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Recently the American Association of Community Colleges expressed deep concern about “a potential leadership vacuum.”  Estimates indicated, the Association announced, that 700 new community college presidents and campus heads, and 1,800 new upper-level administrators will be needed by 2007. Plans were reported to use an array of strategies to develop new community college leaders. With support from W. K. Kellogg Foundation one initiative called “Legacy” will look at graduate programs previously supported by Kellogg to prepare community college presidents. “AACC holds first Leading Forward summit,” Community College Times (November 25, 2003): p.3
 I had the privilege of being deeply involved in the partnership of the Foundation, the Association and the universities that created the Junior College Leadership Programs in the period 1957- 1961. With the intention of being helpful to people who presently address this problem (and opportunity) I will be glad to give a first person account of the “strategies” of those days. I do this with pleasure as I note that W. K. Kellogg Foundation continues its longtime interest in community colleges. As Maurice Seay, the director of educational programs for the Foundation said in 1959 when he made his recommendations to the Foundation Board, “…this movement is of great importance in American education and is destined to become more important in the years ahead.” 
The “Tidal Wave of Enrollments”
Let’s take a look at what was happening to the educational world in 1957-58.  The country was facing what was described as “the impending tidal wave of enrollments” due to the great success of the GI Bill in providing educational opportunity for the millions of veterans coming home after World War II. Those veterans, now with families, wanted the same educational opportunities for their children – and there were many children. Robert Gordon Sproul, president of the University of California declared “By 1970 at the latest the United States will have to double the capacity of its present educational facilities from kindergarten to university, and almost double the present teaching personnel, in order to give educational opportunities to all who desire and deserve them. This means…that we shall have to construct within the next decade additional buildings for schools, colleges and universities equal to all the buildings that Americans have built for educational use since the landing of the Pilgrims…”    
The Community College is One Answer

I was invited to address the American Association of School Administrators at their meeting in Cleveland in March 1958.  My assigned topic was “What shall we do about  education at  the 13th and 14th grade levels?” My paper was titled “The Community College is One Answer.” I gave a number of examples to demonstrate the problem.  One newspaper carried this familiar Biblical prefix, “Where there is no vision the people perish.” Proverbs 29:18.  The editorial that followed stated that “The lines of frustrated Long Islanders in search of a college education are growing longer every day.”
The President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School (1957) encouraged the establishment  of community colleges as one part of the solution. The President’s committee on Scientists and Engineers in its report, October 4, 1957 stated: “the rapid post-war growth of the Junior or Community Colleges is a development whose further spread the committee is anxious to encourage.”
My  colleague, S. V. Martorana, Chief of State and Regional Planning for the U. S. Office of Education reported that thirty-eight states considered legislative proposals bearing on the community or junior college level during 1957. In a number of states unprecedented growth was anticipated.  In Florida the 1957 Legislature adopted a state-wide master plan to put community junior colleges within commuting distance of practically the entire state population. (Just ten years later the 1967 Legislature adopted a concurrent  resolution expressing” pride in the planned and orderly development of the state-wide junior college system” which had rendered educational services to over 500,000 persons.)
On April 1, 1958 I became Executive Director of the American Association of Junior Colleges.  Dr. Jesse Parker Bogue whom I succeeded reported to me that one student in four was beginning his college work in a junior college. That enrollments totaled 869,000. That there were 400 community colleges and 265 independent and church-related junior colleges and that the Association membership totaled 500 institutions. 
It was apparent that those figures were about to change and change markedly although few people projected numbers high enough to be on target. Not only would 500 new public community colleges be established over the next ten years but many would be built  for the first  time in heavily urban areas like Dallas, Boston, Seattle, Dayton, Miami, St. Louis, Birmingham, Spokane, Minneapolis, Cleveland , Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, and Ft. Worth. Few imagined the magnitude of the tasks that lay ahead.

The Tasks Ahead
What were some of those tasks? The need to interpret  the community college to the community in terms which would solicit authorization of a district, election of trustees, financial support both for facilities and operations budgets. (Most financial support was local) Few states had a suitable legislative framework in place.  In 1962 AAJC worked with the Council on State Governments on a model Junior College Bill -  Principles of Legislative Action for Community Junior Colleges.
New institutions would require not only a legal base and provision for financial support but trustees in most of the states.  Trustees by and large had little experience with community colleges.  The trustees as one of their first acts would search for a competent president.  Where do they turn?  There were very few state agencies providing counsel for the establishment of these institutions.  Very few universities had programs for developing professionals in the community college field.  The University of Texas was one of the first.  Presidents and their staff would search for faculty members who had knowledge of the mission and values of the community college. The numbers were limited. The pool of faculty in the existing 400 community colleges was not adequate to provide for the expansion in enrollments of those institutions and for the many more colleges to come. And incidentally, a likely source of assistance, The American Association of Junior Colleges, in 1958 had one full-time and one part-time professional staff members with community college experience.
Although many more community colleges were coming on the scene it was still a comparative newcomer and its place had not been clearly defined and accepted by either those in the profession or by the public. For example:
“Nassau Community College, in operation since February 1, will be dedicated today…Nassau has reason to be proud of its new college.   And some day when the college becomes a four-year institution, Nassau will be prouder still.  We trust it won’t take long.”  Long Island Press, Jamaica, New York

