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N _'1636 Amerlcan higher -education has, experlmented w1th a SLZeable number of

- N .

) : . .
alternatlve approaches,, employlng dlfferlng étructures, currlcula“ length
A

. . {

of study; degree requirements and many more. -

T o . S L . CT )
One suff experimént is the upper level model ~- an institution

-
v : - - . - *
\

offering junior and senior years of stndy leading teibachelore' degrees
and relying on junior colleges to provide the-firsﬁ'two.years of study.

The first attempt to employ thls modelJ aftex colleges began to

requlre hlgh school graduatlon for admlSSlOn was the UnxyerSLty of Chlcago

o

at the turn of the eentury. _With a few exceptfone,-the-idea lay do¥rmant

' \ . . , o . | . .
until the 1960s when it was revived and during the-l9605 and 1970s, some

. . - ' . ‘' '

- 25 upper level collgges and unlver51t1es were created .

- )

r
.

. This' treatlse ‘reviews the underlylng ratlonale for the upper. level

»,

model, the history and development of those'lnstitutlbns durlng the 196Qs

[ L4
. )

and 1970s and assesses the validity of the upper level model and its

future prospects, ' L o . .

-4t

A truncated and somewhat revised version of this paper uppeared in

~the summer 1984 issue of The Educational Record
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coordinating adency.since it was in the midst of establishing the largest

'numbgr of upper leVel'institutionS of any sté;eu.-

panels set forth advantages’ of the upper level concept and hailed it as

' " ¢ THE UPPHR LEVEL COLLEGE REVISITED ' ] -
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" . In June 1970, a national conference on upper level colleges was

held on the campus of the University of Wgst Florida (iﬂ’Pensacdla),,bne,

of the newfupper level instifhtions in that state. At that time, Florida,
. o - . .

had established two upper level uﬁivefsiﬁiés‘and‘had'tWo more on the draw-
. : - - e I

ing board which would open in 1972. i

LR ) e - L S - )
- The conference was well gttepded by officials of newly established

TUpper level institutions and higﬁéf édqcatién coordinating agencies and
] ‘. - . .

.university officials in states that were planning new upper‘level instditu-

h [
. : o - C s % ;
tlons\?r considering establishing them. . Texas was well represented by
. -s.-‘- » ) ) ) . . ~ )
university'éampus and system officials and the staté higher education

X

3

i .

[

Bnthusiasm for the. upper level concegp was high. Speakers and

) .
- 3

a moded. for higher education in the future. None discussed potentfal v

. t

limitations that would impair the upper lévelis success; indeed, the pos-

sib%lity of upper level institutiong not sticceeding was not considered.

a

. . Vo :
*pProfessor of Higher Education, University of Texas at Austin.

i

V. R. Catrdozier* " .
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But “the 'UDD’éJ;" “level nodel "proved ot £O be the panacea many-had _envisioned —

_ PR . )
l ;

- , In the qpring of 1983 tle'Florida legislature, after‘séVeral years

* of debate, enacted legislation authoriZing all of the upper level universi- .

3
S T T e e

’ ties in Florida to accept freshqen, and sophomores, thus signaling the dis-

enchantment of legislators and administrators of upper level institutions

v
"

.

in that state with the concept. . ', | _ | S
During the interim period, ten upper level institutions opened in

X, . . - :

-'Ilexas . _Betweeni964-and._l976. .smne«zL’»-l.ipxperr level institutions were £stabr. -

P g R P e T F O

e lished in eleven states, most of them modeled on the Florida upper level

Gniversitiess But,by the spring of 1983, most administrators and ‘faculty

. ) ' : s

- in upper lével'colleges and universities throughout the conntry"had7concluded

s .
that although some of the predicted advantages of upper level 1nst1tutions

were valid, most of them were not and the problems not foreseen by planners-
. . r
& .

"of,upper level institutions so handicapped them.as to invalidate the concept.

3

' Fsr
although two upper level institutions offer tlie Ph.D. degree and
three offér only the bachelar&s‘degreey most of- them offer master's degree

programs in addition to junior and scnior level studles.

