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Aemmunity needs, and imple
" intensifiedjoint research effort and stronger dialogue ofi institutional

. - ® * \
_Thi¢’ h)t of a senes of ppbllcatlons developed for the two-year ’

. . . .
Ll

co'lleges—ﬁ-the *Horizon Issues*” papers sponsored jointly, by -
American Association of Community a@kd Junior Colleges, |the
Councﬂ of Uniiversities and Colleges, and the ER1C Clearinghoyse-
for Junior Colleges—strikes to the ¢enter of an issue fUndamegla 0o- -
those institutions. It is a widely accepted fact thd4t commurity and
jupiar colléges have a special commitment to serve stud2nts who.in
other:types of higher educational institutions would be considered 1
‘high risks because they ag‘e léss likely than other entrants to
complete their chosen programs of study. Professor Moore makes
clear that the commitment; though well accepled, 1s stlll meffec-i o
tively accémplished. - ~ :
Although the paper is highly cnucal it is offered in the spirit )
of the Horizon Issues project. which is to have recognized academic  °
authorities present to their colleagues in graduate programs andto- -
the'professional staffs of operating community and junior cotleges
their views on a topic of critical importance and their ideas about :
research that can improve practides related to lhe fopic. Although
some readers may experlence defensive reaction {0 what Professor .
Moore says. the intent is to stimulate these and others to respond to
his request for stronger research on the task accepied. He points out ¢ p
clearly th2 very shaky research foundation of most current programs
for counselmg and teachmg high-risk sludehts HIS call for acuon
merits positive responses. . P
Since this paper is the firstzesult|of the AACJC!CUC
Horizon Issues project that took a year to develop and coordipate.

commé%lifrom the field will lie apprecnal . Future publications

41

-

will dealwith improving instucfional e eclwenes‘s analyzing e
nting planning C(BC:ISIons tAn L

Héve!opment among afl inferested parties are the objecllves_'_ ~
Reactions and suggesl|0n§ are welcomed. :

S. V: Martorana, Chairmh

oo . CUC Horizon Issues Bromgt
i Louis Bend&r, Chairman,: CiJ
X . “ Righard E. Wilson. Lfal on Qfficer, e
. . ACIC - .

_ Eileen Kuhns, Topical Editorial Commlt- St
. J tee Member, CUC, S
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'INTRODUCTION .

Community college edueators terid (o think.well Sf their enterprise.

- They ¢ite its phllosef)hlcal uniqueness. -flexibility. phenomenal
. growth. response to the needs of students and communities. ability
to provide the appropriate educational expenence to-every persan

who seeks to avail himseff/herself of the institution's resources and

/-\‘m expertise, deniocratizing function, and open-door concept. "Finally.

o+

.
o
E ™ . >
4
- L]

:

\: L

-

they claim they can take students who previously would not have
been able to attend college at.all because of their poot: atademlc .
achiévement, provide the remednallon which will repalr their -
" academic deficiencies. and allow thém to make normal. academlc
progress thereafter. -«

It is understapdable that two-year—coﬂege people would

allow themselves to be proud. To be sure, the emergence of their R
msmpt:on has. in-fact, caused some change and ha$ brought about  *

examination of/how the -community " ¢ollege operates, hOwever,
Jeaves th estigator uncomfortable. The ‘researcher finds it 7
almost impossible to determine to what degree the twoyyear college
has really accomplished the goW|s about which itsadvocites show so
much pride and satisfaction. In¥act. a close look at the coshmunity
college reveals thaL most of-its dimensions and most of the claims
about it remain z‘manalyzed Every facet of i needs research and
reappralsal .

Whe}her or not the commumty college is really able to define
or cure academic deficiencies has not, been confirmed with hard,
unequivocable evidence. The current. pa ular ideas about what ',
causes low achievement in specific gl‘au of students. suchas the
belief that the students are cu!turally disadvaritaged, have negative

some’ sngr:i:::?j]contnbutlons to higher education. Any critical

‘remedial i’nsifuctlon and therapeuuc counselmg—are, as | shall
demonstrate, often inapproprtate and mcffect.we. A reexamination .

of theachievemgnt problem and the msulundn sgencnai respanselo "
.hlgh risk students is in order, . .ot

*Fn'st. however, a word about termmology ]mmlly. .

- planned to write aboai *'the new student™ -or “the nontraditional

;tudent A few years ago. both these phrases referred to culturally
disadvantaged students and studegts in remedial programs. But now

 these terms are used-to describe oldef students, people changirig

careers. married women whose chifffren are no longer underfopt. “
people updating their prev.ent skills. and soin. T .z

vy .

Ll
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" So what ferm tan be used to refer to students who need |
academic remediation? Granted that any .label is likely to be -

may do'so to avoid designating students by social class or by race in
order {o conceal his appraisal @r disapproval of them. ‘Perhaps when
" “*we mean that the person-or group we are describing is poor or
powerless-or black or red or brown [or adadémitally deficient),” we
should say it™ (Tolsoh, 1972). But that would not $olve the problem
here. In the interest of time, space,and brevity, asingle designation
is preferable. | have selected high-risk beca se, thaugh it is no more |y
definitive or less offensive than other term$ sich as culturally L
disadvantaged. it has not been as w;dely used and abused.**

- paternalistie and euphemlsu'c‘:J he' educator who uses such labels

. - B o
' * " o

LY - " :
R . ’ ] LI "“
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*Words in bratkets are mine. : )

**Ngvertheless other térms, such as “eulty rally dlsadvantaged
“nontraditional.”” “‘remedial.”” “'new." "developmemal " ““mar-

ginal,” “*culturally different." "nonmotwated do appear in the
Texr oceasionally as .ilternates ’




THE “CULTURALLY DISADVAN.TAGED" HYPOTHESIS" L. 3

At least i dozen nauamlly knewn Iwo-year—college* amhor:lles ) .
o ! A have defined high-risk studints. **They agree that thestudént s age. . -
- =T L erratic academic performance. in high school. etonomic plights’ .~ *°
. 7. v, unimpressive standardized test scofes, and racil/culturaliClass .. > o
“ . et .baclggroundplacethematadnagva tage in contention withthe vast: .~ + © o ,
' 7 » majority of students applying foentry into college. Research \ .o
further suggests that most high-risk stidents are. first ‘generation Y
coliege erirollge$. have few if arty inteilectual contacts, are likely to .
L need remedial work. are the sons and daughters of- lower-class™ . .
, PR workers, and are represented by a disproportionately high ¢ ., -
7. percentage of minority-group students (Cross. 197k Gordon'and. . ° 1 -
- Wilkerson. 1986: Roueche. 1972). Moteover, the conditions of their = - * .*
’ upbringing are said to depress their mtelllgence l’notwauon fand . .
e : self-cohcept. * oo
T o0 LT Unfortunately this descnpt:qn 'of cultural - gnd educational -
T _ *.rdisadvantages has been widely accepted. nof ‘as-a- tentdtive
R ~ hypothesis but as a crmjmr‘wd gxplanation of the poor achievement . ’ >
) / * among high-risk. students.® The 1960s and 1970s produced a/ ., «_ "
voluminous professional litetature which documenteqtamj y, L
popularized these ideas and used them*to-justify the tenedi a\d A
other compensatory programs which . have now become. i, .
stitutionalized (Baefit, 1969 Berg and Axtell. 1968; Biggs and \
Others, 1971: BloeSser and Others. 1968 Eerrin. 1971: Garcia- '
Passalacqua. 1968; Krupka. 1969; Lackey and” Ross: 1968, Shea/
" 1966 Moore. 1920). An fact from the preschool tothe: university. grie \

will‘find the “eulturally disadyaniaged'* hypothesis supporting a -
pervasive andcoherent ideology’ (Gordon and- Wilkerson., 1966). -
) Accep ance of a hypothesis. however, is not 4 test 0[/ . And
systematic analyms of the literature revéals little more than a
ollective restatement of the problem. Thus there is co/r siderable
questionin'my mmd about theextent to which poor act:,bievemem can
be traced to the 'sécial. economic, family. motivational antl e
- % environmental backgrounds of.the sludem M? ver. | belleve 1 :
a / A . »

— ’ *’l‘he terms communny cotlege, two- year/cﬁllege Jjunior college.
) and open-door co‘llege are used mteu.thgeﬁbly throughout this
puper. i -
**See Roueche(l%? 1968 }9?’))) larke and Ammons (1970). To-
Cohen and: Associates (1971). Berg and Axtell (1968). MooreTji970.* -~~~
lg?n Monroe(l9?’>) Knoell( 0). as examples ' :

.~
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am not alone in questioning these and olher popular ideas abOut low ST
achieving students.,
: Any serious *student of the commumty coilogevwﬂl find - 1.
himself compelled pmnfullyal’rdgradually,lo discard ongfficcepted -
educational *‘fact”, aftér another abeut low- achievmﬁudems,' L
facts whick consmuted the core of some of his professlondl training, . ° .
Although both the contehs of the curricula and the commentary of ]
his professors remforbed the “‘culturally drsadVantaged" ST
hypothesig, he usually discovered that many of the things he lcamed Co
Jurned ou lo be sets of officially certified nonfaﬁls and respected
assumpti Even the few higlily techfical’ lhough fange tially
-related. ~edrch studies’ which made it easy to acqmesce to the
seemingly logical constructs and quite believable scholarly explan-
atlonsmboqt Iow-achrevmg students become, suspect* upoi. re-
e.x;zmlr]all n. : g i

tilpossible that so- many experts and practmoners have .
reathed cofisensus on such atheoretical construct when 4 numberof
thelindividnal Tamponents have not been validated, especially in
relgtion to hlgh-nsk student¥ in the commumty college" One answer
"is that some of the dimensions of the **culturally dlsadvamaged' *
hypothesis are extremcly difficult, if not impossiblé, to measure. o+
Race, for example,’is one of those individual components which A
cannot b&validated & a causalive factor in low ac'hlevemenl Inlike -~ :
manner, the effects ofenvlronmem on student achiévement is one of :
thase dimengionsswhi¢h is impossible to accumlely measure. .

- ,@mofher answet is that, except for Cro&g €1971). Knoell )
(1970). and @vety_fewi othegs, community., ffege writers and

_ theorists hiave done’ vgﬂu‘ally no original reseat. Also thqy have o

- often fa'lyglo use,whatever empirical evidence does exisjtosupport,., . -
their oW -Writings; instead they have snmply repeated the .f

Al.ll'lsl.lbsldl'lildlﬁd assumpltons and observations® yhade, by theéir | .

“bubllshéd predecessors. Rarely has the cygle been broken by ihe LI
intreduction, of some new knowletlge or em gnpa data. " ; \ -

“, -+ Tlhdrélare other redsons whyjthe **cultyr:l dlsadvqrh*ag d“ .
| nypothebid dHotd be challenged. PaX instankie it does not; - L

‘of cpnsider ?:I.e possibly - 'nefative - Hffect of the sc of

_!1-“._

b
{ environ i studenlt performatice. | - "
o take into gccount how the teachgr’s behwnor and attifulle, <- - |
toward the studen may effect student performance. A g
e : X LA .

[l
!
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»

& attribute any of the problems of achlevemenl to poor
instruction. .