“The biggest  single problem facing two-year colleges in the public relations area is a deep-rooted public impression which equates the two- year colleges with inferiority. Part  of this problem is that many staff members of junior and community colleges and technical institutes have an inferiority complex, and a feeling of inferiority is quickly communicated to the community…Another part of the over-all problem is the lack of public understanding of the purposes and potential of two-year colleges.  This stems partly from the fact that many junior colleges and technical institutes have not thought through this problem themselves and partly from the fact that we are just now beginning to understand how important it is to have an informed public.” Technical Education News May 1960

“The Junior college is especially worth watching; for it is mushrooming across the country in response to an insistent demand, yet it has not yet fully found its  rational place in the total structure of American education.” Financing Higher Education 1960-70







McGraw-Hill Book Company

“The movement to establish more two-year colleges locally has been gaining ground in the last few years.  For these colleges to fulfill the desired function, however, will require genuine public support, not merely the educators’ blessing.  But before such support is forthcoming there will have to be a rather complete change in public opinion.  By and large, people think of colleges as four-year colleges or universities.  The new status of a local two-year  institution will require careful and repeated explanation in many states.” Education in a Divided World
James Bryant Conant

Harvard University Press, 1948

The Public Information Project
So there was a good deal of talk about junior colleges but as I said to the convention of AAJC in March 1957 “the truth of the matter is that many people know nothing, or next to nothing, or the wrong things about the two-year college.” Junior college leaders agreed and had raised funds for a public information project for a one year period and had invited me to take leave from my presidency of Graceland College in Iowa to direct the project. There was some idealism injected into my speech to the junior college representatives. I asserted that public recognition of junior colleges was important because “the two year college has often been called the “peoples college.” The convention was asked “Is it true that our doors are open to any student who can profit from his experience with us no matter how humble he might be?  We have affirmed our interest in the individual.  Who knows what miracles can be worked in the lives of young people of all races and colors and class when opportunities for growth are available.” 
My assignment in heading up the Special Public Information Project  was to "give practically all of his time to personal interviews with heads of foundations, business and industrial concerns, editors of national magazines and others who are in positions of leadership and whose understanding of the place and functions of the two-year colleges may be important.”
I began to get acquainted with leaders in the Foundation world. Sears Foundation and United States Steel Foundation expressed an interest and made grants to the Association.  These dealt with the promotion of public understanding and strengthening the Association.  
A Conference on the Role of the Junior College

On March 21, 1957, after I had been on the job for about four months I included the Fund for the Advancement of Education in New York in my calls and talked to Lester Nelson and Alvin Eurich.  Dr. Eurich was vice president of the Fund which was a part of the Ford Foundation. Conversations over the next several months led to an expression of interest in our suggestion that we bring together some leaders from various fields to discuss questions having to do with the role of the junior college in American higher education.  Dr. Eurich asked me to develop a list of the kinds of questions that might be addressed by such a group.  Here are the thirteen questions I submitted:
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? What 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  I met in New York City again with Dr. Eurich to discuss further the idea of holding a conference.  He stated that the  Foundation was definitely interested in the proposed conference with the understanding that there were two conditions to be met.  First, the participants were to be agreed, beforehand, on some basic assumptions regarding the junior college, and second, that papers outlining the 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 cover the costs of the proposed conference.  February 17 and 18 were the dates selected and invitations were issued.

The “Conference on Junior College Problems” was held at the Biltmore Hotel  in New York City, February 17-18. Among the  twenty people participating were representatives of public and private junior colleges,  U. S. Office of Education, The Ford Foundation,  I. B. M., Corning Glass, General Electric, the  President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, Department of Labor, and the Universities of Michigan, California, and Texas as well as AAJC. 

The conferees were reminded that the American Association of Junior Colleges with the cooperation and support of The Fund for the Advancement of Education had invited them 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" their agreement had been asked to several basic assumptions regarding the development of junior colleges. A planning committee, in addition, had identified four problems which appear particularly crucial to them. These problems or questions were not to prohibit attention to other relevant matters but were designed to guide the group initially in their deliberations.

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.
The questions - 
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 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. How shall we improve teaching and secure an adequate supply of competent teachers? The junior college has been called a teaching institution. 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. What  can we do to strengthen student personnel services?. 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. 
4. What can be done to expand, improve, and give greater prestige to the college level 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. 
Four  papers that  had been commissioned served as the basis of discussion.

