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Through an understanding of the histcrical fcrces
thpt-raised the community ‘college tc prominence- during the tast
decades and that are now threatening this position, the ccmsunity-
college trustee can contribute to the process of securing a base for

-

- future progress. The period from 1961 toxJ980 saw a trifpling cf the

. expansion.

nusber of tvo-year colleges and an‘hightfold growth in student .
nusberd as comaunity colleges responded‘ﬁo the exterral fressures of’
the baby\ boom, civil rights sovement, and.technological changes. .In °
today*s Wporld, however, concerns atout fiscal constraints are '
accompanidd by a shift in emphasis from access to meritccracy as the
guiding value in the public priorities for postsecondary education.
Much confusion abcut the missicn of the community college: stems from °
these opposiqg values. Two issues of paraamount concern tave arisen
out of the confrontetion between indreasingly conmstrained resource
allocations aspirations' for continuing growth and sissicn
Aﬁ?ﬂ&irst\of these involves educatioral quality, while the,
s@cond .concerns faculty commitment, defined as the atility tc

recognize, agree upon, and contribute to educational pridrities. In -

"addressing these issues, trustees of Arizoma's community co leges

v
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night ‘consider several alternatives, including workipg with the State.,
Boatd in its reviev of the mission c¢f the community clleges;
encouraging administrators to experiment with establishing priorities
-among services: and obtaining infqreation ,about costs and levels of
quality. (BP) . ’ ) !f -
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s TRUSTEES AND MISSIONS OF ARIZONA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

’ , Richard C. Richardson, Jr - (y

4w The historian, Heilbronn.er, has suggested that ‘our abiliiy to understand the

o future "without succumbing to false hopes or an equally false des;;ai'r" rests
. ' Wlth 'our‘; abEility to under_sta'nd-- the "grand, dynamic or h'istoi:y" which
.represents both the means through which f)rogress'pailnfully won in the past
‘1s trampled underfoot and the means by which a base is bmlt for future
progress. (Hellbronner, 1961). What are the hlstorlc forces that raised the .
com!huniy' college to’ prorninence durlng] the past two decades and which now

- threaten to "trampler underfoot" g4me of the progress- sg painfully won? How

can trustees contribute ocess through which the base for future

progress”is. secured?
* . In 1961 there'were 405 publi‘E 'two-'year ‘colleg'es enrolling just under 645 000
sfudents By 1980/{he n~umber of colleges had nearly tripled and enrollments
had 1ncreas\ed to .nearly 5 rmllxon Durlng this same period a system of"
community colléges was?créated for the State of Arlzona* and grew from two
campuses and less than 10 000 students to twenty cam;{uses and more -than
100 000 studeng (Gernhart, 19813 Clearly, cornmumty colleges Jhave played ,
" a -crit'lcal.role in helping the natjon respond to many of "the greatest external
% forces of " the past two decades”, including ‘the domestic consgquences of
v ‘Sp.ﬁtnik ‘the "tlda'l wave" of students that followed ‘the "baby boom" after
World War II, the new afflugnce and thet civil rlgh.ts movemeént . ('Cc‘negle .
Couneil on'l’ollgy St_udJes in Higher_‘ Education, 1980) .

]

”
-

oy
e “  For each ofv these forces, the community follege was the right institption-i'n .

the right pl‘ace"at the right time because of the way it s leaders chose to
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define and implement its mission. The rewards /(were rapid growth- in

v ‘enrollments and an equally rapid expansion of missi During the past five

' years, trustees and colleges administrators have
" - ‘e - N -
formula® for success ‘of the past. two decades uhder circumstances which

mcreasmgly suggest the need for a reexamination of commumty college mission

ontinued’ to pursue the

and _priorities to determme whether ad]ustments in the formula are requlred if

community colleges are to have the same success in the next twenty years as
they hﬂe enjoyed in the past. How ‘have ekternal forces -of the past
contributed to community college ‘success and what adjustments may be

-

. ! . LY .
required to adapt to .the emérging trends of the Eighties? ’

;.

