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As I scan the pages of the Chronicle of Higher Education I am  impressed happily by the change of themes of  the workshops and institutes advertised there. Behind us now, apparently, are “Forward to 2000,” or the “New Millenium and Community Colleges,” and “Y2K and your institution.”  In their place  we find “What’s Ahead?” “Innovation,” and an assignment such as yours, “The Future and Its Impact on Community Colleges.”

We have entered a new time period and to some extent it is a chalkboard wiped clean. New works now are to be written which we assume will be better than we have known before. In the community college field we celebrate a centennial of service by the first public junior college still in existence.  Joliet Junior College in Joliet, Illinois which opened in 1901. Just as entering the twenty-first century gave many people opportunity to reflect on the past and plan toward the future just so in the community college world during this next year we will be reviewing  what has been called the great educational story of the twentieth century, the rise of the community college, and naturally considering where do we go from here.

There is another reason why this is a good time to consider the future of the community college movement, as it has often been called.  Demographics is working its inexorable will. Many of those who lead in our institutions and in their classrooms  have moved into  those age categories most rapidly increasing – those who get senior citizen discounts at the movies and on the Metro and some airlines and qualify for Medicare. And multitudes of new people are moving into the vacated places of responsibility

I well remember what Clark Kerr said about this period away back in 1975 because I wondered whether I would be around in the period he described.

He said that the decade of 2000 to 2010 would be absolutely filled with possibilities.  More than half of all the buildings as they exist today  (in 1975) were built in the 1960’s.  They are going to be ready to be torn down in the year 2000 or remodeled in a very basic way.  More than half of the faculty were hired in the 1960’s and just as they were all hired at about the same time, they’re going to retire at about the same time.  Higher education will be rid of commitments of the 1960’s to buildings and to faculty members in that first decade of the 21st century. 

These are just a few among many reasons  why it is time to consider the future and give attention to “innovation.” 

Tantalizing  thoughts are generated by these developments.  For example, consider your assignment of “The Future and Its Impact on Community Colleges.”  What would be the  reaction of your professors if you turned that around a bit and wrote on “The Impact of Community Colleges on the Future.”  I am reminded of  the good work of the American Council of Life Insurance in its Trend Analysis Program. The Council provides for its member companies trend analysis reports with regard to change in education, employment, family organization, views toward the life cycle, etc. In distributing the reports the Council asserts:

“A major underlying assumption of the Trend Analysis Program is that the future is not set in concrete…there are numerous variables that operate to alter straight line projections.  Some are positive intervening forces, some are negative.  Whether we realize it or not, this business is one of them.  It is within our collective power, and to some extent our individual powers, to mold many of the trends we monitor into forces for a better future, or, for that matter, a worse future.” In other words, we can affect what happens.

Another thought.  Granted that “innovation” occupies center stage.  Everybody is talking about it.  It seems the thing to do.  An "on the other hand," set of mind such as afflicts some of us, asks what is the antonym to “innovation?”  Is there another side to “innovation?”  “Continuity” and “experience” are two words that frequently appear.  Not bad words at all.  And they cause me to wonder as we enter this new time period and experience a climate of bewildering change in personnel and circumstances whether there is experience from the past that could possibly be useful as a stabilizing and directional aid.

My answer is “yes,” some of it can be  and some may no longer be relevant.  As community colleges spread across this nation during the sixties and seventies they not only grew in number but also made commitments which gave them their present identity.  What were those commitments?  How did they come about?  Should they continue into the future? What is no longer useful? As you well know, these are “real time” questions.

For twenty-five years, from 1956 –1981 I occupied a national vantage point from which I could observe the building of America’s community colleges and participate in the process of making commitments  which shaped their identity.  My approach to this discussion is therefore personal.  I am reminded of words I wrote in 1990 in the preface to the book Profiles in Success . a collection of essays by people who found community colleges to be “the door to their future.” 

“There is no substitute, no matter how eloquent the words, for communication that begins with, “This happened to me,” “I was there,” “I felt,” “I saw,” “I know,”  This book speaks that powerful language of experience.”

“I was there.” I traveled the community college world almost continuously.  I saw.  I felt.  And I sought to understand and to describe in ways that would be useful what I perceived was happening.  I listened and spoke and wrote my  observations.  Recently I reviewed those papers of twenty-five years in a search for those characteristics – those commitments - that began to shape today’s community colleges.  This was a sound way of proceeding because my papers, by and large, were  based on what I was seeing in community colleges not what I was theorizing about community colleges.  I was able to discern from what I saw larger possibilities and probable implications and these I dealt with in my writing.  

You might call this approach “content analysis.”  What I now present for discussion could be described as major themes that emerged as community colleges developed. Each “theme” deserves much more elaboration that can be given here.  Call this an “executive summary” if you will.

Local Initiative

With all deference to President Truman’s Commission on Higher Education (1947) and other Presidential and national commissions, the surging demand for community colleges was found not so much in the leadership of national statesmen, leaders, philosophers, or university presidents, but in the petitions of P. T. A. groups, school board organizations, chambers of commerce, mothers and fathers, little known individuals.  These formed to produce a ground swell which moved to overcome all resistance.

When I arrived in Washington, December 1, 1956, there was on my desk a letter from the president of a Junior High P. T. A.  She said her group didn’t care whether the Democrats or the Republicans provided the legislation, but they wanted junior colleges for their children in Pennsylvania.  “Tell us how to go about it.”  Soon after this, Pennsylvania passed junior college legislation.  Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and several other communities now have their colleges.

In May, 1957, I was in St.  Louis.  Dr. Jesse Bogue, then Executive Secretary of the American Association of Junior Colleges, said – there are some energetic women who are delegates to that  conference (President’s Commission on Education Beyond the High School) who will want to talk with you about junior colleges for the St. Louis area.

He was right – they did want to talk with me – and they were energetic – and the story of how the Junior College District of St. Louis – St Louis County developed is a classic example of what citizen interest and leadership can accomplish.  State legislation was needed and they obtained it.  County and City needed to be brought together – the precedents for this were not numerous –but on this measure support was secured.  Money was needed and the citizens voted the funds.  And a few years thereafter I gave the first commencement address.