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 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 believed, 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.

Since this paper is dealing with community college leadership development,  I am including only one of the four papers, one presented by Dr. Algo Henderson, Director of the Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University of Michigan.
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.

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 of 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. 
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.

The conference discussions led to the formulation of  proposals to the Fund for Advancement of Education for grants to support  the development of administrative leadership in the junior college field and teacher preparation and in-service programs.  It was the judgment of the group that each of the four basic questions constituted an area for imaginative action but that priority should be given to the problem of securing top leadership.  It was 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.” 

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 proposed 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.

We had high expectations that the Fund would respond favorably to our proposal and were disappointed when Dr. Eurich informed us 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. Nothing wrong with that, but we had  developed with the help of a number of people what we felt was a sound approach to the leadership need and Dr. Eurich’s response put us back at the beginning line again and not at all sure how to go about concrete expressions of “creative and imaginative ideas” in his field of interest.

On April 1, 1958 I became executive director of the American Association of Junior Colleges.
The Kellogg Foundation Expresses Interest

I have reported in other papers (1) the incidents that led to a meeting with W. K. Kellogg  Foundation officials in Battle Creek, Michigan on October 15, 1958. Dr. Bob Kinsinger and I met with Dr. Emory Morris, President of the Foundation and Dr. Maurice Seay, director of the foundation’s division of education. Dr. Morris asked me to tell them about community and junior colleges.  In a few minutes he asked me to pause while he invited several other staff members to join us.  I was reminded of my oral defense of my dissertation.  The questions kept coming.  Is the junior college a temporary aberration?  Will these institutions all want to become 4-year colleges?  What is the difference between a junior college and a community college?  What are major needs in the development of this field. What should be elements in a program of leadership?  How different from programs for 4-year college administration?  What role does your association play?, etc, etc..  

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.  I was requested to send materials to them and to help the Foundation staff in its study of the place of the junior college in higher education.  One topic that had received particular emphasis in the discussion was the development of administrative personnel

We continued our discussions with Maurice Seay and conceived of a way to sharpen our concepts of community college leadership and how it could be developed.
New York City Conference on Junior College Leadership

 Using funds from the U. S. Steel grant we sponsored a conference on May 13, 14, 1959, in New York City which involved about twenty people to shape up some proposals in the field of administration.  People were there not only from junior colleges, but from the fields of public administration, sociology, business administration, management, and educational programs in the universities.

Maurice Seay was one of the invited participants.  The conference was planned to respond to the Foundation’s interest in leadership but we did not make that explicit.  However, during the sessions Maurice made his views known.  The Foundation would be interested in the type of university programs which would recognize a certain uniqueness of the junior college.  He felt that  the junior college need to have its own identity- needed to stand on its own feet and not be an appendage to present programs for the development of four-year college administrators.  Further, he made it clear that  Kellogg was not  interested in any type of program that would “downgrade” professional education.

The meeting went very well but I became more and more concerned.  So much to do – so many opportunities and so much expected of the Association in the way of  developmental work.  But we didn’t have the staff. I was it.  We didn’t have the budget to bring people together.  We did not even have the money to disseminate the results of such a productive conference as we were experiencing.

Then the heavens opened up and the light came shining through.  Maurice took me by the elbow and ushered me out into the corridor during a coffee break.  “Buddy,” he said, the Foundation could be interested in providing the Association with assistance to make it more effective in its leadership of the junior colleges of the country and to bring the field into focus.”

As we reentered the conference room, he asked the group immediately.  “What is the role of the American Association of Junior Colleges in bringing into focus the work of the junior college.?  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, I maintain that no other educational association will do for the junior colleges of the country what you must be able to do for yourselves through your commissions and other services and instrumentalities of the Association.  The junior college must not be an appendage to something else but stand on its own feet and that  goes for the Association itself.”

Kellogg  Invites Association Proposal
Dr. Seay recommended that the Association develop a proposal along two lines:  What can the Foundation do to strengthen the Association in its work.  And what kinds of university centered programs might be established for pre-service and in-service training of junior college administrators.

A few weeks later, on June 10, 1959, Maurice invited me and Leland Medsker to Battle Creek in order to sharpen up our proposal.  Leland was the former president of Wright Junior College in Chicago and of Contra Costa in California.  Then he went to the University of California at Berkeley to be associated with  Professor T. R. McConnell who headed up the Center for the Study of Higher Education at Berkeley.  Leland was one of my early acquaintances in the junior college field and a good friend and mentor.  And the Foundation people had a good deal of respect for him.

Maurice greeted us with the news that the junior college project was moving along much faster than he had anticipated and that it could be on the Board agenda at the next meeting.  The Board met monthly.  “So,” he said, “I need a proposal and I need some concrete figures.”