. Followmg Hellbronner s thesis, wé should expect to find forces whlch threaten
the success ‘of the present as a prerequlslte to the changes that must occur
to pave - the way fory success of the future In: 1968 Iencks and Relsman in

. the Academlc Revolution ldenttfled .two such forcqs Commumty colleges they

wrote despite their rejection of many conventnbnal academic practnces -had
. turned out to. be simply one more part of thel/larger. academic system. " As

~ . -

. such, they became a safety valve releasing pr.eksures_which otherwise rru’ght
:haVe. colnpelled uRjversities to be rugre resoonslve to tli-.e'new studerit
N clientele. (Jenckslyld Relsman 1968) .Latett, _writing from the vantages
. point of the( student movement of the early’se;;nties t.hls crmc:tsm was
extended by such authors as Karabel into_a gederal crlticlsm that comrnumty
colleges supported the status quo rather th%n promoting upwax:d. secial

£

mobility. . (Karabel, 1974) _ while there may be- s$ne truth in _this criticism, 1t
.hds. si c? become ev1dent that commumty colleges\ support the status quo leSs
rigorously. than other types of cplleges -and for that réason alone deserve
support. However, their rejection of_convemlonal_ academlc practlces has led
}problems of irﬁag,e and., currently, to coh’ﬁusion about mission.
PR102G3 | T .
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ond, and less frequently quoted criticism of ]encks and Reisman, has.
gre un.plications,for the next decad% Two year colleges enrolled many
students who would not otherWise go to collegel A larger percentage of those

would never.earn any degree. The cost of educating freshmen of transfer

~

programs was not significantly different in community colleges, than it was in
four year institutions. One result wjas to7increase both absolute expenditures
and the. cost per college graduate. .During a decade when community colleges
still gnrolled a relatively modest share oi lower division students and higher _
~education, as the means of remedying past di'scrimination, represented a ‘top

- priority for, public policy the phenomenon of increased costs for uncertain

results was not a major concern. In today's world, however, the posssibilty

- that we may. be paying more to produce less has become a central issue in the’

public policy debate on support for postsecondary education Adding to the
magnitude of the problem has been the success of community colleges in

attracting new clientele. No longer are commtﬁiity colleges minor players in
s

the competition for state tax dollars

¢

Accompanying concerns about fisgal canstraints has been a shift in emphasis
¢ . 4 ' . .
'b_et.ween meritoqracy and access as guiding‘values in the public .priorities for

the missions of postsecondary institutions Meritocratic principles historically

A‘L

have been predominant in American highei; education. Institutions provided

»

pportunity to those they deﬁned as qualrfied with outcomes determined by
such Iactors as ability, persistence and motivation. During the sixties the

emphasis on equal opportunity was predicated on the assumption that equal

x

“access .would result in comparably educated people. In, subtle ways the

concept of equality of opportunity came to be ;equated with the results of

education-tall students should perform equally or "the system was eunjust.
“ . ’

when

r LR
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relakation of"standards was the alternati've selected to get around ﬁle problem

\

Communlty colleges benefited from the eﬂxﬁha&s on access
)

because they defined 'as» socially desirable the practice of acceptmg students

' (Bowden, 1981.) .

regardless of their def1c1enc1es and g1v1ng them a chance”

v .o, x
- - » -
- ~ °

Now, however, the pendulum is sw1ng1ng back toward mer1tocracy and

community colleges find themseIVes on the back of two h8rses galloping in-

"

oppos1te directions. Much of the confusxon about mission and identity stents

M1nor1t1es are no longer graduatlng from segregated

school, system§ and are beg1nn1ng to raise with some 1ns1s(tence the guestion of

limited

from this dilemma.

access to what" (Ohvas 1979) Leglslators are demonstrann

tolerance for educatlonal inflation where students ‘attend school for longer

'perlods of time. to avoid downward social .mobility. Those who earned’ degrees

)
when the possess1on of such credenUals implied both a higher level of lxteracy

{

and enhanced employment ‘opportunities have become dlsenchanted w1th a

system that produces credennals\‘gUaranteelng ne1ther and with 1ncreaset}.

'pubhc costs. Of course the roots of many o,f these problems lie beyond .

coinmunity colleges but thel}' 1mpact does not. A K /

’ * ’

. 14

‘l'5u'rin'g the past two decades community colleges have yigorously pursued the

,expansion of " mission, and clientele. * Leaders have operated under the

a‘ssum,pnon that numbers and dlversity would tr&nslate into pohtlcal support ,

'and dollars.. The- events of these decades have left communlty colleges with

~

more part-time. students who requlre the same Services as full -time students

but,w'ho do not ggnerate the sdme revenues;

. Jtemedial students whose previous educational attainments make
» . . . » o N .

with increasing numbers of

€m more

-
-

. PR102G5
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costly to serve effectively; with a growing diversity of expensive services,

v

suche as Chlld care cenfers expanded financial aid offices., tutors and leelrning

- .

walls, televxsion med1a centers and other technological and human resource
. . .

