two years of further study at one or more universities highly qualified to carry out the required program for the purpose of broadening the candidates' education, of securing advanced work in college administration, including some courses related to junior and community colleges.

3. Provide funds for travel and field studies of junior and community colleges for first‑hand contacts and observations, and for some experience as interns in administration.

The Cost of the Program

Under this fellowship plan attempts should be made and funds should be available to produce from 25 to 50 topflight administrative candidates annually covering a period of five or six years.

It is suggested that each selected fellow be provided with financial aid of $5,000 annually with approximately $1,000 earmarked for field studies and travel.

It is suggested that an initial program might begin with 25 carefully selected fellows. The number should be increased for the second year to a maximum of 50 fellows. Some of the more promising first year fellows might be continued into the second year as a part of the total fifty.

The screening and final selection of fellows should be by active recruitment rather than one left to chance. It is suggested that financial aid of $5,000 annually, or such part thereof as may be needed, might be provided for field work in finding the most promising candidates.

It is further suggested that financial aid be made available to the university or universities selected to give the program whereby programs of study and field study supervision may be strengthened.
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It is estimated that the cost of the first year would be:

1. Twenty‑five fellows at $5,000 each . . . . . $125,000.00

2. Finding and selecting fellows . . . . . . . .

5,000.00

3. To strengthen university program . . . . . . 10,000.00


$140,000.00

The estimated cost for the second and each year thereafter would be:

1. Fifty fellows at $5,000 each
. . . . . . . . $250,000.00

2. Finding and selecting fellows . . . . . . .
5,000.00

3. Strengthening the universities . . . . . . . 
20,000.00

$275,000.00

Summer Seminars for Administrators

The program for securing new administrators should, we believe, be supplemented by in‑service summer seminars for a considerable number of those on the job. For this purpose it is suggested that the following action be taken:

1. Institute two seminars each for one or two weeks in length, and each designed for approximately 25 administrators with preference to those more recently appointed.

2. Provide $200 for each administrator for the duration of the seminar. His or her college would be required to pay traveling expenses.

3. In some cases administrators who would attend one seminar would be eligible to return for a second year, depending on how imaginative and creative he may have been during the intervening academic year with improvements and experimentation.

The cost of the seminars would be approximately $10,000 each year with no payments to the universities except tuitions and fees from the administrators in the seminars and with no payments to the American Association of Junior Colleges for promotion of the seminars.

It is suggested that this plan be operated for five years so that about 200 different administrators would have at least one seminar and 50 would have two.

Proposed In‑Service Program for Teachers

In a few states, one being Michigan, professors of junior college education are making trips to junior colleges where classes are taught to staff and faculty members. The American Association of Junior Colleges proposes that a program of action be initiated whereby the values of these classes may be extended to a large group of junior college faculties and staff members. The general plan is this:

1. Select a university which may be deeply interested in this program and fully competent to carry it out as an experimental undertaking.

2. Bring to the university in a six weeks summer session the best possible staff member or teacher in each junior college which might wish to participate.

3. These persons would be the leaders in the classes to be held in the junior colleges for a trial run of a two hour session each week.

4. Kinescopes would be produced by the university for 30 minute runs in each of the participating junior colleges. Following the presentation of the kinescope,
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the leader would take up the subject or subjects for discussion.

5. Provision should be made for the university professor to visit each junior college during the semester.

Estimated Cost

For each participant in the six weeks summer session ‑‑ $1,000.

Far the production of kinescopes approximately $700 for each 30 minute run, or $7,000 for the series of 10. These data are based on estimates received from the University of Michigan.

For the purpose of further assisting the university in preparing content for kinescopes, we suggest that about $200 be provided for each production, or such part thereof as might be necessary.

We suggest that customary fees and tuitions be charged staff and faculty members as is being done now so that they will have opportunity to receive university credit as is the case under present arrangements.

It is difficult to estimate the total cost of this proposed program because it would depend on how many junior colleges would wish to participate. The sum of $1,000 for summer fellowships would have to be multiplied by the number granted. The production of kinescopes would depend on how many copies would be needed to service the participating junior colleges. If, however, this suggestion meets with favorable consideration of The Fund, further exploration will be made by the American Association of Junior Colleges to discover extent of interest by a university and some junior colleges, and determine the approximate total cost.

We believe that if an experiment of this sort should prove to be successful over a period of at least two semesters, there are possibilities that it could be extended quite widely in several of the states where there are numbers of junior colleges.
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UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS FOR CONFERENCE ON JUNIOR COLLEGE

1. Junior Colleges are here to stay. There will be a marked increase in the number of institutions and in the number of students enrolled. In some states at least one‑half of the students in their first two years of post‑secondary education will be in two‑year colleges. It may well become as customary for young people to be graduated from junior college as it is for them to be graduated from high school today.

2. The two‑year college will be attended predominantly by commuting students.

3. The dominant organizational pattern will involve local public control and support, substantial financial assistance from the state, and coordination in the system of higher education through an appropriate state agency.

4. These colleges will be community centers for continuing education. More adult students will be enrolled on a part‑time basis than freshmen and sophomores on full‑time.

5. The colleges will enroll students with a wide range of abilities, interests, aptitudes and goals.

6. The junior college will serve as an important distributing agency with heavy responsibilities for screening, counseling, etc., because of the options available to the student in the comprehensive institution.

7. Much greater emphasis will be given to technical‑vocational and semiprofessional education than is now the case.

8. Expanding enrollments in two‑year colleges will necessitate effective articulation between these institutions and the senior colleges and universities.

9. Relationships between junior colleges and senior institutions to which students may transfer will be such as to permit community colleges to exercise more initiative and freedom in the better adaptation of the college curriculum to the needs of the day.

10. In general these colleges will be neither the extension of the high school program nor the extension of university campuses but rather institutions in their own right.

11. The colleges will be closely related to the current life of the community through their adult programs, advisory committees, and cooperative programs for students.

12.
Procurement of adequate numbers of competent teachers will be a serious problem.

13.

There exists a growing need for well‑qualified administrative personnel.
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PARTICIPANTS IN JUNIOR COLLEGE CONFERENCE

M February 17‑18, 1958, New York City

Dorothy Bell
President, Bradford Junior College, Bradford, Mass.

Clyde Blocker
President, Flint Junior College, Flint, Michigan

Jesse P. Bogue
Executive Secretary, American Association of


Junior Colleges, Washington, D.C.

Philip Coombs
The Fund for the Advancement of Education

Alvin C. Eurich
The Fund for the Advancement of Education

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.
President, American Association of Junior


Colleges, Washington, D. C.

John L. Hannigan
Vice President and Manager, Electric Products


Division, Corning Glass Works, Corning, New York

Algo D. Henderson
Director of Center for Study of Higher Education,


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan

Frank R. Kille
Associate Commissioner for Higher and Professional


Education, New York State Department of Education,


Albany, New York

Alice K. Leopold
Director, Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor,


Washington, D. C.

S. V. Martorana
Chief, State and Regional Planning, U.S.Office


of Education, Washington, D. C.

Leland L. Medsker
Consultant for Research Project in Higher Education,


University of California, Berkeley, California

D. Grant Morrison
Specialist, Community and Junior Colleges, U. S.


Office of Education, Washington 25, D. C.

Dwayne Orton
Editor, THINK Magazine, New York, New York

Basil H. Peterson
President, Orange Coast College, Costa Mesa, Calif.

L. T. Rader
General Manager for Specialty Control, General


Electric Company, Waynesboro, Virginia

James W. Reynolds
Professor of Education, University of Texas, Austin

Eugene D. Vinogradoff
Staff Director, The President's Committee on


Scientists and Engineers, Washington, D. C.

A report of the 1958 February Conference was made to the Board of Directors at their annual Summer meeting which was held at Estes Park,, Colorado.

Excerpt from REPORT TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS by Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.,

Executive Director, March 10, 1959.

‑..Not only is it timely to consider materials and studies needed; there are certain action programs to which we ought to give immediate attention. For instance, is there need for pre‑service and in‑service training programs for junior college administrators? We have been exploring this problem with the Kellogg Foundation. The Foundation is interested and has requested the Association to develop a proposed program for consideration soon.

Excerpt from minutes of Summer Executive Meeting of Board of Directors and

Committee Chairmen, Estes Park, Colorado, July 21‑23, 1958

.... In following up the February New York conference which was financed by

the Fund for the Advancement of Education we submitted proposals to the

Fund for grants to support programs of recruitment and preparation of

junior college administrators and teacher preparation and in‑service

programs. Dr. Enrich indicated that the major interest of the Fund is

in "creative and imaginative ideas" in dealing with the   , problems of

instruction at a time of declining numbers of qualified teachers. In

view of his reaction we intend to contact other Foundations which might

have an interest in these types of programs. It has been our conviction

that the need for top‑level administrators is paramount and should be

given some priority..
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In October of 1958, Dr. Gleazer held discussions in Battle Creek, Michigan, with Dr. Emory W. Morris, President and General Director of the W.K. Kellogg and Dr. Maurice F. Seay, Director of the Foundation's Division of Education on the growing importance of the junior college in American higher education.

Both Dr. Morris and Dr. Seay expressed the interest of the Foundation in the development of the junior college movement and the potential role of the American Association of Junior Colleges.  Dr. Gleazer was requested to send materials relating to junior colleges to the two gentlemen and to help the Foundation staff in its study of the place of the junior college in higher education.

One topic that received particular emphasis in this discussion was the development of administrative personnel in this field.  

A report of this meeting with Dr. Seay was forwarded to members of the Board of Directors.

MEMORANDUM
on Conference with Dr. Maurice Seay of the Kellogg Foundation, on Friday, February 13th, 1959.

Participating in the Conference:

Dr. Leland Medsker


S. V. Martorana


William Shannon


Dr. Maurice Seay


Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.

This conference was a follow‑up for a meeting I had with Dr. Emory Morris, President of the Kellogg Foundation, and with Dr. Maurice Seay, in Battle Creek, Michigan, last October. Since that initial meeting, I have sent the Foundation materials in regard to the junior college, and with particular reference to needs to upgrade administration in these institutions. The Kellogg Foundation had a long‑time interest in educational administration.

This meeting was arranged at the request of Dr. Seay in order to further pursue discussion of possible pre‑service and in‑training programs for junior college administrators.

Dr. Seay pointed out that several of the long‑term projects of the Kellogg Foundation are close to termination and that the Foundation is in the process of identifying new areas of interest. He indicated that they had already expressed some interest in the junior college through their nursing education programs and that within ten days or so there would be an announcement of the further indication of interest in the community junior college field.

He spent some time attempting to get the thinking of the group regarding the possible development of junior colleges over the next twenty‑five years or so. Is there really a long‑time role for the junior college or is this two‑year type of institution a kind of temporary expedient meeting toward a great number of four‑year institutions as the general level of education rises higher in this country? There seemed to be general agreement that it is most difficult to predict what higher education will look like in this country twenty‑five years from now. But certainly for the next ten years, and very likely beyond that point, there will be a growing number of junior and community colleges with certain distinctive characteristics. It was also indicated that the quality of leadership in the junior college field will very likely have something to do with the direction of development of these institutions. And also that if this problem of higher education is approached at a state level, with definite assignments made to ,different kinds of educational institutions, that there is an excellent likelihood that the junior colleges will not be "opportunistic" institutions with tendencies toward responding local pressures toward four‑year programs, even where that might not be entirely appropriate.

Dr. Seay rather clearly indicated that Kellogg Foundation would be interested in having proposals submitted by the Association for programs to meet some of the needs for a growing number of competent administrators in this field. He implied that the Foundation as a matter of policy is not very interested in providing funds for fellowships‑‑ he also stated that they think

in terms of foundation money as "venture capital" and that if a group would like to do some experimenting but needed somebody to meet deficits if the program were not a successful one, then the Foundation might be inclined to do this sort of thing. He indicated too that the Foundation is inclined toward programs in which there is some form of joint responsibility for financial support; for example, where a university and the Foundation and the individual might join in providing financial resources. He said that the Foundation is interested in demonstration and in experimental programs. For example, pilot projects.

We spent some talking about how some of these things might be done. In several of their programs, one of the beginning points has been to strengthen certain university centers. And we talked about the possibility of having one or two or three universities in the country giving enough attention to this need for administrative personnel in the field of the community junior college so that they could produce a number of competent people in this area each year. The Foundation apparently feels that in‑service and pre‑service programs fit well together.

We were interested in noting that the AASA appointed a committee of its personnel to identify their needs for upgrading the level of the school superintendency. This committee apparently was able to get a number of universities interested in presenting proposals directly to the Kellogg Foundation and out of this the cooperative programs for educational administration were established in a number of universities, I believe, eight, and were supported for a period of years by funds from the Kellogg Foundation. And then the Association as such pulled out of the process except for a continuing committee which has as its responsibility the dissemination of information which has come out of the universities engaged in the CPEA programs. Kellogg Foundation is supporting the continuation of the services of this committee and they speak very highly of it.

As a result of our discussion it seems advisable now to get a group together to make some preliminary preparation for a meeting with members of the Kellogg staff, possibly in Michigan in June.

Just one other point: Dr. Seay asked how it would be possible to glamorize the position of junior college administrators so that people would be inclined to aim toward this as a career, rather than as a stepping stone to an administrative post in another type of institution.

A report is to be made of this meeting to the Board of Directors of the Association and with arrangements to be made to set up a committee to continue to carry the ball, looking toward a meeting with the Kellogg Foundation at an early date, possibly in June. Dr. Seay invited such a group to meet with members of their staff. They will expect us to take the initiative now inasmuch as they have indicated that they have a general interest in this field.

In March, 1959, at the AAJC National Convention in Long

Beach, California, Dr. Gleazer reported to the Board as

well as to the Past Presidents of 'the Association on his

discussions with officials of the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

The Board of Directors gave their endorsement and authorized continuing negotiation with the Foundation.

The Past Presidents expressed their personal approval of the appeal to the Foundation.

AZ

On May 13, 1959, a conference was held in New York City

for the purpose of obtaining the suggestions and advice

of persons whose special backgrounds and experience in

particular areas would lend strength to the Association's

appeal to the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

(The Board of Directors authorized the use of funds from the U. S. Steel Foundation grant to AAJC to underwrite the meeting.)

A report of this meeting follows, along with a list of the participants, and a copy of the letter each received from Dr, Gleazer prior to the meeting date.

0
May 22, 1959

MEMORANDUM TO: Members of the Board of Directors

I am glad to submit a report of a meeting held in New York City May 13 which was financed by the American Association of Junior Colleges out of the United States Steel grant in the amount of $1,500.00 and at your authorization.

Those people invited to attend the session which was held at The Hotel Biltmore did not constitute a planning committee or a standing group of any kind. Rather this was a session of persons representing certain backgrounds and types of experience who it was felt could assist the staff of this office and the Board of Directors in shaping up some proposals in the field of administration for the Kellogg Foundation. Actually this meeting was only one in a sequence of sessions which have been held or which will be held in the future. The first session was probably the one held in New York City February 17 ‑ 18, 1958. As you know, that meeting was supported by The Fund for the Advancement of Education and the participants identified as one of the major needs in the junior college field that of strengthening and improving junior college administration.

Another session in the series was my conference with Dr. Emory Morris and Dr. Maurice Seay of Kellogg Foundation last October at Battle Creek in which we discussed at some length the entire junior college field and gave particular attention to the area of administration in the development of the junior college movement. A report of this session was made to the Board and reactions were requested and suggestions invited. Another meeting was held in this office Friday, February 13, with Drs. Martorana, Medsker and Seay. A report of this was made to the Board. In addition there was further discussion of general needs in this area with the past presidents of the Association at our Long Beach meeting during the Friday luncheon and with the Board of Directors.