¢ discriminate among hlgh-'rlsk students. _ -
¢ questior .thq vhlidity of test scores in spije of the
to their validity as predictors,.
rengths or talents wh.lch the students may

¢ identify. any
have..
e account for tixe qffecl of peer preésgre on performance.
% .* w» explain how some t¢achers can consistently instruct’
high-risk students effectively and other teachers c0n51slenlly fail to
do so.
. o explain the effectiveness of older persons (disadvantaged)
who return to college nrany years after earlier failure and achieve
|;\at academic succe
e take into co nderanon that hlgh school grades-are not as,
good pged:ctors of cetiége success for mmomy studestts as. they ate’

for white students. . . .
- @ recognize any posmve qualmes of' the studcnt 3 enw-
ronmént. N~

Finally. .this hypolhems does not explain the success of
students who,suffer adll the deprivation of the gullurally disadvan-
taged but who nonetheless succeed dcademically. The reasgn given
most often in this latter case is that suth students are highl
motivated. Yet there is not a siagle communlly college writer of
authority who is billed as an expert-on motivation. Only Roueche
(1972) has written more than twd pages on the sub]ecl 1 am
convinced that community ¢ollege qducalors {experts and prac-
titioners) do not know what motivates high-risk students. What they |
claim {0 know has come primarily from studies of anGther
population: elementary and secondary school children. And the
same sourcg$ have given them the “:cuiturally dlsadvantaged
hypothesis. - '

. The authors of these sources* were among the first tu
characterize specific groups of children as culturally deprived or
cufturally dlsadvantaged and. therefore. as atypical. To their credit.
' these_eafly investigators did more research thap their co;pmumty
college conlemporanes Still. they madle some assumptions and

-
- \.

a

. . -y

*Seé Goleman and Othersfﬁ%ﬁj: Gorclorr and Wilkerson (1966).
Passow (1962, Deltsch (1969). Riessman (1962). Bereiter and
Engclm(mn (19661 Moore (1969). Conant {1961}, Clark (1965}.
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speculations abont the charadteristics of ** vantaged students”™ ‘
which were never proved or dlsprorved 'But which. nonetheless.
were passed on and have iince come 0 be viewed as truth.
Two-year-coliege educators adopled f{'bm the jpublic sch not -
onISr the concept of cultural de'bnvatlon s a reason. for poor '
achievement. but also the/ Ianguage which deﬁned certain studenls ‘
as’ margmdl "high-risk.” “nontraditional.* > "remedial.™ and so
"on: and by accepting these labels and definitions they shaped their
strategies for dealing with such students. :
‘This transfer of ieas upward is quije understandable, since
. almost 50 percent of the teachers.4nd 80 percent of the
adminisirators in community colleges come from the pubhc school
‘system {Cross. 19707 Shane. 1973). But can weg, accept lhef“"‘%
proposltlor}l-hal the age of two-year-college studenis.their moblllty. W
employment. experience. learning. and other factors have no " |
positive effect on them exen ifthey were cyfturally disadvantaged as '
children? Although we do not have empirical evjdence {0 answer
this questlon at present. I suggest that the personahly ispot static.
that *"the adult is a constantly adapting organism’ * (Blrén. 1964). .
“Thus. one may reasonably challenge the applicatien.of the cultural -
deprwdllon hy pothesisvto community collefe students: '
These argu:tems are not suggesting that ofiginal research is
" always necessary or that it is'the only mode of knowing abowt™y . .
higherisk students. /Rurning " to authorities is a well-accepted
practice: it saVes (jmig and effort and is a point of départure. Becayse
_ a single individual ¢annot know everything; he must turn o others
".whose kndwiedge. skill. and ejperience are “trusted and respected. -
‘Bui when the autforities simply:rely on each other's past statements .
when they nevef teplicate gr-really criticize the work of r*ell\.
colleagues, and when they do not de,termme at least some of t
facts mdependeﬁtly care must be taken in both choosing cmthonl:es y
and cvalualmg what they-say./ -
.. One mayalsdlearn about kigh- nsk'ﬁydemsthrough pcrsonal
Yexperience, deduction. induction. and experimentation. although an
uncritical and utirestricted use of any one of theseavenues shouid be ‘
avoided..One person's appraisal of the condilsoas of a particular .
situatiolt is nat empirical proof that these conditions e:xlst in similar '
sityations. Bersonal experience 2150 does not evoke the analyms &nd
_interpretation that would help in understanding’ othér situations
(Scudder, 1970). and it cannot be, replicated. Neverthcless. this
means,of knowmg can be useful as Iong as one, recognizes that the
mode which is substantive. which can be tested and measured. and .
which allbws the consumer of the information to predict. explain. o
and control is.generally preferable. , . . , -

\
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The faregoing discussion should not be raisleading. High-risk
students are an identifiable group. and | am not denving that n.erla:n
students may appear 10 have some of the characteristics of being .
. culturally disadyantaged. as described earlier. The point here iy that P
the teachers and administrators who make these determinations
should have some data or research basis to support their
* evaluations, since these descrip(ions have come 10 be badges of Y
affliction for the students so lesignated. | .
High-risk students ‘are different. may view themselves ~
difierently. and may lead a Kind of life unlike that of the traditional

college student plithe past—so do low-rish students. But differences ) -
between students do not cause poor achievement. High- risk  ~ *
students may have a social and cultura) value system slgmﬁcanlly v

Pl different in someways from that of nondisadvantaged students and
from that of their teachers. However. using cultuial deprivation as

. the primajy explanation for the apparently poor academic perl’orm- &+
. ance of high-risk students is being questioned (Roueche., 1973: .
. Crost 1971: Cohenand Associates. 1971: Cohen and Reawer, 1972:
. Moore: 1970). - . ’

s
Many community college authonities dJo acknowledgesthat <=

negative’ facull) ded administeative attitudes and behavior, poor
teaching."and lack of administrative support arcalso responsible for

poor "lChlt.\@lTlel'll and the Lneﬂ'ecuve eﬂucallon provided 0’ v
“high-risk students: ‘Citing the previous economic and social = = %
conditions of the '(ludenls § Teasons for their academic¢ failure only
* blames the students for-having been the victims of those .

: conditions—a phenomenan explored by R}dl‘l (197 )—and these
‘ * factors may have littlé 19 do with the instructor’s ability to teachor  °
the student’s ability to learii. Citing low 1 blames the e.ludem 5
_poor achicvement oh genetic inheritance—a position espoused. by
. Jensen (1969). Yet. this measure hasbeen repeatedly challenged and
- its results have been mnd to vary significantly. Knoell ()97 - . -
argues that “'the validigh of thigy scores is 10 be doubted as a predictor -
_of their succesé th ¢ lege™ (p '178). And Schenz (1964) maintains
“_that *"ability " fests yre by dlIdCC(Junl:-.ofdublol.ls value in predicting ©
the “success” of Ylow-ability students.”” Focusing on grades and .
mhcr academic easur?iJ s lhough lhey were mfalhble and

slude nts with fou r‘lear-c:ojlcgc sluden{s. black sludé nts wilh \xhile .

w_+  group. and low achieversith high achle\ers Informa{mn ‘may be T
gained thereby, bw for the most pant it Jis not belng used '
constructivély.

A Jur R .
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SOME EASONS FOR THE BEHAVIOR
OF HIGH-RISK STUDENTS

behaviors—unrealistic levels of aspiration. lack
-solving skills and experierices. hostility. aggressna:ness

. andof n delinquency”” (1973. p. 69).*

0 doubt they do manifest such feeling and actaons and for
ge d feason: they are wnthout% wer. They do not have control
ir school's policies and procedures’ what and how they are

. bfcause they are alienated. 'Severd] authors have reported that
mmunity college teachers have negative feelings about teaching
igh-risk students (Monroe. 1972; Cohen and Brawer. 1972). The
student», especially those in minority groups, are often excluded
from some, parts of the educational enterpnse.. Apprenticeship

‘programs in heaith sciences are examples. Thesg ﬁelds and the
individuals andgroups who reprggenl them have the worst images in-

the community ¢ollege. Those persons have.a reputation not only
for attempting 10 prevent the participation of hlgh-nsk students in
the allied health programs. but also fof trying to remove their
training programs ‘from among the educstional optlons of the

. students. Furthermore: one cannot deny that racism exists m'

two-year colleges (Moore and WagstafT, 1974).
So ingrained gre the suspicions of minority group students. so
real the past and present inequities, and so complete the in-school

and out-of-school isolation that these students would have to be -

completely, om of touch with reality not to be aware.of what happens
tothem and not to feel alienated. The benign neglect that Moynihan
£1965) has ad vocated for this groupisa ﬁse in point. The alienatiop

: (t ¢ student feels and expresses g‘s real—- ot a paranoid response. as

me may infer. :

» And refefence to a ‘dack of problem-solvmg skills and
expenences and inappropriate adaptiver behavigr.” must be
cotifined, to academic problems in an educational epvironmerit.
becaiise some of the most effective “*real world™ problem solving

»

4

these charactefistics of high-risk students themse}ves

o

b
Cf
P
L

_t +¥ho atiempts to teach themmthe college. what evaluative -
Tyments are used. and so on. I_ail.,nke»\nse they feel alienated-

*Professorx Roueche and Kirk are nol neccssanly subscnbmg to
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) ' “and most sophisﬁcated coping‘ skills we can identify in college R
students can be found in high-risk students,
. The question is: How should the student feel, given the

reality which confronts him? Othgrs are describing how the student
feels;or the way they think hie ought to feel. And when the student’s
. - behaviordemonstrates that he dpes not like what is happening to ¢
. him, this action is ¢hallenged by the academics as inappropriate and '
wonadaptive behavior. To be characterized as '‘aggressive,” °
“hostile,” “‘unrealistic,’”* and a “‘delinquent’* suggests unhealthy -
personality problems. So. on the basis of “*general agreement,” the

high-risk is type-cast. .
. §
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NEGATIVE SELF- CONCEPT. a o

# . s . Such smdemsare also s;ud to havedifficulty achieving because their
attitudss. opinions. and gengial feelings dbout themselves and their t
¢ abilities arg negative (Cohen and Associates. 11971; Monroe. -1972: )
Clarke and Ammgns. 1970). The consequence of such personal
. perception . is _associated with deficiency in school performance' .
oL . ttDmkme\?x;. 1972), Conversely pO\Il‘IVé sélf-concept is predlclwe LT
v i CA L g eof dcademid succdsy »tGreen H969: Wdlmms 1969). Both of these: .
" R . POsitiony. however, should ‘be “approached -with some caution. «  , ..
R S T -1 .-\.llhoughthere is ﬂsomé lgreem#,nt that’ differences in self-concept <
KRR s 5 doenist between' achiavers and | onacblever%.ﬁqgh comepius toes - .
T "'_*--“,,:‘ » Loy ot confirm {hat thé differencedin self-cantept are'the’ causes of or
s SRS "'r ." ‘-‘“-'. .-;,‘ i t!ae‘result of. underachievement (Shaw and Others. 1960). . .
o e YT e *The beheflhataiow self-concepns ong of thé factors i in poor . '
SN E U L aofii;'.‘&gp@:},m widespread: as shown by the hundreds of articles.
. 23t e b, researgh feports. and ‘project summariéS which refer to it. And the
PO LAV :* deleterigns effects ofntntive self-Copcept are so firmly ac¢epted by .. .. ..
. }‘.-"‘,':._"‘ Ca e T Lespme lmchera thay fhe}, fcoi. little can bedome to assist students C L
CAS T A e T o afflicted. In fact, cmng the negative self-concept of. high-risk .-~ "~
. U S .sluih,ms higs become”4dn .mceplable way to avoid teachige ot {0
L . T * " excuse the inability 10, provide qitality instruetion. Wiffle many - 7.
s, “. . v things. including 1Q- Séords. are’said. 1o help form lhe negative T
T L. Yo ¥ selfscoficept {Knoell. 1970). \mually nonz. of the availabledata ' .
. b explains how low self-esteem is established in high-risk commurmy v
lade Lo s . wvellege students. The overwhelming mujority of studies on .
. " . * setfzconcepe | ha\e been done with small children and adolescents oo
, ) » . (Wyfic: 1968, 1974). And any attempt fo generalize from such
a —_— résearch fo ‘aft addil popuidtnon in the community college shouid bc

. ¥ .- . ! . L
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SR LN S F\‘EASONS FOR CHA‘LI-ENGE R e
. If ll i true; as many teachers believe, that hlgh nsk students I!mave R
- " icgative self- concepls “how does an ingtructor determme whethera /
- o . student'sees himgelfin this way? " Litl researcH is available 4n the v
‘ " self-condept of the community College sfudent”* (Roueche and/Kirk. _

ta . 1973, p., 69)—too little to legmmalel cite it as the primary cafise or ' I
LT Y TN \result of poor achjevement. oras 4§ bisis for préscribing teaching L

. . C e . I itegies. Although a number of ihstfuments purport to measure /

{ < ihi O

characteristic they are not widdly known. and few feachers yse
‘have access to them. Notwithbtafding, when | survefed:’
umber ol‘f.mstmctors from

. dif‘éqmrs of cotnscling and an equ
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How can an instructor tel

L

identical two-year colleges (Mboré . 1975). 1 found that more than 90

percent of both groups-believed that women. minority group
members. low achigvers of both sexes and all races. and students
identified as disadvantaged had negative self-concepts. This feeling
was a little startling. Since not a single teacher reported administer-
ing a self-concept test. I this survey was at all representative. a lot
of instructors are basing their judgment on some subjective

. preseription which leads me to ask. what effect does the teacher's

attitude have on student achievement? Is the negative self-concept
notion as applied to marginal students simply a widely accepted.
stereotyped. unexamined. and unsubstantiated assumption? My
survey certainly suggests this possibility.