"I need a formal proposal incorporating all of this for the budget committee.  Ed, can you get one to me within the next couple of days?”  I told him that I was scheduled to speak in Kansas City and was going there directly from Battle Creek.  He pondered for a moment and said, Give me your telephone number in Kansas City.  Based on the information you have already given to me and our discussions  during the past few months, I will write a proposal and read it to you and if you approve we can submit it to the Board.”

He telephoned me in Kansas City and read the proposal.  I told him that I could not have done better myself and the proposal went on the agenda for the board meeting.

Kellogg Board Approves Grant to AAJC and Invites University Proposals
On August 18, 1959 the Board of Trustees of W. K. Kellogg Foundation approved a five-year financial commitment to the 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. 

The grant was identified as being in a new field of interest, the community college and in the growing and significant role of junior and community colleges in American education.  (That interest has continued in an unprecedented way in foundation philanthropy for more than forty years).

Further, in recognition of the strategic position of junior college administrators, the Foundation anticipates receiving proposals from qualified universities for grants to make possible preservice and in-service training programs for these administrators as a means of improving the quality of community colleges throughout America.

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. 

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 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 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. 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 discussions 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.”
AAJC Commission on Administration Provides Counsel
Soon after the Foundation’s commitment to university programs was announced and while proposals were being received, the Association’s Commission on Administration met at the Edgewater Beach hotel in Chicago November 9, 10, 1959.  Maurice Seay was there for the second day.  The group of 13 junior college presidents from all over the country wrestled with the junior/community college concept.  Now, they, the practioners asked themselves what kind of leadership was called for. They probed deeply into the nature of the community/junior college.  They looked at their own preparation. They demonstrated some suspicion of the universities.  What do they know about junior colleges and what we need.  Will they be interested when the money runs out?  What criteria will be used for selecting universities? Who decides? Will we play a role? 

This was the first opportunity for one of the Association’s commissions to spend two full days apart from the national meeting, and with a real and practical goal to motivate discussion, to talk about their work, their problems, their needs. And in those discussions the community college concept was evolving.  It needed to, for nobody had a blueprint of the emerging community college. The model had not been worked out.  Desirable characteristics were postulated but these needed to be tested and refined in the experience of the practioners.  That experience needed to be reported, evaluated, shared, and disseminated.  And as the concepts of community college were evolving, the 13 community college presidents were learning.
The presidents were from thirteen colleges, three independent or church-related and ten public community colleges. The Commission had geographical representation as well as institution by type.  Meeting with the group were Gleazer, AAJC executive director and William Shannon, assistant executive director.  Maurice Seay, director of educational programs for W. K. Kellogg  Foundation was there for the last half-day of the meeting.

 Frederic Giles
, Chairman

Everett Junior College, Washington

George Hall



Casper College, Wyoming

George McLendon


Hinds Junior College, Mississippi

Gordon Wimpress, Jr.


Monticello College, Illinois

Clyde Blocker



Flint Junior College, Michigan

Ralph Noble



Vermont College, Vermont

Eugene Austin



Colby Junior College, New Hampshire

John Lombardi


Los Angeles City College, California

Ben Jones



Navarro Junior College, Texas

Richard Bailey


Yakima Valley Junior College, Washington

Henry Ashmore


Pensacola Junior College, Florida

William Perry



Corning Community College, New York

Marvin Knudson


Pueblo Junior College, Colorado

I was there for that historic meeting and with the assistance of 200 pages of steno typed records to jog  my memory I am quoting liberally on the discussions to convey a sense of the times in which these people were meeting. For example, note that the word “administrators” and the pronoun “he or the noun “men” were practically synonymous. Upon reflection I found it interesting that broader understanding of community junior colleges was called for but there was little reference to the primary “missions” of these institutions which you would think is central in considering leadership. But that is understandable. It took the actual experience of the Sixties of these open door, low cost, close to home institutions to shape the mission. The Commission discussions were before the fact and at the best were anticipatory. I leave it to the reader to discern from these conversations other glimpses of what the junior college world was like in 1959 prior to what was described in Harpers magazine just a few years later as “the liveliest growth industry in American education.”

What  Kinds of Programs Would be Effective?

The meeting began with the presidents talking about the work of the Commission on Administration.  This was the first meeting made possible by the Foundation grant.  Then they got down to the major business at hand. In preparation for meeting with the Foundation representative who would be with them later there were two questions to deal with:  “What should be the general substance of training programs for administrative personnel and the second part , some criteria that should be used for identifying universities qualified to handle the kind of training programs we envisioned.”

There were questions raised as to whether these should be pre-service or in-service programs or both. Also “are we talking about top administrators or the whole spectrum of administration?”
Other questions surfaced.  “Should the program be limited to the School or College of Education in the University or take advantage of all the resources of the University which are relevant?”

“What would be the continuing relationship of the university programs with community colleges? Should AAJC’s’ Commission of Administration have a role in ”supervision?” Will the programs relate to community colleges adjacent to the university?” 