These incidents are representative of thousands of similar stories throughout the country in the early sixties.  In those days commonly it was required that citizens vote to form a district, elect trustees, vote a millage for budget support and bonds for facilities.  These  truly were the communities’ colleges. The community college was both a culmination of substantial interest in the local community and an expression of  notable state planning.  Question:  What is the significance of such community involvement for our institutions in the future?  Has this characteristic run its course?  Is it needed today?  If so, how can it be revitalized?

Opportunity

In 1958 in a speech about our national beliefs in education I affirmed that “we believe in a system of higher education that will give to every individual opportunity “to continue appropriate education up to his or her personal point of optimum development.” (from second interim report of President’s “Committee on Education Beyond the High School.” This means finding a way to put the college opportunity within the financial reach of the aspiring student for as far up the educational ladder as he can effectively progress.  There is ample evidence to the effect that the financial problem is the chief deterrent to young people wanting to go to college. 

Accessibility is another significant factor in determining whether an individual will have opportunity.  Location of a college within commuting distance, say thirty miles, influences college attendance in a substantial way.

This belief requires also that there be collegiate institutions that have an open-door rather than high hurdle polices for admission.  It was about this same time that the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers warned “denying admission to all who did not meet fairly high academic standards would in the future deprive the country of the not-inconsiderable number of scientists and engineers who, in their early years, show little promise but whose later development or innate drives ultimately lead them to outstanding performance.”

I had quite a bit to say about the “open door.”

“We need a kind of college with wide open doors of opportunity to the student who wishes to try.  There must be available a wide range of programs to meet various needs.  Effective counseling must be provided so that these schools become great distributive agencies – some students will go on to the universities – some to occupational fields –talent which our society needs so critically will be salvaged  in many cases.”

In 1962 I gave the dedication address for Kellogg Community College in Battle Creek.  The College is adjacent to the Foundation headquarters and has been the beneficiary of that proximity.  I described as my main thesis:

“A major mission of the community college is to reach personnel resources of society which have not been tapped by conventional programs of education.  The community college exists to fill an educational void.  It taps new markets.  It is to motivate the unmotivated.  To give some hope to those who have not dared to aspire.  To dignify those who have been underprivileged in financial and social position.  To conserve for the good of society as well as their own fulfillment the inherent and valuable resources of a broad segment of our population not yet served appropriately by educational institutions beyond the high school.”

These comments were stimulated by what still seemed to be a general view that the major justification for junior or community colleges was to “take the load off the universities” by providing, near the homes of the students and at low cost, the first two years of the baccalaureate program.

Later in the Sixties I reported that if one had to define the community college mission in one word, it would be, “accessibility.”  

“From Florida to Hawaii, the aim has been financial and geographic accessibility – low cost and close to home.  Admissions policies are generally “open door.”  A great variety of programs are available…But now the  span of our programs and services must be much wider and our outreach greater if the varied and critical educational needs of our communities are to be  met.  I say outreach because putting educational opportunity within reach is no guarantee that the potential student, for reasons that seems good to him or her, will be inclined to reach.”

Right here in Austin in 1967 I spoke to the Association of Texas Junior College Board Members and Administrators on the need to broaden our scope of educational services. I referred to recent expressions of serious concern by a former Secretary of Defense about the effect of poverty upon our national security:


“Poverty in America affects our national security….by its appalling waste of talent.  In the technical break-throughs, and sweeping over the second half of our century, the prime national resources become more and more the potential of the human brain. Innovation, technical break-throughs, and research and development now affect defense capabilities more than any other single factor.  Only 14 percent of the more than three million men in our armed forces fire weapons as their primary duty.  A full 50 percent must be trained in technical skills.”

The Secretary was describing a plan for the military services to use advanced techniques to train up to 100,000 of the 600,000 each year who are  rejected for physical or educational reasons.  He said:


“The 32 million Americans who are poor were not born without intellectual potential.  They were not brain-poor at birth; but only privilege-poor, advantage-poor, opportunity-poor.  Many “fail” the aptitude or achievement tests, he pointed out, because “these tests are geared to the psychology of traditional, formal, classroom, teacher-paced instruction.  And because the cultural environment of many of these men, "is radically different from that assumed by the test-designers.”

“Clearly the way to measure his aptitude,” he said, “is to place him in a situation that offers the encouragement he has never had before.  That means a good teacher, and a good course of instruction, well supported by self-paced, audio-visual aids.  It also means less formal classroom, theoretical instruction, and more practical on-the-job training.”

I commented that I could conceive of no better way of describing what I was convinced must be the attitude and methodology of the community junior college and that the inductees of the armed services were just a sample of a much larger population.  “How many millions of people, youth and adults, are denied the values of achievement not only to their own detriment but that of the nation, because of faulty or inadequate educational services?” 

That was 1967, some years ago.  In the Washington Post of  February 5, 2000 is an editorial in response to a new program just announced by the Army to address a manpower shortage, “but an important additional benefit will be the economic leg up it can give low-income and minority youth.  The program targets young people who voluntarily dropped out of school to work or to take care of family responsibilities.  

Army Secretary Louis Caldera said Thursday that he believes there are as many as a half-million young people who could qualify, “many of them minority and low-income youth who need a second chance and who have the desire and the ability to serve well and faithfully as soldiers in our Army.

Commented the Post:

“It is not the Army’s job, of course, to cure society’s ills, and it will be important to monitor the progress of these recruits to ensure that they live up to expectations.  But if the Army can offer thousands of low-income youth a ticket back into the economic mainstream, while at the same time helping to meet is own manpower needs, it will be providing the country a double service.”

I reported to the Trustees and Administrators at that same meeting on the recent conference in Dallas on the “Community College Commitment to the Inner-City.”  The final report highlights the outreach commitment of the urban community college:


“There is a compelling need to take some phases of the urban college program and services to where the people are… We must encourage latent interest and abilities among disadvantaged students.  We must provide opportunities for these individuals to achieve educational, occupational, and social mobility to the fullest extent their talent permits.”