It yas the intention of the planners that mO‘t of the upper level

1

institutions be placed in geographical areas where no pquic baccalaureate

institution existed but which already had one of more junior colleges that

would provide lower division pre%aration;f i .
Disenchantment with the upper level model among -administrators and

faculty in those institutions came gradually. Initially,'the concept was

3
»

greeted with excitement. Faqylty saw advantages.in being able to concen-

trate on teaching the substance of their disciplines to advanced under-

) . v . ) 3 E . '
graduates wnile avoiding the sometime’s unpleasant freshman and general
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dmlnnstratora were, pleased to be rid of tho chore of

education course
. 4 o : <

’
deaang Wlth the large number of lowér division students, some pE whom are

_ DN e e e e e s D e
not serious about college and who create many of the problems in an insti-

tution. ' .
By 1979, the mood had changed gmong the upper lewel institutions'
leadership,( At a meeting of upper level college presidents and chanceliors-
W ] ,

in Wlll}amsburg, Vlrglnla, in November 1979 the group was polled _concern-

.
AT ..,. e e e e R i ape ra e i me . [P

ing their assessment)of the upper level concept. None supported it. . All ' :

k)

said they had gone to their institutions enthusiastic about .the upper

lavel model bug, based on their, experiences, had .concluded thatgit was faulty.

* e

'All favqred converslon of their 1nst1tutlons to four-year stﬁtus

- [y '

One pres1dent remarked that the only people who - suppqrt the upper

~

level concept are those who have had ne experlenoe thh 1t,-referr1ng to the

and state higher education officials'whp have never served in an upper level
. ' : . o3 ' ) ) . -

institution. One‘presideﬁt'said, "The* only justification of upper level

N . . e ’ \ .
. instditutions -is politigal." and another added, "It was a poor idea from
_ ) - ) LE

._'.‘ -

. the beginning." A chancellor,said,” "With the random assortment of lowe®

> . -

division courses: thet students bring to upper.level institutions, it is

. - - - DR '“‘F“*
1mp0551b1e to assure that students get programs of study that have coher- //,’1-

ence and academic integrity." Others added ‘various reasons for their cqﬁ;
. © )

.

»cluslons that the upper level ‘model had proved to be afmistake.

It should be noted that only thxeq*fourths of he- pres!dents and

chancellors of upper- level institutions were present. TFurther, thls waq , .
o v PR

not a public meeting and several presidents and chancellors prefer not."to

- 1 .
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take, a public Dosition on”the—qUQStiOﬂ”iﬂﬂthe‘interest*éf'maiﬁféiﬁﬁ%Q“gaga“m”ﬁ"
’ ‘ .\ . ? v ‘-' : K . . .
relatlons with junlor colleges 1n thelr areas and with lelthdl“leadorS~-~~-T~ﬂ~~—-

e e e e S8 Pk e e e 8 |‘

and.sﬁate,hlqher education officials who continue to advocate the upper level
B » . . * . . : . e . . ’

model. ‘ '] . v ' . : \* \\‘
T ] ."‘. .

s s e e __\,.... eem e e s et g e 32 s s

This" analy31s deals w1ﬁh the experlenoes of upper ievel 1nst1tut10ns, L

1
b . . .

_»1in géneral, but draws more heavily on tho&e in ‘Texas where-ten of the 24 or ¢

S

™

wsomupper leyel,instltutlonshare foundmw In 1969, the Texas:.

oo e arn L I AAL - mtrm CeTR

At e o - o

acted leqlslatlon establlshlng two uppér level unlversltles and in l971 added

Jen cewe mesoamw— e

L}

th®e more. About the same t;me. fJ_Lve- upper. level cediters were ‘established—— -+ ——

by existing universities. Each of'the five ijvlocated on a junier college

-
-

campus and rents s'ace, facilities,,and S vices'from the juniox-college.
seg ] 5 q \

They have resldent faculties and admlnlstratrve staffs and ~with one excep-

tion, award their dwn degrees and are headed by,afp§e31dent or Chancellor.
~mhéywdiﬁfer—eonsiderably-from»uitenslun*eenters.found tnrougndft.the cguntry‘,>.h- ~
. . N R * - B

'that offer upper level courses agﬂ normal%g.hcve few or no resident faculty

and do not award their own degrees. Henceh eftens1on centers are not. in-
' cluded,un this analysis of upper level institutions. . Y e .
' B B ’ ’ * - -

o » .
. . RS

breat ¥Apectat10ns. Upper level 1nst1tut10ns developed as 4a result of

. - . . R

three primaty factors. Flrst was the explos1on in college attendance that
R ee prit .

| | . : ' ~ \ .
occurred during the 1960s , the reason for thefestablishment,of 50 many;new G
. - ) \ , » - , ; - } ‘ " . . ) {’
four-year colleges and universitiks. Historically, modt four-year colleges
. . ) . v

: ) ' . I ' ’ l sy TS
and universities had been located in rural communities or small towns. As C e
’ , . . s " .