¢onuninnents. This exploswn of cllenteles serv1ces, enrollments and dehvery
¢

systems has not been matched by corresponding comrmtments of additlonal

‘3
dollars from local, -state, or federal sources. Increasmg adm1n1st.lt1ve costs,,

redu_ced student service, declinlng book acquisitions and increased use of

l4ower paid adjunct faculty, all provide evidence of tension- betwéen continued

expansion and avatlable resources. ’ . . ’
* ~ » . ~

’ ,‘('\.

Two issg'és\oyparamount‘ concern have arisen out of the confrontation between

. , - .- L , T | '
increasingly constrained resource allocations and' the aspirations of the
‘ —— . - ~

'
- ~ ) ’ “«

moyement' for continuing growth and missign expansion. The first of these .

involves quality, a topic that is only shghlty less painful for many community

college leaders than wasjex for Vlctorians Given iixed resources, numbers

and quality\vary inversely: .the more you do of anything, the less likely you

"are to do it well. The assumption 'thatj .quality can _be. held .constant by

increasing efficiency overlooks totally the labor intensive rature of higher

educatlon as well at the fact that the community colleges are alreadyA

extraordinarily efficient mstitutions by most standards that can be applied

v .. - .
cm o,

1

IS -

The .second issue involves faculty commitment, defined as the ability ‘to
t

recognjze educational prioritie§, agreement - that 'priorities are appropriate,

PR102G6
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willinghess, to contribute to priorities .and a belief that progre&ris being

‘N 1 .

‘ . | I

)

. centers; and ‘with greatly expanded del-wery systems 1nc1ud1ng colleges w1thout
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[

made’ in their achievement’ - Faculty comnu'anent is 1mportant because w1thout
_,'1t adrmmstrauve prlormes for change’ cannot be translated into .educational

experiences for students. »/ ) " y ’
/ ., . ) ‘ . , ﬁ
N . , .
. &
. [ N

R R N - . » -
Hirschman's threescategories of "exit", "voice", and "loyalty" are useful ways

, N >
of depicting faculty commitment. Exit means contributing to the minimum level

-

required to maintain membership. ﬁoyal.ty involves a behavioral commitment to

achieving gducational priorities. " (Hirschman, lg'ﬁ) Voice ‘implies overt

resistance Io educational\prl ities. Thr{ee separate research soxirees ’(Cross
1981; ¢ Cohen and Brawer 1977; Rlchardsonl e} al, 1981) as well’ as m/1y
commumty college adrmmstrators agree that t.he behavior of a majorlty of the

" faculty in commumty colleges today is best characterlzed by the exit opt10n
. .
Less than a fourth exh1b1t loyalty .while a smaller percentage act1vely resist

administrative prioritieS. The exit group is sometimes characterized by the
M [ ¥

¥
term "burn out" wich is more acceptable socially) It should be noted th’at

‘.

exit facﬁlty often maintain their commitment to their colleague‘s and to
teaching étudents.tl{ey belle\?’e/ to be capable-of benefiting from tpeir efforts.

. » . . . . . . . B . . V.
* _ They areysimply unavallable to assist in implementing administrative priorities.

C oL - . . W

»

The pressures «of - attempting to achieve new priorities with limited' resources
has proven frustrating to many faculty exhibitiny foyalty. The movement

. 3

sgpems to be from loyalty to exit suggesfing_' that” over time, given current

’

bility - of employment, the number of faculty corﬁmltted to achieving

jnstitutional priqrities 'may continue to decline.

’ ’
-
*

The continuous expansion of community college mission has thus been a strain ‘
L . \ [N ’ . B
on human as well as financial resources. Most full-time community college-

La) .

PR102G7
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faculty are well prepared to teach academic students who arf! credlble

o

candldates for the baccalaureate degree A lesser numBer have the skllls and

experience tc» provide “career related lnstructlon Few havg either the

'

competence or commitment to work with students whose lack of Mteracy skills

. . suggest their accornplishments will ;probably never exceed ‘modest improvements

s

in reading or writing.