It was about this same time that further confirming evidence of the broadening community college role came from Dr. Dorothy Knoell’s studies in California:

“Community college enrollments continue to grow at a rate exceeding projections, in part as a result of the development of programs and services for new student clienteles.  These include the educationally and economically disadvantaged, the physically handicapped, women re-entering post-secondary education, senior citizens, workers needing training for relicensing, and high school students who can profit from college courses…”

The establishment of low-tuition, open admissions, easily accessible institutions in all parts of the country and especially in urban areas led to an impressive growth of enrollments and to a student population unique in its variety and diversity.  The new constituencies responded to the invitational stance of the community college and to its apparent readiness to change its institutional ways to accommodate to the broad interest and needs of these “new” students.

Enrollments that exceeded projections in a tightening economic environment led citizens in many parts of the country in 1975, 76 to ask whether the open door was closing.  In the Spring of 1976 a petition was sent to the State Legislature from the Florida Committee  for Educational Stability, a citizen’s movement representing 479,000 people.

“WHEREAS, the continuation of a lack of commitment of the Florida Legislature will result in an elitism approach to higher education with wealthy and middle class citizens exhausting the available educational opportunities and thus denying opportunities for citizens from poor families and from minority groups.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the People of the State of Florida express their concern and disappointment with the leadership of Florida for its failure to fulfill the commitment of the State of Florida to provide higher education opportunities for all of its citizens, that the People request said leadership to examine the consequences of an elitism approach to higher education with the denial of educational opportunities for low-income and minority citizens of the State of Florida, and the People urge that means of reinstating higher education opportunities for all citizens of Florida be found.” Florida Committee for Educational Stability.  

An open letter to all members of the Florida State Legislature asserted that if additional appropriations are not passed; “this State will in all likelihood be closing the door on thousands of students who will be unable to attend, and severely curtailing the rich variety of programs now provided by the State’s community college system.”

Thirteen states reported at that time that “open admission has been curtailed in this state,”  Eleven of the thirteen cited budget limitations as the reason for curtailment; one cited space limitation, and another a formal state policy for curtailment.  Other states were concerned about state appropriations not keeping pace with enrollments.

Legislators asserted that the dollars are not there and that  educators were not coming up with proposed changes and alternatives, but rather fiscal people were having to make the educational decisions by default.  They ask why educators cannot accept this responsibility and clearly indicate alternatives and their consequences with regard to available dollars.  In a number of locations throughout the country citizens organized and took action under the working title of “The Open Door Works.”

The commitments to opportunity through accessibility, open-door, and outreach were tested in the social unrest of  the late sixties and the economic constraints of the seventies and in general survived as commonly accepted characteristics of community colleges.

Community as Context for Learning.

I  observed in the late sixties that “the social disorganization of our times has showed me that education is not only indispensable but that we have not accomplished something that we must do – we must focus clearly upon the individual – each individual – each distinctly unique complex person in the educational system and see that system in its social context.”

In my dedication address of Golden West College in 1967, I referred to the very thoughtful statement of Baker Brownell who described the community as the context for learning.  How appropriate that view is for the community college.  The community college has as its reference point in seeking its direction not the university and college as much as the life of the community in which it is located.  The community is the primary referent  Basic to understanding the student is to get some notion of how he sees the world that surrounds him.  His behavior we are told is logical to him in terms of what that world seems to require.  The student lives in a system – to understand the student we seek to comprehend the system. The community college lives in a system.  Neither the student nor the college can be understood nor do they have identity without the larger organic structure in which they function. 

I expressed this view more graphically and with more feeling in my address to the 50th anniversary meeting of the American Association of Junior Colleges in 1970:


“Let us more frequently leave our offices and classrooms and laboratories and the warm and secure fellowship of those we know and understand, to experience the reality that surrounds those whom we would teach – to know their concerns, their anxieties, their environmental pressures.  We may need to learn to listen more even if this means speaking less.  We may need to place more reliance upon first hand experience in community life rather than upon the abstractions of reports, memoranda, and critiques of society.  We need to reduce the level of abstraction to primary involvement with the sights, the sounds, the smells, the touch of the environment as it bears upon the lives of the people with whom we would work.  From this experience come the insights and clues to educational needs.  Then the process is to derive suitable and fitting objectives, functions, form, and organization for educational services”

A heightened sense of  commitment to the community evolved through the seventies.

A Focus on People

A concomitant to community awareness developed in the late sixties and seventies, particularly in the big cities where there were large numbers of nontraditional, unconventional students.  Faculty and administrators set themselves to discovering how to make learning effective for their new clientele. The process began with a focus on the clientele.  One of the great stories in American education, not often told, is how institutions adapted to the needs and characteristics of their students.  Here is what I was seeing and saying.

 
We call ourselves peoples’ colleges – why don’t we look at people as the beginning point and the continuing and underlying frame of reference for whatever schemes and schedules we might devise.

I suggest that we take a look at our teaching-learning opportunities with the guidance of some very simple statements:


 – We look at people


 -  We see educational needs


 – We seek to meet some of those needs

 
 – We do not seek to meet all of those needs


 – We are aware that other resources are available


 – We seek to stimulate an awareness in learners of all of the resources


 – We work with other resource providers in identification of needs


 – We work with other providers in making resources visible and attainable


 – We observe that human development is lifelong


 – Human development  involves learning


 – Learning which is lifelong can benefit from education

What do we see when we see people?  There is no need to be abstract about this question at all.  Just open your eyes.  What do you see?

You see people.  You see a remarkable variety of people – male and female, short, tall, middle sized, thin, stout, just right.  White, black, brown.  A few younger, some older, some even older than that.  Now, tell me, what kind of an educational program would you set up for this group.  I hope your answer would be something like “that depends.”  “That depends upon the individual and his needs.”  Right, and we are learning more about how those needs change and how those changes involve learning.

No other educational institution possesses such heterogeneity in its student population.  And the levels of frustration were consequently high among students and faculty.  It is not surprising that community colleges were among the initiators of the behavioral objectives approach to individualized instruction, and after several years are still in the forefront.  To survive as viable institutions the colleges had to focus upon individuals, their characteristics and their needs.  Flexibility and sensitivity to differences among people were  mandated by pressures of the social environment..

I think that the key to this person-centered approach to education is found in some words that began to appear on the paper in my typewriter late one night after I had spent a long day writing my impressions of what I heard people say about their learning experiences in community colleges.  The words are a kind of composite of what students said and what was unsaid orally, but conveyed unmistakably.


