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\ COMMUNITY COLLEGE ADAPTATION TO SERVE THE NEEDS
- OF MILDLY HANDLCAPPED TEENAGERS AND YOUNG ADULTS

Abstract '

Jacquelyn Alexahder,rPh.D.

Qur Lady of the Lake University
San_Antonio, Téxas

This study sampled practices in servi;e of handicapped students
in community colleges. Two samples were utitized: those community
colleges identified as having model developmental prograns.andﬁa

-random sample taken froh the national community college directory.

Comparisons between these two groups were made within two major cate-
gories -of students: mildly handicappéd and moderéte/severe]y'handi-

capped. Survey methods were utilized to collect déta from the two

'jsstudy'groups.

k}/CritfcaT data included information on the proportioﬁ of handi-

L capped students in the surveyed colleges, scores on computéd-measures

of serﬁice, specific types of services available, demographic informa-
Jtioﬁ, and expressed opjnion§ as to kind and importance of areas
related tojproviding better educational services to both categories of

handicapped students. Statistical procedures included descriptive’

4

, statistics to summarize responses, breakdown of responses by various

criteria, 1nfe;ences about the population by comparison of sample 1
. .

colleges responses to model colleges responses, correlation, and

"




education institutions.. Even so, early and alturate identification
. . o L

multiple regression model development to predict percent of mildly

8

handicapped.

Results of the study indicated that there were significant
differences between community éo11eges identifiea as having model
developmental programs and other community colleges inythe exfent of
service to handicaDoeJ students on three measures: percent éf total
enroliment who are moderéte/severe1y handicapped, number of offices
for handi;apped students, and a computed barrier score. No differencé
was observed on a fourthigeasure, percent of total enrollment @ho.are
mildly handicapped. A posjyive relationship was observed betqu? ”

commy ity’éo%%egefserv+ce~t0vmﬁ1d1y handicapped students and service

to moderate/severely handicapped students, The percent of moderate/y

'severe1y handicapped was the strongest oredictor of percentage of

total enroliment who are mildly handicapped. Oemographic differences

were noted in cemmunity co]Téges serving handicapped students. Three'

of the five needs ranked most important to better service for handi-

capped students by community college administraéors had been reported
as priority tasks by-dernigaﬁ & Clark (1978). -

’ it was. found that community co11éges are currently sérving'a
1argér proportion of handicaqped students‘tompared to ether‘higher

of handicapped. students so that they may be better served was a need

clearly expressed by the community colleges.

1
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE ADAPTATION TO SERVE THE NEEDS
OF MILDLY HANDICAPPED TEENAGERS AND .YOUNG ADULTS

Pub]ic-Law 94-1?2 has mandated that public schools extend

»

& .

their provisiqn of services to include handicapped students between
the ages of 16 and 21. Programs for handicapped students in_that age

group have in the past received little attentien or support from

-

public schools. Community colleges may represent a viable educationql'

\
\

environment for handicapped teenagers and young adults who frequently

have been unserved or minima11§ served. Factors considergd instrumen- !
tal to past community college growth and development may also serve ’.“5
to assist the community c011ege to prbvide appropriate educational ﬁ
environments for handicapped students. Sen§£or Chet Bréoks, Chairman ﬁfi
of Human Resources Committee‘of the fexas Senate, stated that.the é%;
community college has the best institutiona]_apparatus to serve voca- ‘jéf
tional and other educational needs of handicapped'aersons,be ause it ;?}
" lends itself tp individualized attention and deve]épment. "It is the &;
best way to make Higher education accessib]e.to handicapped individ- .

uals" (Brooks, 1979).
The handicapped are ghong thdse people for whom community} |

Ebl1eges w{11 have to make.provisiqi: if they'ane to accept the

challenge of probiding a new educational pattern. Ex;ctly.how this

challenge is to be met will be determined by future goals, events, and

efforts. The alternative selected, whether it be widespread implemen-

tation of the pluralist model, further refinement of developmental

programs, discovegy of some new method, or some combination of the§e

or other e1ementskyi11 be 1nfluenced by a variety of sociatal and

organizational factors. Research in this area is an additional factor

*
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e w i ip will impact future education patterns. The need for more
‘» B ,\ ' -
s ’ 4 13 - . 3
T speé1f{2\meinggi:\i:a1s, and evaluation techniques to fully utilize
L <o @
o developmental programs or Tearning experiences for new catggories of
- _*y“( .
s non-traditional college stufients calls for thoyghtful consideration.