Few states have analyzed the costs of deahng w1th serxously under-prepared
L}
students. The more common approaCh in/ Arlzona

as has bsen %o fund

remedial efforts/ through. the same formula as_the transfer program. ' Since
J

_effecti.ve services '\to;_the unden-prepdred, the handicapped or other special

groups are often more costly 'than teaching transfer students'

-

costs of mission expansmn haVe been funded by -taking resources awayi from -

some of the
N

. 'ex1st1ng pragrams through such te.chmques as using more' part-time faculty

" and establlshlng higher m1n1mum numbers to keep advanced classes. ¥
N T ‘ 5 .
| 'faculty have been affected by.this process in séveral ways. ,
- v - : p
. » . ¢ /
‘ 1. . Where fdculty have }:;een yvilli?i; to ,contribute to the de’\‘zelopment of
‘ new prc')grams and ser\:ices to ‘meet the needs: of new clientele, the.
. o £1nanc1al resources hajve commonly been less than the mfnlmum ’they
)udged /necesSary for . effectlve programs reSultlng in ze'ellngs of
. frust:rann
f -
2. '.The extensive use of adJuncts has been justified by pomtm/g_to__/
student evaluations which -reporte,d no significant differences in"‘
' , student’ satlsfactlon ,between classes taught bg part-timegs and those
- by the full-time staff. This has led to p'ro.blemsj( self-image for ’ .
Q PR102G8’ - . \ -
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" full-time faculty who mterpret these stateménts as implying that
anyq’ne can _come in off the street and"with little or no preparation
do a3 weil~ as they. '

. Perhaps most'impor‘tant of all, faculty see themsel_ves increasingly in
a no-win situation. They have more ‘students who have,'more
serious deficigncies and they/ére exflected to teach them effectively
with fevcer regsources. One result has been loss of commitment as

faculty question their opportumties for succese ahd find the odds

against them lengthening. _ ' <

~ . —

.
. lr".
-y

el
P * .

>

Bob McZabe, Charcellor of MiamifDade Coihmunity College', summarized the

problem this way in.a recent interview' "I wouldn t knoxJN' how to deal with a

class if I had peop}é reading on a fifth ‘;rade level who were trymg to!

‘compete in a college level class. I don't think our factilty do either. We
de/scouraged many, good faculty by puttin~g~them in a position where they

- really, couldrit do a good job.” ‘If there is anything that can ruin an [

lnstixution it is takmg away from faculty the abillty to succeed v. (Dubocq

1981) Vv o , ‘ P
. , ( - °.
The cominunity college is at an historic crossroad in terms of its missions

A4

P
and focused\\ on cultural or vocatiornial interes not ’ requiring degree
§ ’ .
attainment. The second and more historic rout i lves concentration on

) . ‘¢
programs and services designed to assist students attalN the baccalaureate .

.

degree or entry to'an occupation tRat could not Eve been attained without

education beyond the high ‘schooi' The basic iRcompatibility ‘of \hese two
™~

directlons under conditions of fiscal' restraint 1s evidenced not only by the
2

| Y i

PR102GY




'tens1ons which currently surround discussions of community college. nus31ons

'

but by the arrangements that have evol\éed 1n other nations for adult

4

contl’humg educatlon, In Germany, Denmark Sweden, the Netherlands and

other Western E opean countrles, separate 1nst1tut10ns have been establlshed

"W

to meet the need f part-time adult students whose 1nterests are not degree

-

oriented. In the Amerlcan commumty college "the all thmgs to all. people*

-

perspectlve may eventually need to give way to a more focused set of

purposes. > ’

o

~ ' \ ’

" The choice for ma.ny communlty colleges is to continue their present course
toward becomlng télk schools or to narrow their’ fpcus by returnmg to an
earller set of prlorltles ‘Thls issue is directly» related to concerns aB‘&ut

quality as well es the decllne in faculty commitment, Many faculty behevel

‘o

’that the . transfer function and career education should be core concerns

They do not ‘agree that m1ss1on expansion has been gcc;ompllshed without
’

declines in ~quality, and they refuse to support new responses or the,latest ’
administrative innovation\. Many administrators, on the other hand believe
mi’ssion_expansion is both desirable and necessary" If full time faculty will

not-cooperate, they w1ll find part-time faculty who will, 'ghey belleve the

/
nature of the experlence they offex‘ is not 51gn1f1cantly altered by the methods

Y

.,.,(they ‘employ. The' deterfmnltlon, of which of these two directions Is
preferable, hinges on one's <tonception of why commmunity colleges were