“Hey, man, take a look at me!  I don’t come from his


side of town.  I don’t dress the way he does or the


way you do, but I am here, too.  I come here because


you’ve got to have an education.  I just want to know


that you have seen me, that you know I am here, and


that there is something here for me.  Don’t tell me


what I ought to be.  How do you know that?  Take me 


for what I am.  If we can’t do it that way, how can 


I become anything else?”

There is the substance of it all – Look at me, at me, a person, an individual, what I am.  There is “personhood” that  transcends income levels, age, race, culture, sex, religion.  “I want to know that there is something here for me.” 

The colleges focus on people – their characteristics and their needs - people in the community

The College is Comprehensive

My comments in 1967 indicated that community colleges were still in process of becoming comprehensive. 

“Another very impressive gain has been registered over the past few years – the concept of the comprehensive junior college.  Although there are still occasional debates about the merits of separating junior colleges concentrating on preparation of students for transfer to the four-year institutions and vocational-technical institutions for job preparation, there is no question that organizationally the move has been toward breadth of programs, including preparation for job entry, within the single institution.”  

“The fact that two-thirds of the students entering junior colleges do not transfer, at least not right away, to a four-year college, is resulting in growing concern for the curriculum implications of this fact.  In North Carolina, Virginia, New York, and several other states, post-secondary vocational institutions have broadened their programs to become  comprehensive community junior colleges.”  

“I read editorials about junior colleges in dozens of newspapers each week and I am struck by the general public acceptance, judging by these newspaper accounts, of the comprehensive community college idea.  Sometimes, I have the uneasy feeling that there is greater acceptance by the public of the sense of this educational approach than by some who have administrative or teaching responsibilities in our institutions.  This broadened understanding of the role of the comprehensive institution, I believe, is one of the most impressive changes in public opinion of recent years.”

I reported that at the Dallas meeting on the inner-city community college that this was among the needs cited as part of a comprehensive institution:


“The needs of adults for retraining and related services are of considerable concern.  The …community college might well become a community center operating around the clock and all year long.”

In a national study I made in 1970-71- (Project Focus) I noted that  in several states the concept of housing vocational-technical programs and the academic in the same institution, the community college “was still relatively new.  And the search is on for effective arrangements.  On both sides there have been vested interests that now give some evidence of joining forces.  But the point is, that if the student and the learning process are looked to as the reference points, a fresh approach is needed in organization of resources and personnel. Approaches have seldom been made that blend, mix, and stimulate the interaction of the college people.  Rather, the ways of lower division college and those of the vocational and technical schools seem to have been transferred to this new institution, they are now under one roof.  There is little evidence of a curriculum design that gets at common interests and concerns, cuts across subject matter, and seeks to utilize diversity for enrichment, motivation, and excitement.

Community Based

In 1972, as I reflected upon what I had seen in my experiences with Project Focus I wrote:  “An educational instrument, the public junior college which had been formed in another time to meet other needs, showed promise of possessing an adaptive and responsive quality to  new needs.  These needs related to the concept of the word COMMUNITY which was more often modifying “college” in the name of these institutions  Historically, it could be said that first came the change in name, then came the conditions that pressed the college to become what the name stood for.”

In late 1973 I wrote a paper entitled “:After the Boom …What Now for the Community Colleges?” I described the remarkable growth years of the Sixties and how conditions were changing in the Seventies and the need for community colleges to define their field in terms of the changing circumstances. I mentioned that educational institutions have often assumed in the past that they posses something that the public needs and the public will come for it.  The attitude has often been, “We know what you need.  Come and get it (or try to).

But suppose instead of challenging the citizens to storm the citadel for its prizes this community-based institution started with the “customer’s needs.”  Suppose the approach were to “create value-satisfying goods and services that consumers will want to buy.”  What kinds of needs would we find? 

Among these would be career development, individual development, family development, institutional services (for example working with governmental agencies, local, state, and federal to improve the delivery of services through extensive programs to upgrade existing employees and to improve training and educational opportunities for new employees.)

A community college of this kind will define its community and seek to develop its people.  Although the institutions will be different, there will be some common characteristics:

Access to all.  There are a multitude of entry points , both in time and place, for all elements of the community.  The college adapts its procedures to meet the convenience and the needs of its clients.

A sense of continuing collegiality is nurtured. The college is there to be used the way the public library is used when there is need and interest.  There are provisions for continuing affiliation.  More and more consumers are demanding that the structures and processes of education be arrange upon the assumption that persons of any age are to be served.

The college seeks ways to destroy the hierarchy of values, now often institutionalized, of vocational-technical, academic, developmental, and recurrent programs.  People’s needs and plans for self development are the basis of approach.

There is structural recognition of the market with possibly a vice president for community assessment needed.  Faculty talk about the market .  What new products can we market  in response to identified community needs?

Flexibility to respond quickly to community needs.  The quality of flexibility will have implications for funding patterns, accreditation procedures, and college governance.

The quality of flexibility further suggests the need for performance criteria.  Students begin their association with the institution from where they are.  There is need for a results-oriented system which will involve measures of performance with diagnosis of student need, measurement of student progress, and evaluation of teacher performance in terms of student achievement.

Some characteristics of community-based, postsecondary education are:

1. Students stay in the “community” as differentiated from “going away to college.”

2. Community facilities and resources will be used in the institution’s services

3. Faculty, administration, and board will have interest in and knowledge about the community.

4. The college will serve as “broker” in seeing to it that identified postseondary educational needs are met either through its services or other appropriate institutions.  

5. The student population will be a cross section of the communities served.

6. The college will be perceived as “part and parcel” of the community rather than providing services for the community.  In programming as well as facilities utilization there will be continual interchange between community and college.  These relationships have been described by one writer as symbiotic rather than paternalistic.

7. The college will be aggressive in searching out community educational needs.

8. College programs will be performance based.

9. Target populations will include a large proportion of personnel not previously found in post-secondary education. 

In discussing the community-based concept I referred to other terms such as symbiosis and nexus.  Symbiosis is basically a biological term signifying “the intimate living together of two  kinds of organisms especially where such association is of mutual advantage.”  It is useful in describing the part the community college plays in the community.  It does not so much “serve” the community as function as an integral part  of the community to facilitate learning.  It also can describe a similar relationship of mutual interdependence between persons or groups.