The New York meeting on May 13 was set up after requesting authorization from the Board for utilization of some of the United States Steel money. We did not receive word of the U. S. Steel grant until April 22 and therefore had no assurance of funds to support such a meeting until that date. At the same time it was necessary to have the benefit of the advice of some people before our next session with Kellogg which is scheduled for June 10. In order to secure participation of the kinds of people wanted it seemed necessary to move quickly.

I would like to make my viewpoint clear, that is, that any formal proposal presented to

Kellogg Foundation will come from the Board of Directors. The New York meeting and any

others of that type might bring the benefit of the counsel of other people to the Board

as it determines the kind of program it
wants to adopt. One of the important items on

the agenda of the summer Board meeting is this very matter.


IS

I would like to comment briefly on the reasoning which led to the selection of the people involved in the New York meeting:


Kenneth Freeman ‑ President of Christian College ‑ Ken is a member of the Board


of Directors of the Association and represents the area of interest of the

so
private junior college administrator. He has had a helpful background including


a deanship and teachers college administration. He is from the North Central area.
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Stanley Warburton has just finished his tour of duty as President of the California Junior College Association. In his closing report to the Association he emphasized the need for programs to strengthen administration in junior colleges. He impressed me as a man who would know the administrative needs of the California junior college.

Kenneth Williams was recommended to me by James Wattenbarger as being one of the most capable new junior college administrators in Florida. His background is ‑interesting

Dean, College of Education, University of Georgia Dean of Instruction, Air University Associate Director, Southern Regional Education Board Consultant in Secondary Education to Government of India Consultant in Higher Education to Ford Foundation ‑ Indonesia Deputy Superintendent, Atlanta Board of Education.

We felt it would be most helpful to have the viewpoints of a man of some maturity and experience who was just moving in to the junior college field and who would be able to identify the types of activities which would be of most help to him in establishing competence in the new field. He is responsible for directing the work of an entirely new public junior college involving staffing, curricula planning, plant planning and construction, etc.

Ralph Fields, Algo Henderson and Leland Medsker were invited to represent the types of universities which might very well have programs of various kinds for the training of administrators. Henderson has served as director of the Center for the Study of Higher Education at Michigan. He made an excellent presentation at the meeting held in New York last year financed by The Fund for the Advancement of Education. In fact the paper he presented to that meeting regarding the needs for training programs in the field of junior college administration was used as one of the basic papers for this meeting. Leland was invited to present the results of the research he has been doing in relation to needs in administrative areas. I recognize, of course, that these are not all of the universities which might have interest in training programs.

H. J. Heneman is a partner in one of the country's leading management consultant firms. He is well known in the field of administration and made an excellent contribution to the Greenbrier meeting financed by the Ford Foundation last year in which various aspects of college and university administration were analyzed.

Robert Wert has worked very closely with personnel at Harvard University Graduate School of Business Administration in their conducting of the Institute for College Presidents which has been supported by Carnegie Corporation. Incidentally Carnegie has given some serious consideration to financing a similar Institute for junior college presidents.

Neal Gross from Harvard University is the author of the book, Who Runs Our Schools? He has been one of the leading students of the influences of the community upon school administration. He is a sociologist who was brought into the Graduate School of Education to concentrate on the community setting as it relates to public school administration.

Maurice Seay is Director of the Division of Education of Kellogg Foundation. By the way, we are not referring to this meeting publicly as being held to work
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up ideas which could be useful in preparing a proposal for Kellogg. We felt that it might inhibit the group to some extent and embarrass the Foundation. However, Maurice knew why the meeting was being held.

Ward Stewart from the U. S. Office of Education comes from a background of business and public administration. He has recently published a survey of executive training programs offered by universities throughout the country.

Francis C. Pray, Vice President, College Relations, Council for Financial Aid to Education, New York. Mr. Pray was primarily responsible for the administration of the President's Seminar on Junior College Financing which was held at Long Beach. He is a very   perceptive man and we felt it would be valuable to have his impressions of needs in the field of junior college administration which came from a result of his work with the Seminar.

In addition to junior college experience represented in this group and in this office we have felt it very advisable to benefit from what is being done in other fields which might have relevance to junior college administration ‑ public administration, sociology, business administration, the management field, and the universities. This might be called a cross‑discipline approach to the problem, and incidentally brought an enthusiastic response from both the Kellogg and Carnegie people. It also seemed essential to keep the group small enough for informal discussion.

We have copies of all of the materials which were used during the sessions. We would like to present these to the Board as well as further reports at the time of our summer meeting.

All personnel were present when the session began at 9:30 a.m. We continued through the day and the next day I spent the major part of the morning with three university representatives ‑Henderson, Medsker, and Fields, and then met for a short time with Maurice Seay.

At the Wednesday session we gave our attention to the following matters:

1.
Examined briefly the current status of the junior college and estimated the lines of its further development.

2.
Identified the general outlines and characteristics of the administrator's role as derived from point 1.

3.
Considered a few reports that gave some indication of our present position in junior college administration. These came primarily from Medsker, Henderson, and some studies we have done in this office.

4.
Sketched in broad strokes the kinds of activities or programs designed to result in highly competent administrative leadership in community and junior colleges by those who would make this work their career.

I do not think it necessary at this point to go into any great detail of the discussions on Wednesday. I do want to report fully to the Board at our summer meeting when we can spend some time on this. Briefly, what we did was to discuss both pre‑service and. in-service training programs for junior college administrators. These were not spelled out specifically but general outlines were formulated. At the Thursday morning session with the three university representatives we did become more specific about what universities

_,might do who have an interest in this field. Some of these things are fairly obvious, for example, some type of training program that would be of a few weeks' duration and geared particularly to the needs of newly‑appointed presidents. This might be followed
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by another similar session a year later for the same people. Possibly this could be done on a regional basis. Another idea involved programs in a university which is located in a cluster of junior colleges where opportunities could be provided for internships, etc.

One of the key questions of course is how the participating universities could be identified, that is, should the Association encourage certain universities to respond to the foundation and would the universities be selected by the foundation?

The summer institute idea was discussed. As you undoubtedly know, Carnegie Corporation

has supported for the past several years an institute for college and university presidents

which is held at the Harvard University School of Business Administration. I am glad to

report too that Robert Wert of Carnegie Corporation who was present told us that he had

been authorized to invite the junior colleges to send three observers to the institute

this summer. I intend to find out more of what is involved here and will report to the

Board. If you want a further report on the Wednesday discussions I shall be glad to

send 'one... However, I would prefer to wait until our summer meeting when we can give

this adequate attention.
think it would be most helpful at this point, and especially

since I am to meet with Dr. Seay on June 10, to give you his reactions to our deliberations

and his suggestions for our next steps.

Let me say first of all that Dr. Seay seemed to be deeply interested. He appears to have confidence in our Association and was very candid in his observations. I believe his impressions can be summarized as follows:

1.
*Kellogg will be interested in the type of university programs which would recognize a certain uniqueness of the junior college. He feels that the junior college needs to have its own identity ‑ that it needs to stand on its own ‑ and not be an appendage to present programs for the development of four‑year college administrators. He questions whether present institutes could do this kind of thing without making the junior college program a secondary interest. The junior college should not be crowded into the conventional four‑year program. He stated very definitely that Kellogg is not interested   in going into higher education per se. They are willing to leave that field of activity to other foundations.

2.
Kellogg will not be interested in any type of program that "downgrades" professional education. Dr. Seay was somewhat concerned by the views expressed by one or two of the conference participants toward professional education. He pointed out that professional education has been developing inter‑disciplinary programs, that the number of methods courses has been reduced, and that all‑university committees do not necessarily assure top‑: quality programs in the development of administrative personnel for education.

3.
Dr. Seay expressed great interest in strengthening the American Association of Junior Colleges for its work. one of the first questions raised on Wednesday was his: "What is the role of the American Association of junior Colleges in bringing into focus the work of the junior college?"

Dr. Seay asserted that with all due credit to the value of other associations and with recognition of the need for junior college personnel to participate in these other organizations, that no other educational association will do for the junior colleges of the country what we must be able to do for ourselves through the commissions and other services and instrumentalities of the
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Association. Again he maintained that the junior college must not be an appendage to something else but must stand on its own feet. He therefore recommended that we work up a proposal on behalf of the Association pointing out ways in which the foundation could provide assistance to the Association to make more effective its leadership to the junior colleges of the country and in bringing this field into focus.

Dr. Seay urged that I contact Carnegie Corporation to see whether they have any interest in moving into this field of administration of junior colleges. This does not mean that Kellogg would discontinue its interest in the junior college but would prefer to attack some other area of need.

He also recommended that when I meet with staff of the Kellogg Foundation in Battle Creek on June 10 1 have some general ideas along two lines:

1.
What can the Foundation do to strengthen the Association in its work.

2.
What kinds of university centered programs might be established for preservice and in‑service training of junior college administrators, keeping in mind the concerns he expressed about the need for program identity.

I have an appointment with Carnegie Corporation personnel in New York on May 26.

Dr. Medsker has suggested that he would be willing to draw up an outline of a possible program as it might be seen by someone in a university and university representatives could look at it and indicate what they might do differently in their institutions. This could be done without making any judgments at this point as to which specific universities might be involved.

I am delighted to have this report to make to you. It seems to me that a golden opportunity has been presented us and that we are under obligation now to respond in terms that will contribute notably to the development of the junior college field. Of course we must keep in mind that Kellogg has not at this time made a commitment but that the foundation personnel are ready to consider a proposal.

In addition to soliciting ideas from responsible people in several universities I have in mind contacting past presidents of the American Association of Junior Colleges, chairmen of our commissions, and a few other people who have experience and deep interest in the junior college field. Suggestions from these people would. be most helpful in indicating ways in which the Association itself could strengthen its services.

I know this is a very busy time of the year for all administrators; however, could you send me at least a brief description of the kinds of ideas you would like me to discuss with the foundation. Assuming that the foundation would give generous support to the activities of the Association, how could we strengthen our work? What additional services should we provide, not only to present junior colleges but to those which will be organized over the next several years? For example, should we establish a research office; what could we do with our commissions if funds were available; what publications should we produce? etc.'.

Also any other suggestions about the best ways to proceed now would be most welcome,

I should point out that if Kellogg does anything it very likely would underwrite a program for at least five years and with possibility of renewal for another five years. This period of time should take us through one of the most critical periods in the development of the junior college.
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In view of these developments I am recommending a slight change in program for our summer meeting and request your reaction. I would like to spend a good bloc of time with the Commission on Research and Service and therefore propose something like this as a schedule:

August 11 ‑ 9:00 a.m.
‑
Commission on Research and Service


noon
‑ Luncheon ‑ Commission on Research and Service


2:00 p.m. ‑
Board of Directors



(Commission (meets separately)


7:00 p.m. ‑
Dinner for all personnel at Gleazer residence

12 9:00 a.m.
‑
Board of Directors and Commission



‑ Luncheon ‑ Board and Commission


2:00 p.m. ‑
Board of Directors



Commission members meet separately

13 9:00 a.m.
‑
Board of Directors

12:00
‑
Adjournment

I am assuming that staff of the Washington office as well as President Knudson would meet with the Commission on August 11 until the 2:00 p.m. session,

Two other foundation items: Mr. Armstrong of United States Steel will be.,   in our office

next Thursday to discuss their interest in our work. A report from Larry Bethel indicates

that Esso Foundation is meeting the latter part of this month and that our proposal will

be discussed at that time. According to Claude L. Alexander, Secretary,,' "After this

meeting I will be in a better position to discuss with you what course of action we plan

to take in this general area."

I hope to get some word from you in the next few days.

Sincerely yours,

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.

Executive Director

Encl.

EJG:mt

Attached are three sheets containing data obtained from personnel records received by the American Association of Junior Colleges from junior college presidents. 378 presidents responded out of a possible 495 (767.).

1. PREVIOUS EXPERIENCES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

The purpose of this compilation is to show the sources from which presidents of junior colleges were obtained.

In the columns labeled "First" are the numbers of persons coming into the presidency from each particular category listed in the extreme left-hand column. The figures in parentheses indicate the number of persons who moved from that category to the presidency of the same college.

The columns labeled "Second" list the numbers of persons who moved from those particular categories into some other category prior to their assuming the presidency of a junior college. No percentages were compiled for these data since some persons shifted from one position to another within the same category and these moves are not therefore reflected in the figures.

It is of interest to note that 78 of the 103 persons who moved from some junior college administrative position (usually the deanship) into the presidency, did so within the same college. 26 of the 37 who moved directly from teaching responsibilities in a junior college to the presidency, did so within the sane college.

You will note that 63.5% of the junior college presidents came from higher education positions, while 20.9% came from the "Public Schools" category.

2. HIGHEST EARNED DEGREES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS .(by regions)

In this breakdown of the 378 replies, we see that a little over a third of all presidents have the doctorate; a little more than half of this group have the Ed.D. The letter "Ell under the Ed.D. column has no significance except for bookkeeping purposes and was inadvertently left in the final writing.

3. HIGHEST EARNED DEGREES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS (by time in office and by region)

Although not shown on this sheet, we can see that 77 of the 166 persons ‑.or 46.3% ‑ in their present positions for less than 5 years have the doctorate and that 79 ‑or 47.5% ‑ have the masters degree. Of the 209 with more than 5 years of service in their present positions 58 ‑ or 27.7% ‑ have the doctorate, while 135 ‑ or 64.5% ‑ have earned the masters degree.
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PREVIOUS EXPERIENCES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

as of January 1, 19.59

Categories

Public

Private

Total

Jr. College
First
%
Second First
%
Second First

%
Second

Jr.Coll.Admin.
67(49)

7
36 (29)

1
103(78)

8

Head of other


Jr. College
27

5




27

5

Jr.College


Teaching
26(17)

25
11(9)

10(9)
37(26)

35

Jr. Coll,. Guid. /


Counseling

2

2

‑‑


2

2

Total
122
50.6%
39
47
34.3%

169
44.77.

Other Higher

Education

Coll. Admin.
15

10
29


5
44

15

Coll.Teaching
18

19
9

19
27

38

Total
33
13.7%
29
38
27.75%


71
18.87.

Public Schools

Superintendent/


Asst. Supt.
27

18
5


1
32

19

High School


Admin.
29

24
8


8
37

32

High. School


Teaching
4

20
1


8
5

28

high School


Guid./Coun​


seling
5

3
‑‑


‑‑
5

3

Total
65
27%

14
10.27.


79
20.9%

Other

Adult Education
I
I
‑‑
1
1

State Departments


of Education
5
2
1
6
2

Elementary/ Jr.


High Admin.
‑‑
2
‑‑

‑‑
2

Elementary/Jr.


High Teaching
‑‑
2
‑‑
‑‑
‑‑
3


Military/Govt.


Admin.
5
4
4

1
9

5

Business/industry


Law
2.
5
6

3
8

8

Clergy
I
‑‑
22
/16.1%
9
23
6.1%/
9

Foundation/Comm.

Organization
‑‑
1
2
‑‑
2
1

None listed
7

‑‑
3


10

‑​

Total
21
8.7/.

38

27.75%
59
15.6%

TOTAL
241
100.0%.

137
100.07.
378
100.07.

Figures in parentheses indicate the number of persons who moved from that 

category to

the presidency in the same college.
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HIGHEST EARNED DEGREES OF JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

as of January 1, 1959

(378 replies)


Public




None

Region
Bachelor
Master
Doctor
(Ed.D.)
Listed
Total

S.