\ Avunded and why they receive support from public sources,
T N
Historically, \community colleges were established to, provide access to

| A AY

postsecondary education for low .income students, for those whose academic

preparatlon wds und1stl/(g ished and for, those who were 11m1ted tcba specl.flc
Jo - ~
* PR102G10




\.reqﬂu‘lng advanced tramlng b

‘s

, ' . | . . ‘.. '_: * . : ) 11

N .
~ - [ . /

+

geographic locale Access meant the oppo.r‘tumty to attain the f1rst two years
"of a baccalaureate degree ‘or\ to ach1eve entry level skllls for an occupation ’
\'ond the secondary school. Jt did not mean
providing addmonal opportunmes for people to learn how to play brldge
decorate cakes or repalr auto,mobl.les fo'r fun gnd profit. It did not mean*
transferrlng the costs of 'preparlng nurses from hospitals to prope-rty gaxes, .
nor did ft mean SubSldlZlng bus1nesses and 1ndustry by prov1d‘1ng on-site
educatlon for employees. L1kew1se it Hld not mean' assuming respons1b1hty

for help1ng remedlal adults to self- -actualize through programs where, the

bbjective was retention’ rather than deflnable progress. toward degrees

14
L4

¢ 4

. .
- . »

As historic migsions have €eased to provide the growth to whdch community

colleges have be2M*accustomed, new missions_have been sought. The process

-

] : . ’ . . . .
Is not unique to community colleges. Institutions, once established, take on a

»

life of their own and seek expanded responsibilities fo insure their continuing

\

well-being. When polio was conquered in the mid-fifties, the March of Dimes

turneaﬁts attention to birth defects. So it has been w1th community colleges

As or1g1nal rhissions ceased to prov1de the needed growth new . missions have

eWhls is not to say that the new needs are un1mportant or that they
should not be addressed. It 1s to say that in respond;ng to new needs it'is o

unporta? not to lose -51ght of orlglnal purposes or to jeopardize the quahty

.w1th whxch those”’purposes are achleved by attemptlng more good things at

any g1ven tu'ne than constltuents are \Nglhng to support. . R
. .
- . , ‘ ( - N . < .
How.can trustees )of Arizona community colleges address these {SBues?. Some -
, . ) : oy , N
or all of the following alternatives might be considered: ) " ; '
'f T . ’ . ‘
. ', . . . ‘ A4 . .
\ -
. . . -
N ) ! . .
PR102G11 . - . "
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3\ Ask adrmnistrators to determine the inputs and outcomes necessary

>

.4,

-
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Weork Wlth the State Board in its curre'nt effort~ to rev1ew its rmss1on

\ .
‘and scope statement for commumty colleges and to rewrite it in-

operanonal terms 'I‘f meamngfu] discuss10ns/ about missién are to<

ta‘ke, piace with, legiSlators‘ faculty or other constituents' the
definitions must_ be suff;Ciently preclse to" perm]t a determi tion of

Mer a particula; act ‘1ty does d; does not fi} within a specify

, . ) .
PR 4 ' 4 -

offered are the most essentxal to their commumty Whlle the mission

anti s;ope statement shourd be, theksame for all commumty colleges . '

[ )
in a -state, .institutional - priormes should vary depending up

-

g the
characteristics of the local community In estab shmg priorlties

] %rds should consxﬂt w1t}( a Wide range .of constltuents including

- community represantatives faculty and students.

to ensure 1he leveﬂof quahty conSidered appropriate in priorlty

pfograms. I.nputs, include such characteristics as faculty

qualifications, class size and-support services. Output variables

involve .measures of student achievement and p'ersistenég‘.

-

Ask for information about the costs necessary to, achieve the Ievel
}

of quality tonsidered essential. . S - ol

hd «

ﬂ/ommunicate ‘an emphasis on quality, the ‘assBciated costs and the

N

+

funding sources.