The word “nexus” describes a bond, link, or tie existing between members of a group, a means of connection between things – in a community learning system.

In November 1973 The Board of Directors of AACJC approved a new mission statement:  “The mission of the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges is to provide an organization for national leadership of community-based, performance-oriented postsecondary education.”

Education for Community Development

In the late years of the 1960’s this country was being torn by pressures of political, social, and economic change.  I expressed the view that a means for communication toward a new sense of community was required across the land and proposed that the community college was in many cases a point of beginning.

“Unexpectedly, the ground work has been laid in the process by which the college district is formed.  Old and often archaic political subdivisions and vastly different economic and racial neighborhoods are cut across in the sometimes agonizing struggle of shaping the a new district but the product is the basis for a potentially new community – an identifiable area of citizens with some interests in common.

Not only are people and groups obliged to get along together who have not had reason to before, the fact that the new institution adds to the tax bill promotes a great deal of discussion.  Certain questions about the area are bound to be  raised.  All at once the citizens find themselves discussing values – what they believe about community life  that is important.  What they are willing to pay for.  They ask, “What is happening to our community?”  “Is this a desirable place in which to live?”  “Will it ‘keep up?”  The slow and difficult process of establishing new alignments and groups of people into concentrations of somewhat common interests goes on.  Communication takes place, an indispensable requirement for a democratic society.  Time and time again, in dozens of places in this nation, in cities split, pushed, squeezed and ruptured by the pressures of beltways, throughways, expressways, freeways, airports, and urban renewal, a new community of interest has emerged – the community college district.  The college has been both a catalyst in a developing community consciousness and the product of that consciousness.  The college has become a symbol of what the community wants to become.

In addressing the fiftieth annual meeting of AAJC in Honolulu I continued the references to community – 

“I doubt that we will see physical growth as rapid in the next several years.  And in winning the battle for public interest there are now other powerful social needs to be recognized – needs, incidentally, which can either be competitors or allies depending upon how we move into what I believe is a new arena of action.  Public interest in our institutions during this next decade will not be captured by dramatic growth but by  ways in which our institutions relate to man’s most compelling problems.  And if this is to be done, radical change is required in many of our present concepts, definitions and structures.

“..;.there seems to be mounting evidence, in a time when society is faced with staggering problems caused by poverty, environmental pollution, stress, crime and delinquency, and even the problems of affluence, that these institutions which we represent may hold the potential for becoming a new kind of nexus for community approaches to solutions.  If this be the case, a hard thoughtful examination must be made of the implications which these opportunities and challenges suggest for new kinds of structures of governance, new administrative styles, new support patterns, new kind of interdigitation with the community.”

Observations made in my national study in 1971-72 (Project Focus) reinforced the concept of the “nexus” function.

The community college cannot go it alone.  It must link up with earlier school experiences.  There are overlapping interests between public schools and colleges, with each having a stage in the productivity of the other.  College administrators and faculty must seek better rapport with public schools in order to bring about necessary interaction.

Just as it should work closely with public schools, the community college should help bring about better articulation among other agencies.  Many welfare and social agencies impinge upon the lives of the people.  The community college can encourage cooperation and communication among these agencies so that the  lot of the people can be improved.

In 1974 I referred again to the rising “social costs” and how they are competing for dollars.  I suggested that if both dollar support and public moral support are to continue, education must face up to the critical and urgent social problems confronting society.  Little has been said or done about the mechanisms by which education comes to grips with social needs.  Organizationally, state government and local government seem to exist in separate boxes as does education in its own.  However, if in each social problem the educational component can be identified and responded to productively and appropriately by the colleges and the schools, then the poverty cycle can be broken, unemployment reduced through training, and other educational objectives achieved to one day nullify or certainly reduce the need for the organized services that now loom up before college administrators as real or potential rivals for limited resources.

I gave examples of ways in which community colleges were responding to some of those needs.  Prominent among these were both educational programs designed to prepare manpower for the field of aging, and direct service programs established to improve the quality of life of the elderly.  An AACJC study reported that “improving the quality of life for the nation’s 22,000,000 senior citizens represents a major priority for the more than 1100 community and junior colleges and technical institutes.” 

Other programs included community college services to governmental agencies for training; correctional education; health professionals, and new types of health professionals such as nurse practitioners, and physicians’ aides trained for specific roles In primary care practice; services to mentally retarded both direct services and those designed to serve those working with the mentally retarded; services to business and industry.  The Executive Vice President of the Council for Financial Aid to Education wrote to me, “The two year community college is made to order for corporate support since in most cases it is an integrated part of the urban structure.”

In a conference on community services held at Valencia Community College in 1974 I spoke on the topic “Beyond the Open Door – The Open College.” I spoke of the need to expand and promote the concept of community education.  I referred to the comments made by Senator Harrison Williams of New Jersey when he introduced the Comprehensive Community College Act of 1969.  He said that “these institutions have demonstrated their potential to respond to society’s changing needs in ways that bring improvement to the community.” 

The theme of “improvement to the community” sounded by Senator Williams was further amplified by Alan Pifer, president of Carnegie Corporation, at the AACJC convention in early 1974. He proposed that objectives often perceived as secondary  be given new priority.  His remarks were in line with the new mission statement adopted by the AACJC Board  several months before:

“Other institutions will have a part to play, of course, but I see the community college as the essential leadership agency.  Indeed, I’m going to make the outrageous suggestion that community colleges should start thinking about themselves from now on only secondarily as a sector of higher education and regard as their primary role community leadership...Not least, they can become the hub of a network of institutions and community agencies-—the high schools, industry, the church, voluntary agencies, youth groups, even the prison system and the courts –utilizing their educational resources and, in turn, becoming a resource for them.”

This note was sounded much earlier in the conference on the inner city in Dallas in 1966.  Harold Gores, President of the Educational Facilities Laboratories, an arm of the Ford Foundation, challenged the participants with a position which all accepted.

“Education, and particularly the community college, may be the best hope of the inner city.  The battle ground is in the city- stay and fight where you are.  Don’t turn your back and run to the suburbs.  The community college may be the only acceptable agency for saving the central city.  Maybe you have to be put into the neighborhood business.  The people trust you.  They depend on you.”