. With what student group is the high-risk student group
compared? Collins (1967) suggests that. the self-concept of
community college students’is Idw in relation to that of students in
four-year colleges. But what is the purpose of this comparison?
The tendency to contrast comntunity college students with their

senior college brethren does not appear to be either enlightening or .

instructive (Cross. 1971}, And even when the regilts are useful,
there is little evidence that they are made availabli\he teachers
who need them. : £

" Against what standard (that is, of a positive sqlf-concfep‘t

-

.norm) is the community college student compared? O'Banion ang

doubyand get worse when they experience little. if any. success. If*

Thur?on (1972) maisftain that junior college students bégin with

L e of these studknts as a group. what distiriguishes the
high-risl from'the low-riskisildent? What is a positive self-cgncept?
en a:student has one?

* -

R . -
PROBLEM OF DEFINITION}: -

Virious investigators define self-concept differently and logk for
dilferent characteristigs when they study it. Some view itintgrms of
specifics (Brookover| and.O

73). Collér (197 {} writés that **self-Eoncept is

- {Banksand Grambs.
'highly general /construct composed of diverse and sométimes

nrelated subconstructs' (p. 73): Woodatd (1971) suggpsts that a
ositive self-concept is the need and willingness of an individual to

march to a different drummer.-All of these investigators may be -

nght—or wrong. Such is the lack of a precise definition. .
1s a negative self-concept cyclical when applied to high-risk

studepts: that is. both a ¢ause and an effect of poor achievement? If ~

it is: -what should the instructor do in.order to break the
cycla_i'-atxempt to modify ins‘truction or'iry to change the student’s
. [ .

» '&#}J

o 1
..ﬁ- .) -

hers. 1967 ‘others. mor«z’;globally,
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self-be eﬂi‘ on Theoretically. the instructor should be more
comfﬁ:tent to accomplish the first alternative than the second. After - |
. i, he does contyol instruction. but he has virtually no influence over
, - ny of theconditions which are purported to cause poor self-images )
[P ~with thd- possible exception of his attitude and-behavior toward the

' student. his expectauons and other prejudices and biases. ‘}

Queanms ABOUT RACE, SEX AND _ _
- ACHIEVEMENT PREDICTIONS | :

Is the incidence of negative se]f

ncept higher among mi.rié}ity
group students than among w

students. since. a_disporportiod-
ately greater.number of afinorities than whites, are considered
'hlgh -risk? Although ofder research answered yes. moré recent - - !
. investigations challenge these findingg (Zirkel and Moses, 19?1\ .
Zirkel. 1971 Zirkel and.Greene, 1971 \'n s true thatadlspmpor-
tionate number of low achievers afid getnedial students are mi- f
ority group members. Can we, therefore, contude that. nggative .
self-concept is related to racia] or ethrac badckground? The findings . .
are v S:e and inconclusive (for exaniple. see Dreger and Miller, | "

i 1968/ \Katz. 1969). Zirkel (1971) reports that, ethnlc group
\ membérship and. mixture may either enhance of dep]‘gss the.
self-concept f a high-risk student.* .
. Some propose the existence of a ack self-cc'mCebt ¢(Banks ~
f ' : aan mbs, '1972). The problem is, blacks define it differently from™ .
P whites:(Williams. 1974). Which definition is'the right one? Or are
. Do both Versions acceptable? There is agreement neither within nor
\ / agross racial groups with regard to a black self-concepi:And Amez
(1972) rejects the negative black self-coticept hypothesis altogether. ~ -
If a black self-image exists. ar¢ there also corresponding Jewish.
! - Puerto Rican, Chicano, Native Ameritan. Oriental, and “*othér"
T self-concepts? And if each group has its own self-concept norm.
then from whic¢h group do we evolve the standard? Should we have
. specific self-congept tests (o measure each racial and ethnic group™s
-~ . self-concept and'a general instrument to measure them all?
As more male than female students are enrolled in remedial
éoyrses and remedial students-are often charactenzed as havmg

. . \ . ) "-r . P \ 6
. "‘/,/ *It must be noted here that the research relating to self-concept in
older minority group students is 5o scant that | have. quoted from :
* some references relgling to research done with children. This is a to.
) procegure I criticized earlier, but these were the only sou rces I was
‘ ablg to locate. i
wl.-
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.. who excels as an ath ete? In other,

&, .
nega“twe,self-concepls {Monroe, 19?"}. does itfoliow that more male
students have poor self-percepuons than females” A voluminous
literature denies such a proposition. What.then, i lS theexplanation?

When it is said that negative self-concept is predictive of 'Iow
achnevement..does this mean that the student will be a poorachiever
“ini all subjects or only specific ones? We are never told. How db the-

- advocates of this hyppthesis explain {he self-conpept of a student
who appears unable fo successfully erform academic wark,, but “

%ds——does self-concept onl'y
app]ym the cognitive domain® Is it possible thatastudentmy have
a negative self-conce t becapse. he cannot read-well and a posntlve
one because he is successfoll it aﬂlematlcs” Thoygh it may bé .
difficult to fiiswer these quea{l LOns itis hot difficult.to find an honors
student in the comrrmmty tallege fwho excels’ ih one dlscsplme but is
a low achievér in al;lo her. | !

This l‘eads me t%sk, are there m, 1pfe self-concegts ineach
individual, or does.eachl person have sme type of psychological -
‘barometer | which ea 'ures the st gth of his self-cohcept
according to his Knowl gcof and skill at the task to be performed”
Brookover and his associates (196?) stggsst the possibility of a
different self-concept for each of the roles a person performs.

Does a marginal student say he cannot performa spec1ﬁc task
because he does not feel godd about himself or because he is fully
‘awaré that he does not possess the necessary skills? To not know

* how, is not the same¢ as being unable to learn hqew-‘Lf negative *

self-eoncept is predictive of low athievament, "how does one

account for students who perform we{f but who also haVesfow

_opinions of themselves?

Although these questions may be
that the wide acceptance of negative seff-c \cept asa major factor in
under-achievement.may be questioned. Suth an explanation séems™
1m5ponsnble until some conclusive dataca‘mbe found to support the
posmon 3

phsuc.ihey do indicate.

*

" - 3; o - /;-
SOME DA‘MAGING PRESUMPTIQNS " ‘- .
A numbeg of reniedial and developmema] pro '&"e built-in

components for develpping,a positive self-conept in'the student -
(Rouechearld Kirk,,1973). Although these components are désigned .
to help the student, they do suggest that he must be taught to feel

goodlabput himself before be can profit from instruction. A further’,
. impligatlon is that in drder to teach a high-risk student, a teacher, or
some

pne else, must first improye the student’s view.of himself. «
Thesg presumptions are troubl fOrSeveralreasons First, the

cai
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classroom teacher is seldom equippe jagnose a negative .
b Self-concep in a student. Second. eveén if h an make or Has made _
. * such ajdiagnosis. it is presumptuous to beli¢ve that he can either-
. : -prescribe the' remedy or bring about thy change. Third, .it is
. s 3 . damaging (0 assume that a high- risk student needs his self- -concept
= ) + changedin the first place. Even the expérts cannot agreeon what it |
- : is. A teaching strategy based on low expectalions, the self-fulﬁlhng
. \ P - . « . prophecy, and the assymed need of -students for psychological e
. ] . temedi wl#onasa prerequisite foracademic rethediation is starting oft. .
K . . on the wrong foot. 1t is quite possible that a student may have good
Py { " feelings about himself wuril e encounters his teachers and the
( . . . educational msutu!lorr. Davidson and ‘Lang (1960) found that the
) ) ~teacher's negative image. of the student eredes self-percepuon or

self-lmage. as well as his gcademic achievement. , :
L SR

ANOTHER ATTEMPT TO tATEG.ORIZE AND+TRACK" e S

. ] Watchmg attempls 1o/ substitute a hypothesns of psycholog:cal " A
: ’ : deprivation for one af cultural depsivation givesd senseof déjarnto .- .
.- those who have observed the responses of educators to high-risk.
! - ‘ © -,.students. The second] hypothesis (poor self-concept), like lhe~ﬁ7$t, )
| prowdes a rationale for focatingghe Iearn{;s ‘failure in the leamer
”

ht institution and its R
s ed ucalons to make a-

and his environmert and omits holdin
" “académic experts ac¢ountable. And\it per
-~ . better case for failu tha.n for success. . :
R o The cultuzal deprwatnon hypothesns is easy to chatfenge but L
o \ ~ the theory of negatEe self~concept is. more diffieult- to ¢ounter -
because the facts are more elusive. The caltural depn\fallon idea. for
, . example, which emphasizes ‘that high-risk slude t§ lack such things ,
as educational tools in the home, involvément Witk cultural evegts,
and father’ or father figures in.the hore, is pften in conflict-with the
- facts. Too many high-risk students at the 1‘330 year-coilege leveldo °
R not lack these things to be cxtmg deprwatt n as a common pattern.
- Many of the students work full time Ot.part time. own some of the
common'material items. come from intact families, and attend some
of the. same’ cultural activities as privileged students. And it is
seldqm reagonable {oimply that a male student. forex&mple cannot
read because he doesn’t have a father inthe home of that he has a .
-rolé and idemity problem because there.is no male model in the —
. ' home. In'like manner, the mere presence of educational tools in the ‘
home—books, for example~~does not mean that the books are read. '
- In fact. the evidence shows that students without bdoks in their
.. , : homes Ieam to read as qmckly as students from homes Wthh arg’
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. . community, has its “respectables.
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well-equupped with readmg matena]s (Clark 1965). In what wa’y
does the absence of books in‘the home, the economic status of the
student. or his race actually interfere with his ability tolearn to read?

Not every student who residesina depressed area or belongs
to a minority group is from a low-income family, a broken family, a
home devoid of educational materials and stimulation, 'or a hostilé
envlronmenl E.very community, mcludmg an inner City or ghefto
its conformists tq the social
norm (Mobze, 1969). Although it is true that some students do fiot ;.
have some henr basic matgrial, and perhaps emo#sional needs met.
it.is an exaggeration to assért that most of them experience severe
deprwauoh The purported cultural disad vantages are easy enough
10 check. Bat when educators suggest that high-risk students suffer’,
from low self-esteem, see themselves as not being preferred and so-
on, contradicting such statements.requires more attentionand puts
lhe burden of proof on the studerit and his ad vocates.

‘According ta some of the more recent literature, adepre§§ed
self-concept is ‘not’ as prevalent in high-risk students as it. w&s
thought to" be, and, ¢ven where it does exist. it may have ditjle
influence qn negatwé achievement {(Gordon and Wilkerson.'19
Researchers'have also found that a positive or negative self-conce t
_may operaie 10 reduce or to stimulate achievement, respectwels
“and that ethnic group membership may either &nliance of depres}’

- self-concept (Zirkél, 1971). In fact, recent studies. (Carteér, 1968}
Soargs and Soares. 1969; DeBlassie and Healy, 1970, Rosenbergz’
and Simmons. 1971; Gaston, 1972 ; Hara, 1972) Have rejected théin

ul.