1
33
25
(14E)









59

N.E
0
1
1


2

N.W.
1
10
6
(3E)

17

N.C
3
58
24
(13E)
‑
85

Mid. St.
1
17
14
(7E)
1
33

W.


‑0
22
23
(15E)









45

Totals
6
141
93
(52E)
1
241


Private

S.


9
31
13
(2E)
‑








53

N.E
4
15
5
(1E)

24

N.W
0
2
1

‑
3

N.C
5
13
16
(1E)
1
35

Mid. St.
2
12
6
(1E)
1
21

W.


0

1
(1E)









1

Totals
20
73
42
(6E)
2
137

Totals (Pub. Pri.)

S.


10
64
38
(16E)
‑
112

N.E
4
16
6
(M)

26

N.W
1
12
7
(3E)
‑
20

N.C
8
71
40
(14E)
1
120

Mid. St.
3
29
20
(8E)
2
54

W.


‑
22
24
(16E)

46


TOTALS
26
214
135
(58E)
3
378

% of TOTAL


(378)
6.9%
577.
35.7%
(15.3%)
.47.
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Highest Earned Degree of Junior College Presidents (Total 378) as of January 1, 1959

PUBLIC COLLEGES: 
Regions


Southern
N. E.
N. W.
N. C.
Mid.Sts. Western
Totals

Years in

Present Office
B M D
B M D
B M D
B M D
B M D
B M D
B M D

1 or less
‑
‑
9
‑
‑

2
1
1
5
5
‑
1
2
‑
2
6
1 10 23

1+ to 2+
‑
2
6
‑
‑

I
‑
‑
8
5
‑
3
5
‑
2
4
‑ 16 20

3 ‑ 4+
‑
4
2
‑
1

2
‑
1
6
3
‑
2
2
‑
9
5
1 24 12

5 ‑ 9+
‑
9
6
‑
‑ I
‑
4
4
1 15
5
‑
6
1

6
5
1 40 22

10 ‑ 15
1 12
1
‑
‑
1
‑
1
‑ 13
5
‑
4
4

2
3
2 31.14

15+
‑ 6
‑ I ‑
‑ 11 1
1 202

PRIVATE‑COLLEGES:

1 none listed.

1 or less
2 6

‑ ‑
4
‑
‑
2
‑
‑
‑
2 8 7

1+ to 2+
1 4 4 1 2
2
‑ 3
3
1
‑
‑
‑
‑
‑
2 10 9

3 ‑44‑
3 5 1
2
1 1
4
‑ 3
1
‑
‑
‑
4 116

5 ‑ 9+
3 5 3
4 1
‑ ‑ 1
2 6 2
1 6 ‑
‑ ‑ ‑
6 217

10 ‑ 15
‑ 5 3
4 ‑
‑ 1 ‑
1 3 3
‑ 1 2
‑ ‑ 1
1 14 9

15+
‑ 6 2
3
2 1
‑ ‑ ‑
I ‑ ‑
1 1 1
‑
5 94

PUBLIC & PRI‑
2 none listed

VATE COLLEGES:

1 or less
2 6 9
‑ 1 1
‑ 3 1
1 5 9
‑ 1 4
‑ 2 6
3 18 30

1+ ‑ 2+
1 6 10
1 2 2
‑ 1 ‑
‑ 11 8
‑ 4 5
‑ 2 4
2 26 29

3 ‑ 4+
3 9 3
‑ 3 ‑
‑ 2 ‑
2 7 7
‑ 5 3
‑ 9 5
5 35 18

5 ‑ 9+
3 14 9
‑ 4
2
‑
4
5
3 21
7
1 12 1
‑ 6
5
7 61 29

10 ‑ 15
1 17 4
‑ 4
‑
1
1
1
1 16
8
‑
5 6
‑
2 3
3 45 23

15+
‑ 12 3
3
2 1
‑
1
‑
1 11
1
2
2 1
‑ 1
‑
6 29 6

3 none listed
26 214 135

May, 1959

SOME IMPLICATIONS

FROM THE STUDY OF THE TWO‑YEAR COLLEGE


FOR ADMINISTRATOR PROGRAMS

Introduction

A. Brief Description of the Study 1. Purpose: To take another look at the role of the two‑year college in higher education as it is developing under different patterns of organization, control, and financial support. This presupposes an identification of the weaknesses, strengths, and problems which characterize the institution.

2.

Procedure:


Early decision to follow a grass roots procedure to as great an


extent as possible, i.e., to do a considerable amount of field work


and to involve a number of institutions. While collecting certain


data from all states, decided to study the college intensively in


15 states (three more later added) and even then in each of these


states to study extensively 20 per cent of the colleges.

Four aspects:

a)

Development, characteristics, and problems of the two‑year college


in the system in each state,

b)

Collection of data from all two‑year colleges,

c)

Study of cooperating units: outcomes of students, practices and


procedures, attitudes of staff,

d)

Study of transfers by four‑colleges.

Cannot describe entire study or give indication of all that is in report. Have merely tried to pull out a few generalizations and impressions pertinent to this discussion.

B.

The Plan


a) Complex role of the junior college


b) Areas of weaknesses


c) Some impressions about leadership


d) A look ahead

Body

1. The complex role of the junior college


A. Complexity of its general role in society



1. A Society that grows more complex



2. A society that places additional emphasis on education



3. A society that does not believe in educational elite



4. A society that stresses equality of opportunity



5. Yet a society that faces a tremendous task in higher education

6.
The two‑year college a response to underlying social and economic forces‑‑ would be created if we didn't have

B.

Inherent complexity of the system of post‑high‑school education

1. Distinctive functions

2. In the pattern of decentralization

3. In relationships with other institutions in a state system

C.

In terms of organization, finance, etc.

1.

Variation in patterns among states

2.

Variation in types of two‑year institutions

3.
Variation in pattern of support, particularly in the combination of state and local support

4.
Question of whether the junior college is secondary or higher education

II.

Areas of weaknesses

A.

Discharge of terminal function

1. Data

2. Difficulties: Culture‑ Unknowns

B. ."Fulfillment of general education

1. Little concern (refer to values, etc.)

C.

Student personnel services

1. Lack of organization and direction

2. Lack of administrative concern and support

3. Lack of qualified people

4. Lack of institutional studies

D.

Diversity of attitudes on part of faculty ( matter of image and

reference groups) ‑ problem to administrators

E.

Difficulty in achieving a role and identity commensurate with

its significance

1. Despite current recognition often lacks identity

2. Lack of specific objectives

III.

Some impressions about present leadership

A.

Some outstanding

B.

Impression that too many:

1.
Don't fully comprehend the total social setting in which the junior college must operate. Some have image of "college president"

2.
Many do not place the junior college in the context of higher education

3.
Many are more concerned with the business end of the enterprise than with the educational aspects‑‑ more fluent in talking about the smaller aspects than the bigger issues.

C. Many potentially good people in sub‑administrative positions

IV.

A look ahead

A.

Increasing complexity of the times

B.

New dimensions in education‑ leisure time‑ displacement‑ retraining.

Need for local services

C.

Unknowns in post‑high‑school education

1. How best to take care of load

2. Selectivity

3. Standards

4. Differential functions

5. Outcomes for students

V. General comments

Administrators at all levels have to have educational vision knowledge of the social forces about us

Background in various major disciplines‑ else how can they work wit staff?

Knowledge of higher education generally‑ its obligations, goals, problems

Knowledge about students‑ diversity‑ how people learn‑ importance of utilizing all kinds and levels of talents

Knowledge of principles of administration‑ school finance plant planning

Knowledge of curriculum development‑ democratic process

HOW SHALL WE GET TOP LEADERSHIP FOR COMMUNITY‑JUNIOR COLLEGES?

by Algo D. Henderson

The need for a future supply of administrative personnel in community junior colleges is obvious.

Quantitatively, the supply must be increased for the reasons that (a) the number of institutions is growing; (b) the sizes are enlarging, and this means a multiplication of administrative posts within many of the institutions; and (c) the functions of the community colleges are broadening, and this requires additional functional personnel.

During the ten‑year period 1947‑57, 486 community and junior colleges, representing approximately 807. of the total number, changed their top leadership 487 times (see Table 1). The rate of change for public and private colleges was almost identical. This suggests an average turnover of ten percent a year. In some states, as in Alabama, Iowa and Missouri, the turnover has been much higher. Among the more stable of the states have been Minnesota, New York, Pennsylvania and Virginia. These data understate the problem because of the new colleges that are being founded every year.

They also fail to reveal the growth in demand for junior administrators, from among whom will come many of the future top leaders. I have noted the growth 4 ‑in size and complexity of the colleges. Let me cite an example of the effect of this an administrative personnel. In 1952, the Dearborn Junior College was reorganized as the Henry Ford Community College.. As of this time, the college was well established and was offering college parallel, terminal and adult education courses. However, the terminal and adult programs were expanded into twelve cluster areas and two new buildings were erected to accommodate them. The total enrollment of

Table I

Changes in Top Leadership in Community‑Junior Colleges

Period 1947‑57

Public
Private
Totals

No. Inst. Changes
No. Inst. Changes

No. Inst. Changes

Alabama
1
0
9
15
10
15

California
65
81
6
10
71
91

Florida
5
.3
5
7
10
10

Georgia
9
8
9
11
18
19

Illinois
13
14
10
10
23
24

Iowa
16
22
7
12
23
34

Kansas
14
13
8
10
22
23

Kentucky
2
3
11
10
13
13

Maryland
7
8
4
2
11
10

Massachusetts
2
2
16
10
18
12

Michigan
14
12
2
6
16
18

Minnesota
9
4
2
1
11
5
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Mississippi
15
14
8
5
23
19

Missouri
8
14
11
12
19
26

New Jersey
2
2
8
5
10
7

New York
16
9
15
11
31
20

North Carolina
5
4
17
12
22
16

Oklahoma
13
11
3
5
16
16

Pennsylvania
12
6
n
10
25
16

Tennessee
1
0
9
10
10
10

Texas

34
38
11
11
45
49

Virginia
3
0
13
9
16
9

Washington
10
14
1
1
11
15

Wisconsin
10
6
‑2
4
12
10


Totals
286
288
200
199
486
487

Source: Junior college directories for the several years.

the college has grown from 781 in 1950‑51 to 6,300 now. In 1951 the

college had

one dean, 'one assistant dean and two part‑time counselors. Today it has

thirteen substantially full‑time administrators: a dean, three assistant deans,

six coordinators of special programs, and three counselors. Plans have been

made to add in the immediate future an additional part‑time counselor and a director for adult education.

The previous experiences of the top leaders in community colleges were tested by studying the published histories of a sample of eighty‑eight executives selected by taking approximately every seventh administrator listed in the 1956 Junior College Directory. The table shows the results. Sixty percent of these persons had had some previous administrative experience in a junior college. Forty‑three percent had been in high school administration and forty‑one percent had been in high school teaching. Only on third had been in college teaching, the fourth highest category.

Table 11 Previous Professional Experiences of Community‑Junior College Executives (based upon a sample of 88 persons)

Previous Experiences
Number Reporting
Percent


Experience

Junior College administrative responsibility
53
60.2

High school administrative responsibility
38
43.1

High school teaching
36
40.9

College teaching
30
34.0

Junior College teaching
28
31.8

Superintendent of schools
21
23.8

Junior College guidance/counseling responsibility

22.7

College administrative responsibility
15
17.0

Grade school‑junior high school teaching
14
15.9

Military/government administrative responsibility
12
13.6
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Elementary and Junior high school administration
10
11.3

High school guidance/counseling responsibility
7
7.9

Business/industry experience
6
6.8

Clergy
6 
6.8

Source:

Biographical sketches in Who's Who in American Education, Vol XVII,


1955‑56, for 88 junior college executives, ‑being approximately


every seventh name in the 1956 Junior College Directory.

The preponderance in number of advancements was from subordinate administrative roles in the community colleges and from high school administration and teaching. This is suggestive of a continuing source of top personnel. It also has implications respecting in‑service training programs of which I shall speak presently. We should note, however, that pressures have been developing that may diminish this supply. One of these is the tremendous expansion of the enrollments of the public schools, with accompanying shortages of personnel and improved salary schedules. In the second place, a trend is running strongly toward the planning of community colleges as parts of state‑coordinated systems of higher education. This trend may cause a lessening in the influences that have resulted in the promotion of local personnel. In Michigan, for example, the community colleges have been integral parts of the public school system, but events of the past five years illustrative of my point have included an introduction of state subsidization, a growing concern of the legislature with state‑wide planning for higher education, and much increased activity of the state universities in their efforts to be of service to and to influence the community colleges. Nearly all of the presidents or deans who have been in office for more than five years have been identified with public school service. Among the six that have been employed more recently, three have not been previously so identified, and in at least four of the cases the influence of the state universities is detectable in the type of selections that have been made. This trend is observable in certain other states where the development of a system of community colleges is recent, notably in New York where the community college law requires that the appointments of the presidents of the colleges must be approved by the Board of Trustees of the State University.

Qualitatively, the demands are changing. To pursue the Michigan illustration, of the six recently added heads of colleges, three have doctor's degrees and two are candidates for the doctorate. Recognizing, however, that I cannot generalize from this example alone, I should like to state some reasons why I think the standards for the selection of presidents and deans will steadily rise. One such reason is implicit in the nature of certain of the pressures described above ‑‑ the influences of the state agencies and universities are apt to bear on the problem from the traditions and viewpoints of higher education rather than those of secondary education. This viewpoint assumes high academic and other professional attainments. A second reason lies in the history of the junior college. The concept of the college has changed radically during the half‑century of its existence, and with this
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change has come the need of more   imaginative and versatile leadership. What formerly was a job as the principal of a preparatory program has become a role as educational leader, as community leader and as the executive of a complex enterprise with many facets of management relating to personnel program plant, finance and public relations. It has become highly important that this educational leadership shall be exercised with the social I vision and the professional understanding needed to implement the new concept.  

Let me be more precise by merging the two reasons just given. that the community colleges will grow in size and in diversity of curriculum may be accepted without argument. But a big college is not necessarily a good college. Some University educators, who do not understand too well the theory of the comprehensive high school and who believe that our high schools have emphasized quantity at the expense of quality, are deeply apprehensive about the rapidly expanding community college. Will it, regardless of resources, attempt to do everything for everybody?  More specifically, will the transferees be adequately prepared to continue with advanced programs?  Will the technicians have become genuinely competent?. Will the general education be more than a general veneer? Will the individual have been challenged in relation to his abilities? On these points, of course, the senior colleges need not be too smugly self‑complacent. However, here we are nourishing an already lusty infant, the community college. How can we shape its intelligence and train its nervous system so that it will avoid the mistake and weaknesses of its progenitors and establish goals that are worthy of our democratic, dynamic society?