And another expression of similar poignancy was one that came from my interviews in the study “Project Focus.”

“The colleges are going to have to come down to earth, get rid of the hierarchy that sits up there and feels superior rather than seeing education as a tool to work with.  Education is not something to separate and divide.  It should be seen as an everyday tool.  There should be ways to integrate the tools of education into the community….The college should be here, with the poor in the rural and migrant community.”

The fundamental value expressed in that  comment, “There should be ways to integrate the tools of education into the community,” had an important effect upon my observations and writing particularly as I had more experience in developing countries and was impressed by the role of education in community development.

“In developing countries in which I have participated in national education planning, the approach has been to see education as an integral part of other factors that bear upon the lives of people; for example, water supply, agriculture, economic development, health, citizenship, and housing.  This is called “sector planning’.  All of these elements are involved in moving the people of the country toward a better life. Education is perceived as integral to community development, not as a separate enclave….The dilemma is that few people in policy-making positions in either state or federal government seem to understand the potential of that kind of relationship: a relationship that enables the community college to be a major instrument as the community deals with pressing societal needs.  The perception of policy makers needs to be brought up to date.”

One further theme or commitment to which I was attracted powerfully and which affected my work  in those years of community college development first came to my attention from my mentor Jesse P. Bogue, my predecessor in the Association’s Washington office.  Jesse wrote the book, The Community College published in 1950.  In the Appendix are generous excerpts from the writings of Alexis Lange,  professor and dean of the  School of Education at the University of California from 1906 to 1924.  Not only was he a key person in the growth of the University of California and in public education nationally, in his papers he “sketched the blueprint and the philosophy that has guided the development of the junior college not only in California but in the nation…”

With remarkable prescience he maintained that each junior college should have a department of civic education, not merely coordinate with other departments but “cardinal” because “citizenship is an inclusive vocation, itself being an essential phase of one master vocation for all of us, that of becoming, individually and in groups, progressively and dynamically human.”

His concept of  the goal of citizenship education would have this outcome – “students must be expected to have greatly quickened their communal sympathies and deepened their sense of indissoluble oneness with their fellows...their training will have been a failure unless the common good has become a ‘hot spot’ of consciousness, unless they are possessed of the will to participate vigorously, militantly, if need be, in advancing community welfare.”

Commitment to Learning

In 1972  I found this warning on the cover of  a brochure prepared to recruit new faculty personnel,  “If you’re more interested in what  you’re teaching than in what  they are learning don’t come to this community college.”

The necessary focus on growing numbers of non-traditional, unconventional students resulted in faculty and administrators seeking ways to make learning effective for their new clientele.  The student and the learning process were moving to center stage.  They had to in order to "make good on the promise of the open door."

I spoke from my experiences in research for “Project Focus to the 1972 AAJC convention in Dallas.  

“We built the colleges – we invited the millions to come – now we must make good on that promise.  New forms of organization suitable to the tasks are required.  New patterns of financial support are called for to facilitate  achievement of goals – but above all else the people in the enterprise must be renewed.  We need to change attitudes, our attitudes.  We need to examine our values and to develop skills for what is in effect a new set of educational tasks.  But that’s what our institutions are all about.  They are learning institutions.  Not only for students but for the rest of us. We are really all learning together.”

In 1969 I spoke to what  I perceived as the  most critical issue facing community colleges:.

 “We are beginning to see that the lecture methods - the material to be covered in a given period of time – the reliance upon books – the organization of learning periods into academic years, semesters, hours, credits, grade points, all of these are a very narrowly restricted approach to the learning process.  Almost every person can be taught.  Almost every person can learn.  The community college must cast much more widely its net of concern and based upon individual examination and diagnosis formulate with the participation of the student his program of educational development.  That is, if it is to deliver upon the implied promise of the open door”

I addressed 1976 National Assembly of the National Center for Higher Education Management on the topic “Responding to the New Spirit of Learning”   

“Change is occurring in American education, change which is wholesome and promising.  Interest in educational opportunities and services continues to expand, in impressive proportions.  Some may quarrel with the kind of learning sought, judging it to be of little worth.  Others will note the tendency of successful learning experiences to lead toward other unknowns to be probed and at ascending levels of complexity and challenge.

This new spirit of learning is requiring new descriptors, a new terminology, an adaptive structure.  Indeed, a significant contributing factor to the trauma our institutions experience in the face of financial constraints may be the limited moves to date to shape the structures to the new population.  How these developments are perceived makes all the difference  in the world to the morale of those who have the stewardship of education and to those who use it and support it.

Addressing the NISOD  meeting in 1980

“Community colleges can move beyond their established reputation as teaching institutions to a new and higher ground – to encourage and facilitate learning…To develop capacity in the individual to learn, we must fully fathom the sweeping changes required in institutional arrangements, faculty attitudes, and student expectations if “mathetics,” the science of learning, is to be our style. The qualities sought are independence, self-reliance, and cooperation, not a condition of dependency upon an educational monopoly…The most important outcome in their learning may be that moment when they can say, “We have done it ourselves!”  that’s the essence of learning.”

And that same year - The time has come when the community college needs to be using its own terms, not those that connoted its beginnings. Would it not be more appropriate, for example, to use the word “learner” rather than the word “student” for persons being served?  Learner carries the spirit that anyone who wants to learn is invited, and that instructional emphasis is learner-centered. 

Lifelong Learning

That invitation to “anyone who wants to learn,” I noted in my dedication address of Penn Valley Community College in 1973, led to many taxpayers saying, “I’m paying for the college, and this college is not just for my children, it is for me.” I predicted that the big expansion of enrollments in the future  would be in the 30 and over bracket.  I pointed out that Werner Rasmussen, from Denmark, cited the need for an overhaul of the present exclusive youth orientation of our educational system.