.+ earlier stereotypes abputblacks concludmg that thjs mmomy group ;

has self-concepts just as high ‘ot higher han whites; ;i
Even if one is.able to help the high-risk stadént improve hlS
self-conceptr this change will ‘not-guarantee. thiat his acadenti¢ skills *
will improve: nor does it alter the ability of the perspn who provides *
Instruction,. the ﬁnancual .and other sipport services which are
necessary to help the Student succeed. dF the attitudes of those who
. would prefer working with students without achievement, problems.
The need for instructors to have a wide range of teaching strategies.
to be familiar with the necessary tools and matesials, to be aware of «
the. means for dlagl'IOSIl'lg academic problems.. (o accept the
proposition that evéry -teacher in the copmunity college is.
reality. aremediakteacher. and to know what‘resourcé‘s are availabie
and where they can be found will not change beeause'ihe slud§n¢
.self-concept improves.

student outlook and pamcrpatlon will produce a comrespondiiig
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" . response to.the high-risk student. And I believe it is frresponsible to -
.. base the académic lives and perhaps the only higher education o e s
i, * . opporiunity, thit many students may -have on pn idea as vaguely . S .
\ . calibrated as selti-concept. Althouglt 1 have not provided .many * ]
- _ .. answers, I think | have generated sufficient questions to cffallenge
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> . MOTIVATION .. - .. . .

Arother reason commonly given for the' poor acaderruc perfor-
mance of many high-risk students is that they lack motivation.
_Jencks and Riesman (i968). for e¢xample, assert that only the
upper~mlddle-class student is really motivated to go to college and to
do. difficult, ,unpleasant .academic tasks when he gets there.
Although college attendance has traditionally been related to social .
class, does it follow that a strong desire to enter college is restricted
to the well-to-do? If so. how do they account for the thousands of

- loweg-¢lass blacks and whites who attended night classes. took
*advaritage of the G. 1. bill, shinéd shoes, and worked as bellhops,

+ janitors and waiters in order to complete their higher education? -

3 N students and its longitudinal sequences. Grante

Many of these lower-class students served and-cleaned up after
those upper—mnddle~class ‘students who were “really motivated togo _
* to college.” I am convinced that' these authors of The Academic”
‘Revolution are elitists who understand neither the community-
college nor what motivates many of its students.

Unfortunately, they are not alone in their ignorance. The'fact
is that little is known about what moves a studént to comé to coflege,
to remain once enrolled. and to pursue academic work with tenacity.
* One problem in studying motivation, like self-concept and a great”
_many other subjects of social science researdh, is that it is
maccessﬂJIe to direct examination. No matter iow sophisticated
_ their-résearch technique. psychologists and educators must infer
" mdtivation frdm subjects’ reports or from behavior. Therefore, this
complex inter drive or intention is difficult to definé and measure.

A related problem is the inapplicability of much research to

our target population. Studies of children_and adolescents, which
.have used such things as dgll-play, noxno‘us stimuli, and c¢andy
rewgrds, are not usually generalizable to adul(s. And most
experiments have éoncentrated on rather, isolated fragments of
behavior rather than confrontmg the total bepavior of specific
ults are difficult
to study. Un50phlstlcated methods cannot be ustd because acﬂlts
are suspicious, demand explanations, y;l‘crlerstand 1mfuendos, are’
not a captive audience, and so on (Bischof, 1969). Nevertheless;
edutators must not .use this -difficulty to justify, acceptmg the
conclusions.of inappropriate researgh on motivation' instead of
investigating on- their own.

To-my Knowledge, not a single commumty college adminis- -
ters 4 test of any kind to determme motwatlon ‘for academic -
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, ~« achievement. The results of the survey,crted earlier (Moore L‘;f!f*SI TN
. S showed that-not one instructor or counseling directof had'given such "
‘ a test to high-risk students. Yet despite. the.lack of concreté anfl 7" -,
. relevant data, two-year-college expsris and practmoners .cpntinue ' L
- to have firm ideas about who is motivated and who is not. Th P e T,
.. - teachérs and cagnselors | Surveyed believed that poor, bla N
. L high-risk, and female students were less motivated than afﬂuenl : '""' gt
, . white, low-risk, and male' ones. The problem with such labelingis * *~ * .'¢’
’ o ., that it victimizes its recupwnts They are treated as though'they - AT
- ot motivated: little is ekpected of them and little' is done to T\eh} e
. them. And even if such comparisons were true. in what way would; . ‘

. . they help to prep'ﬁ’e present. and evaluate quality msiructlon i
. " highsrisk students? A
. ’ This is the cruxof the issue. Educators are righit, to assacjalﬂt N
" . * miofivation wlﬂl leasping. But theirsegative, defenswel}ttlzude-m"u s
. can't do anything if they.don't want to learn” —milst, B&f&ﬁ[ﬁﬁﬁd‘&?‘ﬁf-ﬁ*
. - a positive approach based on the pri ncuales of andragggy theiart an

science of helping adults learn (Knowles, 1970). Some jnstrucio s;,
belipve that a student ought to bq ready for Iearmngwhen hp.ﬁomﬁs 1P "J

S . . totbe class. His plans should be clear; he. shoittd kiow what he 1s' ﬁ“
G ., - oo .\domg and what the risks-afe. According to the Cognitive 'theor.}c.i;if
) # .motivation, kn,owmg his goal should be sufficient mdii viition., - A d”‘ .
,ﬁ% - ds .the instructors,see it if this, knowledge is iacklpg,'ti'le studeny !
., shouldn't bé there, This is 2 neat fopmula, but it simply dogsa’t work.
“in practice. Goual identification and a positive attiiude 1owid: -5,
learnipg do not guarantee motivation to achieve, Péi‘hapstthe goalis
not the student's, or perhdps his positiye attitude does no exienglto
. those areas prescribed by his teacheéys, Inany case, thi. teachermudty
. accept some responslbllny ‘for helpmg the studem, deterrmhe hn )

’ ob;ectuves and then hélp him reach them.- -,

What, then, can the’ tgacher do" Obylously fnmwatioﬁ PRV
strategie’ are necessarys Ways must be, ieamed to Make_,aufdents Y
receptive 1o learning actiyvity. *Every student, mo;w’a!eﬁ o rot, 18 L "_.. /
likely to respgnd to the'good human relations practzées prompted: by .ij," _
the so-called helping professiouns: fiking and respectmgihe stadent, ¢ rom o
listening to.him. building his confidence: Personal honesty and hlgﬁ e s

expectations arg helpful.as well. Itis more produgtiveto de.lermme bt ﬁ.f,

. what stimulates a student thanto argue that the student ca‘i‘mm be ) c
" v sumuiated The teacher will probably dgscouer tlzagsnme ﬂs .
RN , workfortanglble rewards, others forabmmctg&t‘w some resp nd w 'M._,,,.,

_ > praise and somie to criticism. By applymg this mfdrmatiﬂn }hh :_,
.~ ' teacher can increase eaeh studem 3 mten,est inl ammg. I

.\‘
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It is equally rmportam to provide successful Ieammg ' \
experiences. 1fithe publ,nc schools, teachersattempt to ructuretg
learning envirdnmentinsucha way as to bring about re sE’ness int
student, and frequently they do net attempt to prow e instructi
_until.that state is observable. Community collega instiuctors canglo *
" more thar‘i“\they have t? present material in stages that fare
approptiate tp'the studeqt’s capgcity so that he can m ster one tep :
_before gomg%n to the t. g
. . The effects of teacher behavior on’ motwanon cannot be .
minimized. Instructors are models. They are authority figures; they
“«o ¢xhibit values and attitudes: they do encourage and discourage, .
reward and punish, praise and condemn, measure and evaluate, R
demoustrate prejudices and biases, and 'so ori. The statements they
. make, their availability, the interest they take in their students, the 1}
“advice they give, the egthusiasm they display—al facets of their

__ability to stimulate. Wlten teachers and students spend ie'ss epergy _
on fearing and blaming each other and“more on cooperatingfor
mutual achievement, then real B ss in learning can be made. > .

One wonders. however: If high-risk students have as much wrong _
wnh them as the authorities insist; if they are so trapped-in that
*tangle of pathology ™ which’ Moynihan {1965} has described; if they -

are the genetic cripples that Jensen (1969) and Shockley (1972) have '
proclanmed and if they are really the educational, cultural, and .
psychological deviants that educators and social scientists say they
are. what can we expect from them? And is it realistic, or even- o
possnble to expect educators in the coigmunity coilege to be ahle to

7 bting abouy sufficient change in them that they are able to .
counteract all of these conditions? | would stispect that some amorig -

" us would suggest that high-risk students are so far bghind, and $o
imbued with past academic deficiencies and failures thatlittle can be
.done to provide redirection for them. This idea finds expression in
the old quotatlon I recently heard agam “You can't.teach old dogs
new tricks.” This may be'true. But it is true only as long\as it applies .
to dogs. People are d{fferent. And.there are remedies\_although
sometimes they may be misused. - ’ .
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In Spite ‘of the compléx reasors that co;nmumty college educators
.give for pgor achievement by high-risk students. théir prescriptions
for :rnpro&emem have been surpnsmgly snmple personai and
academxc counsehng and remedlﬁl instruction. - :

COUNSELING”
. Thisremedy i is uémdered al

. *

nacea in that it is supposed to

nts the exe'- atte tion they need in comparison
with students in other higher e4 Reation msu:,uuons What penitillin -

was to the medical professmn thrie decades ago, counselmg istothe

community college today. Unlike n’i’edlcal practitioners, however,
who have since” discovered thii pemclllm has destructive side *

. effécts when mappropnﬁtely adm;mstered to some patients, the

advocates, of couns?emg have neither’ checked for side effects nor

. discontinued the prescription. They appear to assumie that <l

high-risk students need coundeling and tl;la the teachers know bests
those things which affect achidvement, - Aty

\ Although community college educalors generally boast of ;

both the .importance and the pogitive, effects of” qounselmg wnth
high-risk students, claiming that th sfunehoqasn is carried oninthe
community college is distinctive, perhaps they do not listen fo how
. students evaluate this human resbuce. Whilg the educatorsspeakm ‘
general:nes {(about cultural ;dnsac:’stantages, self-comept. lack of
mouvauon. for example) the students speak in specifics. '
. A.typical complaint :s that counselors sgend (or want to’
spend¥¢00 much of their time in one-to-one therapy alétJvny(and too
little ih supplying information, :demlfymg resourcds, and finding
. support (guidange activity). One student remarked, **{ wént to,that
counselor and he immediately started probing me about gve thmg.
including my sex life~and all 1 wamed to know wasmvhe to ﬁnd
the next class.”” ..
. ' Herrick (1971) found: that counselors consncler“counselmg
the individual student their most important function in the t’wo-year
‘college. In fact, counselers measure thelr\quccess by the resul(s of
Interaction with individual students (Coheri apd Associates, 1971). -
The coungelor may uselother. methods, _bht it is udlikely that an
educator would continue to use a lechmqﬁe that'in somé way
frusthates him and violates, some premise of belief about the nature
.of what he does {Purdy, {973)- One-to-one counseling appears t0
operate on the principle that a high-risk or dlsadvantaged student

‘Ad.‘ \.‘.. L




tvho comes into a counseling center has personal problems with
‘ {0, which he cannot successfully cope. The real point here is. “that
- ' hngh~nsk studerits are concerned about assistance and information
andthe counselors seem more concerfied about settingand process.
. A conflict in values here is unmistakable. There can be, and
. i f:é . often is. considerable disagreement between the counselor's
o * “favored approach and what the stiident thinks will help him. The
. ——+counselor may wvalue personﬁl—'l‘qlauonshlps. the dynamics of
b encournie »psychic facilitation, the apphcauon of varied theories of
. H?I ling, Psychologital process. the counselor-client mystique.
- ’ 4 ., - ~seeing the sgudent 'develop’ from a pasition of dependence or
A arfogance to a positieh of independence or accommodation, and so
“on. In sélm. the cobinselor may er those activities. technigues.
' and settmgs that allow him tp-€stablish his own role and function. "
- By contrast, high-pisk stidents are often seeking help with
, .. choosingacademic programs. identification of resources. awareness
’ of procedural hazards within the.institution. mformatloq about
individual$ who may cause them difficulty {that is, administrators
and teachers who make excessive demands on students. who have
eccentlicities about which the students should be aware, who have
demonstrated negative attitude's toward certain types of students.
. , angd: so on). and information about official actions (by the board of
, s . trustees. legislature.  administration., faculty senate, and other
I S : bodies) which may change their status. They. value: tangible
N Y semces, specific referrals. definite directions and answefs to their
questons: obtaining information without self-examination: identify-
ingeffective teachers without resorting 1q the trial and error method:
P . . ‘and maintaining their privacy and secrets, including some weak-
nesses and problems they may not wish-to share. In short, studen&s
neéd the information. warnings, supporfs and follow-through that
will allow t.hem not only to negotiate the academic bureaucracy but,
. o .- to survive in it (Hecht. 1970)—and this means. in many cages.
_ guidance rather than therapeutic counseling.
: L N\ The quality of this guidange dépends a grear deal on the
s and personal awareness of the counselor, for the stpdem .
decide what he thmks issbest for hlmslelf whlle 'the--