Community college presidents and deans in the future, as in the past, will

be chosen from many sources. Leadership may be found from within the school

system. Leadership in community colleges, as in other colleges, may emerge

from within the faculties and staffs of the   institutions. Leadership may

occasionally be secured from the fields of business, government and the military

service. No sources of these types should be overlooked. However, the man

who has shown initiative and organizing ability in the program of adult

education in the school system and hence is brought into the administrative

picture of the college may need additional preparation for his new role. The

man who performs well as the chairman of the department of history may be a

promising administrator, but his specialized education may have left him without

a genuine understanding of the community college; indeed, he may have an

inhibiting prejudice about what constitutes a legitimate college program. The

experiences of the senior colleges in drawing upon business and military

leaders suggest that many of these persons, though good executives, may not be

good educators. A university president who is successful in extracting funds

from the legislature or philanthropists may be to delegate the role of academic

leadership to a vice‑president or dean. The community college head, working

at the grass roots of education, with a program that is exploratory and  

evolving, must of necessity be the educational sparkplug of his institution.
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I want now to turn to a fresh approach to this discussion. Yesterday, two young men sought my advice about their future careers. One has been working on a doctor's degree in an academic subject. Being well along in this effort, he has found himself more and more involved in pure research and less convinced that this is his interest and forte. He came to ask whether he should consider teaching in a junior college. A few hours later, the second man appeared. He is a public relations officer for manufacturing concern, but had decided he wanted to teach  and asked how he could prepare for junior teaching. Both men had seen military service, ‑each is probably in late twenties, and has an agreeable personality. These men are the most recent examples of a.. ‑small‑ ‑but persistent. stream of such visitors to my office. In their‑‑ minds ‑ they have already ‑been.‑attracted‑‑to c4mnmunity college teaching. In my mind, some of the persons, including the two of yesterday, are potential administrator I assume that there  is at least


a trickle of interest of this type at many universities, and I know that

 

trickle enlarges to a steady flow, when. a keenly motivated and inquiring

personality of the James Reynolds,. Ralph Field or Lamar Johnson type erects

his antenna at a University. How then may we complete the process of commitment and preparation of these 

possible administrators?  How may we enlarge the flow?

By coincidence, the previous evening I had entertained in my home a young man in his early thirties who is now in his fourth year as a junior college president. He was graduated from a college of liberal arts and‑has a doctor's degree in education from Harvard. In spite of a youthful appearance and the lack of tempering experience, he has already demonstrated that he has command of his college and is giving it positive leadership. More than that, after so brief a service in the state, he has already been elected by his professional colleagues president of the state association of junior colleges and is currently serving as chairman of the state planning committee for the next meeting of the American Association of Junior Colleges. I admit that he appears to have a natural gift of leadership. But he also has had training for the role he has assumed and the chance is large that he would not be in the position he has if he had not secured that training. I would further assert that he would not have been able to play so constructive a role at so early an age, if he had not had the training.

These illustrations point to the most obvious source of future leadership, the universities. How may a university contribute toward a solution of the problem? The idea of preparing persons for future administrative positions is not a unique one. In the twentieth century we have become accustomed to having schools to train future managers of business enterprise and to prepare city managers, budget officers and other public administrators. Our universities have also blossomed out with curriculums in public school administration, hotel administration, labor and industrial relations, student personnel services, and so on. Indeed, we teach about the administration of nearly everything, from the hospitals in which people are born, through the drug stores from which they get their vitamins and tranquillizers, to the funeral parlors at the end of the voyage. Maybe those of us who are interested in college administration should persuade our universities to let us join in this procession.
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Before going overboard with our new‑found enthusiasm, we should consider four problems. One is the question whether we can actually prepare administrators through a professional curriculum. In spite of being a graduate of the Harvard School of Business Administration, I share a bit the Flexner skepticism about whether administrators can be trained in college. Nevertheless, I am sure that both through education and research, these professional schools have advanced the art and the science of administration. Harvard, also, by this time has turned out an impressive parade of graduates who have become successful administrators. So I shall not debate this issue. Suffice it to say that much of the art of administration must be learned on the firing line, but the prior or interrelated study of principles and procedures can do much to facilitate the learning on the job and to accelerate the mobilization of personal strengths.

A second problem arises from the difference in character of college administration from the instances cited. The administration of a college is similar in that it involves organization, coordination and future planning. It is dissimilar, however, in that it involves also the exercise of educational leadership. In a very real sense, the faculty is the institution. For reasons that are apparent to educators, the administrator must be more than an employer of employees. He should share in the thinking and creative work of the faculty and be both their guide and their spokesman. For certain staff positions, such as that of controller, technical training may suffice. For the person of potential top leadership, it is essential that he be a well educated man and a successful teacher. This means substantial academic preparation.

Still another problem is that concerned with public relations. Any enterprise, institution or division of government has the problem of maintaining good public relations. The problem is compounded for colleges because they are supplicants for funds, the wares they have to sell are highly intangible, and they have many publics ‑‑ students, high school faculties, parents, alumni, church congregations, legislative bodies, boards of education, foundations, philanthropists, governmental agencies, and others. If the institution is to have genuine vigor, it must maintain a ferment of ideas by students and faculty. These ideas, given free play on the campus, arouse the feelings of the off‑campus publics, and not always favorably. It is to these publics that the big idea must be sold if the life of the president is to be something more than that of a beggar of funds. A solution involves a reconciliation of these conflicts of interest so that they will not become mutually destructive. The top leaders must possess an understanding of the nature of learning and of scholarship and of the essential meaning of academic freedom; but if the student‑faculty group is not to destroy its own freedom it must be persuaded of the necessity of intellectual integrity and community responsibility.
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For such purposes as exerting skillful leadership of the faculty, the diplomatic steering of activities that affect public relations and the securing of public interest and support, the president or dean needs a working knowledge of social psychology and group processes.


Still a final problem relates to the need of a philosophy of

education. And this has several facets. Can the preparation of a college

educator be said to be matured until he has become familiar with the ideas of

brilliant leaders such as Newman, Flexner, Dewey and Conant? Yet

presidents candidly confess that they do not take 'time for such reading. As

implied earlier, should not the educational leaders have knowledge in a critical

sense of the major problems facing education today? Does not the scholar

in biology, having become dean,, need some perspective relating to curriculum

theory and planning beyond the narrow confines of his department? Should

not the administrator of a community college be trained to visualize the

continuous evolution of curriculums, so that he will be creative in new

areas, as in technical‑terminal education or in courses for persons of post‑

college age? Should not all educators know something of the principles of 

learning?

Summing up the problem, the nation will require more and better administrators for community‑junior colleges. Many of them will emerge from within the school system. and within the faculties. Others may be recruited directly from among the more mature of the students in graduate schools. Regardless of where they come from, these persons need substantial academic preparation for college level work, an understanding of the social and psychological foundations of education and some knowledge of the principles and techniques of administration.

It would be a contribution if this conference could spell out more specifically and more fully how to accomplish all of these purposes and do it in a manner that does not impose too heavy a burden of time‑consuming preparation on the part of the student. As a starting point for discussion, I shall offer some thoughts, relying heavily upon our experience at Michigan.

Since we are concerned with the adequacy of leadership as well as with sources of fresh leadership, I would suggest as one action that we increase the opportunities for in‑service training. Where courses are offered by a university in the evenings or on Saturdays, they become available to commuters. In my experience I have been pleasantly surprised by the number of presidents, deans and junior administrators that have enrolled in such courses. This year we are also experimenting by taking a course on the Community College into the field. Offered in Flint, it has a current enrollment of 24. This encouraging turnout makes me feel that in future years, we should take the course to other geographical areas of the state.

Then we have had good success with an Institute College Administration which works on problems relating to curriculum, personnel, financial, and other aspects of administration. Last summer we had to close the enrollment at 60 persons, most of whom were presidents and deans. Another related
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activity is the conference on higher education, three of which we have held each year. To staff the Institute and conferences we bring persons who have had unusual experience as executives or in research on the problems of higher education. The participants seem to get some new insights into their jobs.

Some institutions have made intensive use of these opportunities, For example, one college has sent into the regular courses in higher education the president, two deans, the business manager and some department heads. Another college from a greater distance two years ago sent its vice president to our summer session and its related institute. He is now president of the‑. college and last summer‑ sent his dean. and six faculty with whom ‑we worked

as a special group. Both‑ of‑. these colleges
colleges.1have. also followed. up‑ 

by having​

resource persons meet with the whole of their faculties. Both were liberal

arts colleges.,. but the opportunity is open to community colleges as well.

The other action the universities can take in preparing community‑junior: college leaders is through programs of graduate study. Perhaps here the contribution is primarily the training of faculty, some of whom at a later state enter administration If so, we get back again to the need of the in‑service program. However, it is possible in the graduate school to give prospective teachers some orientation to the community college concept and program which should add to their qualifications for future administration. It is possible to motivate some of them toward administrative careers. These graduate students will always include some individuals of experience and maturity who, after further training, could qualify for immediate placement in administration.

What sort of program can be designed to train future administrators? The broad objectives and the scope of such a program have been indicated. Because of the qualitative factors in educational leadership at the college level, we cannot simply emulate the programs to train public school administrators or business, hospital or city administrators. Because of the time factor in acquiring breadth of education, the courses in administration should aim at the heart of the objectives and be limited to the most essential materials. Incidentally, with one exception, I think that the program need not differentiate between prospective administrators for senior colleges and for junior colleges. The exception is that it is imperative that the junior college prospects be provided with an adequate orientation to the community college concept and community survey techniques. However, I find it impossible to lead a discussion on the problems of higher education without devoting substantial consideration to the nature and role of the community colleges. Furthermore, I think that the leaders in liberal arts colleges and professional schools also seriously need this knowledge.

Though we cannot emulate the curriculum patterns in other areas of administration, we can assist our students to take advantage of some of these offerings. Students who need accounting and controllership can get these courses in the curriculum in business administration. Those who need to know
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about the legislative process may find a course in political science. Public relations may be taught in the journalism department and personnel administration of the type appropriate to public community colleges will be found in educational administration. These are resources that already exist in many universities, and I see no sense in duplicating them. But because the students need counsel about them, the professor of higher education should be alert to these possibilities.

Having circumscribed the program of course offerings in higher education in several ways ‑‑ to keep it in balance with the academic preparation, to avoid unnecessary duplications of technical subjects, and to emphasize essential ideas and principles rather than details and applications ‑ we get down, I think, to a manageable curriculum. At the University of Michigan we have solved the problem by offering basic courses that deal with the history‑philosophy of higher education., the characteristics of the college going students, the design of curriculums, the function of teaching, the organization and administration of colleges, and the problems of environment,, finance and public relations. We have two seminars, one the group study of ideas, and the other the intensive study of problems of individual interest and choice. Using this simple course structure and taking some advantage of courses in the social and psychological foundations of education, and of cognates in academic departments, we offer the master's, doctor of philosophy and doctor of education degrees.

To make up in part for having kept our instruction somewhat free of the study of applied materials, we are currently proposing to develop more fully some opportunities for internship experiences. One such collaboration, for example, will be with Flint Junior College. Although this, too, takes time, in the long run it may accelerate the advancement in position of the individual. In principle, the internship is the inverse of the in‑service training upon which I have placed considerable emphasis in this paper.

A considerable number of universities have been developing programs to prepare community‑junior college personnel. These are commendable beginnings on a job that begs for attention. Since the effort is still in its infancy, it is not surprising to find weaknesses present. Not enough students of high intellectual and personal qualifications sense the kind of opportunity that they might find in the community college field. Not enough of the universities have programs with genuine vitality or that are more than a step‑child of the department of education. Too often the graduate student becomes loaded with courses in professional education, most of which are oriented to the pre‑college age child, rather than to the education of college youth and adults, and which crowd out the courses that provide cultural backgrounds of the sort that college presidents and deans are assumed to have. These weaknesses in program and in attracting students of highest quality are the product of indifference on the part of the universities. The professor of education who has sensed the need and organized course of study deserves a compliment for his initiative, but
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he has frequently been a lonely pioneer. A rational survey of the problem, such as I have been attempting here, makes it clear that the task is one that demands university‑wide recognition and participation. The job is not one for a specialized academic department, nor is it one for a professional school of education. Each has a contribution to make. More than for any other field of human activity, the job of preparing college educators is a function of the university as a whole.

Suggestions of the elements of a program to be underwritten by the Foundation were solicited from members of the Board of Directors, members of the various Commissions and the Editorial Board of the AAJC and from individuals prominent in the field of higher education with particular reference to junior college education.

Some of these suggestions are listed in the following pages, along with a list of the persons whose advice was requested.

May 22, 1959

A representative of one of the nation's large foundations has expressed interest in discussing with us ways in which the foundation might strengthen the activities of the American Association of Junior Colleges. This gentleman expressed the view that the American Association of Junior Colleges has significant responsibilities in bringing into focus the work of the junior college. He affirmed that no other association will do for these institutions what we must be able to do for ourselves through our commissions and other services of this organization. Therefore he has invited us to develop a proposal on behalf of this Association which would indicate ways in which the foundation could provide assistance to us in doing more effective work in giving leadership to the present and future junior colleges of the country.

I am writing to several people who have carried significant responsibilities in the junior college field and/or who are now serving as officers in the Association to solicit expression of ideas which might be helpful to me in my next meeting with the staff of the foundation.

Assuming that funds are available, what would you like to see our Association do? Let me give you a few clues to what I have in mind:

Should we attempt to set up a research office for the Association?

Are there publications we need to produce?

How could the work of the commissions be extended and strengthened if funds are available?

Are there any kinds of consulting services which would be of value?

I know that this is a very busy time of the year for you but I am scheduled to meet with the foundation on June 10 and I would deeply appreciate, getting your reactions.

Best regards,

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr. Executive Director Enc.

COMMENTS AND

SUGGESTIONS IN RE FOUNDATION APPEAL


(excerpted from letters)

ITEM 1. NEED FOR ANALYSIS OF ROLE OF JUNIOR COLLEGE IN AMERICAN EDUCATION

1. What is to be the outcome? Need major research effort on current role of junior college (refers to Eells' Study of Terminal Education) in re terminal education, college preparatory functions, guidance, adult education, general education.

2. Need extensive "perhaps revolutionary" study of role and place of junior college (particularly public college)

3. Four‑year institution can handle 3rd and 4th year work and graduate studies leaving the first two years of college to junior colleges.
Should co‑operate with four‑year university agencies in this matter.

4.  Need recognition of true and unique significance of junior college in American public education.

5. Higher education should be considered in terms other than the traditional.

6. Need thorough scholarly research (by Conant?)

7. National publication on junior college and' the Part it Plays in

A

American Higher Education.

8. There is a problem of defining adequately the junior college and its program so that persons of influence, especially legislators, can understand more.

9. Need studies to show who attends, what colleges do, why more junior colleges are needed.

10. There should be a national conference attended by not more than 15 representatives of junior colleges and representatives of university specifically interested in junior colleges to discuss:

1.

Types of services provided

2.

Types of problems to be attacked

3.
Types of procedures which should be followed in providing these services.

11. Ideas concerning how best to serve junior colleges must come out of existing leadership if these ideas are to bear fruit.

12. Must assist and encourage Educational Policies for junior colleges at state and local levels.

13. Development of terminal curricula.

14. Relation of general education to technical programs.

15. Study problems of thousands of students, who fail to make "C" average grades. How far can and should the junior college go with them?

.1 1 17
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ITEM II. RESEARCH OFFICE IN WASHINGTON

Pro

1. Highly desirable to set up Washington research office since many research facilities and sources of information are here (Library of Congress, etc.)

2.

Research office needed

3. Need research co‑coordinator to work in Washington office (emphasis on work with Commissions)

4. Need special personnel for research work and should create special committees to do research*

5. Conduct more and better research: need research department and personnel.

6. Where would research now being done at Texas fit into any new plans? What about University of Texas' role?

7.

Office of Research required (lists a number of items to be done)

Con (Farm out Research)

1. Should emphasize gathering of data directly from colleges rather than rely on studies already in existence. Coordinate research from Washington office but have the research done elsewhere.

2. A co‑coordinator may be of some value but we really don't need a separate office of research. Research could be famed out to universities, state agencies, etc.

ITEM II. DO NOT NEED RESEARCH

1.
"No paucity of research". We do not need scholarly research information disseminated chiefly among junior colleges.. (Emphasizes public relations more)

DO NOT WANT WASHINGTON RESEARCH OFFICE. LET COMMISSIONS DO RESEARCH

1.