This study sampfed practices in service of handicapped

"¢ .students in community colleges. Two samples were utilized: a random

N samp1e from the nat1ona1 commu%gty college directory and community
[ I

are

‘colleges identified as having model developmental programs:. Compari-
sons between these two groups were made concerned with two major
categories 6f‘studgnts: mildly h?ndmapped (Category A) and 'noderate‘

severely handicapped (Categorx B): Survey mgthods were ut111zed o)

-

collect data from the two study groups.

. ' . Critical Data

. Critical data included information on the proportion of ' ,

. ¢ >
D handicapped students_in the surveyed colleges, scores on computed

-

',gmeagures of service, spegifjc types of services available, demographic
5 ‘ - « -

infqrhation, and expressed opinions as to kind and importance of areas
L3 ‘ . ¥

r

‘related to providing hetter educational services to bath categories of

]
4 -

handicapped students. This was a praliminary study and information was

¥

{
collected across a wide spectrum, the emphasis on comorehensiveness
. . rathen than depth and spec1f1c1ty ’ ' \

The sequence and re]at1onsh1p of procedura1 steps used for this

R study are presented 1n F1gure 1 followed by the results of the study.
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. Figure 1. Sequence and Relationship of Procedural Steps
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N\ Statistical Procedures
1. Descriptive statistics to summarize responses.
, .
2. Breakdown of responses by variqus criteria.
3. Inferences about,population by comparison of sample
colleges’ responges -to model college responses.
4, CLorrelations.
5. Multiple regression model to predict proportion of
mildly handicapped.
Research Questions Answered
1. On three of four measures of extent of, service to
handicapped, there were significant differences
between community colleges ijdentified as having model
developmental programs and. 6ther community colleges.
2. There was a positive relationship between community
college service to mildly handicapped students
(Category A) and service to moderate/severely handi-
capped students (Category B).
3. Proportion of Category B was the strongest predictor
f percentage of total enrollment who are mildly handi-
- capped (Category A). The Amalgamated Service Score is
the second best predictor.
\
)
- Ancillary Questions Answered
1. Three of the top five priori}y ks ranked by
community college admindstratoghad been reported
as identified priority tasks by dernigan & Clark (1978).
2. There were demographic differences in community college
servige to handicapped students.

\ 8 A
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In'summary, the results of ‘the study indicated that:

A. Community colleges were currently serving all types of

SN
¢ !

hanéicapped students to a significantly dreater extent than other
types of higher education institutions.d

B. Community colleges identifiéaJas having mode!l develop-
mental programs. were currently serving mildly handicapped students
to a greater extent than the population of community colleges
represented by the random sample. —

€. Community colleges servihg either one of the catéégiies
of handicapped students could be expected'fb‘be sérving the other
category as well, '

D. Community colleges which had implemented specific ’
services and courses for handicapped Students were servﬁng theSefw’///
students‘better than those who indicated that they were implemenkjng
the tasks identified to remove barriers to service of hand{capped

students. There was, however, some correlation between these two

areas of service. -

-

E. There was agreement between model and other colleges as
to prior{ties for improving serv%ce to handicapped students. A\need
for additional funding ranked as the first priority by both groups.

F. A rural location resulted in a significantly greater .

_percent of mildly handicapoed, but not in greater percent of

moderate/severely handicapped. There were also significantly
.greater average percents of mildly handicapped in the South and

South West regions of the United States. The Mid West had a much
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greater'average percent of Category B, but the difference was not
Signi'ficaﬁt. s “ ) 4
- ~ . G. Data collected for this study was not confflete enougg,
’ ' to allow the development of a model to fu11y.predic£ the percentgge

of handicapped students in community cdlleges..