-

. " _counsélor but Mso what is best for the student: Counselors protest
‘that they, do not tell students how to make up their minds. Thi
be tzue. but as Palterson (1966} has warned. the mzselor SV

ally. The counselor can choosé what mformatldn to ma
to the student and how much. what options 0. -present

. . 5
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atiractive to make them: he can emphasize the student’s limitations,

choose the method of counseling. counsel and, guide the student

?ccordmg tothe desires of the faculty and administration, and.soon.
Itis welkdocumented that many studentsare counseled out of

programs to which they aspire, ** There is an axiom, for example,

that every successful college-frained black adult who was poor had
trouble with his guidance counselot and he’ made it_in spite of
determined efforis of guidance per:.onnel to steer him §nto
semi-skilled or unskilled work"'(Bmzzlel 1970, p. 748). Because of
this practice, many minority grou ﬁudents have a rule of ﬁhumb
whenever a white counselor advises "you about anythmg—-ge:
another oplmon Thus. high- nsk students have had experiences
with both personal counseling and guidance that make them
distrustful (Russell. 1970). Th&ir image of this campus respurce was

created by counselors. and ifit is to be changed. the CO!JIISCIOI’S must .

- do the changing.
This. d:scussnon does not-mean to, suggest that personal
counse'lmg. kas no value. &t may providé a setting which helps a

" student to understand himself better. deveIOp self-confidence. learnt ~ -

to be honest with himself, and evaluate his goals and aspirations
.more realistigally: it may even help the studem develop a positive
s‘elf-concep: assuming -that his preseit one’ is demonstrably

negative. Rouethe and Kirk (1973) believe that **counselors hayve a -
.grucial role to play in developing positive self-concepts. and that -

acnvny is cnllcal in de\'elopmental programs™ (p. 90). And May

_insists that “‘counselors are in a: unigue* position to help people .

" improve their self-cOhcepts aud develop more of their potenuals
(1971, p. 381). Still. if the stodent does not have tl]e appropriate
information. effective mstraction. a’' positive relatlonship with
parsons other than counselors in the educational enterprise, or
*applicableyskills when he’ graduates, voluntarily withdraws, or is
officially withdrawn, t #ll we mary really have is an academic
failure who ltkes himse .

REMEDIAL INSTRUCTION -

L}
-

This*is 'the other method most usedylo” try to l‘everse poor .

achievement by h:gh.nsk students? Essentially. it provides remedial -

" courses, jn_the language arts ‘{reatling; wmmg'. spelling). and

mathemancs Unforiune,tely thls.approach at least the way it is

. currently carried out, is seldom ¢fitctive. And like the purporied

cayses of poor achfevemént | discussed earlier, it has been poorly

,rcscarched Remeljal metheds are. more often described - thatr

*.

-




*

validated. Although, Roueche (1972) and Roueche and Kirk (1973)
have provided a theoreti¢al framework for teaching high-risk
‘students the basic academic skills, and have suggested’ some
techniques for instruction, their how-to-do-it models do not appear
to be in pse by many instructors. Innovative acts have tended to be

atinimal. While the mosr_innovative thing that commimity college -

people could do would be to simply teach low-aohieving students
how to read. write, and figure more effectively, students often spend
considerable time with educational gadgets and self-taught learning

. materials, and packages instead of more intense, meticulously

planned, tightly organized. and well-presented instruction. The
_.gadgets and other materials. in many ways. seem more important
 than‘the function they are supposed to serve. and. even more
+ disturbing, théy may be misused, In this light, let us look at some of

+ the more popular modes of instruction; cassettes. programmed
textbodks. learning centers. and tutoring, .

* Cassertes. There is much that is positive about this widely
used tool of instruction. The information recorded may be welt
organized and does not require a teacher or some other learning
facilitator to be_present; the student can involve himself in the
* learning activity at a time of his choice. The sequence, pacing..and
amounto} contént may have been carefully planned and the student
can return 10 the same tape as often as he chooses and get the same
information. Tapes are not necessarily biased because the listenéris
a high-risk student or a minogity group member. or a female, or
because the studenj has a different politicat persuasion. The-
literature tends to be buoyantly optimistic about the effect of these
and other types of audio-visual devices on learning {Dale, 1969:
Erickson. 1965:, Postiethwait- and Others.®1972: Jamison hnd
Others. 1974). .. 2 = -~ = : )

. et in spite of what the Jiterature says, listening to a tape is
listening to aleeture, and as.ateaching method it has been shownto
be relatively ineffective with high-risk students{Moore, 1971). Still,
if the studentmust hearlectures. he is,better off with a human being

with whom he c# nteract. While the-lecturer.may have speech -

peculiarities. physical exaggerations, and eccentricities of dress
which way distract the student, he can nonetheless provide
. feedback. embellish his speech. change his mind, point| out
additional resources. give on-the-spot demonstration. act as a mjodel
and identification figur¢. and provide encouragement. These [atter
attributes and behaViors are important to all students, especially

those considered to be high-risk. In sum, giving a marginal studenta

, cassette tape as the primary mode of instruction—a-practice rather

N
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. ‘ wldespread in many tearning centers—is a misuse of a teaching tool. ) H
This'is not to say that some students cannot profitably use cassette
tapes without previous or additional guidance from the teacher. The
fact is. we have done no research to really find out.

% . Programmed Textbpoks. Programmed textbooks follow
much the same format s cassellg tapes and, thqugh these texts can
. _ supplement. live mstrucnon. they should not be used as the
fundamental means for improving basic skills. I propose that they be
used primarily with students who can read well and who enjoy
working independently. This frees the instructor to interact with
LA students who need his personal atfention. °
. Reading is a Sophisticated skilt requiring cognitive operation. -
. Although at first learning to read may be procedural and =
' . mechanistic, the integration necessary to comprehend the pn‘nt:é

, . word can be quite complex—calling upon a number of ment3
physical, social, and emotjonal behaviors. The student must be ab
to follow instructions, add inflection to the printed word, recogmze‘
emotional tone, detect sarcasm, take direction from punctuation, *
extract facts, comprehend principles, see causé and effect, make
inferences, understand-pfot, and utilize all the other cognitive

N . perceptual skills needed to interpret printed material.

A second problem is that you ¢annot effectively teach adults
toread the way children are taught to read. Adults scorn many of the
learning-to-read activities (Such as sounding out the consonant and
vowel sounds) which children enjoy. And the widely accepted
practice of determmmg a ‘student’s reading level ‘and then;
prescribing reading material at that level is problematical. Although
o ~ the printed level of the material presented must not be beyond his \,‘h

comprehension, the sophistication of the materials Should be -
comniensirate with his chronolog;cal growth and experience. It is j -
imponant td understand that a student's ability to conceptualize or
. comprehend subject matter may exceed his reading sKill. Very often
(the teaching of reading is restricted to such basic activities as word
attack, developing speed and voeabplary building. Yet, a student i
who doesn't Anow how miust be raigg/ir how to make inferences, __—

. « . . .identify emotional tone, understand what is meant by the i
) . development-of chgracters, and so on. He probably cannot learn
P most of the foregding from a programmed textbook which is
) T provided to hlrn—-/algqg_\mh.au_mvuauon to use the study carrel of .
‘ _ * .. hig.choice.- ' |

Even the regular textbooks are a problem and are written
-above the readmglevel of notonly many high- risk studentsbut many
"“average studénts. One hds bu} toexa mme Enghsll 1800” English

*




-

2200,-and English 3200 to be convinced of this. While the exercises *

. determpine the level of difficulty of textbooks. Moreover. reading'

[
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these publications contain areapplicable and graded. the material
used to demonstrate spegific skills can cause many problems. Adult
students. for example, résent the subject matter of most raﬁ‘pd
reading and English programmed books. Similarly they resentthe
primary school method of presentation of the materaisin the books.
Such students prefer to use subject matter commensurate with ihelr
age and affective level of functioning, but wntten at their cognitive
level of operation.
- One*pubhsher found that materials it had developed to teach
the “‘basic skills'" in writing., communications. and mathematics
were too sophisticated for the students they were designed to help |° .
(Scufly. 1974). This finding confirmed an observation 1 reported
earlier (Moore. 1970). Publishers are now recommending that
authors of textbooks make their manuscripts more commensurate o=
with the clientele they are supposed to serve (Scully, 1974). . ~
For years it has been a common practice among elementary °
and- secondary school people to use readibility formulas to

cliniglRns and te xtbook ommittees in public schoo! systems which
" hawe ,feading clinics have field-tested.and validated reading - -
materials to make sure that students for whom they are designed can . |
master them. Similarly. teachers in developmental .education in -
some colleges have been *‘rewriting'* the textbooks they use with

their students. For example, Betty L. Pollard, chairwoman of the - -
developmental program at Forest Park Community College in St.

Louis. Missouri. advised publishers a decade ago that the materials

hey were producing to work with high-risk students not only were

,@o difficult to read. but did not convey the intended ideas.

' On the subject of needlessly murky prose. Newman writes.

A ldrge part of social scaent:ﬁc practice consists of taking clear -
ideas and making them opaque* (1974. p. 146). As an example of his
observation he cites the following passage from a social science
publication: **The social ontogeny of each generation recapitulates
the social phylogeny of Negroesin the New World because the basic
socio-economic position of the group has not Ghanged in a direction
favorable to successful achievement in terms of conventional
nofms.'’ Newman's simple translation: "*Each generation of
Arnencan Negroes. like’its predacessors. makes less mopey than

whites.” A

Some scholars suggest that writing books and amclés n Ihelr

disciplines at a lower level of difficulty js “‘watering-down'" the . -

content and is. therefore. lowering the standards. Yegunnecessanly () ™

P
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_~ -~ confusing material does not cause standards to be maintained.
P Diffi¢ult composition, for exaiple, may indicate that standards are

- already low: that is. such writing may be used toconceal thefact that

little is bemg said. as Newmai's example demonstrates. Obscure
. edmposition also blurs meanjhg and violates the principles of
umbhcny and brevitg~—two components of gdod writing. Overwrit-
. .ing by the use of eX ensive and even profound prose also tends to
. - confirm what some observers suspect: that when some professors
publish. their motives are sel-serving. They are seeking promotion,
tenure. recogpition, money. and other rewards. And students—
those for whom their pubhcatnons are intended-—are of secondary

concern,

. - To .get’ at the heart of the matter, hrgh-nsk studentg are -

capable of handiing. complex u:leas ‘which they are incapable of
understanding when these ideas are presented in the sophisticated
language ‘of a university professor. Instead of the textbooks
facilitating a student's acquisition of knowledge it is often one of the
barriers.’ Unfortunately, most commumty college teachers do not
. write the text they use with their students. And of the few who do
‘write, most follow theexamples seL!:Ty faculty members in four-year
colleges. .
The Learning Labomrory Some ly pe of learning laboralory*
*has been established in more than 80 pegcent of the commumty
collegegmt hation. It may beavery v uable resource in that the
variety BT ec ucatlonal ‘media i houses may significantly enhance
leaming POSSlblllllCS Thereal attributes of such a facility, however,

A ~ * are not well known. A-few things have been written about the
acceptance of mechanical modes of instruction by - -community
R college students (Gaddy, 1977; Gold. 1973 Gooler, 1972), but

Berchin (1972) found no consistent pattem when tomparing

conventional and audio-tutorial meaps., In like'manner. Belzer and

-QComi (1973) found no diffe rences between the grades and attrition

ol , rates of students taught with technological ‘media and those pf

- students taoght by conventional methods. Gold (1973) and Lesser v

(1970), however. found that some form of multi-media in a given
course .may be palatable and useful to the students. Although the
instruments used to measure the effects of mechanical media on
learning are imprecise, learning centers continue to ‘proliferate..