1

'Con31der offering only the. amount of 1nstruction that .can b!

accomplished 4t the necessary level of quahty w1th the funds
\;: ’ . ) "

L - ¢ 13 .' . | , i

o

tonsequences of alternative funding levels to legislators~and other -~

“

Y
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- , .
- provided. This will be dlfflcult because it assumes funding will be
' | ‘ ’ \4 less than amounts requested and that the logical response, is to
‘ ) serye fewer students, that is to say',’ ma[ce_rednetions in quantjty
‘ 'rather than quality. .
. ’ 7. ATake a‘' careful loek at the\z;gs offered an a se'lf-supportmg‘
. 7’bas1s. The theory has been that” the general pubhc and the
Ieglslatufe have no business ques‘mng such course offerings as
’ belly dandmg and dog obedxence if boar’ds are able to demonstrate
through' accountmg pro;:edures that “;uch course'ﬂo not result in
the expediture of. tax Wollars. The Breneman study suggest that a
, . ] , few courses of this fype in eagh state generate a dxsproport.lonate\
i A \\’ \. . amount of adverse .reaction. (Breneman and Nelson," 1981)
Trustees should rais@“the quesiion of. whether the ‘cost of some of
) the‘. ourses offeredffin. 'terms of public credibility and support
:‘ ' N . excee the .value of offering them. - YL ’
Of .all the alternatxves open to board members however, the most important
m‘ay well be /he questl;)ns they ask about the 1nsn{1}nons they govern The‘
'uestmn foremost in. the meettngs I have attended - durlng the past
- several years has been ow do we 'get more money to carry out our m1sslon
. as we now defire \t"" Perhaps the t)me is near when it mq% be. more
important th ask, "Given avallable Fesources; what priorities ghould we
»’ consider to make certain we do really important jobs\well." /
.~. ' ' ) s
In the final analysis, trusteés have the responsibility for determining the -
appropriate balance’ between new and traditional missions. The job has never
) \ Been more important Unless ‘the isBue”is addresse omptly and rigorously,
. ' the ;r.u*e Pole\may well be preempted by legislative dictates.

i

PR102G13 . . | ‘.

[ ‘ “‘ - ‘(‘.‘ .’ ' ' . -14




L

—
-
-

A

~ . BIBLIOGRAPHY
. %

»

&~

Bowden, G.T. "The Fallacy of Equal Educational 0pportun1ty" E‘Pcation Record.

62 No 3 Summer, 1981 p- 8
Breneman, David W.; and Nelson, Susan C.‘ "The Fyture of Communzty Colleges"
Chage.‘ Vol." 13 No. 5 July/August, 1981 pp. 16-25 ° ¥

Carneg1e Council on Policy Studies in H1gher Education, Three Thousand Futures.

&  San Francisco: .Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1980. P 85 ST
Cohen, Arthur and Brawer, Florence B. The Two Year College Instructon‘Today
New York: Praeger Publishers, 1977 p. 51

”~

Cross, K. PatrLc1$ "Commun1ty Colleges on the Plateau’ -IEE Journal of 'Higher

‘Education Vel. 52, No. 2 ° March/April, 1981 PP- 113-123

Dubocq, Tom "Amer1can Commun1ty Colleges in Crisis - A Convésqation with
Robert H. McCabe" " Change. Vol. 13, No. 5, July/August, 1981

.

Cefnhart, Jack C. -Editor, 1981 Commun1ty, Junior, agd Techn1cal Callege

Directory. Wash1ngt6n D.C. American Association of Community 4nd Junior
A Colleges 198:. p, 3 .

H1rschman, Albert O. Exit,Woic and Loxalt!: Responses to Decline in Firms,
Organizations: and Sta States. Cambridge, Mass. Harvard University Press,-
™1970. . I

Healbronner, Robert L. The Future as History. New York: Grove.Press, Inc.,
F1rs§'Evergreen Ed1t1on 1961 p. 208 . . ) .

Jencks, Christopher and Reisman, David. The Academic Revolution: Garden
¢ City, New York, 1968. pp. 480, 492 )

‘ V]

t : .
Karabel, Jerome 'Protecting the -Portals: Class and the Community College"
" Social Policy, May/Jupe, 1974. pp. 12-18 '

OliGas,~'Hichael "A. he ~Dilemma - of Access .Mindrities in the Two Year
Colleges. Washindton, D.C.: Howard Univers1ty Press, 1979 p- 170

4

_Richardsoo, Richard C. Jr and others Literacy in the Community Colleg_
Tempe, Arizona: Draft Report of N I.E. ProJect, 1981.

-
.\
»

)

FEB 121982 L

/ / ERIC<Clgaringhouse for Junior Colleges <
- 96 Powell Library Building
University of California

| PR102G14 °* ' Los Angeles, C?nforma 9Nn24 - )

o 15 "// LA

¥