Stresses public relations

2.

Give funds to Commissions to do research.

3. Place research emphasis in Commissions and recruit research studies in major universities.

4. Establish AAJC office research program only if on long term basis, otherwise farm out research

5.

Not if only for private colleges ‑‑ should be for public colleges
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ITEM II. RESEARCH OFFICE IN WASHINGTON (Conf'd)

6. Communications with various agencies would be far more effective if based upon good resourceful research information

7. U. S. Office of Education should do major research. AAJC only minor but informational research ‑ co‑ordinate research, including identification and suggestion of problems.

8. For prestige and for better types of publications.

ITEM II. RESEARCH OFFICE IN WASHINGTON

1. Do not believe a research office should be set up within AAJC unless funds are forthcoming for indefinite period of time.

2. Need comprehensive research through AAJC and Commissions with paid staff in office.

3. Research by colleges through "Junior College Council on Education."

4. Need research stimulation and co‑ordination

5. AAJC office as clearing house and identification center (Enumerates four areas of research)

6. One of greatest helps would be a combination research and consultant service (much present research not suitable for junior colleges)

7. Do not duplicate efforts of U. S. Office of Education, etc,

8. Research and study for individual college as well as general.

4

ITEM III. STRENGTHEN WORK OF COMMISSIONS

1. Give funds to Commissions to do research.

2. Commissions should serve as professional advisory committees for research projects.

Should meet for ‑fairly‑extended‑‑periods.‑of‑time to plan research,​

Need funds for meetings and to bring in resource persons.

3. Bring Commissions together at more frequent intervals.

4. Commissions should act as advisory groups.

5. Commission Administration should sponsor workshop for administrators. Need scholarships to enable administrators to attend.

6. Commissions should hold 3 ‑ 5 day meetings to concentrate on research and other projects.

7. Should work with corresponding committees of State Associations and Regional Associations.

8. Commissions can identify research problems. However, need more responsibility on part of Commission leadership to carry out any projects.

9. Need longer and more frequent meetings.

10. Longer annual meetings.

Funds needed for action groups under the Commission.

11. Utilize present Commission as advisory Commission to full‑time staff members who would implement programs.

12. Have Commissions provide consultants programs in‑various areas of junior college education

13. Increase number of meetings.

14. Should meet at least two times a year.

15. An urgent need! Need staff for Commissions.

Yes, if we have enough funds to employ personnel.
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ITEM IV. TRAINING PERSONNEL

1. Train Board members, especially on how to select president.

Also emphasize faculty

2. Internship for administrators. Conferences where administrators can bring along two or three staff members.

3. Funds for in‑service education programs for faculty. Use intervisitations.

4. Should look into preparation of teachers for junior colleges.

Also need for recruitment and training of personnel for State Departments of Education,

5. Teacher training: Work with teacher‑training institutes.

Internships needed.

6. Administrative workshops.

7. Development of junior college administrators.

8. Recruitment, selection and training of junior college faculty members.

9. Institute for Board chairmen?

10. Selection, either before training or during training, of instructors for this type of institution. What are the characteristics of a community college teacher?

11. What should an administrator of a community college know?

6

Item V. CONSULTATION SERVICES

1.

Funds needed to bring in consultants to work with Commissions

2.

Consultants to visit campuses.

3. Consultants to help with teacher education programs and special.


optional programs outside of traditional ‑higher education patterns.

4.

Money need to pay for consultation services.

5.

Need real experts, not just anyone who calls himself consultant.
6.

Need consulting services especially in areas of instruction and curriculum.

7.
Need consultants.

8.
Administrators to serve as consultants

9.
It would be a tremendous asset if a western field service could be established in Texas or California.

10. Would be extremely helpful if AAJC could provide consultants to colleges, especially

in re curricula and student personnel progress.

11. Also might be desirable to free some selected instructors for research from time to time.

12.

Advisory Commission for communities.

13.

Through Commissions, have consultants in each major area if necessary.

14.
AAJC compile list of consultants and provide honoraria or part of expenses.

15.

Where states don't have consultants.

16. Especially for new colleges "I think also that it is only the fool who thinks that as the junior movement bursts into full bloom, the junior college can be a catchall for the halt, the lame, and the blind who come out of the secondary schools.

17.

Probably greatest potential

18.

Especially to State Departments of Education,

ITEM VI. ENCOURAGE INTERVISITATIONS

1.
Call in State Board of Education members, industrial leaders, and others of influence.

2. Need funds for intervisitations of administrators as consultants

in two or three day programs ... can meet with faculty, students, board members, etc.
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ITEM VII. PUBLIC RELATIONS PROGRAM AND MATERIALS

1. Brochures explaining junior colleges needed. Should consider extensive and repeated mailings (sustained mailing).

More public relations releases needed, articles to papers, etc.

2.

Publish results of research in terms that laymen can understand.

3.

Must explain junior college for average man and his family.

4. Emphasize P. R. at local levels to acquaint people with junior colleges in their community and elsewhere.

5.

Need promotional materials.

6. Financial recognition in the various states for the contribution made the community college.

7. Could profitably use brochures of a general or philosophic nature Which bring into focus virtues of junior colleges and how it supplements and complements other agencies of higher education.

One of greatest deficiencies is lack of status. Need to tell our story to large numbers of people. (A legislative advocate in Washington, D.C. may be part of this general effort for recognition.)

8.

Call work of junior college to attention of other foundations.

9.
"What about something leading to the upgrading of public knowledge about junior colleges. Why are we excluded from some legislation of the National Defense Education Act? Why did the Ford Foundation grants for salaries confine themselves to four year colleges? What do we need to do to become more accepted? This may be vague but I do think the general meaning is clear.
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ITEM VIII. AAJC SERVICES (ASIDE FROM COMMISSIONS)

1. Help advise communities in planning new colleges: a) curriculum, buildings, c) long range development of building programs.

2..

Assist communities in developing new junior colleges.

3.

Provide school plant planning advice.

4. Set up workshops in Terminal technical education and serve as liaison between U. S. business and industry and junior colleges.

5. Establish a Director or Co‑coordinator of State Junior College Associations.

6.

Promote educational TV

7.

Sponsor and promote federal legislation.

8.

Help strengthen private colleges. Strengthen science field offerings.

9.

Liaison with National agencies.

10.
Identify with other national organizations such as National Citizens Council for Better Schools.

11.

Co‑ordinate transfer programs.

9

ITEM IX. PUBLICATIONS (ALONG WITH P.R. MATERIALS

1. Publish research data and work of Commissions

2. Suitable publication of research materials.

3. "We do not need scholarly research information disseminated chiefly among junior colleges."

4. Annotated bibliography of Masters and Doctoral theses. Annotated and classified bibliography of all junior college publications of last ten years.

5. Publicize research projects.

6. Research monographs should be published.

7. Publish how‑to‑do‑it handbooks on junior college administration (library, business office, registrar, etc.)

8. Would need co‑coordinator and technicians for each pamphlet.

9. Weekly 4‑page "newsletter", Commission news and reviews of literature and trends in junior college education.

10. Publication for each Commission area, or report of Commission to include printed statements on current programs and practices.

11. Digest of doctoral dissertations.

12. Need Manual to assist community in developing a needed junior college.

13. Materials to help plan buildings.

14. Doubtful about continuing publications; special research and studies should be published.

15. Tied in with research.

‑5‑3(
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ITEMS, ADDITIONAL

Role of University Centers: Statement about value of U/M work

Should not emphasize University Centers. Let administrators not theorists handle administrative training programs.

Relation of Junior Colleges to State:
Asks that an analysis be made of the role of the junior college in re State.

Technical Education: Need review of this subject.

Need basic information on costs of particular technical education programs, equipment needed, and what teachers are needed.

Regional meetings of junior colleges on this subject would be very helpful.

1. Testing and guidance: 5‑year study of testing instruments, principles, aims, and guidance programs to develop distinctive junior college patterns.

2. Design and utilization of buildings.

3. Study uniform grading system for junior colleges?

4. Variations in operating costs.

5. Follow‑up on testing and guidance.

6. One of greatest needs: development of good curriculum planning might have competent workers meet for two or three week session.

7. Help college with accreditation.
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ANSWERS RECEIVED TO LETTER DATED MAY 22, 1959 RE WAYS IN WHICH FOUNDATION

GRANTS MIGHT BE USED.

C. C. Colvert, Professor and Consultant in Junior College Education, The University of Texas, Austin 12, Texas.

Robert J. Keller, Professor of Education, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis 14, Minnesota.

Walter C. Eells, 3700 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,Washington 16, D. C.

Eugene B. Chaffee, Boise Junior College, Boise, Idaho.

Gordon 0. Thayer, Headmaster, Thayer Academy, Braintree 85, Massachusetts.

Oscar H. Edinger, Jr., President, Mt. San Antonio College, P. 0. Box 801 Pomona, California.

Bill J. Priest, Superintendent , American River Junior College, 4700 Oak Avenue, Sacramento 21, California.

Donald E. Deyo, Dean, The Montgomery Junior College, Takoma Park 12, Maryland.

William P. Miller, President, Weber College, Ogden, Utah.

Robert E. Kinsinger, General Education Consultant for Asso. Degree Programs in Junior Community Colleges, National League for Nursing, Inc., 10 Columbus Circle, New York 19, New York.

Kenneth Freeman, President, Christian College, Columbia, Missouri.
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George 0. Kildow, North Idaho Junior College, Coeur D'Alene, Idaho.

Algo D. Henderson, Director, Center for the Study of Higher Education, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Frederic T. Giles, President, Everett Junior College, 801 Wetmore Avenue Everett, Washington.

Rosco Chandler Ingalls, 724 North Electric Avenue, Alhambra, California.

D. Grant Morrison, Specialist, Community and Junior Colleges, Division of Higher Education, Department of HEW, Office of Education, Washington 25, D. C.

Hugh G. Price, Chief, Bureau of Junior College Education, State Education Building, 721 Capitol Avenue, Sacramento 14, California.

H. E. Jenkins, President, Tyler Junior College, Tyler, Texas.

Jesse P. Bogue, Visiting Professor of Higher Education, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Charles L. Harmon, President, Bluefield College, Bluefield, Virginia.
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L. J. Elias, Director, Junior Colleges and Extended Secondary Education, State Board of Education, Olympia, Washington.

Basil H. Peterson, President, Orange Coast College, 2701 Fairview Road., Costa Mesa, California.

James L. Wattenbarger, Director, Division of Community Junior Colleges, Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida.

K. G. Skaggs, President, Chipola Junior College, Marianna, Florida.

James W. Reynolds, Professor and Consultant in Junior College Education, The University of Texas, Austin 12, Texas.

E. A. Lichty, Professor of Education, Department of Education and Psychology, Illinois State Normal University, Normal, Illinois.

Peter Masiko, Jr., Dean, Chicago City Junior College, 3400 North Austin Avenue, Chicago 34, Illinois.

Max S. Smith, Assistant to the Vice President, Office of Junior College Cooperation, Michigan State University, 18 Kellogg Center, East Lansing, Michigan.

MEMORANDUM TO:

OFFICERS AND BOARD OF DIRECTORS
June 26, 1959


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

FROM:
Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., Executive Director

I am presenting two matters for your consideration. The first is a report of

my meeting with Kellogg Foundation personnel in Battle Creek, Michigan, on

June 10; the second matter is a preliminary agenda for the summer meeting of

the Board.

You have received a report of the meeting of consultants which was held in New York City, May 13. The session was helpful in clarifying some ideas about pre‑service and in‑service training programs for junior college administrators, Also, at that time, as you will recall my reporting, Dr. Seay of Kellogg Foundation emphasized what he felt was the important role of our Association in further development of the junior college movement in this country. He suggested that Kellogg would be receptive to a proposal which would involve some direct support by the Foundation of our Association activities.

In preparation of some ideas for consideration by Kellogg I wrote to the officers and directors of the Association, past presidents, and others who have had experience in the junior college field and who have carried responsibilities in the Association. Some thirty responses came very quickly to the thirty‑five letters I sent out. Most of the returns were two‑page letters. The recommendations had some striking similarities. Out of the common elements involved the general form of a possible program by the Association began to emerge. We made some rough financial estimates of what costs would be involved and then spent several hours discussing these ideas with Dr. Seay who heads up the educational division of Kellogg and with Dr. Emory Morris, 'President of the Foundation. Luncheon was arranged with four of the seven divisional directors of the Foundation.

In general this is what Kellogg is interested in considering with us:

1. Association support

A Grant of $240,000 over a five year period which would provide:

An additional staff member to work with the commissions of the Association secretarial help. $20,000 annually for meetings of the commissions and for consulting services to them. $5,000 for publications of commission production Funds for consulting services to colleges, communities planning colleges, church groups, legislatures, etc. Association would pay honorarium. Agency benefiting by the consulting services would pay


subsistence and travel

Grant would be paid as follows:


First year
$60,000
Fourth year
$40,000


Second year
60,000
Fifth year
30,000


Third year 
50,000

The Foundation would expect the Association to exercise a "take over"

function beginning with the third year. From other sources we would be

expected to compensate for the gradual reduction in Kellogg assistance.

2. Administrative training centers

One to four universities would establish centers for both pre‑service and in‑service training programs for junior college administrators. Support would be given for additional staff, internship experience, fellowships, institutes, consulting services etc.

The universities would submit proposals directly to the Foundation. The Association would be involved in coordinating the activities of the various universities, identifying and recruiting candidates for the fellowships, and serving in consulting capacity.  

This program is estimated to cost $50,000 the first year and $75,000 per year for the next four years for each of the centers.

As far as we can discern both of these programs follow closely the suggestions made by personnel of the Board and past presidents of the Association. The activities are set up as an integral part of the commission structure of the Association and such a program would permit our commissions to function adequately with staff assistance, travel and meeting funds, and consultants, as well as funds with which to publish and disseminate results of studies made. I should mention that it would not be expected that the person who works with the commissions would do direct research. Kellogg is not so interested in research as in conveying the results of research to the people who are going to be in a position to utilize the findings.

When I went to Battle Creek it was not with the intention of discussing any dollar figures. However, Dr. Seay stated that the budget committee of the Foundation was meeting the following week and that it would be most helpful to get some general idea of what financial proportions were involved.

The Foundation Board meets in August.

No commitment has been made at this time by either the Foundation or our Association. I believe I am not too optimistic though in saying that the climate in Battle Creek appears to be sympathetic toward the important job to be done by junior colleges during this next five year period. As soon as any further word comes I shall contact the Board.
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On June 10, 1959, Dr. Gleazer was invited to spend some time with officials of the W. K. Kellogg Foundation in Battle Creek, Michigan to discuss further the appeal to be made to the Foundation by the AAJC.

Subsequent to the meeting in Battle Creek, Dr. Gleazer held several telephone conversations with Dr. Seay who requested Dr. Gleazer to phone him on. August 19th, The Board of the W. K. Kellogg Foundation was scheduled to meet on the 18th of August at which time consideration would be given to the AAJC appeal,

Included in the following section is a university proposal illustrating the approach that might be taken by an institution in establishing a program for the preparation of junior college administrators.

A POSSIBLE PROGRAM FOR THE PREPARATION AND UPGRADING


OF JUNIOR COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS

This statement records some tentative thinking about a possible program at the University for the preparation and upgrading of junior college administrators. The need for such a program is indicated by 1) the rapid growth and development of the two‑year college which creates additional administrative positions at both top and subordinate levels, 2) the rapid turnover in administrative positions at the two‑year college level, 3) certain weaknesses and problems within the junior college which were identified by a recently completed study which conceivably could be minimized by the upgrading of administrative personnel, and 4) recent conferences between representatives of the American Association of Junior Colleges and educational foundations concerning the Problem.