* . Fl . . .
‘ *Leammg laboratory. ser center. learning cente edial
cenle(\‘as;e terms used mterchangeably here. T

\““‘&
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. Efitire volumes havedleen w¥itten describing the types of

audio-visual aid programs in operation. and how to set up

, . multi-media centers (Bannister, 1970; Berchin. 1972:-Brick and _

/ . l;%g?rath. {969: Evansm}d Neagley. 1973:Johnson. 1966: Johnson, .

2} Gt . '
~ C e The learning laboratory in most communit4 c‘olleges is used
o primanly as a remediation center. Reading clinics. writing labs, and
) other such learning resources are désigned for low-achievers. To
« limit the use of the center to only those students whﬂave_ poor
) . skills. however. i$ not to extract the facility’s maximum potential. .
. . _ Studénts who are more proficient often can make moré profitable . ‘\/
L _ . use of the center than $tudents who need much individual attention
. and direction. The available hardware may help a higherachieverto.
l : move faster in his chosen subject and enrich his learning by allowing °
' ) him to'extend himself beyond what is required and to progress at his |
, \ own rate where ins abilities and skills will take him. )

' LR As 1 ha@i mentioned, some instructors use specific
equipment housed-in a learning center. such as cassette tapes. as
their sole medium ofgdnstruction. In this case a center becomes one
more barrier to contact between student and instructor. Although

. this strategy may provide the instructor with some additional free

. time. this is only one, of the subsidiary.benefits of the center. The |

L . - teacher must always be the pivotal person who guides the learning

: ) activity. No tool is any better than the skill of the person whousesit.

. . the, function it is supposed to serve. or the task it is supposed to

) accomplish, ' : _

. One of the inescapable observations one can make about
learning laboratories is that there s little or no knowledge abous their
effectiveness. Most of what is known about theset ‘*learning -

. LY . resources’ was written by the manufacturers and retailers.

. Although boards of trustees have authorized the money spent qn
them, and administrators and’teachers have justified .the expendis
tures for them-and insist on their value. there. appears to be no
evidenceﬁsu pport their claims. Cgmmunity college educators like

to describk a learning center's hardware and capability and to stress =~ #

the numbeX of continuous hours each day that the facility remains

. open and available to siudentsebut only infrequently will they speak
about its effectiveness. The student feedback 1 have had certainly

fails to endorse the claimed success of skill centers. And though*

there is a general absence of research. we do know that whether the

, centers are utilized or not in working with high-risk students. the

. - . attrition rate among these students remains about the same. We also
. know that most of the remedial students who use the facility doso ..

_ do° £ .
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because it is required and in many cases because the college 1s
‘making no_rémediation efforts outside this setting. ~

Tufomm Even individual tulorlng should be examined.
Although there is much {hat is positive i this approach, it is rarely
systematic. Tutors in two-year colleges who work with high-risk
students often turn out 'to be persons who may simply have
knowledge of the subject and are in need of part-time employment.
Typically. tutors are graduate students from nearby colleges.
second-year,commumty college students who are high-achievers.
housewives who work in their spare time. high schoot teachers who e
are moonlighting. and_others. To be sure. these can be valuable &
human rescurces. but if they are to be well utilized. they need
conslderable institutional support.

Tulors should . have diagnostic information about the
“students’ leamlng difficulties. Similarly. they must be apprisgd of
the goals and ebjectives of both the course(s) and the student. And
the same institutional resources available to th§ .glassroom
instructors should be available to the tutors. Frequem ﬁferences [
between the instructors and tutors are advisable in order o discuss
student progress and problems. i

The institution has to make sure that a tuter has the skill todo
what he isthired to do.-in twenty-three colleges I visited which had
developmental rograms, eighty-6ne tutors had been hired to help
with reme¢ reading.” Yet, 0nly three of them Had special
knowledge about or experience in teaching remedial reading. These
three were elementary school teachers who worked part time for the
colleges.* Half of the tutors (forty-threé)did not know how to use all
the equipment in the learning centers. A third of the tutors ) o

" performed their tasks in facilities logated away from the lﬁaming"

centers. Sixty-five (80 percent) of the tutors had never used (oreven
heard of) a readability formula. [ am not necessarily saying that
every tutor needs to be an expenenced readmg teacher, but I do
believe he should know something about it. or at least be able to -
work with a trained teacher who can guide and direct him. - E
Tutors should have.opportunities to visit the instructars® -
classes often in order to observe such things as teaching style and

.

*Of the thirty-one regularly appointed teachers working in the
developmental programs in these twenty-three schools, nineteen
had never tdken a course in fhe teaching of reading. And thoge who
were experienced readmg instructoss only had knowledge of the
technqueq for teaching reading to little children.
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.“tutor cannot operate effectively if he is academically 1solated

" counter-productive. High-risk students are sometimes **ripped off™*

_may not be successful because many of them tend to minimize the

method. the thrust of the course and so on. I-Le should be abte to

examine how the instructof(s) constructs tests, grades, and makes _

assignments. No orientation of the instructional staffwbich focuses

on high-risk students should exclude. the tutors. Course outlines, - - "

syllabi. examination schedules, and other pertinent information *

about-the course(s) shéuld be available to the {utors. In short,the
" The msmut;on also has other responsibilities with regard to’

its selection™ arld preparatnon of tutors, Firsf. many tutors

demonstsate the same negative attitude loward high-risk studentsas .

that shown others in the acadediic enterprise, and the institution. _

should not hife anyone who exhibits such an attitude. In another

‘ein, institutions have sometimes hired persons who-come from the R

same raglal and/or ethnic group as the students to be tutdred on the

premise that such persons may be more effective | n reachmg the

student. This concept that **it takes one to teach one’’ can be

L

as much by persohs from their own racial and ethnic group as they
are by others. It is more important to select a competent, sensitive °
person than to simply choose one who maiches,the student’s
background. At the same, time, the institution should make every
bona fide effort to find titors who répresent ally groups. It cannot be
denied that a student will probably have an easjer relanonshlp witha
person from his own group—at least untii he discovers that ‘such a
tutor does not meet his needs. -

Part-time people working as tutors are not regularly
appointed teachers, although some do have. leaching experience.
They are used to supplement classroom ipstruction; not to replace
it. The instructor is still the first resource available to the student *°,
experiencing academic difficulty. He normally has at his d:sposal
information and knowledge about the student that the tutordoes not = -
have. The student must sce the instructor on a regular basis. be ..
evaluated by him. and on many occasions ‘ask him for recommgntia-
tions. In sum, the techniques used for remediating low achi ievement

“

d

student s contact with his teacher. Even when a teacheris present i
is possuble aswe have suggested earher. that there isa realproblem -
with mslrucllon “ '
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OF lNSTRUCTlON AND LEARNlNG

“ A

lt|e community college is supposed tO be.a teachmg msmulk Yel
nz‘bst instructors in two-year colieges have faken a minigum of

ucatlon courses and few, of the colleges they attended offered
“eBbrses in the discipline of instruction, They also have spent very
{rtle time studymg the community college itself (Brawer, 1973).
“Whena commumty college is reported as an "‘innovative’ teaching

o mstltutlon it is almost always a seif-definition.
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947a, 1947b,
eparation for a

f“ulvo»year»callege/teachers are hardly new. Ko
~4b4e 1949, 1958) has been stressing teacher

"'t iy ‘Pleas for greater teaching know-how ??Skl" among .
05" (

" Educatlon identified specific skills which should be developed by,

;g]%?) Kiernan (1967), Mallan (1968), Gleazer (1967, 1968}, Singer
7(1968), Cohenand Brawer (1968), Dawson (1971), Cross(l9?l), and
Moore (1970, 1971) have suggested that universities develop special

{g”‘i[ : programs for prospective community college instructors.

1t does not reqmre much sophjstication to see that the
teacher’s instructional leehmques need to be as nontypical as his

students, In addition to becoming a scholar or craftsman, the .
lwo-year-college teacher also needs specific prepdration and

" "training in the art and science of teaching his subject (Kelley and
Wilbar, 1970; Garrison, 1968). - L O

Instructors appear to know a great deal more about their
discipline than they know about teaching its. content to marginal

-students. And while academically able sTudents do manage to learn-

generatnon A quarter-century ago (1949), the American Councnl on.

r,Jumorcollegeteacher:s More recently, Maul (1963, 1965), O’Dowd

much of the content, there are no available datan ‘hiclyindicate that

mastery of subject content is a resiilt of instruction. But even if we
assume that mastery is the result of good instruction, defining what
is useful for high-risk students is difficult. When one converses with
teachers about instructing academically weak students, many ask:
How do you do it? Faculty members are often reminded that
“‘regular’* instruction for highsrisk students must be supplemented
with alternative instructional Jnaterials, méthods, and procedures.
Yet most of them end up teaching the way they were taught, even im
programs which are considered somewhat éffective with margmal
students (Vaughn and Puyear 1972), '
There does not appear tobeany dgmemqnt am(mg educators
on what good teaching is, although individuals Know—or think they
know—when they have had-a good teacher. Notwithstanding,

L
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Sull, if one used the quan“my and quallty of the achievemen _Qf"h "
high-risk students as two of the indices of effective mstruch e
. would conclude that students other thah marginal students’ gel:‘
] © benefit of the quality instruction. The‘ literature contains ﬂ('l an
’ cookbooks” on helping tea: ¢hers' teach better, op the vagious -
- methods, materials, and techniques, but with few exceptions(§uch’
: . as the work done by Roueche, 1968, 1972, and Cross, 1971§ the
) Y literature does not explain how to, instruct high-risk stude s in
. ‘partlcular Most writing on these, studenfs is definitional, descrip-
\ " tive, and evaluative—not desngned as a strategy for mstmchon o,
When a prospecuve student reads the college cataloguei heis
mﬁgrmed that there is something for everyone. Implicit in such a
* ‘pronouncement is that the institution hias the,means, both human
and institutional, to dnagnose his leaming difficulty and t'o prastribe
what.is necessary to improve him academically. :
. Whatis the reality? Few instructors inthe community cOllege
_ have the expertise to. diagnose learning problems, and probably .
- . o many do not know how to apply the results of certain tests that are . Svr.
. \ administered to students. The interpretation of tésts is normally left
-up to the cdunselor or some other person from the office of stuflent”
. ) personnel or institutional research. Even when test information
/. . _ “avaflable, it is not always‘disseminated to~ the mstructo)s
) .. Counsélors are seldom members of the instructignal and curriculgm
, .- . committees that can provide important information about students
; ' ] " tohelp theinstructor plan his teaching strategies. In sum, qcomple € -
’ ) diagnosis is what the student has a right to expect. It is 1llogtca.l
. however, to expect instructors-16 do what they do.not know how'
“ o ,  todo., .

—_— “INERTIA OF TRAINING INSTITUTIONS ) @c'

' _ That community college teachers know so little about, prowdmg

‘ », _effective instruction to high-risk students is not ‘erftirely their fault.

. ) Colleges and umversules have failed to provide them with excellent
‘A R inservice Or presérvice training to deal withi these students. One
suspects that professors In teacher-training institutions know- no

mare about how to provide the appropriate skills than the instructors

o seeking them. The development of teacher-training programs in
e colléges- and ungversities seems -always to be bogged down.in

T e { institutional ‘politics. To cife an example, three teacher-training
institutions 1 know about have been working on curricula for

" training community qollege personnel for somg fime (two to three

-~
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years). There | {5 N0 agreement (at this writing).on a smgle coursenn .

two of the colleges, and only two courses have been developed in lhe
other. The most stubborn barriers are the faculty. mem"bers
themselves."The propOsed commumty college training centers are

bogged down.in old controversies. protection 6f.departmental

rights, demands for indiyidual prerogatives, challenged embpires,
eccentricities, hidden agendas, power struggles arid other famlhar

aspects 6f academic- life. As tinie has passed, posmpnvhave— —

hardened and only tactical conce5§1ons arérever made. Although -
“faculty members are setting the’standards; the charge of lowering
standards is the pemetual bogéy man. As one observes these meén
arid women at work, he {s acutply sensmve to the aftitudes .they
conceal behind flourishes of educatfonai jargon as théy attempt go
prevent exposure and to vindicate their selfish posmom

While one should not generalize f rotn the activities of such a -
small sample of institutions, thera isilittle evidence that the process -

in other msmutlons'*sqgmﬁisantly 1fferent. n the meantlme the
need for tramlng-programs ‘continy

. Commumty coliege people are qulck to lalk dbout the tralmng
they need and; are not gettmg Sometimes they= speak in jest,
sometimes with sarcasm, even with bitterness, often infrustratipr,
The following personal testimonies serve as itlustration:, .