*The results of thi; study were based on responses to a
[+

mailed questionnaire from a national, random sample of community’
colleges and a group of community colleges identified as having model
developmental programs.' The questfoﬁhaire was designed to gather
. information on two categories of bandicapped students: CategSry_A,
mildly handicapped and Cat;gory B, moderate/severely handicapped.
One hundred and forty two questionnaires were mailed and

63.6%0r 91 were returned. Rate of return for model colleges was

81% (13 of 16) and for the randomly sampled colleges, 61,4% (78 of
“~ ﬁﬁ*aﬁx 127). Eight of the responses returned could not be includgd because
e ) thef were not completed. One of these had become a four year college

bl

and the others stated they did not cdMsider themselves community
colleges and therefore did not p?rticipate. Eighty-four valid cases

were analyzed. On thé basis of these results the following general

<

. conclusions were drawn. ) N
' .
- ' Conclusions
A. ,Co1}hges with model Heve1opmenta1 programs appeared to be

serving handiéapped students better than community colleges

‘ * ¢

ERIC ‘ S~ i




+ 7‘,
: in general.
P - .

B. There was-a definite positive relationship between extent and "
type of service to mildly handicapped stgdents and extent and
type of service to modera%e/éevere]y handicapped ‘'students.

Ct In oréer to atcurately predict service to handicapped studgnts .
as represented by proportion of total enroi]ﬁﬁnt,‘the need ?;r

'fgrther‘research was .indicated. . o

D. There was agreement among adm1n1strators in. méde] pPogram
co]]eges and other community c611eges as to pr1or1t1es ’
needed to improve ‘service to hand1cappgd_students. e

E. Community colleges were cur?ent]y,serving a larger proportion

- of handicapped students compared to other higher education #
. _ P

institutions. , *
7
F. A large proportion of handicapped students were still not

receiving post-secondary ig?cations.

. ..
Discussion

Prediction of the proportion of handicapped students was not
fully explained by the data collected for this study. It would have
been degirab]g to have developed a regression model with additional
variables, however, ihcomp]eteness gf,the data 1imited the model to a
few quantitative vgriab]es and two dqmmy variables. urther study
~which would allow multivariate ana]ysis of selected dembgr;phic
'varxab1e (e.g. geographic reg1on and 1ocat10n) with proportwon of

Category A and proportion of Category B as dependent var1ab1es could

11




result in a better bredictjve model. _Even though a model could not

be developed to fully prédict the’variability in percent-of tot]

enroliment who are Category A and Cafegory B students,’ results of the

i

" study did provider information on.differences in service to the two

groups of students and between the two groups of colleges.’
. L e
There was observed a difference in service tg mildly and to
I L \
moderate/severely handicapped students. While the model colleges were

serving Category A, Mmildly handicapped, to a significantly greater

“~extént than other community colleges, this did'not appear to be true

for Category B, moderate/severely handicapped. More important was

“the g}eat difference observed between the 0.5% national average of

hapdicapped students 4in colleges and universities and Ehe average per-
cenf of a]]fhagdicapped students for both the random sample and the

model colleges. The ‘mean (2.47%) for the random samp]e'was almost

five times as great ad the national average and the model co11ége mean .

{1.28%) was, over two and one half times as great. These figures tended

N ' 4 .
to support the idea that the community college is an .appropriate educa-

tional environment. for handicapped students. This may be due in part
to the Tacklof stringent entfance‘requ1rementsf One hundred pércent
of the model colleges and 99.7% of the random sample reported their
instjtutién had an “oben door" policy, thus allowing all types of
handicapped easy access to higher education.

ré

Another contributing factor may be the relatively high fre-

.que;éy with which.both groups of bol]eges reported that they were able

td secure‘fundind”for services to both categories of handicapped

o | o )

' 12
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A studentsh Securing funding for,Category A was, howeVEr, somewhat . ,
L. 1ower than for Categoﬁy B {@odel:’ 69.2% to 76 9%) and (random; 61.4%

to 62.9%). 'More v1s1$T"hu;BTcaps may be more readily funQed as they
a ‘have been in the past. _ \_ ' E
’ * The ;eTat39e1y high‘pefgeqtages ef coi1eges that'iﬁdtcated .
they were able to secure funding for handicapped student‘se;vice
'appea?ed'u:confTiet with the high p}iority given by both groups of
colleges to.the need for increased funding for Spegia1 5rograms,
. services etc. for hand%capqed students This may be an exame1e of a
.o 3 7perc51ved need which may not be a real need ’
Another example of a perceived need which may not be rea11st1c "
wa§ the lack of a difference in the prdport1on of handicapped students
‘for cenmunity co11egee that are prow%d;ng inservice to assist faculty
o