A suggested pre‑service and a suggested in‑service program are discussed separately.

A POSSIBLE PRE‑SERVICE PROGRAM

Some
General Assumptions and Guidelines:

1.
Such a program would primarily involve work toward either the Ed.D. or Ph.D. degree. Candidates for either degree would naturally be expected to meet all residence and general requirements of the University. 1

2.
The major of a candidate in the junior college administrator program would be in higher education. However, the program would be especially designed for those expecting to enter the field of administration in the junior college. It would be neither a program in general administration for public school work nor a program for those preparing for positions in four‑year colleges. It would draw on the resources and the content of both of these areas and in addition would include particularized elements of its own.

3.
Since the candidates would come with varying backgrounds of academic and


professional preparation and administrative experience, broad requirements


should be set up so that those directing the program could counsel students within


the general framework of the requirements yet provide for flexibility in


accordance with the background and special interests of each candidate. To


the extent possible the program should satisfy the needs of those who expect


to serve as administrators in ‑‑‑‑‑‑   junior colleges and who are required


to obtain a secondary administrative credential, However, the credential


requirements per se should not dictate the program. Further, it is recog​


nized that some candidates would not expect to be employed in ‑‑‑` ‑‑‑‑‑‑​


and thus the program should be sufficiently flexible to permit them to satisfy


their needs without reference to the credential.

4.
Candidates would be carefully selected not only in terms of the selection process generally applicable to doctoral candidates, but also in terms of their potential as junior college administrators. Criteria for selection would need to be established.

2

5.
Approximately half of the candidate's course work should be in academic disciplines related to administration with courses specially chosen in accordance with the candidate's general educational background.

6.
All candidates should experience some type of well coordinated internship in a junior college.

7.
The instructional phases of the program in the School of Education might


well be coordinated with related activities in the Center for the Study


of Higher Education. The instructional program could be supplemented in


the Center by 1) studies of administrative needs and problems at the junior


college level, 2) evaluation of the special administrative training program,


3) regional or national conferences on the problems of the junior college.

8.
The program might well be a part of a nationwide program coordinated and promoted by the American Association of Junior Colleges.

Contents of the Program.

It is anticipated that about half of the total course requirements would be in the area of professional preparation. Without an attempt to outline specific courses or alternatives at this point, the following general requirements are suggested:

1.
Two background courses‑‑one on higher education in the United States and the other a general overall course on the junior college. The former would introduce the student to higher education generally and would place the junior college in the context of post‑high‑school education. The latter would place the junior college in its sociological setting and would deal with the various facets and problems identified with it.

2.
The necessary courses (in accordance with the background of each candidate) on the psychological foundations of education with specific attention to the problems of learning and teaching at the post‑high‑school level.

3.
Certain background courses in student personnel services and the use of standard tests in education.

4.
An introduction to general educational administration including specific problems relating to school law, finance, and plant planning.


Special graduate seminars on:

a) the junior college student and implications for administration,

b) curriculum developments in the junior college,

c) special problems of administration in the junior college.

d) internship experience.

3

The requirements outside the field of education would include related courses

(including the theory of administration) from among ‑the. following fields:

political science, business administration, economics, philosophy, psychology, and sociology.  It would be incumbent 

for the director of the program to counsel carefully with each degree candidate with respect to the most appropriate 

courses for his particular needs in accordance with his background.  Such counseling  could be done only after full 

agreement with the staff in the various departments represented in the above list as to which courses would  be of 

most value and for which the particular student would be considered eligible. The attached list

of courses in the departments involved is merely a preliminary suggestion as

to some that might be appropriate provided students could be admitted to them.

A. POSSIBLE IN SERVICE PROGRAM

This phase of the program is considered extremely important.  Its primary objective would be to upgrade individuals now in or about to enter administrative work in a junior college.  It could dko much in a short time to improve administrative performance.  Specifically it is proposed that:


1.
There be a summer institute or workshop of not less than 3 and not more than six weeks' duration for 



intensive work with not  more than twenty participants.  It is further suggested that:


a)
the participants be carefully selected from among those newly appointed to junior college administrative positions or from among individuals already in sub‑administrative positions who are considered to have a high potential for improved performance on their current job or for promotion to a more responsible position.


b) the workshop program, though structured, be diversified to the extent


that it include 1) orientation to higher education and its problems,


2) special current problems facing the junior college, 3) a consideration


of special facets of the junior college program including the determination


of institutional objectives, curriculum development, student personnel


services, and evaluation.

c)
a variety of methods be used including 1) case studies, 2) general discussion including the utilization of outside consultants, 3) visitation to near‑by junior colleges.

2.
In the second summer there be admitted to the workshop a small‑number of individuals who had attended the previous summer for the purpose of


a)
giving them an opportunity to work on certain problems which they would have encountered during the intervening year,

                     b)
providing a core group to help give aid and direction to those new in the workshop in the second year.

4


FINANCIAL NEEDS

(during the experimental period)

1. Fellowships for students, Promising candidates should not only be carefully selected; they would have to be identified and then encouraged to embark on a degree program that would lead to (or back to) administration in the junior college. Since most of them would likely have family responsibilities, it cannot be expected that they would respond to a program, however good, unless there were financial aids available to them.

2. University staff. The program could not be undertaken without the addition of an additional full‑time staff member, An additional staff member would be needed to assist in the summer institute program. Highly qualified consultants would be required from time to time.

3. Travel and house‑keeping funds. Additional space, equipment, supplies, and clerical personnel would be needed to fully implement a program. In addition, there should be adequate money for the staff to

a)
visit with cooperating junior colleges participating in the intern program,

b)
conduct field trips in which candidates would be taken to junior colleges within the state for the purpose of observing various facets of junior college operation,

c)
attend such regional or national meetings as might be planned for representatives from universities participating in the total program,

d)
conduct research for the purpose of evaluating the program,

e)
underwrite conferences to supplement the program.

5

Political Science:

204A ‑‑ 204B. Public Administration. (Formerly numbered 281A 281B).

An advanced study of the theory and practice of public administration with special emphasis. upon the decision‑making process and the relation of Administration to public policy formation.

280A‑280B. Administrative Theory.

Business Administration:

190.
Organization and Administration.

Organizational environment and other influences; choice and balancing of objectives. Formal organization structures; organization planning and control. Informal organizations, and their relationships to formal structures; groups, leaders, and behavior standards; communication. Theoretical considerations, and the relevance of various social sciences.

290.
Seminar in Organization and Administration.

An intensive inquiry into the techniques of business administration, such as the determination of business objectives, policy formulation, planning, executive staffing, organization, direction, and management controls. Special emphasis is placed upon the theory of organization, business leadership, and decision‑making.

Economics:

100A ‑ 100B. Economic Analysis and Economic Policy.

130.
Government Finance. (Formerly numbered 130A).

A general survey at federal, state, and local levels, of budget‑making, expenditures, public debt, taxation, fiscal policy, and the effects of government programs on income distribution. Primarily for students not majoring in economics. Credit will not be given for both course 130 and 130A.

230A ‑ 230B. Public Finance.

Public finance and taxation theory; public debt and fiscal policy. Public policy with respect to taxation.

Philosophy:

101.
Philosophical Theories.

A study of fundamental problems in metaphysics and the theory of knowledge.ful

Careful reading and discussion of selected texts of Plato, Hume, Kant,

Russell, and recent authors.
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Philosophy (cont'd):

229.
Seminar: Philosophy of Social Sciences.

A study of such problems as historical indeterminancy, the language of political theory, causality in the social sciences, the theory of social classes, the analysis of social equilibrium and change, ethics and the social sciences.

Psychology:

134.
Motivation.

The nature of primary and secondary drives; the theories concerning drives found in animal, child, experimental, social, and abnormal psychology, and in philosophy.

145.
Social Psychology.

Psychological nature of: society, its functions and instruments; social groups, their ways, sanctions, symbols, social controls; social status, prestige, and mobility; social interaction, including conflict; social change. The person's adjustment to these phenomena.

161.
Personality Development.

A survey of biosocial factors in the dynamics of normal personality development.

185.
Personnel and Industrial Psychology.

A discussion of techniques for the selection and classification of employees, the psychological aspects of study of work methods, conditions of work, training, employee motivation, and morale.

Sociology:

120.
Organizations and Institutions.

Sociological analysis of administrative organizations and voluntary associations, with emphasis on the major social institutions in industry, government, religion, and education.

125.
Sociology and Intellectual Life.

The social status of the intellectual and the problem of knowledge and action in social thought are discussed. The treatment of this problem by major social theorists is analyzed, together with related issues in the sociology of intellectual life.

129.
Sociology of Occupations and Professions,

An historical and comparative study of selected occupational and professional groups, with emphasis on the social significance of occupational ideologies and the sociological factors related to their development.

240.
Seminar in Leadership and Social Structure.

Theoretical and empirical analysis of the relationships between leaders and their followers in organized groups. Methods for measuring leadership and other

aspects of group structure.
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On February 13, 1959 a meeting was held in the Washington office of the American Association of Junior Colleges to discuss further the potential interest of the W. K. Kellogg Foundation in the field of junior college education.

The following report was sent to the AAJC Board of Directors.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES

1795 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., H. W.


WASHINGTON 6, D. C

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR COLLEGES A Proposal to the W. K. KELLOGG FOUNDATION for a Grant to:

1.Assist in strengthening and expanding the professional services of the American Association of Junior Colleges to the junior college movement in America, and

2.Help further the sound development of these institutions by making it possible for as many as four universities to establish pre‑service and in‑service training programs for administrators of community junior colleges.

The Junior College is Growing

There are many indications that the junior college will have a role of growing importance in America during the decades ahead. Every state study of higher education completed within the last few years has assigned a position of significance to the two‑year college. The two‑year college has been advocated by many of our nation's leaders as offering the best means of meeting a large portion of our needs for greater and better opportunities for post‑high school education.


"Two‑year comprehensive community colleges, characterized by low cost



to the student, geographical availability and direct responsiveness



to community needs, offering both transfer and technical‑terminal



programs, are considered to be the best means of (a) accommodating



future demands for higher education, (b) embracing the increasing



heterogeneity of abilities represented in the students graduating



from the secondary schools, and (c) providing the education necessary



for an emerging group of semi‑professional occupations." From



Statement and Recommendations by the Board of Regents for



Meeting the Needs of Higher Education in New York State,



December, 1956.



The Second Report to the President of the President's Committee on Education

Beyond the High School included a similar view;

"Communities or groups of neighboring communities faced with an impending shortage of higher educational capacity will do well to consider new 2‑year community colleges as part of the solution. Experience in a number of areas has demonstrated that, with carefully planned facilities and programs, community colleges can be highly effective in affording readily available opportunities for excellent education beyond the high school."

Rapid growth in junior college enrollments and in the development of new institutions appears very likely. Some fifty to sixty new community colleges have
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either been authorized by the voters and responsible agencies during the past two years or are in process of such authorization. These institutions will be opening their doors to thousands of college students during the next few years. As an example, Florida has just authorized four new junior college areas. Prior to this action, eight new community junior colleges have begun operations since 1957. In Maryland six junior colleges have been established since 1957. Similar activities are underway in California, New York, Michigan, and many other states. Other states such as Pennsylvania and Ohio are giving serious consideration and study to the best ways to make post‑high school opportunities accessible. The locally oriented and locally controlled junior college will very likely find its place in these and other states as well.

There seems to be no question about the expansion of these institutions.

One student in every four beginning his program of higher education in 1959 in the

United States enrolled in a junior college. In some parts of the country the pro‑​

portion was‑much greater. For example, theBoard of Control of the State of Florida

reported that in Escambia County in which Pensacola is located, that nine out of ten

persons beginning their college careers entered junior colleges. In several states

such as New York, Michigan, Mississippi, California, and others, there is a reason​

able expectation that within a few years at least half of the beginning college

students will go to junior and community colleges.
Moreover, in California

estimates indicate that in ten years junior students will represent more

than 40% of the full time enrollments in all institutions of higher education,

both public and private, in that state.

In 1900 there were about eight‑institutions in the United States of the type‑recognized as "junior colleges;" today, there are almost 700 institutions known either as junior colleges or community colleges.. In 1952 there were 580 of these colleges with an enrollment of 568,559; in 1958 there were 667 with an enrollment of 892,642.
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The Junior College is Changing

As these institutions have developed they have established general characteristics. To a great extent they are locally controlled; their services are geared to the local community; they are inexpensive to attend; a variety of programs is offered to meet a wide range of abilities, interests, and aptitudes of their students; adult or continuing education is a major phase of the program; they are within commuting distance.

Some authorities in the junior college field have made assumptions about the future of these institutions:

1.
There will be a marked increase in the number of junior colleges and in


the number of students enrolled. In some states at least one‑half of the


students in their first two years of post‑secondary education will be in


two‑year colleges. There are some indications that it may become as


customary for young people to be graduated from junior college as it is


for them to be graduated from high school today.

2.
The two‑year colleges will be attended predominantly by commuting students.

3.
The dominant organizational pattern will involve local public control and support, substantial financial assistance from the state, and coordination in the system of higher education through an appropriate state agency.

4.
These colleges will be community centers for continuing education. More adult students will be enrolled on a part time basis than freshmen and sophomores on full time.

5.
The colleges will enroll students with a wide range of abilities, interests, aptitudes and goals.

6.
Because of the variety of programs available to the student in the comprehensive institution, the junior college will serve as an important distributing agency with heavy responsibilities for screening, counseling, and other guidance functions.

7.
Much greater emphasis will be given to technical‑vocational and semi‑professional education than is now the case.

8.
Expanding enrollments in two‑year colleges will necessitate effective articulation between these institutions and the senior colleges and universities.

9.
Relationships between junior colleges and senior institutions to which students may transfer will reach a level of understanding sufficient to permit community colleges to exercise more initiative and freedom in meeting the present needs of their students rather than merely satisfying transfer requirements of the university.
‑
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10.
In general these colleges will be neither the extension of the high school program nor the extension of university campuses but rather institutions in their own right.

11.
The colleges will be closely related to the current life of the community through their adult programs, advisory committees, and cooperative programs for students.

Problems in Growth

There seems to be little question about the growth of junior colleges. But other significant and timely questions do appear. What kinds of institutions will these colleges be? What will be their objectives? How clear will be their sense of purpose and appropriate function? How can development of junior colleges be promoted toward defensible objectives and superior quality in services provided?

The American Association of Junior Colleges is deeply concerned with the development of junior and community colleges in the United States and the quality of their services. This concern is increased by the rapid expansion of colleges already established and the establishment of new colleges. An indiscriminate multiplication of two‑year colleges with uncertain objectives, inferior faculties and equipment, and administered by men and women who are poorly informed about the place and unique functions of these institutions would be a disservice to American education.

In our opinion there are two important ways of meeting these problems:


1 ‑ through improving and expanding the professional services of the American Association of Junior Colleges,


2 - through training programs, both pre‑service and in‑service of community college administrators.