Did you ever try to caunsel a black kid when you don bowd o

. know dnything about his background? You can barely
understand him when he talks, when you perceive his.

a

1
b

’ attitude as hostile at worst and-contemptuohs at best P

Hé wears his hat irf'the classroom  apd that drives |

up a tree. Can you intagine what it is like trying to de als
with ‘these®street-educated kids? All black kids are
obv10usly not alike, bug how do you fell one who is

middle-d ass{rom one whois not? Around my colle E;T .
the winoffjciat off-the-retord policy is disadvantag
means black. S)'lpufdu! he college I atiend have been .

. ! rcvpons:b?e Jor faforming me abmu some of these

) thmgs” . e .

~ . l Counselor )

o American Personnel Guidance - .
Association Conference - ¢
Chicago. Hlinois" P

I had inservice institutes and workshdps until they are
‘coming out my ears. What [ need is Lo find a program «
whicloffers a complete, 11?3!!-(!(1.;7‘?110(! curriculum for .

4
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the commumry oollege reachers. raughr by somebody
with practice. in the field, " {
Teacher .. ’ ’ . .
Hongluly Community College -
Honolulu 'Hawan

' community colleges develdp ard’, maintain close
relanonsmps with the colleges ‘in thelr immediate
vicinity. Too often graduate faculties do.not keep
abreast of the changes taking place in the field, thus
running the danger of obsolescence. Universities
should use commuuity college campuses as

- laboratories, perhaps through requiring their

* graduate students to serve igternships therein. H ow:
ever.done, it is imperative 't q}

community colleges ha;’e' an educution whiclt is
academically sound, broad in cotrsg content, and

Irecom mend that universities prepanng personnel for -

1at the professionals in.

practical in its application. . -

President: . . o .

Harrisburg Area Community College " * . ‘

"‘Harrisburg, Pennsylvania . N
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INST ITUTIONAL RESPONSE TO HIGH-RISK STUDENTS -

- . - The two-year college is moré conventional tgan we are led to - -
5 e ' believe. In spite of their egalitarian pronduncements to the contrary,
-community college educators prefer only those students who are
_ - "college. material.’* High-risk students simply do not fit in."And as . '
. ‘ " we have seen, the college can generate. many reasons and cite many .
: . . . problems to explain Why. In many ways. after the insé#tution has - o
- . identified the students problem. it progeeds- to aggravaté his ‘
. sitiiation. Frem the day hestsadmitted to the day of his departure he
' . ' must continuously insist on"his right to be there. :
' ; - One aspect of institutional aresponse that some high-risk
. Students notice when they enroll is that they. de not see fany
. individuals to serve as role models, espeCially persqns of theirown
’ . ", race or background. Few community, olleges havg a significant -
\ ; " number..of “minority- group faculty n'}é:mbe:{s and agministrators:
S l A Onty Caucasian, stadents who fit the high-risk stude bt description
LT .. 0 are exposed 10 persOnne], with whom they can immediately 1dcnhfy
o . . * in.terms- -of race.” And, in somé communities t{'ns identification is
* thwarted-by ethnjc and language barriers. For example, few white
, N students who live and attend "community colleges logated in the «
. . Ap‘palachlan region are likely to identify with teachers.who they '
. . . : percelve to euphemnstu:all? characle;nzé them as “Appalachlan
- : L. “ whies."” . ° " )
T . - ‘Thisisnot{d say thatnﬁnwhlte students cannot 1dem|fy wnth, .
: » white teachers. Rather, the implication is that only. tHose minority -
. : students who are enrolled in"“collegesin urban, near-urban, or.
specific ethnic and racial communities are likely to have identifica- '
. ¢ otion ﬁgures fromgheir own group. Wagstaff and 1 found that almost
. ] half (48 percent} of the commuinity colleges still do nothave a single
# . black faciiity member or administrator {Moore and WagstfT, 19?4)
And of those istitations that do have-black-instructors, 19 pest
) RN <+ .-fhaveonly oneand another 21 percent have only two, Goodrich an
. . b 9{ his ‘Issocmlcs (1973 found that othey nonyhlte mmomles did, not \\
- e . ¥ure as well =
. oo ‘ N / . , ) K

. . {
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" ADMISSION AND SELECTION "

'Ll

. Y A - Another way ‘we can observe institutional response to high-risk

A - students is 0 look Yat admissions ang selection procedures
. . Immediately we discover that community colleges are sélective, -
- Though they have opened their doors to all coiners, the.selection
.t h : . process: is not abandoned. 1t is sxmp,ly going on outside, the \
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‘test should'be adiministered? Studer

L
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admissions office, often hidden under some mstltuuo'nal policy or in
some divisional or. departmental procedure. What | am saying here
1s that the high-risk student who is allowed entry into the community
.coliége often will not have access to an education. He may be
dccepted, included, and counted for his worth as a. full-time-
equivalent (FTE) studént in order to secure funds for the college.
But as soon as the state-mandated body count is taken and the funds -

- ~afe in*the till, whether the studgnt remhins or leaves is of little

consequence to the. facalty and administration, If the student”
remains, he is excluded from all but a few remedial courses.

" is difficult to, sub%tamiate these assertions with hard data,
because administrators only admitthe existencé of the policies and

“'practices cited here to their coHeagues.  College: catalogues,

brochures, and other literature often conceal the selection’ criteria
from the student in the ambiguity of academic jargon.' An example is
the following: excerpt from -the college catafogue, of a !arge.

" midwestern commpunity-college:

. Entering students .planning to enroll for 12 or more
quarter credits are requested to have the results of the .
ACT (American College Test) forwarded to . )
Community -College. These results are used for

- counseling purposes ‘only—to place students in

. appropriate programs and courses. . . . Psychological '

- » tests assessing mental ability, interests and aputudes

are admlmstered on campus as the need arises. -

Students may arrange with a counselor for Such °
. lesting. -« . t

What is meant by "used for counselmgpurposes only"'? This °
part of the statement really telis thay student riothing. . He usually
finds out what it means after hg enrolls and pays his fees. The second
part of the same sentence. ‘to place students -in appropriate .
programs and courses,™ is a vague way 1o state that the test results
will be used for tracking—to exclude students from certain programs
or 1o require attendance in others.
. The second sentence dealing with psychologlcal tests is
equally ambiguous, Who determmes need? Student? Teacher?
Administrator? What riteria dete ine whether a ‘psychologlcal
t behavibr? Academic perform-

ance? Program or course requirements? Student orteacher seeking.
a complete evaluation in ortl/e to make important decisions? All of .
these things? Any one of them? :

. The student shoGld be dealt with forthrightly and with
capdor. The excerpt ' whtch follows is an example of an hOnpst |
approach . .
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Open-door admission means that every person in the
community can come to this ll'lSlllll';lOl‘l provided that
\ the applicant follows the procedures of admissions, ,
pays the required fees or makes the necessary
arrangement to have fees deferred. Admission to the
college in'nq way guarantees that the snudent will at
ey or will ever be admitted 1o the canrse or program
of his choice. Selection criteria for each program are
Jound under the section describing that program. The
ability to do*academic wark varies among students.
. We accept this and place our students on the basis of
« their test results. This means that students can be -
placéd in remedial programs as well as the honors

program.. While we will counsel with the individual ~ *

student, we reserve the right 1o make the placement

decision. [Emphasis added.] .

An institution has an obligation to be concerned about how
students are chosen for programs, and the student has the right to
know how he stands and how decisions are made before he enrolls. «
What has to be strongly emphasized, \however, is that the right to
select students for a specific program carries with it an obligation to
provide a b#\kﬁde and effective program of instruction for students
who attempt!to enroll in the program but are refused admission and
who, with additional time and assis:anc‘:e. could be successful.

FACULTY ADVISING . . . .-

'\ The college’s support sefvices are another important part of its

response to high-risk studcnts, and they require more attenlion than
.i$ provided in many mstatutnons Adviging is one such service of
which.some faculty embers are hot overly ‘fond. Yet- margmal.
students require exhaustiveé academic advising. Providing routine
information about prerequlsnes“course and program sequences.

e schedulmg degree requirements, and so on.is not enough. If the

,Student is assigned only to developmental or remedial courses, the
- adv$0r niust be able to explam why and to desdhbe all the .other

opuons
The}e&studems expect academic ad vnsol‘s llp acquaint them
with Aiformation which describes the course’s difficulty. They do
not always know that they can go directly, to the instiuctor to obtain
course %yllabi. outlines. and further information. In like manner.
they want to be advised about such thmgs as the attrition rate of
certain courses antl which instructor is “‘easy”’ and which ane is
dlfﬁcult Simply. some of them wan®fo know whom to avozd These
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students may attempt to avoid two dtfferent groups of instructors: *
those who make, rigorous and  sometimes éXcessive academic. . .- {7
demands and those wh demonstrate bigges and prejudices toward . 7 i
certain students. Facuity advnsors on tﬁe other hand., afe not w}llmg . e
to make such judgmentss. DL
* High-risk studenits: also want an advtsor to make expltcitly o
clear what is expected of therh. what the»conSEquences are for L
failure to follow certam institutional.;and fdculty directions and. :
wheretogoina department or division when they have dtfﬁCulty co
An advisor should be: assigned 1o the h:g& risk. studerd jn'the - i
program where the stident is, enrolied, ‘and: he. ilong with the .. -,
counselor. should keep 8p with the student’s progres’ﬁ. In:this way. ':' .
the academic advisor is got Slmp]y a person with whom the:studeént o
has aninfrequent encounter orgne of thﬁmst.ru‘ctors tha, thestudent .
will subsequently meet in the c?asspoom but orie who. acts as an’ - R
, academic resdurce person e M v, 0 et
All students in the commumty college are eﬁpposed to - :=--j°-. .
receive adequate advising: Yet stadents who tan. attend college .. o
classes_only at night thay never have an opportihity to get good - ": e
academic advice. In the‘ﬁ;st p’zace, evening courses are likely to b&:~ .. n.'*; .
taught by part-time instrictors. Q¢ adjunct féguity, most of whkom, -
have neither the'time, resources. norsufﬁc:enticnawleageabout'xhe _ e
college to help ihe students plan. thezrcollege- expenence. Therels _’ Lot
_nothing’ wrong with hiring part-time tnstructorsdn fact, it is the. only .. .
Jway many institutions can ﬁnanualty main{ajgp night programs. ‘Bui ...
students who attend “eyen r-c}asse“s ought tO .bé aware’ of ., d
observations such asJhe-following: ~* - NI RITTRN " R
Typtcally part-Ume profesSoss and othér such teac he LN
ing persgnnel‘netther}l'lave the personal inviksimentsin * - :‘t_f-‘ LN
the institutin nor-enjoy the Begefits of the regularly™” > | - "V o
appointed. Most of them are moonhghtera “Fhey-do. . oL
not have commzttee assignmeiits, kehp office hours, >~ - Y
advise students.’... attend facully meetmgs or .« v T
involve themselves in collectiye negotiations. S/PJ: T N
other hand. they neither get tenure. insurancecfand) : N
retiremerit benefits, . . . Involve themselve§ in. the
decision-making of the institution. nor enjoy the »
camaraderie of stimulating colleagues [Moore and
Wagstaft. 1974, p. 58]. .
Besides academic aqwslng most of the other support offices and
services of the lnstltutaon are closed and unavailable to the student
dullmg the evening hours.-
Faculty members oftenare puZzled about why marginal
students do not utlltze the obyiops resources which are ava:lable to
f ak . - .‘\\ \.".‘.
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o BT R .-which stidents eithe ignore,, are; unaware of, qr rejéct, faculty
oo w sec . . meémberstend qthat&he.sf,udems dd hot wint to be helped.
J2.. e et . Teachers often ask. forexa‘mplé whjf Bigh-visk students.whoare ... =
: . .7 Hhaving difficulty, with sybjedts do noi.ceme 16 thém for assistance ..
© L7y . .befefe their problem is irreVersible A nu:tnbea‘ of tbmgs can cause, '
ten TR T e this type of studént béhavior: 7 o VR
e st et Tl 4D The student may have tpreve_alsome spec’ﬁc academtc
S LR weakness of Which.+his .instructor is unhware; for example, lhé
R R 7 A siué'ent-canpm read thé textbook,
Lon T T DL - The sindent, does por}{\'lowwhaf.que,snons tor a;k when
S I e ' hecantes, or.tfhe knowswhatﬂ:squasuom-s hedoes not know how
U N 1o t‘ormulate it for the teacher’ -
ey el e e T Y The studerit feels- uncomfonablq ‘With the instgfactor, or
L e e hepercewes that the instruptor is'ill dt-easé with him.
S ey \ 4. The student’ avords the instractor -who spends the .
[ e . T cenfer’ence tisne comp!ammg dbout the college. the administration,
R A or?w:r coileaswe&. s, pérsp ) %:riases1 *his family life, pleasures,
N Y problems. and possessiqns. “The " student, Wotld yather have the
weey ey instructor listen 1o his problems and rccammend.,cdurses of action.
TS ey 5. Students who; are lrresponmble -themselves attempt to . !
. o . avoid conferences with good instructors who follow-up, Keep their
et . portlormf abargain, and soon, whenihey know that the teachers are
IS IVERCH gcung to’confiont them about theit respbnsnbdlty
B . /" LS 6. Studeats a.vond meetmgs Wwith ifstructors who tend to
e 0 ol 7D measure theiinstiuction in ferms of the difficulty of their courses.
R 7. Some students have dlfﬁcu‘lty schedulmg conferences
e dm‘mg the day because of 'employment obligations.
ca T o8 Stucfemgavond an instructos when the word is out that he
, NI - is “bad news, ™'a digk,"" one with whom it is difficult to estabhsh
bt T _rapport and tQ compiunicate,
’ S e .. " 9. Thestadent knows that the mstructor sees through the
R Tacade the studen{ presents. .« - - il
: . 10, Students avoid teachers who they consny unfair or
SN . _ racist.-
R ) . H Studentsdo notgotofaeully conferences where they are
. _ . repeatedly reminded of their weak academic backgrounds.
. ‘ A2, Studema récogmze that there are personality conflicts
which prevent their seehing “advice from some mstgjctors
13. Peer ptessure may -keep the high-risk™ student from
seeking facu]ty advsce‘ the stuaem does not want to be.accused of
“‘brown nosing.'’ -
' . There arg man rea’sons why students do not respond to
' mst:tuuonzﬂ eﬁ'orts. l%mve mted just a few. On the other hand.