Questions arose as to whether people ought to be prepared directly for administration or “work your way up in a “classical way through  a Ph. D. program”.

Extensive discussion led to the opinion that “you can get too specific.”  “However there must be certain types of experiences which people should have which are probably the common grounds for people who get into administrative positions.”
Other questions – “What are the criteria we recommend to the universities that do this training for the selection of trainees? Do you require teaching? Do you require business experience? Do you require an equivalent of teaching? 

One member raised a point of caution.  “In setting up these criteria, we should be aware of pitfalls, about  the old story of hiring a new president  at  Yale.  They set up all the qualifications and at the end one of the board members said.  I certainly think we can find a man to fit all of these qualifications.  The only question remaining, is God a Yale man?”…I think we must be aware of this.  We can sit here and set up very neat criteria, which none of us probably could ever fit.  We must not do that .”

At this point the presidents thought it might be useful to look at their own experience, to describe the educational programs or other experience which have been most useful to them in their career development. The results – few common elements surfaced. 

“There isn’t but one or two persons here in the room that  10 years ago had the foggiest notion that they would be sitting here  today pouring their hearts out  on the table in Chicago as to how come they are presidents now .  It was just almost virtually accidental.  I think any training is almost predominately involved in trying to educate this fellow to take a job, see its aptitude, its aspects and move it along .  Be a little bit creative, be imaginative, go look at  some of the things an administrator ought to know something about.   All you are trying to do is to educate the men to tackle particular problems with some sort of insight, patience, and integrity.  I am very dubious that a graduate program to train for a specific job is at all possible or advisable.  But there are certain things that should  take priority.

It  was suggested that  there are two aspects of the educational program.  One is to “further education.” “Education in the sense of having him take from any part of the university, various courses that  he thinks might be of interest to him, whether it is public administration, business, social sciences, educational administration.”  “educating  the person.”  “The other aspect has to do with training, specific training, which I think has got to be done primarily through an internship relationship with the two year community college.  I am more concerned about  the university staffing of the junior college presidency program that  I am with what the fellow will take.  As I look around the country I don’t know who is going to teach these things with any real notion of what the two-year college is all about or how it is different from the high school superintendency or 4-year and university administration.”
“Select our top people from the ranks.  I think whatever we do that is where our administrators are going to come from.”

“I am also in agreement that you can’t set up a course and say that this is the course for training a president .  If were at this point and was offered an opportunity to go back to school for anywhere from two weeks to a year and the university  said to me, “now what
would you like to have?” I would say, “I want to go in precisely the opposite direction of a doctoral study. “ I don’t want to know a lot about a little, I want to know a little about  a lot .  I want to know the nomenclature of fiscal policy.  I don’t want to become a public relations expert but I want  to know something about  the principles.  This perhaps approaches the philosophy of the thing .  I want a smattering of a lot of things because of the necessity of dealing with people on your staff, who themselves have specialized in this field.”
“I would start with the upgrading, or whatever we want to call it, of present administrators. Set up a series of regional seminars.  It might be on the campus of a university, it may be on the campus of a junior college, but with junior college people responsible for staffing this.  We would undoubtedly bring in some of the top university people where they have eminence in certain fields. Let’s start upgrading our own administration. I need to know something about investments, curricula trends, trends in student personnel, large classes versus small classes, how to read blueprints, how to communicate.”

“I think that the biggest challenge of the junior college movement, both private and community right now, is to establish its philosophical identity, to really building a curriculum which characterizes us and to which we can point and say this we have done because we believe in it and, too, as heads of the institutions take our places in the community as men of intellectual integrity and leadership. It seems to me that anything Kellogg sets out to do for the junior college movement ought to do this more than it would do the other.  I can find a man to read blueprints, but I can’t find anybody to take my place as a person to lead toward intellectual excellence of my institution.

“If we believe that the administrator has a lot to do with the quality of the institution then what can we line up here around this table, some definite policies, guide lines.  What ought to be done in order to  strengthen, to the best of our ability, the junior college movement  through  strengthening administration over the next 10 years? I think that internship is a very important aspect of such a program and I would like to see it come much earlier in graduate work than it has come in other programs. I would like to see individuals free to choose from throughout the university than to be confined to the graduate school of education.”
The group agreed that teaching or equivalent experience be a criterion for selection of grant applicants. “One of the things we should look for in candidates is some experience ---evidence of their ability to handle administrative problems.  The instinct they have for this sort of thing.”
“I wonder if you could establish a certain criterion like this, that  any candidate who would be considered for the job, either by written document or by personal interview would give some clear  indications of the fact that  he knew fairly clearly what the two year college movement in America was all about before you waste lot of time and effort in this program indoctrinating a lot of people who don’t know any thing about it…I think we would be more fruitful if we could chose candidates from among our group of experienced people.”
The group felt universities with the programs should be encouraged to have advisory committees from junior colleges and/or to work closely with those institutions in their areas. They looked for close relationships between administrators of the university programs and junior colleges in both theoretical and practical aspects of the program.