The Role of the Association

The American Association of Junior Colleges has a membership of slightly more than 500 institutions. It was organized in 1920 and has maintained a full time director since 1941. The Association publishes the Junior College Journal, the monthly Newsletter, an annual Directory, as well as other materials that are produced by its research and service commissions.
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Eighty junior college administrators are involved in the work of the five research and service commissions. They are:

1. The Commission on Administration

2. The Commission on Curriculum

3. The Commission on Instruction

4. The Commission on Legislation

5. The Commission on Student Personnel

Each Commission is composed of sixteen appointed members who are usually administrators, four from each of the North Central and Southern regions and two from each of the other regions ‑‑ New England, Middle States, California, and Northwest. In general, the five Commissions are designed to (1) originate ideas, projects, and proposals; (2) receive suggestions on research and service from the Council on Research and Service; (3) suggest special committees which maintain liaison with the Commissions, make progress reports as needed, and where a formal report is appropriate, prepare it for publication; (4) prepare reports, and release findings through the Junior College Journal where appropriate; (5) execute approved plans of research and service; and (6) plan programs for the annual meeting as requested by the Board.. The Commission members commit themselves to attend the meetings held at the annual convention and to maintain an active participation and interest in the affairs and activities of their Commission. The Commission on Administration concerns itself with research and service projects in the following areas:

1. Organization, structure, and administrative practices

2. Personnel ‑ recruitment, selection, promotion

3. Athletics ‑ inter‑collegiate and intra‑mural

4. Library, audio‑visual and other instructional materials

5. Public relations ‑ financial and student promotion

6. Finance ‑ sources of support, accounting, reporting

7. Plant , facilities, and services

8. The role of the Administrator in improving the educational program.

The Commissions have operated under serious handicaps. Lack of funds has prevented sessions of the Commissions other than at the annual convention. The convention setting poses problems in scheduling as well as in establishing the
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climate for serious, intensive consideration of problems. The Commissions have had inadequate staffing. Only two full time professional staff members are available for the entire work of the Association. And yet these Commissions offer not only excellent agencies by which the needs of each college can be identified and served, but they can in themselves be most effective in‑service training devices for the eighty administrators involved. In view of the potentialities which exist in the structure of the Association itself and recognizing present circumstances which handicap the Association we respectfully request funds for the following purposes: to add a full time staff member to the central office, to make possible a special meeting each year of each Commission, to provide for publications as part of a diffusion‑of‑research program, to pay consultant fees to those designated in various sections of the country who will assist local communities in their planning, and to provide for other expenses necessary in an expanded program of professional services.

Suggested budget for the first year of the project is:

Staff salaries
$16,500

Commission meetings
20,000

Consultants
10,000

Publication
5,000

Training program for consultants
1,000

Staff travel
3,000

Supplies and communications
3,000

Contingency
1,500


$60,000

In order to establish a program of effectiveness and continuity we request funds for a five year period. An increasing Association membership will make it possible for us to assume a greater part of the financial load in the later years of the project.

Training Programs in Community Junior College Administration

In giving shape and direction to the developing junior college the administrator occupies a key position. And yet very little attention has been given by
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the universities of this country to preparation for the career of community junior college administrator. In‑service training opportunities have been just as lacking as pre‑service programs. And this is true in face of a fairly well‑accepted viewpoint as expressed by Professor Algo Henderson:

"The concept of the junior college has changed radically during the half‑century of its existence, and with this change has come the need of more imaginative and versatile leadership. What formerly was a job as the principal of a preparatory program has become a role as educational leader, as community leader and as the executive of a complex enterprise with many facets of management relating to personnel, program, plant, finance, and public relations. It has become highly important that this educational leadership shall be exercised with the social vision and the professional understanding needed to implement the new concept." Junior and community college administrators come from varied backgrounds. A recent analysis of personnel data forms in this office for new presidents revealed these sources of administrators who moved into positions during 1957:


15 from junior college sources


10 from 4‑year institutions and universities


10 from public schools


6 from military and church administration
41

Need for university training programs for community college administrators is emphasized by:

1.Establishment of new colleges.

2.The more complex nature of these institutions requiring an additional number of top‑level administrative personnel.

3.Fairly rapid turnover in administrative positions

4.Varied background as indicated above

5.The assumption that there is an important community college philosophy which requires attention in a formal study program.

6.Certain weaknesses and problems within the junior college, which were identified by a recently completed study, which could conceivably be minimized by the upgrading of personnel. (e.g., ineffective discharge of terminal functions and student personnel services.)

The need for qualified administrative personnel in this field is a national one; therefore we would propose that consideration be given to establishing training projects in four universities designed to serve the Pacific Coast, Middle West,
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South, and East Coast. It is our understanding that in these programs commitments would be between the Foundation and the universities involved in a direct way. However, this Association would be willing and eager to serve in some advisory capacity, possibly through the Commission on Administration or a sub‑committee of that group.

The Pre‑Service Program

It would be expected that the various universities would differ to some extent in their programs, however, there are certain guidelines or basic elements that we would desire to see in such programs.

1.Such a program would primarily involve work toward either the Ed.D. or Ph.D. degree for students who already have the M.A. degree or equivalent. Candidates for either degree would naturally be expected to meet all residence and general requirements of the University. In most cases students would spend two years in the program.


2. The major of a candidate in the community junior college administrator program would be in higher education. However, the program would be especially designed for those expecting to enter the field of administration in the community junior college. It would be neither a program in general administration for public school work nor a program for those preparing for positions in four‑year colleges. It would draw on the resources and the content of both of these areas and in addition would include particularized elements of its own.



3.Since the candidates would come with varying backgrounds of academic


and professional preparation and administrative experience, broad re​


quirements would be set up so that those directing the program could


counsel students within the general framework of the requirements,


yet provide for flexibility in accordance with the background and


special interests of each candidate. To the extent possible, the


program should satisfy the needs of those who expect to serve as


administrators in community colleges of the region served by the


particular university and who are required to obtain certain admin​


istrative credentials. However, the credential requirements per se


should not dictate the program. Further, it is recognized that


some candidates would not expect to be employed in the region in which


the institution is located and thus the program should be sufficiently


flexible to permit them to satisfy their needs without reference to


the credentials of a certain state.

4. Candidates would be carefully selected not only in terms of the selection process generally applicable to doctoral candidates, but also in terms of their potential as community junior college administrators. Criteria for selection would need to be established. ‑7
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5.Approximately half of the candidate's course work should be in academic disciplines related to administration with courses specially chosen in accordance with the candidate's general educational background.

6.All candidates should experience some type of well coordinated internship in a community college.

7.The program at each university might well be a part of a nationwide program coordinated and promoted by the American Association of Junior Colleges.

It is anticipated that about half of the total course requirements would be in the area of professional preparation. Without an attempt to outline specific courses or alternatives at this point, the following general requirements are suggested:

1.Two background courses ‑‑ one on higher education in the United States and the other a general overall course on the community junior college. The former would introduce the student to higher education generally and would place the community college in the context of post‑high school education. The latter would place the community college in its sociological setting and would deal with the various facets and problems identified with it.

2.The necessary courses (in accordance with the background of each candidate) on the psychological foundations of education with specific attention to the problems of learning and teaching at the post‑high school level.

3.Certain background courses in student personnel services and the use of standard tests in education.

4.An introduction to general educational administration including specific problems relating to school law, finance, and plant planning.


5.Special graduate seminars on:



a)the community junior college student and implications for administration


b)curriculum developments in the community college


c)special problems of administration in the community college


d)internship experience

The requirements outside the field of education would include related courses (including the theory of administration) from among the following fields: political
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science, business administration, economics, philosophy, psychology, and sociology. It would be incumbent for the director of the program to counsel carefully with each degree candidate with respect to the most appropriate courses for his particular needs in accordance with his background. Such counseling could be done only after full agreement with the staff in the various departments represented in the above list as to which courses would be of most value and for which the particular student would be considered eligible.

It is recognized that these suggestions with respect to content assume a curriculum which meets general requirements and at the same time is planned specifically for each student. Some institutions might desire to organize such learning experiences on the block‑of‑time basis rather than through courses and seminars.

The In‑Service Program

This phase of the program is considered extremely important. Its primary objective would be to upgrade individuals now in or about to enter administrative work in a community junior college. It could do much in a short time to improve administrative performance. Specifically, it is proposed that at each of the four institutions:

1.
There be a summer institute or workshop of not less than three and not more than six weeks' duration for intensive work with not more than twenty participants. It is further suggested that:

a)
the participants be carefully selected from among those newly appointed to junior college administrative positions or from among individuals already in sub‑administrative positions who are considered to have a high potential for improved performance on their current job or for promotion to a more responsible position.

b)
the workshop program, though structured, be diversified to the extent that it include (1) orientation to higher education and its problems, (2) special current problems facing the community college, and (3) a consideration of special facets of the community college program including
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the determination of institutional objectives, curriculum development with emphasis upon terminal curriculums and continuing education, student personnel services, and evaluation.

c)
a variety of methods be used including (1) case studies, (2) general discussion including the utilization of outside consultants, (3) visitation to nearby community colleges.

2.
There be a follow‑up program by the University faculty during the year following the workshop, consisting of visitations by a faculty member to the community college campus where each administrator is employed; a short conference or perhaps a series of short conferences, when the administrator returns to the university campus for one or two days; a newsletter or other means of communication.

3.
In the second summer, and each summer thereafter, there be two workshops ‑‑ one for those who attended the workshop of the preceding summer and one for a "new class," This plan provides continuity in an in‑service education program rather than offering a "one‑shot" approach. Participants would be selected with this continuity agreed upon.

Financial Needs

1.
Fellowships for students. Promising candidates should not only be carefully selected; they would have to be identified and then encouraged to embark on a degree program that would lead to (or back to) administration in the junior college. Since most of them would likely have family responsibilities, it cannot be expected that they would respond to a program, however good, unless there were financial aids available to them. However, it would be expected that the candidates would provide part of the funds needed; moreover, fellowships could possibly be supplemented by one semester of a type of graduate assistantship under the terms of the internship program.

2.
Some financial assistance for practicing administrators who would attend the summer workshops and who would participate in the follow‑up program between workshops.

3.
University staff. The program could not be undertaken without an additional full time staff member. An additional staff member would be needed to assist in the summer institute program. Highly qualified consultants would be required from time to time.

4.
Travel and housekeeping funds. Additional space, equipment, supplies, and clerical personnel would be needed to fully implement a program. In addition, there should be adequate money for the staff to


a) visit with cooperating junior colleges participating in


the intern program, 
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b)
conduct field trips in which candidates would be taken to junior colleges within the state for the purpose of observing various facets of junior college operation,

c)
attend such regional or national meetings as might be planned for representatives from universities participating in the total program.

d)
conduct evaluation of the program,

e)
underwrite conferences to supplement the program.

An institution's budget for the first year would be somewhat as follows:

Faculty salaries
$20,000

Secretarial services
4,500

Pre‑service fellowships 5‑8
16,000

Workshop fellowships ‑ 20
4,000

Travel ‑ staff
2,000

Consultants
1,500

Supplies and communications
1,000

Contingency
11000


$50,000

The $16,000 item for pre‑service fellowships would provide aid to five or eight advance graduate students or about an average of $2,500 per student.

The $4,000 item for workshop fellowships is based upon an average of $200 for twenty participants,

The budgets for the second, third, fourth, and fifth years would each be $25,000 more than that for the first year. The number of pre‑service and workshop fellowships would be doubled, adding $20,000 to the budget and $5,000 would be needed for increased staff services and travel. The travel item is very important as the plan calls for scheduled visits by faculty members to the institutions from which the administrators come for the summer workshops and to which the interns go for real work experience.

Total amount required for five years, $1,400,000.

Foundation aid to four universities as they inaugurate pre‑service and in service training programs for community junior college administrators could make
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possible the development of permanent and sustaining interest in such preparation programs by four major institutions. Such development, if accomplished within the next few years, could avoid the assuming of training responsibilities by institutions which should not enter this field; such development would lead to

recognized centers with high standards of preparation, research, and field service and promote the professionalization of educational administration at the community junior college level. As was asked in the report of the Executive Director of this Association at the 1959 convention,

"Is it possible for a few universities of this country to become great creative fountainheads for a supply of talented and inspired leaders in the junior college field ‑ administrators and teachers? Thousands of these will be needed ‑ people with heart for the work as well as with skills.'$


This proposal is submitted at a critical time in the junior 

college field.The years of greatest growth of these institutions are just before us. The quality and scope of their services can be influenced by informed and competent leadership.We believe that the program suggested makes contact at strategic leverage points and that wisely used resources will yield multiplied benefits.


Respectfully submitted,

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr.

Executive Director

American Association of Junior Colleges

NEW American Association of Junior Colleges

Purpose: To aid in strengthening and expanding the professional services of this Association, with new emphasis upon analyzing and summarizing and distributing the results of research and experimentation and upon giving leadership to institutions, state departments of education and to local communities in the planning of community college programs.

Appropriation request for five‑year project

Payment request 1959‑60

The Community College represents America's newest major educational movement Elementary schools, secondary schools, fouryear colleges and universities developed in this country as the settlers built their first homes on the eastern seashore and as the pioneers moved westward. The forerunner of the community college, however, is the Junior College which represents a movement in education in the United States that did not gain momentum until the latter part of the nineteenth century. And now in the early part of the laft half of the twentieth century things are really happening in the community college field from coast to coast. It is a national development although the situation, as far as form and organization are concerned, varies somewhat from state to state. In 1900 there were about eight institutions in the U. S. of the type recognized as "Junior colleges;" today, there are almost 700 institutions known either as junior colleges or community colleges. In 1952 there were 580 of these colleges with an enrollment of 568,559; in 1958 there were 667 with an enrollment of 892,642. Some estimates have put the enrollment at two million by 1975.

Michigan for many years has been in the vanguard of all the States in which the community college idea has been implemented both in theory and in practice. As long ago as 1852, Henry P. Tappan, President of the University of Michigan, suggested that the work of the secondary departments of the University be transferred to the high school. An early historian of the junior college movement wrote:

"In the early nineties the University of Michigan was accepting one year of college work done by the stronger high schools. By 1895, the East Side High School of Saginaw gave freshman college work in Latin, algebra, trigonometry, English, and history. By 1897, eight students with such work had graduated at the University in three years after entrance. Later, however, this plan was discontinued."

Michigan was one of the first states to pass a junior college law. Act. No. 146 of the Public Acts of 1917 empowered the board of education in any school district with a population

of 30,000 to offer for high school graduates advanced courses which mere not to embrace more than two years of collegiate work. These courses were to be designated as offered by the junior collegiate department. Since that time, a number of legislative enactments have been put into effect to bring about gradually the present status of the community college movement in the State. Although Michigan has been historically important in the development of the junior college movement, no real surge in establishing such institutions occurred before 1950

Today the community colleges are usually two‑year colleges that are oriented to the needs of their communities at the post‑high‑school level. This orientation to community needs is the point of difference between the ' junior college movement of the first half of the twentieth century and the community college movement of the last half of this century.

Community colleges are said to have a number of advantages which are summarized as follows:

They are close to the homes of their students, providing both social and economic values.

They are responsive to local needs.

Their programs are flexible yet thorough.

Through their adult programs , they provide opportunities for continuing education.

They are economical to attend ‑‑ tuition fees are usually either very low or non‑existent.

Because of new purposes and functions closely related to their communities, the character of the institutions has changed and its name is being changed; it is now more commonly and accurately referred to as "Community College."

The current widespread public interest in the community college arises chiefly because this kind of institution is coming to be recognized as the most ready and reasonable means of meeting certain educational needs that are felt at present in most of the states. Among these needs, as explained in the report of the Michigan Legislative Study of Higher Education, are the following:

1. The need to provide educational opportunity beyond the high school for an increasing number of people who are seeking post‑high‑school education. This number is growing because (a) the population segment of college age, 18‑21, is increasing steadily, (b) an increasing percent
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age of these people are completing high school and want to continue their education.$ and (c) an increasing number of adults are continuing their education after taking fulltime jobs.