:)" to work wfth Category A students (¥ = 1.52) and those that reported

-« / -
they were not providing.such inseryice (X = 1.53). Inservice concerned

-with assisting faculty to work w1t Category A students did not appear
to, improve the percentage of tota1 enrolinent who are Category A
students. Nonetheless, the need foy faculty inservice was ranked

fifth by Model colleges and fourth / the-Random sample. ft aTso

received a tbtal of ten mentions in the tallied oben-ended question

L]

- concerned w1th,prov151on of better se v1ce to hand1capped Students.

Iy

This apparent contrad1ct1on,c0u have resulted from inservice
. ' )

which enables faculty to wa?k with ﬁategor

A Students, although not - 3

specifically intended for this purpose, RathelN, it allowed them to

° L3 . . - . "‘ - 1 .
S\ improve their ability to work with a11{nontrad1t 0 { students -
|}
. ¢ S
Q
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Community colleges that were not currently pr0N1d1ng inservice in th1s
- § ' -area may have done so in the past so that)the proportion of Category A .
| students reflected past successful inservice equal to the results of
. . inservice current]y taking place.
Many of the instructional techniques recpmmended for high-risk
? or non-trad{ationa] students were reported to be part pf thefr

/ /
curricyla by a large percentage of the model colleges and to a lesser

5

.extent by the random sample. The high percentage of the total enroll-
ment who are hanpicépped students in'the random sample was in the
presence of a'relatively low proportion of developmental prograps
.that-were copposed'pf a distinct division of department of'develop-
| Q mental studies-éon\35 7%. This may indicate that there were

\ additional factors (such as an office for handicapped students and
experience with other non-traditional students) which contributed to
higher proportions of handicapped students.

A significant difference in the meaf percent of Category A _
8,

between colleges with an office of handicapped students (1.73%) ;7d/“~\~‘ o
those without/an office (0.46%) indicated that this may be one im- /
‘ portant factor in the quality of service to handicapped students. A /

v
.”differente in the mean percent of Category A was also found between /
co]]eoes with a fearn1ng ass1stance center (1.60%) and those without f
such a resource (0.9%). Th1s difference was not significant although
both college groups had a high percentage of such learning assistance
cepters. The existence of this type of support service may contribute

to the greater overall proportion of handicapped students in comgunity

ERIC . 14 . .
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colleges. '

’ The significant difference between the mean propqrtion of
Category A and Category B studénts in community colleges tifat reported
/;hemse]ves to have a rural location may be explained in part by
physical barriers. Transportation problems may affect the numbers’

of Category B students in rural colieges. In addition, the rurally
located colleges may have more difficulty providing specialized
services such as interpreters for hearing impaired students and
readers/note takers for visually impaired stddqnps.f Further study

may clarify such issues.

2
< "
> /

The model program col]éges did have consis;einy htgher oer-
centages for various types .of special services fqr héndicapped
students such as tutgring, financial ‘aid, counseﬂing, etc. High
correlations between Category A and Category B in sevef§1 areas of
service indicated that if services are provided for‘a community

college for one category of students they are probably also provided

- for the other. This was notable in that the correlations, between the

percentages of handicapped students were lower so that while service
to one category occurred in the presence of services to the other
category, large preportions of students 1(»one category did not~

necessarily mean an institution would have large proportions of

* students in the other category even though that was the single best

predictor for both categories.
The proportion of students in Category A predicted only about