Among studies to be included in a program of  training and education for junior college administrators should be a program that would develop the philosophy and concept  of the two year college and the essential characteristics of a two year college administrator.  Programs that would include improved specialization in administrative process and  techniques.  It would include internship programs worked out cooperatively with the two year colleges.  It would be a program that would include interdisciplinary programs. It should be a program that would provide or stimulate intellectual leadership and ideas.

“I think it is not only a matter of our leadership on campuses, we have a position of leadership to maintain in the community. It seems to me that this is one of the roles of ourselves as leaders that we neglect.” 

What are some of the in-service needs?  

“I have felt that there is a lack of vision in many places as to the place of the junior colleges.  Many of the junior colleges , especially the older ones in the Middle West, have for many years been tied to the high school set up.  They have quit thinking about the role of the junior colleges, and are content to go along in a routine fashion indicating a lack of vision and a lack of foresight. Somewhere along the line we need someone to come into these institutions and work with these presidents to inject new life and new vision and new desire to project  the junior colleges into the affairs of the community.”

This has a two way benefit.  It not only benefits the college but it also benefits the administrators who are doing the visiting.  They go back with a freshness of having seen the other school.

To have such a program it would be advisable to have a program of preparation for it.”
“Would the type of  two-week program that  Harvard  is offering to new four year college presidents be of value? They use the case study method and bring in the wives and provide a separate group. The program is limited in enrollment to people who became presidents in the last three years.

“What did the wives do?” was asked.  “Harvard had case studies made by the staff and the wives discussed the situation that the wife often finds herself in when she moves into a new community where she has to learn new patterns of entertaining people.  Who should be on the entertainment list; should she visit with the students; what sort of a relationship to develop with wives of other administrators. They were on an intensive schedule.  They even went so far as to copy recipe books which they could distribute among themselves, things they could fix quickly and things that had received good reception.”
“While you need to have information about the institution into which you are going you need to know more quickly a great deal of information about the community itself. My approach in our new institution was to rely heavily on the Board of Trustees most of whom were long time  residents of the community. Which brings up the point of training and development  of community college trustees.  They almost invariably think of the community college as kind of like the one they went to.  We have tried to spend a good deal of time on getting them to see the difference in philosophy and approach of the two year college.  Would there be value in sort of a regional opportunity for various board members to discuss these things either among themselves or with certain presidents.”
“It is a problem for the whole state (in California) in order to develop in the minds of trustees, who are laymen for the most part, the significance of the two year college movement in California.”
“There is another area that I am interested in our new institution.  We have a number of opportunities for sort of nuts and bolts research.  For example, seventh and eighth grade math teachers have asked our math staff to work with them on various aspect of teaching math in junior high school.  We had a church come to us and ask if we could help them on a population estimate  of their denomination in terms of their trying to figure out how large a new community church to build. We have had other opportunities to the point where we have felt that we want  to initiate and develop a center for community studies.  Set up a community research service which also would have a great deal to do with our own planning in curriculum development, evening adult education, certain problems in transfer and so forth.

In other words, take on research not in a university sense but in a community college sense, area research focus which we think would be a great contribution to our area.  So I am asking the Corning Glass Works Foundation to help get us started in this.  It seems tome that if there is developed certain university centers which will deal with the education of two year college and administrative personnel we should be aggressive and forthright in the development of materials for some of these instructional opportunities.  I don’t mean develop the course or name the course but from time to time as we do things, say through a center of community studies, make these available to the universities.  I think this would help the university personnel as well as doing a great deal for ourselves.

How does this relate to in-service programs?

What I am trying to get at is I think we sometimes might find it valuable to get off the university research orientation, which is a very great  thing and more power to them, but in our situation there are certain practical research contributions we can make and so I am talking about a general reorientation of some of our faculties to think a little bit about the research opportunities within 10 or 11 miles of each of our institutions.”
“I think this is potentially a great  new role for the two year college in our state.  They are located where ever there are not other educational opportunities.  We have a great  responsibility in the area of municipal government and local economics.”
“This might be one of the items the in-service project should undertake.  How do you make a survey.  The chamber of commerce asked us for help in making a survey of the area and we had no experience with that .  We had to go to another college and ask them how to do it.  But we did do it.”
We talk about our primary function as teaching.  While I suppose that is true, I don’t think there is such a thing as teaching without some interest in the field of inquiry even on a practical level.

How relate to preparing administrators?  I think each prospective active college administrator ought to be involved in a good hard piece of research - one good heavy dose of what goes into a respectable piece of research so when he does get  out in a little country town like Corning he will have an understanding of faculty members problems in dealing with their research activities.”
“Be careful there – in our in-service training emphasize the kind of surveys we can make for the community but not with the idea that they are research projects but the services we can perform for the community.” 