“With more intensive adult education it may be possible to reduce the pressure on the supplies of education to adolescents and young adults.  At the present time, there is everywhere a tendency to overload these supplies, because they are considered the baggage for a lifetime.  We can compare it with an expedition to a big desert -–tropical or arctic –where no supply stations of any kind are established.  By the time it sets off on its lengthy journey to the desert the expedition must have large supplies of food and other necessities,.  The situation would be entirely different if there were stations or depots along the route.  The lifelong journey should in the future be supported by supply stations.,  It will therefore be possible to travel more lightly, which means it will not be necessary to load the memories of young people so much.  This will be at the same time of great value to the educational processes during these earlier years.  It will be an easier task for the teachers to ensure the motivation and attention of their young students.”

Rasmussen calls for supply stations for the journey.  I have called community colleges educational resource centers for the community.  I think Rasmussen and I are talking about the same thing.  And more and more consumers are demanding that the structures and processes of education be arranged upon the assumption that persons of any age are to be  served.

In 1976 I was invited to submit a chapter in a book published by Change Magazine entitled The Third Century. Change asked each of the contributors to write an essay on his or her conception of the educational future and to carry their projections and prescriptions at least through the turn of  the century.

I chose to write on “The Promise of Lifelong Learning.”

“The thesis of all of this, put very simply, is that the baby boom of 20 years ago, augmented by millions of others who require and want appropriate educational opportunity in a continuing way because of many significant changes in our society, continues to have a most profound significance for educational institutions beyond high school.  This fact does not appear to be sufficiently recognized at the institutional, state, or national level…On the contrary, educational prophets consult the traditional stars in the conventional ways and speak of steady state and declining enrollments.  Only very recently have they begin to look with some curiosity toward data that hint toward different outcomes.

The profound significance of a commitment to lifelong learning and lifetime education is difficult to grasp.  To move in that direction means much more than some simple rearrangement of the present organization of education.  What we are talking about is revolutionary in its meaning and in its requirement for change in our institutions.

In the Seventies I was impressed by UNESCO publications on lifelong learning.  Learning to Be in 1972 and  Foundations for Lifelong Education in 1976.  The latter publication was based upon the philosophy described in the earlier book.  And it was the combination of these that led to a remarkably important insight for me.

For years I had been concerned that the characteristics of the students (the learners) in our institutions were considered as less than desirable in the eyes of many people as compared with those in 4-year colleges and universities.  They were commuters as opposed to residential; they were part time as contrasted with full-time; they were non- selective rather than selective; they were working full or part-time; they were a remarkable assortment of ages, ethnicity, economic class, etc.  I wondered what would happen if we could see the characteristics of the community college clientele in a positive rather than a negative light because after all what they were was reality.

And then I found that in Foundations for Lifelong Learning there was not only a great deal of support for lifelong learning as the policy around which education needed to be organized but characteristics were cited of institutions so organized.  Here are a few:

“What is needed is an educational organization in which all citizens have access to education at a time when they feel the need of such access, and under circumstances in which they find the experience congenial and stimulating.”


“There are grounds for believing that adults are perfectly capable of learning throughout life, and there are also grounds for believing that it is increasingly important that they actually do so.”

“Learners of different ages and stages would also be allowed to learn side by side, so that special kinds of inter-learning between generations would occur.”

“Learning and living, which have drifted apart, stand in need of ‘reintegration.’  The educational structures required to achieve this goal will involve learning not only throughout life, but in all aspects of life.”

As I wrote in 1980 these perspectives can be used as prisms through which to view and to consider community college movements toward a policy for lifelong learning.  Such an examination leads to the impression that community colleges are part of a lively development – an educational movement that has evolved remarkable potential to take us through the next era of education – from adult education to lifelong education.

Based upon my observations of what community colleges had become and the directions in which they were evolving, I proposed in 1980 a general statement of community college mission: “To encourage and facilitate lifelong learning, with community as process and product.”

New Structures for New Times

I wrote in 1979, .”…change is occurring in American education.  Change which is wholesome and promising….This new spirit of learning requires new descriptors, a new terminology, an adaptive structure.  Indeed, a significant contributing factor to the trauma some institutions experience in the face of financial constraints may be the limited moves to date to shape the institutions and their policy framework to the new realities.  Issues of authority and control can be resolved only by  a broadened understanding of that  new educational land into which change has led us.”

I noted in my writings in 1959 that the publication by the United States Office of Education of opening fall enrollments in higher education counts only “degree-credit” students in junior colleges.  The Office of Education defines a “degree-credit” program in an institution of higher education as one consisting wholly or principally of work which is normally creditable toward a bachelor’s or higher degree.  Student  in technical institutes, terminal-occupational programs, or organized occupational curriculums are not counted as degree-credit students.  This means that  a large enrollment in the programs that give some uniqueness to junior colleges are not included in the Office of Education report.

In 1967 researchers reporting on characteristics of community college students were having problems with conventional measures.  Data were indicating that large numbers of students are leaving the public junior college prior to the completion of a program which would entitle them to a degree or certificate.  “At this point we have trouble with words – words like “persistence”, “attrition”, “drop-out”. These imply that institutional objectives and student objectives are met as the student completes a two or four-year program…some questions must be raised about this assumption.” 

“For various reasons, among them some antipathy toward identification with secondary education and drawn by the prestige attached to the college stereotype in our culture, the community college has leaned in the direction of higher education with its symbols, procedures, folklore, and objectives.  No wonder then that the question is raised, “When is John Doe Community College going to become a regular college?” or that administrators and faculty are perplexed when a high proportion of their graduates do not transfer to a four-year college.  The status it seeks has to be won on other bases…”

In 1972  I observed:

“More attention has been given to examination of college functions and purposes in order to plan buildings than to construct suitable forms of organization and administration.   Insistent, probing, and sometimes aggravating questions from architects have forced educational planners to think about what the college is to do so that buildings would be appropriate to facilitate the functions.  Functions precede structures is an old cliché but it has not as often been applied to matters of educational organization.  The old structures persist….they represent a past which was different in its expectations and its demands.”

In 1974 I noted the need for public policy research.

“Just a word or two about another essential element  in a program to move toward institutions that are community and performance-based.  Very often the legislative framework doesn’t fit.  A quick example.  In one state in the south, reimbursement is available to the community college only for students  enrolled between eight o’clock in the morning and five o’clock in the afternoon and only for full-time students.  In a number of states there is not funding available for what we often call community services.  These legal and sometimes administrative barriers need to be identified and changed – changed, that is, if it seems sound public policy for community colleges to become the community’s educational resource centers for life-long learning which is being proposed.