259 of the variability of Percent B and conversely Percent B predicts

1.4




only about 20% of Percent A.- Thus veriables‘not identified by this
study are needed-to develop .a chmplete«prediction mode]f Further
research \may provide inf??matjon which yould identify such variab1e§.
While the proportion of onebc6tegory was the best pFedictor of the -
proportion of the dther tategory, the relatively small variability
which each preeicts may explain the moderate to low correlations be-
tween percentages of handica?ped students. ]
The higher correlations between Service end Barrier Scores may
be due in part to organizétiona]zfacteré. If a community college has
p011c or procedures 5uch.as tutoring services ‘or finanecial aid for
one category, these same po11c1es or procedures could be extended to
the other category. ;n add1t1on, community college adm1nxstrators
could be assuming that both cetegortes.of handicappee students are
psing‘many of the ésme agrvices'thErefore they responded that the
community to]lege was servihg th qetegbries through the same organi- .-
® i P
zational phocedures. Community colleges sensitive to the needs of one
category would be ore TJke1y‘to be.-sensitive to the needs of , the other
categoF§7\~¥hé: may fadve re;ponded to these needs by providing ser-
vices, facilitie , funds, etc. for both .groups. Howeyer, provision of
a suppbht syste djdfnot'hecessarily meen students in both categories
. would ava¥l th mse]&es ef services. Problems with identification of '
Categéry‘ stydents may mean that even though the services are provxded
they are not [fully utilized by these students. . , -
-t . Dif erenijs obseryed 1in the types af counselors available end

’(the type off training received b} counselors Jsnay be the®esult of the
: ®

16 ‘
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emphasis p1aceq on. counseling by Ebmmﬁnity~c§11eges with ﬁode1 devel-
S . opmental programs directiﬁé major efforts toward assiéting high risk
students to‘5ucceed'thfough developmental studies. Counseling may be
considered to be a hajor-factor in service io mildly handicapped
- students. These studen;s ére less likely to identify themselves as
‘ 7 ‘needing spec1a1 services, thergforé a strong tounseling program m;y
have the affect of screening students to identify those with mild
- handicapé whilcan bénefit from additional'servfces and/or special

» " ~

programming. ' - ‘ ’ <
The significant differences in average pércent of total en-

roliment who are mildly handicapped between colleges reporting that

/

A‘!%ey were meeting the needsAof these students and- those which were

not may 1nd1cate that a need for 1mprovement in.services is the
’ result of the presence of a greater pr;%ortxon of hand1capped stu-
dents on campus. It may alsa indicate that those colleges that are

satisfied with the extent of their service to handicapped students

-

. )
T . are not serving them as well as those which are concerned about the

[

need for improved services.
The concern for teaching over research is a characteristic of
the community college not directly measured in this study. However,

N . .
it may be ™hferred that_ the characteristic was responsible at least in
- y ' .

.part to the higherlproportion of handicapped students on community

(

\J

college campuses.
The higher barrier scores for model program colieges indicated

that th%y have begun to implement the priority tasks identified by

| 17
, v
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Jernigan & Clark (1978) to a greater extent than other comnunity
colleges. The identified barriers may be more related. to service, of o
‘miidiy than to moderate/severely handicapped thus the model program ka‘“*
colleges which were attempting to remove these barrwers by 1mp1ement-

ing the pr1or1ty tasks were serving the m11d1y handicapped to a

greater degree. Their hwgher service scores also indicated that the

mode1 program colleges were further along in providing the type of

serv1ce required by m11d1y hand1capped students

P

\,

Implications g

The results of this study precipitated several questions. It

appeared that community colleges were serving handicapped students as

far as percentage of total enrclliment is an indicator of service. Are

they also meeting the needs of these students or is the open door
N A ~

which allows the handicapped ready acess to higher*%ducation the

"revolving door" Aescribed in the epmmunity college literature? Data
spoqu be collected which w&uld allow tpmparispn of retention rates and
successful completion of programs for handicepped and non-handitapped[ e
students.’ Qua]itatize information on service to handicapped students ) |
ré an essent1a1 step to better understanding those programs and

(

organ1zat1ona1'e1ements which would resuAt in appropr1ate educational

Service to the handicapped after they complete public school special

- educat1 Qn progtrams ‘
" It is 1mportant to determine the extent to which traditional