Next question is on the selection of universities.

“Dr. Seay, it seems implied that for the in-service work the university would also be the center. My question would be is this mandatory or required and let me say this about my thinking.  We know that we are not God’s chosen people but on the other hand there is a uniqueness about junior college administrators.  We have some very able people in our field. A few of us came together and are of the opinion that in some region where we do not have a  university but do have able people in junior colleges that it might be more  fitting to establish a center where we would staff it up.  In many cases we would bring able people from universities.  In other words we would staff it ourselves  in this In-Service area where  we are beefing up present day administrators.”

Dr. Seay responded, “We don’t have any fixed rules on this.  And it is a good time to inject another question.  What is the role of state departments of education with respect to this program?”
A president ‘s comment : “We don’t have any public junior colleges in our state as yet and there are going to be a lot as times goes on.  The governor has appointed a commission and on that commission is the Dean of ........ and the director of administration of MIT, a judge and another prominent citizen or two and also the president of Wellesley.  There isn’t a single person who knows one damn thing about the two year college. I have been worried about this whole business.  What universities are you going to pick for our center up there?”
Seay response. “This will vary from state to state. And what to do about fellowships.  For the Foundation the problem is if you put a lot of money into fellowships you don’t have money for faculty salaries, consultant services, travel, you are simply draining everything into that. 

This brings up another possibility that has been discussed some.  What about cooperative relationships among institutions?  Here you have one institutional man that is competent in these different areas and another institutional man that is competent in other areas.  Is there any reason why they should not get together and both use these two men? Let’s say  in California, instead of having one center around California, suppose you had  institutions out there that might work together so you might have three centers with common planning among groups of cooperative activity….I think we are just afraid to plan cooperatively. We get a lot of stuff on paper and little of that practiced.”.  

 (Note. By 1960 ten universities were involved in the Junior College Leadership Program.  Three cooperated on the West Coast; UCLA, Berkeley, Stanford: three in Michigan; University of Michigan, Michigan State, Wayne State: Two in Florida; University of Florida and Florida State: Teachers College at  Columbia University and the University of Texas.) 
 “A person might be a perfectly outstanding teacher of education or higher education and still not have a clear conception of the junior college movement.  In  giving consideration of persons to head these centers they must be well rounded in the knowledge and experience with the junior college movement.

“The students might move around a bit  from one center to another if they could work out some kind of a cooperative undertaking…It would be helpful that people have some kind of a national view of the movement who are engaging in this game.”
Dr. Seay presented to the group for their reaction some criteria for selection of participating universities.

1 – Evidence that  the proposed program is based upon a clear and adequate conception of the purpose of junior or community college education. 

2 - Evidence that the faculty was involved in developing the proposal and that the institution is committed to carrying it through.

3 – Presentation of plans in sufficient  detail to show more than objectives and philosophy.  The nature and sequence of the major operation. All steps should be out lined.

4 – Emphasis on  production, scholarly and practical

5 – Provisions for the appropriate use of the resources of the entire institution but with control of the program in the school or department of education.

6 – Specific provisions for recruiting and selecting students and statement of the criteria for selection.

7 – Evidence of awareness that educational leaders must be liberally educated as well as professionally trained and have ways in which these goals are to be obtained in the program.

8 – Evidence that the institution processes or has a reasonable plan for acquiring the faculty training  needed to carry out the proposals.

9 – Provisions for sound working arrangements with field agencies of suitable quality. (state level agencies, accrediting agencies, et al.)

10 – A functional budget.  A reasonable plan for making the program self-sustaining by a stated target date.   (Takeover by the institution at the end of the commitment.)

Seay – “We keep  talking about this commitment.  We are not in any way implying further commitments or certainly no moral obligation for further commitments.  We may be in this field 20 years from now.  We may find new angles.  You are new at this.  We are new.  We don’t know what is going to happen.”

11 – Geographical locations and planning to assure maximum contributions to the total project – the group of institutions.

12 – Provisions for communication and appropriate cooperation with state and national educational organizations, other institutions and professional organizations. 

It was indicated that centers might be designated by March  - possibly by the time of the annual AAJC Convention in Louisville. It was suggested that the Commission on Administration meet with centers as soon as possible thereafter to provide counsel.
Commitments Made to Universities

Very shortly commitments were made to ten universities for the Junior College Leader ship Program:  UCLA, University of California at Berkeley, Stanford,  Florida, Florida State, University of Michigan, Michigan State, Wayne State, Teachers College at Columbia University  and the University  of Texas.
Universities, AAJC and Kellogg Meet
On March 25-26, 1960, in Los Angeles, just one month after grants to the universities were announced, professors from ten universities, AAJC staff, and members of the commission on administration met to address the question that called this whole process into being – how shall we get top leadership for community and junior colleges? But now this was more than an intellectual exercise.  This was a planning session.  Funds were in hand.  People were at their posts.  Relationships were established.  This was not a simulation.  This was the real thing.  Believe me, it was a moving experience to sit in that  room and to be a part of this new university-community college partnership.