2. The need to provide programs that prepare people to hole jobs at the semi‑professional or technician level, for an economy which is based largely on technology and advanced business and commercial methods and for an economy which will be influenced more and more by automation.

3. The need to reduce or eliminate the barriers of cost, distance, social status, or similar impediments to continued schooling, which now discourage many able and talented persons from acquiring education and training commensurate with their abilities.

4. The need to provide readily available centers for continuing education for training and re‑training of out‑of.school youth and adults who hold full‑time positions which prevent their going long distances from their homes for .such education.

5. The need to have in the American school system an educational unit at the post‑high‑school level which is virtually non‑selective in its admissions practices but which, by virtue of the scope of its curriculum and its guidance and counseling services, channels on to advanced study at the upper division and graduate levels of the college or university only those individuals who are capable, qualified, and well motivated. Only in this way,, many believe, will the "citadel of learning," the American university, be assured a chance to preserve its character and concentrate on its functions of advanced and professional education. It is for these reasons that the Eisenhower Committee for Education Beyond the High School spoke of the community college as helping to remove the educational barriers to talented youth from the lesser social‑economic groups. This President's Committee stated that the community college was essential in achieving in the future the American ideal:

"Every individual regardless of race, creed, color, or national origin, shall have the opportunity to develop his or her best self, to continue appropriate education up to his or her personal point of optimum development."

The tremendous growth of community colleges over a fifty‑year period with the certainty of an acceleration in growth during the next five years creates many problems ‑‑ problems of administration, curriculum, faculty, finance, relationship to

high school and four‑year institutions, etc. After studying this situation over a two‑year period., the following conclusions have been reached:

1. The movement is of great importance in American education and is destined to become even more important in the immediate years ahead.

2. The administrator in the community colleges occupies a strategic position for educational leadership in a way very similar to that of the school administrator or the administrator of professional education. However, no programs of any significance exist for either preservice or in‑service education of these community college administrators. The heterogeneous background of community college administrators which complicates the problem is shown in the following data giving the experiences of 41 persons who became community college administrators in 1957:

15 from junior college sources

10 from 4‑year institutions and universities

10 from public schools


6 from military and church administration

41

3. The community college represents a neglected field by foundations and the federal government. Very little benefit to such institutions is being received from the new National Defense Education Act of 1958.

4. The community college is very important for continuing education and for community development programs ‑long‑time interests of the Foundation ‑‑ and offers, there fore, new opportunities for the application of knowledge.

5. The leadership in the American Association of Junior Colleges is excellent. Recently, the Executive Director of this Association retired making possible the appointment of a successful, though young, administrator of a community college to this position. Heads of some of the Association's commissions are young and capable and eager to have the community colleges of America accept more responsibilities and improve in quality. This Association is the one and only organization which is potentially the source of national leadership for this educational movement.

6. Experiences in Foundation‑supported projects in educa​

tional administration are helpful in evaluating the oppor​

tunities in the field of community college administration.

These experiences show that the

administrator, if he is

well trained, may be an educational leader in the improve​

ment of instruction', but if he is poorly prepared, he is

indeed a great handicap to progress.
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The conclusions lead to the recommendation that this Foundation accept administration at the community college level as a major interest of the Education Division and that projects be initiated in this field during 1959‑60.

The American Association of Junior Colleges has requested aid from the Foundation in order to strengthen and expand the professional activities of its five commissions. This Association, which was founded in 1920,which is the only association concerned solely with the community college movement, and which has maintained a full‑time director since 1941, carries on its program of service and research through the five following commissions:

1.The Commission on Administration

2. The Commission on Curriculum

3. The Commission on Instruction

4. The Commission on Legislation

5. The Commission on Student Personnel

Each Commission is composed of sixteen appointed members who usually are administrators, four from each of the North Central and Southern Regions, and two from each of the other four regions‑‑New England, Middle States, California, and Northwest. In general, the five Commissions are supposed to (1) originate ideas, projects, and proposals, (2) receive suggestions on research and service from the Council on Research and Service: (3) suggest special committees which maintain liaison with the Commissions, make progress reports as needed., and where a formal report is appropriate, prepare it for publication, (4) prepare reports, and release findings through the Junior ‑College Journal where appropriate, (5) execute approved plans of research and service, and (6) plan programs for the annual meeting as requested by the Board. The Commission members commit themselves to attend the meetings held at the annual convention and to maintain an active participation and interest in the affairs and activities of their Commission. The Commission on Administration concerns itself with the research and service projects in the following areas:

1.Organization, structure, and administrative practices

2. Personnel ‑ recruitment, selection, promotion

3. Athletics ‑ inter‑collegiate and inter‑mural

4. Library, audio‑visual and other instructional materials

5. Public Relations ‑ financial and student promotion

6. Finance ‑ sources of support, accounting, reporting

7.Plant, facilities, and services.

8.The role of the Administrator in improving the educational program.

These commissions at the present time are rather ineffective. They meet only once a year ‑‑ at convention time when serious commission business is difficult to merge with convention activities they have very little staff service since the professional staff of the central office consists of only two members.

To remedy this situation, the Association requests funds from the Foundation in order to add a full‑time staff member to the central staff,, to make possible a special meeting each year of each commission, to provide for publications as part of a diffusion‑of‑research program, to pay consultant fees to those designated in various sections of the country who will assist local communities in their planning, and to provide for other expenses necessary in this expanded program.

The suggested budget for the first year of the project is:

Staff salaries
$16,500

Commission Meetings
20,000

Publication
5,000

Consultants
10,000
Training program for consultants
1,000


Staff travel
3,000

Supplies and communications
3,000

Contingency
1 500

Total                                                                   $60,000
The Association requests funds for a five‑year period and indicates that because of expected increases in institutional land individual membership fees, some "take‑over" can be assumed beginning with the third year. It is, therefore, recommended that $240,000 be appropriated for this five‑year project with payments to be made as follows: 1959‑60, $60,000; 1960‑61 $60,000; 1961‑62, $50,000; 1962‑63, $40,000; 1963‑64,, $30,000

NEW Training Projects in Community College Administration

Purpose: To help four universities begin training program ‑preservice and in‑service‑‑for administrators of community colleges as a means of improving the quality of community colleges throughout America.

Appropriation request for five‑year period $1,400,000
Payment request 1959‑60 $200,000
The study of the community college situation which has lead to the recommendation for aid to the American Association of Junior Colleges also revealed great need for specific training programs in our universities. No university in America has a planned curriculum in this field and almost no activities in in‑service education are conducted.

The need for such programs is indicated by (1) the rapid growth and development of the two‑year college which creates additional administrative positions at both top and subordinate levels, (2) the rapid turnover in administrative positions at the two‑year college level, (3) certain weaknesses and problems within the Junior college (such as those related to terminal curriculums) which could be minimized by the up‑grading of administrative personnel, and (4) the heterogeneous experience background of those who are being appointed to administrative positions. The plans for a preservice and an in‑service program, which are discussed separately, have grown out of the deliberations explained in the description of the proposed project of the American Association of Junior Colleges. In fact, that project and these proposed training projects have been planned together with each supplementing the others.

Since this problem is national in scope and since there are elements of urgency in the current situation, it is recommended that training projects be assisted by the Foundation in four universities located to serve (1) the Pacific Coast Area., (2) the Mid‑continent area, (3) the South, and (4) the Atlantic Coast area. Commitments would be made directly with each university and an advisory relationship would be maintained by the American Association of Junior Colleges through its Commission on Administration.

THE PRESERVICE PROGRAM

Some general assumptions and guidelines for the preservice programs with the expectation that the programs would vary somewhat in each university are:

1. Such a program would primarily involve work toward either the Ed.D. or Ph.D. degree for students who already have the M.A. degree or equivalent. Candidates for either

degree would naturally be expected to meet all residence and general requirements of the University. In most cases, students would spend two years in the program.

2. The major of a candidate in the community college administrator program would be in higher education. However, the program would be especially designed for those expecting to enter the field of administration in the community college. It would be neither a program in general administration for public school work nor a program for those preparing for positions in four‑year colleges. It would draw on the resources and the content of both of these areas and in addition would include particularized elements of its own.

3. Since the candidates would come with varying backgrounds of academic and professional preparation and administrative experience, broad requirements would be set up so that those directing the program could counsel students .within the general framework of the requirements yet provide for flexibility in accordance with the background and special interests of each candidate. To the extent possible, the program should satisfy the needs of those who expect to serve as administrators in community college of the region served by the particular university and who are required to obtain certain administrative credentials. However the credential requirements per se should not dictate the program. Further, it is recognized that some candidates would not expect to be employed in the region in which the institution is located and thus the program should be sufficiently flexible to permit them to satisfy their needs without reference to the credentials of a certain state.

4. Candidates would be carefully selected not only in terms of the selection process generally applicable to doctoral candidates, but also in terms of their potential as community college administrators. Criteria for selection would need to be established.

5. Approximately half of the candidate's course work should be in academic disciplines related to administration with courses specially chosen in accordance with the candidate's general educational background.

6. All candidates should experience some type of well coordinated internship in a community college.

7. The program at each university might well be a part of a nationwide program coordinated and promoted by the American Association of Junior Colleges.
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It is anticipated that about half of the total course requirements would be in the area of professional preparation. Without an attempt to outline specific courses or alternatives at this point, the following general requirements have been suggested:

1. Two background courses‑‑one on higher education in the United States and the other a general overall course on the community college. The former would introduce the student to higher education generally and would place the community college in the context of post‑high‑school education. The latter would place the community college in its sociological setting and would deal with the various facets and problems identified with it.

2. The necessary courses (in accordance with the background of each candidate) on the psychological foundations of education with specific attention to the problems of learning and teaching at the post‑high‑school level.

3. Certain background courses in student personnel services and the use of standard tests in education.

4. An introduction to general educational administration including specific problems relating to school law, finance, and plant planning.  

5. Special graduate seminars on: a) the community college student and implications for administration

b)curriculum developments in the community college

c)special problems of administration in the community college

d)internship experience

The requirements outside the field of education would include related courses (including the theory of administration) from among the following fields: political science, business administration, economics, philosophy, psychology,, and sociology. It would be incumbent for the director of the program to counsel carefully with each degree candidate with respect to the most appropriate courses for his particular needs in accordance with his background. Such counseling could be done only after full agreement with the staff in the various departments represented in the above list as to which courses would be of most value and for which the particular student would be considered eligible.

It is recognized that these suggestions with respect to content assume a curriculum which meets general requirements and
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at the same time is planned specifically for each student. Some institutions might desire to organize such learning experiences on the block‑of‑time basis rather than through courses and seminars.

THE IN‑SERVICE PROGRAM

This phase of the training program is considered extremely important ‑‑ it is probably more important during the next few years than is the preservice program. Most of the current administrators have had no training or experience in community college administration.

The primary objective of such training would be to upgrade individuals now in or about to enter administrative work in a community college. It could do much in a short time to improve administrative performance. Specifically, it is proposed that at each of the four institutions:

1. There be a summer institute or workshop of not less the three and not more than six weeks' duration for intensive work with not more than twenty participants. It is further suggested that:

(a)
the participants be carefully selected from among those newly appointed to community college administrative positions or from among individuals already in sub‑administrative positions who are considered to have a high potential for improved performance on their current job or for promotion to a more responsible position.

(b)
the workshop program, though structured, be diversified to the extent that it include (1) orientation to higher education and its problems, (2) special current problems facing the community college, and (3) a consideration of special facets of the community college program including the determination of institutional objectives, curriculum development with emphasis upon terminal curriculums and continuing education, student personnel services, and evaluation.

(c)
a variety of methods be used including (1) case studies, (2) general discussion including the utilization of outside consultants, (3) visitation to near‑by community colleges.

2. There be a follow‑up program by the University faculty during the year following the workshop,, consisting of visitations by a faculty member to the community college campus where each administrator is employed; a short con
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ference or perhaps a series of short conferences, when the administrator returns to the university campus for one or two days; a newsletter or other means of communication.

3‑ In the second summer, and each summer thereafter, there be two workshops‑‑one for those who attended the workshop of the preceding summer and one for a "new class." This plan provides continuity in an in‑service education program rather than offering a "one‑shot" approach. Participants would be selected with this continuity agreed upon. Such a plan has been successful in the school administration project at the University‑of Oregon and in the Wabash College continuing education program for young executives from industry.

'To inaugurate these training programs., it is recommended that the Foundation provide funds which will aid each of four universities to assign a full‑time faculty member to the project and to secure additional faculty members for the summer workshops, to give fellowships to a limited number of students fox the preservice program and for the practicing administrators who attend the summer workshops, to provide secretarial and other service including travel and some publications. An institution's budget for the first year would be somewhat as follows:

Faculty salaries
$20,000

Secretarial services
4,500

Preservice fellowships 5‑8
16,000

Workshop fellowships ‑ 20
4,000

Travel ‑ staff
2,000

Consultants
1,500

Supplies and communications
1,000

Contingency
1,000

                                              $50,000
The $16,000 item for preservice fellowships would provide aid to five to eight advance graduate students or about an average of $2,500 per student.. This amount is lower than the amount usually requested for such aid and is justified on the following basis: (1) students may be eligible for some loan funds although under present interpretation of federal law they could not receive loans or fellowships from the federal government (2) some students will be granted leaves with part pay by the institutions which they serve, (3) some students will be able to supplement their fellowship from their own savings funds, (4) some students will be young and without expensive family obligations. Those who have participated in the discussions of this matter insist that a real field experience be a part of the program and thus during one semester the fellowship will resemble a graduate assistantship with obligations to render some service. It was also pointed out in these dis

cussions that good candidates for these fellowships could be secured ‑ primarily from high school subject‑matter teachers and principals, community college teachers, and M.A. students in graduate schools.

The $4,000 item for workshop fellowships is based upon the belief that on an average $200 will be needed to assist practicing administrators who would attend the summer workshops and who would participate in the follow‑up program between workshops.

The budgets for the second, third, fourth, and fifth years would each be $25,000 more than that for the first year. The number of preservice and workshop fellowships would be doubled, adding $20,000 to the budget and $5,000 would be needed for increased staff services and travel. The travel item is very important as the plan calls for scheduled visits by faculty members to the institutions from which the administrators, come for the summer workshops and to which the interns go for real work experience.

These plans, which call for Foundation aid to four universities as they inaugurate preservice and in‑service training programs for community college administrators, make possible the development of permanent and sustaining interest in such preparation programs by four major institutions. Such development, if accomplished within the next few years, could avoid the assuming of training responsibilities by institutions which should not enter this field; such development would lead to recognized centers with high standards of preparation, research., and field service., and hasten the professionalization of educational administration at the community college level. Foundation‑supported projects for public school administrators at the elementary and secondary level have been handicapped because when this interest of the Foundation was defined in 1950 there already existed training programs in many institutions which should not have attempted such training.

Here then is an opportunity for Foundation support to a new field of interest, a new movement in education‑‑one which has been,in general, ignored by foundations and federal government grants. The community college recognizes community needs and attempts to utilize the educational process in relating the local resource to local problems. The community college is in part "higher education" but   it is also education "beyond the high school" with emphasis upon non‑credit continuing education and upon technical training for local occupations. Here then is a new educational institution which will aid in preserving the American tradition of local control., local initiative, and at the same time contribute to the state and

national interests. Already the Foundation has seen the possibilities of this college in the field of nursing and in putting a capstone to the education system of Battle Creek by aid for a new community college campus.

With all of these considerations in mind, and realizing that our support of educational administration for elementary and high school is soon coming to an end, it is recommended that $1,400,000 be appropriated for four five‑year projects designed to train community college administrators with estimated payments during 1959‑60 amounting to $200,000.