I elaborated on this theme in a paper “From Open-door to Open College, 1974

“…those who believe that community colleges are significantly different from the rest of higher education sense the need for a comprehensive treatment of community colleges in particular from the standpoint of public policy. At the federal level the deadline for such  treatment occurs in less than two years when current legislation expires.  Beyond that, though, community college operations are largely conditioned by accrediting procedures and enabling legislation from the state capitols.  The fact is that on the whole the entire array of laws and policies governing community colleges view them as followers in higher education rather than “leaders in community development.”  As this latter role becomes more essence than adjunct, we must ask ourselves in detail how well the policy climate accommodates our intentions.  In no other way will we be able to take an active role in its inevitable change.”  

At the same time there were indications of change in many institutions.  I noted this at Black Hawk College in 1974  “As I visit institutions like this across the country, I am impressed by the way that educational structures are being changed to respond to the needs of people.  I see colleges meeting people where they are with continuous registration, open laboratories, peer counseling, learning laboratories.  All of these revealing to me a genuine respect for the almost infinite variety of personality that makes up our institutions.”

At Portland Community College in 1979 I was asked to speak about developments in the next ten years:

“Now we are pausing for a careful reexamination of the community college movement, and we are discovering that a new type of community college is struggling to be free…one that  has not yet broken out of the shell because of the constraining effects of policies that no longer fit institutional mission nor student body.  Continuing or recurrent or lifelong have replaced the notion of completion in education.  But often our laws and our institutions tend to regard education as something for the young, demographics to the contrary.”

I highlighted the stereotype or structural problem in a statement to the committee on Labor and Human Resources of the United States Senate, June 7, 1979.  Testimony was on the subject of  “Alternative Missions for Higher Education in the 80’s” 

“I will try to document in the next few minutes that one of the major problems in considering this topic is the continuation of an anachronistic and misleading assumption, namely: 

THAT HIGHER EDUCATION SERVES MAINLY 18 to 22-YEAR-OLD, FULL-TIME STUDENTS, ENROLLED IN LIBERAL ARTS PROGRAMS.

“Let me propose as you consider the alternative missions for the next ten years that you be most aware and responsive to the people of limited options – those who are place bound – time bound –money bound –and constrained by other forces in our society.”

A commitment to change the  structures to those that facilitate the mission was pervasive in the developmental years of 1956 – 1981.  A case could be  made that the need continues.

An Agent of Social Change

A major question in my mind through the years has been “How does an educational institution of the community influence its community – and society?  How does an institution reach out beyond itself? And, of course, it was the community college which I was thinking about primarily. I spoke to this topic frequently and found my roots for the subject in the writings of Alexis Lange, already referred to, as expressed in the early years of the last century.  

He insisted that a department of civic education was more than coordinate with other departments it was “cardinal.”  And that junior colleges must expect that their students ‘have greatly quickened their communal sympathies and deepened their sense of indissoluble oneness with their fellows.  Further, he said that  ‘their training will have been a failure unless the common good has become a ‘hot spot’ of consciousness, unless they are possessed of the will to participate vigorously, militantly, if need be, in advancing community welfare.”  

The report of the conference on “The Community College Commitment to the Inner City” held in Dallas in 1966 was consonant with Lange’s views. I participated in and helped draw up the report of the conference. A section of the report had the caption, “An Instrument of Social Change.”  It was the consensus of the group that “as we move into the final third of the twentieth  century it is clear that higher education must be an instrument of social change.  It must become a part of the environment of the city, and somehow make it better.  To this end the two-year community college, ‘unencrusted with tradition, and in many cases new and eager for adventure’ becomes an agent of social change.  How best can we serve that end?”

In 1972, I addressed the topic of the community college as an agent of social change. I mentioned the hazards of seeming to have an advocacy position on community issues….On the other hand, the community college, by its very nature is an advocate of a value position.  It declares that educational opportunity should be available to all.  Implied is recognition of the value of each individual to himself and to society.  In an extension of this position about people the admissions policies of most community colleges acknowledge differences among people in motivations, interests, achievements, age, and objectives.  In a society which has established educational institutions as a means to mobility, the very existence of the publicly-supported community college with its open-door stance demonstrated the community’s view of desirable social change..’”

The 1981 AACJC convention in Washington had an emphasis on community development and the community college role.  In introductory comments I spoke of the commitment of our institutions to improvement of the human condition: 

“Traditional and conventional education has focused on adaptive learning.  It is suggested now that we can learn from the future and must  do so to avoid shocks which our society may not be able to endure. These are new concepts. They represent a revolutionary change in approaches to learning.  Educators have not been known for alacrity in the adoption and implementation of new concepts.  Schools tend to become increasingly rigid and institutionalized. They are charged with separating people from life rather than preparing for life.  Community colleges are singled out by the authors of the Club of Rome report as representing a “learning laboratory” where innovative ideas are born and tested.”

Many of our institutions have joined in the  mission statement of AACJC with a commitment to the encouragement of lifelong  learning for individual and community development.  I must point out that if we are truly to seek to improve the human condition in our communities that we are on dangerous ground.  Educational institutions stay out of the trouble zone as long as they perceive learning to be adaptation to societal and environmental changes.  When it comes to consideration of changes that need to come about there are value differences and vested interests and turf problems that surface very quickly.  

So this is a tough question that confronts us.  How does an educational institution of the community help shape its community – help shape society?  How does an institution actually reach out beyond itself?  How can we transcend the inevitable habit formations of educational and other institutional systems to have an effect which may be critical of the systems themselves in efforts “to improve the human condition?”  Is it possible for the community college, often perceived as a rebel in educational circles, to facilitate learning in and by the community so that it both serves and helps to shape society?”

In my last report to the AACJC Board in 1981 more about community colleges and quality of community life:

“The factors that AACJC will deal with over the next ten years will be somewhat different from  those of the last twenty, although it should be noted that those years were not all alike by any means.  And although the factors will be different, they may be even more pertinent to what appear to be the growing complexities of our society.  No institution of education has the potential of greater positive effect upon the life of our citizenry than the community college as people’s concerns mount about “quality of life.” 
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