- community cgllege characteristics such aSvopenvadanswons, geograohic

1 accessibility, emphasis on faculty teaching, and a strong counseling

~

18
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P

;c= component interact among themselves and with other variables such as
the existence of an office of handicapped students and provision of
‘ special services fgr handicapped students to impact the proportion of
\f\\\\‘\\\<x handicapped students being served by community colleges. \¢gth in-
creased information; educators would be able to provide, the additional
‘time and services'requiﬁed by~man; handicapped étudents to reach their
full potent1a1 through appropriate post-secondary education programs. .
A significant need appeared to exist for greater 11nkages .
bet&een public school speci%] education and community colleges. Early
and accurate identification of handicapped students so that they may
be better served was a need clearly expressed by community colleges.

. . /
Because many students with less visable handicaps may not self-identify

as needing special servitces, some method for ideptification is essen-

tial if all handicapped students are to regé}ve appropriate higher,
2 (. ./:
education. , // /

: s . /
The gquestion of what specific elements or como1natioq/bf
) L3 3 5 . /
elements of the model community college is respé'\s-.ble for the greater.

'number of m11d1y handicap@ed students being served by those co]leges
\, .

< is important.. It may be that the elements required for 1dent111cat10n

as having a model developmental program are also those elements which

result in a greater proportion of handicapped. However, further

research is necessary in order to determire what specific critical

- 4

variables can be identified. Other institutions of higher education: «
would have'fhé option of implementing these areas which could ﬁngrease

the proportion of handicapped students'they are serving. In addition,

~

| /£




high schoo1 spec1a1 educat10ﬂ students could be dxrected %o those

coqnmnwty co11eges which exemp11fy the type college hav1ng e1ements
approp%1ate\f0r servwce to hand1capped students.

“~,;E A]though many guesttons remain unanswered and new questions
have surfaced, }t agPea;s that the community college is continuing its
long standing traqition of service to nqn-traditiona]-students through
service.t6 handicapped students. Lack of published information to
.Fhis ;ffect may indicate that the community co]feges themselves are
not aware of the.extent to which they are serving mildly handicapped

students.

.
-

f ]
Results of thisistudy indicated some general areas which if

examined by community.college administrators could lead to improved
services so handicapped st&udents. For greater effectivenesé} the
fol]owing guidelines should accompany a local needs assessment:

. (1) Formally establish service to handicaoped students

as a goal of the college. _ ,
’ (2) Examine the effectiveness of the developmental studies.
. ! fi
program.

. - Can you identify such a program? . .
- Are counselors an integral part of the program?

B - Do you have an office of handicapped Students?

. )/> - Do teachers of developmental courses volunteer to

teach these classes?
‘course oo;gct1ves provided to students

- Are writte

¥ . in these fourses? ___ |
v - Do ypu fOrmally evaluate tha\effectiveness of this ,
o proghai with outcome measured or criteria?
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(3) Develop fdérmal 1inkages'to local high schoo} %pecia]
y education programs through counselors or recr&?ters. (
r (4) Develop formals Tinkages to state agencies that sponsor
~ | handicapped individuals-such as’!ocatiéné1 Rehabilitation

Commission and Commision for the 81ing.

(?) Provide faculty/staff .inservice information on recogniz-

ing characteristics of mildTy handicapped students,
modifying teaching techniques and materialé,‘avai]abi]ity
of faculty and'student support services on campus, -and
cbping skills.

"+ (6) Allow easy and confjdentiaL self identification of
special needs through the use of forms-completed by
all students during khe admission process.”

A1l of higher education is a long way from serving the pro:
protion of handicapped students expected from nationa1.preva1enCe
figurei{/hﬁweber, the community co1le§eapoe£?edto be leading &he yéy.
One of the respondents made the following statement to_the question-of
problem areas for provision of service to handicapped: ""We have been
dealing with mildly handicapped sincg day one. We were involved
before the laws were written, now we are getting'some funds to provide
staff and setyice to them." If this comment reflected the position of
other Lommunity colleges, therein may be a partial explanation for

'

the greater proport?bn of handicgpped students being served by these

colleges. The community college has accepted mildly handicapped

.students as a matter of course without attaching a label to these

}

students. . i ,
.‘W ‘ ;3‘ ' .

TN

-