them Bvécause ther: are” bolh human and’ lnsl'tuhonal resources

r
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students pote’the lack of response of the academic bureaqcracy to
them. an%the- negd for. flexibility in it.

FLEXIBILITY :".

Community colleges are said to be able to meet the needs of all
students. to change if flecessary to handle the premnlm&mtuatnom
and so on. Moreover> @mmunity college people take pride in being
less punitive—than other institutions—especially toward the
marginal student, who is thought to be somewhat irresponsible—
and many are. Yt some unnecessary punitive measures still exist.
Take, for exampld, the rule of official withdrawal. In many colleges,
if a student wishes}o voluntarily withdraw . he must fill outan official
form. If the student fails todo this, he js awarded an *F."" In some

" cases, he may have reported to his class only one or two times. This

**F** grade is pbviously not given because of failing academic work,
but because he did not officially withdraw from the class. As aresult
of the “*F**>grade(s), the student may not be able to Feenter the
college. enter ahother. or gain employmem In any case, his
academic record, which someone may examine, does not always
refiect his performance

Most college administrators will admit that they do not know
why a student withdrew. They do not know whether the student
dropped out. dripped out, or drained out: that is, whether the
student left permanently for some reason (dropped out), only

. gradually removed himself and plans to return (dripped out). or has

failed consistently and for so long a time that institutional policy and
administrative directives exclude him (drained ont). Cosand (1973)
has asked, “What do we know about why our students drop out, or
do we really want to know?"’ Administrators rarely know whether
the withdrawing student isill, dead, in jail, in the army. or employed
full time. This type of follow-up is seldom attempted. Yet one

n locating students is never used: other students (Hecht, 1970).
$alaver the student’s reason for leaving. if he did not withdraw

\i):wous and ava.llable resource which could be enorfiiously helpful .

cially. he isgpunished. R

S Lack off administrative information about why students

withdraw is shayply focused in the.following case. In one community

collgge, large fnembers of Chicano students had a history of

unofficial withdrawals. The adrmmstrauon was at a loss to

deterinine*whyso many of the students who withdrew did not take

the official action of withdrawing aid avoid the failing grade. 1t took

a studént who served as a peer coungglor !% Em_\f‘ide the answer: the
v ' ! ) ¥ '
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students could not afford the three doliar fee the college charged to
officially withdraw them.
ot . » There is a better way to handle the problem of withdraw’als

i Every student, on the day classes begin, should be asked to fill outa .
withdrawal slip in every class, sign it, leave the date blank, and give’
itto hist e. Then., if he did not show up after.a stipulated

R , . number of consecutive ¢class meetings, the instructor could fill ip the
’ date and send it on through the'official channels. Using this method
would benefit the student and the institution in several ways: the
student would be withdrawaofficially, the letter “F™ would not .
) appear on his transcript, a service would be pravided to the student,
’ the student could return to the college if he wished and the computer
& would be provided with the necessary data so that administrative
and other institutional decisions could be made. Such a procedure °
would demonstrate the kind of fiexibility of which two-year colleges
could be proud. 7

.
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“IHE NEED FOR RESEARCH AND SCHOLARSHIP '
i

More than two hundred ‘colleges and universities'offer courses on
the community college, Yet there is not a single _comprehensive
textbook on the two- ar college as a field of study’. No volume on
this institutipn includes a chapter on the board of trustees, and only
RichardSOn‘:nd his colleagues (1972) have taken a definitive l%ok at
governance. The literature does not reveal a single delineated theory
of curriculum in the community college. although Reynolds (1969)
and Cohen (1969), among others, have di§cussed some “‘theoreti-
cal’* curriculum issues. There is no resedrth which will definitively
establish the extent to which the opén-door concept is actually
carried out in practice. In fact, a nyfaber of authors (Cohen, 1969:
Cohen-and Associates, 1971; Kngell, t968; Roueche, 1968, 1972;
Roueche and Kirk, 19?3 Moore, t9?0 1971) constantly re.mmd us

. that the open-door concept is not yet a reality.

" Research is needed to determine the effects of instruction,
teacher attitudes, institutional climate, attendance, the materials
and %equlpment used, and peer pressure on the achievement of
high-risk students. And to what degree do the lack of role moﬂels,

the racism percew;d by minority group students, the methdd of
mariagement, the Administrative style, full. or part-time student
employment, financial support to the remedial program, and the
specuﬁc techniques of remedial instruction ‘affect achievemént? |
suggest that almost every facet of the community college—students,
faculty, administration, program, mission; philosophy, and
practices—is in need of in-depth research. More thatt anything else.
we need to study the myths about the community college.

As I stated earlier, the colleges’ claim to superior teachingis *

unconfirmed. Thereis r1o evidence that community college teachers
are any better or worse than any other group of teachers.
Community college educators have not defined good teaching and
have not empirically compared their teaching with that which takes
place in four-year insfitutions. .Similarly, no standard of instruc-
tional competence or evaluation has been established.

The widely circulated idea that the cotinseling in the
community college is outstanding when compared to that in
four-year colleges or in high schools is likewise unsupported by
evidence. If the attrition rate in two-year colleges reflects at.all the
effectivéness of the counseling, one would have to conclude that
counseling is less successful in commumty colleges than in fc)qr-year
colleges since the attrition rate in the former is higher than in the
latter. In either case, we do not have an empirical answer. \\'
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Another belief is that the best remedial programs for hlgh risk
students are in two- yeq‘r colleges. This is not necessarily the case.
Though thére are morg community colleges which house remedial
programs. the most effective and ‘best-supported remediation
programs are located in four-year colleges. The developmenlal
program at The Ohio State University is a case in pomt The
predominantly black four-year colleges also have a long history of
providing effective remedial instruction to high-risk students.

Community colleges are reported to be dnique and innova-
tive among higher education institutions. ¥et in spite pfevery
opportumty for each new two-year institution to develop and
establish a new governance and orgamzatlonal configuration, the
oveiwhelming majority of community colleges are orgamzed
bureaucratically and are governed from the top down. Likewise, in
practice, structure, curriculum design, instmctiogal development,
and educational format, the two-year college is more like the senior
institution than it is different in response to high-risk studests..

Still another myth js that there is “somethmg for everyone™
.in the community college. This lack of specificity is why Bird (197%)
says that the functlon of these well-meaning institutions is fuzzy at
best. ) ‘

Itis Said that the community college. minimizes athletics. Yet '

some “colleges with large numbers of high-risk student§ and no
developmental programs wldely recruit students for varsity football
and basketball teams.

Community college advocates maintain that'the ingitution is
student-centered, whereas the evidence indicates .that 1t actually
favors faculty and administrators. Teacher unions have includedin
their négotiated contracts provisions which not only emphasizethe
interests of teachers, protect their rights, guarantee them participa-
tion ih governance, and secure financial compensation, but curtail

¥

their services to the students, and reroute financial resources

originally earmarked for students into their own pockets. And some
of these provisions have precluded the participation of parents and
members of the community in the affairs of the institutions which
their taxes support. Although the ev1dence ls—mconc]uswe, it
appears that' places where teacher unions are strongest; the
achievement of high-risk students is lowest. ,
There is a myth that two-year colleges are geogmphlcally
accessible to moststudents. In fact. national leaders agree that there
should bé a community college within commuting distance—thirty-
" five miles—of every potential student in every geographic area of the
courtry. But it will take ten years to accoriplish this goal, and even
then?‘ many potential students in urban areas will not be served. For
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some of these students, thirty-five miles is the same as two hundred

miles if no means of transportation exist. /

The majority of community colleges have been buil( in the
suburbs over the past decade—still within thirty-five miles of the
community they are supppsed to serve. Yet many are still too far
from the i inner city areas which need their services most and where
community fesources are least. It would seem more logical to build
the colleges in the urban areas and have the suburbanites commute,
since they appear to have better resources for transportation.

We are. told that holders of the Ph.D. and former military
personnel do ndt make good instructors in the two-year college. We

have absolut y no data to support such a proposition. While such

ideas may be trie, mvesllganon is needed to confirm them.
In.sum, the myths about community colleges and how they
operate are legend. | have indicated just a few of them. "All of these
ideas should be investigated to dgtermine which of themare indeed
myths and which ones can be moyed into the realm of reality. This

_ effort has pdl‘thll]a[‘ significance{for the marginal student.

While there is a sizeabld{ body of knowledge, a growing
blireaucracy. and many otker racteristics which make the
gommunity college wonhy%s holarly study, the "philosophy,
mission. techniques' for teachHing and problem solving, policy-
making activities. adrnmlslrallve behavior, decision- makmg ap-
paratus, and other orgamzed functions of the msluullon remain
unanalyzed.

we.must obser\e. experiment, mvestlgate %nd leamn. There is a
teridlency to make wofking with high-risk students sound like a tale
of intrigue ot a-sentence to oblivion. Both positions are untenable.

The way is not simple-and there aretoo few tested paths. But we can
never have all of the solutions we need to solve the problems of
high-risky students. Resotlrcés and optioas are infinite. Community
college educators. like others ‘llTlOl'lg us. must make chonces

3 T
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Only w%q we know can e prechbl When we do not know..
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