Ten centers for “research and development.”  Each center with its councils of cooperating community colleges and presidents on the firing lines, doctoral students, professors, engaged in research, development, evaluation, writing, and not only developing leadership but shaping the identity of the evolving institution.

Universities Cooperate on Program for Leadership

The first major activity to be sponsored by the three California universities cooperating in the Junior College Leadership Program was the “Western Conference on Junior College Administration.” It opened at UCLA on July 6, 1960. I was invited to give the keynote address as there began  the first concerted and systematic approach toward professional preparation of leadership for junior and community colleges.
I described the growing national interest in community junior colleges. In the past four years, I reported, 70 new junior colleges had been established and that in September America will be experiencing for the first time the meaning of the “tidal wave of college enrollment.” There was no question in my mind whether there would be many more institutions, the key and critical question is – what kind of institutions will they be?

I cited a number of examples to support the observation that “the junior college idea is still a comparative newcomer on the American educational scene and its place has not been clearly defined and accepted by either those in the profession or by the public.” 

Hence the importance of leadership. “A high level of leadership is required for a movement  which is seeking identity, organization, and recognition;.  One of the paramount obligations of leadership is perception of the central function and the essential nature of the activity being directed and effective communication of this idea.  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 administrators.” 

I described the national approach we were making as the result of the W. K Kellogg Foundation support and the notable partnership of the American Association of Junior Colleges and the ten universities:
“Every effort will be made toward close cooperation among the various centers. A clearing house will be maintained for purposes of communication.  Activities in the centers will be carefully related to the continuing interests of the five research and service commissions of the Association.  There seems every likelihood that these programs will be very closely identified with problems in the field and that there will be a continuing and excellent feedback from the experiences of the practitioner to the necessary reflections of the theorist.”

JCLP Professors and AAJC subcommittee of Commission on Administration Meet in Dallas December 15,1960

A demonstration of close cooperation among the ten centers and the Association was the December 15, 1960 meeting which ended with the agreement that the next meeting would be held one year later. The agenda included these matters of concern:
1 – How can we make available to junior colleges on a national level the benefits of work done in the Centers?

2 – Identifying and recruiting persons for the Junior College Leadership Programs

3 – Criteria for selection of candidates

4 – Service areas of Centers and means of interchange, including communication among         Centers.

5 – Role of Centers in stimulating and developing “underdeveloped junior college areas.”

6 – Identification of consultants on the national level.

7 – Summer workshops at Centers.

8 – Role of local junior college people regarding Centers, i. e., advisory committees.

9 – In what respects do the universities differentiate between programs for preparing administrators of junior colleges and the preparation of administrators for public schools and senior colleges?

10 – Relationship with “non-Kellogg” Centers.  How do we effectively serve the various regions?

11 – Evaluation of the programs.

12 – Internship possibilities in various parts of the country.
One More Indication that the Program was in Place
Evidence that  the Leadership Program was in gear and “identified with problems in the field” was the UCLA conference on “Establishing Junior Colleges” which opened July 10,1963. This was a national conference and as far as I knew the first time in American education that a national conference had dealt with the establishment of junior colleges. I reported to the participants that their work was most timely for in the period 1958-62 108 new junior colleges were established and that pace was expected to continue for some years. 
I pointed out the remarkable opportunities that are available as we open twenty to thirty new institutions each year. There is the opportunity for innovation.  There is opportunity for interpretation of the college to the community.  There is the opportunity for development of the personnel of the college.  
I reminded the community college leaders from all parts of the country why we had come together to learn and to share experiences in building these new institutions  

“To you who have the privilege of leadership in such an enterprise there is the high reward of seeing philosophy translated into material reality – the idea take form and dimension.  You are inventor, artist, teacher, creator.  Your work – good, bad, or indifferent, will be registered not only in concrete and stone and steel but in the lives of the people of your community for years to come.” 
My report has been on the beginnings of the Junior College Leadership Program and the part the W. K. Kellogg  Foundation played in its inception and development. Built on that foundation were activities that had a major positive impact in shaping the modern community college. And the good news is that the story continues.  There is much more to be told. I leave that privilege to other writers or perhaps to myself at another time. 
(1) Gleazer, Edmund J. “The Inside Story of an Educational Miracle.”Celebrations, NISOD . University of Texas, 2000. 

Note: Papers developed in the sequence of events leading up to the W. K. Kellogg Foundation support of the Junior College Leadership Program and cited in this manuscript are stored on disk at  The Community College Leadership Program, University of Texas.
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