; . .

new institutions were established in the 19505 and 19605 , most were lo-

'qated in centersvof population. Prior to lQ?O,-there'was no public bacca-

‘laureate level coldege in the Texas cities of Dallas, San Antonio or Corpus
o ' .' R ' Ty S AR
, } . Neer : PR o . S .

Christi, nor.in ‘the Florida cities of Beca Raton, .Miami, ilackspnville or .
. . ' T ' " ’ . ‘ ' . ' ’ / ’ ’ . :
) . o L I .

. . , “ S

8 ./




’ Pensacola.- nger level universities were placed'in all of them, .cxcept

e i o i e L LT S - R

o San Rntonio ‘where a four-ygar university was established.

s

{ . In' Illinois, an upper‘level university was placed in curingfield,

L)

. -, . ' ) '\ ) '
and one in Park Forest*South to serve a large population south of Chicago.

. . . L]
' -

Richmond College was established in 1965 due to the absence of a

U T i, i TS T SR SR R AT O T TR Iz, LI TIT e R TR

‘i"‘“’”"baccaIaureate 1nst1tﬁtloh on'étaten“lsland in New York'City Metropolitan
- . . '

State UﬁiverSity in St. Paul, Minnesota , 1s located in the downtown area to

, " serve a different clientele from that_at the University of Minnesota across
\ MR v o . 2 -
, ¥ the river in Minneapolis. '
’ . ‘

. NI , . C ) i : . .
//\L s While most of  the upper 1evel institutions were estabM.shed in large.

. population cénters, all flVe of the upper level centers a d two of the upper.

’

‘

T

TRV - 8 TR SRR I e | B eIy <o ke AV 4 e £ AT S e AT et i

level univers1ties in Texas were located in smaller cities’ or population

> .
.

areas under 200,000. ' A C)
, .

, .
. . . * _ -
The second consideration was cost. Planners assumed tlwat two years:-

at.a junior college and two years at an.upper level institution wculd cost
the state-less than four years at a stpte'university; At the time upper

‘level institutions were established in Texas, most junior college costs

B e e e e et et et e it

" Were born by local junior college tax1ng dlstricts. Since then, the Legis~ -~

T .lature has increased the state's share of junior college fundiné In addi-
b, ' 'V Lo :
T 4 'tion, salaries of faculty and administrators in Junior,colleges,haVe in-

4

creased markedly in recent years, 1in many cases exceeding thoseﬁgn state

] ' . l‘ ' i s .\ % :

. ) > 1_. E
Legislators and state higher education planners had apparently not

-, fully calculateg the COSt? pf‘conductind junior and senior classes of 15

uniVersitié$.

) to 30 students with Ph.D. faculty in institutions without lower division
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LY

classes of lOO to 200 or sectlons taught by teachlng fellows to balance,
eaching costs.

A
\ v
I

In-the late 1970s, th® cost per‘student
L (

foime

in state and local tax

/
two years at an - upper level unlver51ty exceeded

ht

four years at several
‘state unlver51t1es in Texas. T~

-
- :

The third cpnsideration. in the establishment of upper level insti-

N ’

tutions was fear that four-year_ihstitutions would decrease enrollments in
nearby junior colleges.

This was a major factor in Texas where the newly

established Coordinating Boaxd, Teéxas College and University System, en
counteted,stronéloppositlon

\
o additional four-year colleges from junior
e

3
colleges, Texas has, and then had, a strong network of comm hl_xzjunlor
eedio b —%r——
colleges, currently some 60 campuses across- the state

. .
L

dollars comblned,kfor two years of education at a public junior college angd

[ 4
. :

.

Junior college
leadership in Texas has for many years been highly effective in the state

capitol and has significant impact on any legislation which they believe
will affect their institutions.

The same situation exists in Florida and
tqpsome extent in most other states.

Rlchmond College, on btaten Island, was orlglnally planneqrto be a

four-year college but due to strong and effective opposition by Siaten Is-

land-Community College and its supporters, among other factors, Richmond
,

was established as an upper level college

\/ L

Opposition from community col-

gge leadership and supporters effectively blocked four-year, institutions
: LA -

’

: : |
in several cities and communities where upﬂer[level institutuions were
cventually located

-




e et Piallyfai ures- Owachieve*enrollment-prdjections set forth by

-
b4

[y

What happened in the new upper . level institutions to lcad to dis-

e e b s s e e

-

\ / ( .
onehaﬁtment with them and with the upper level model ?

¢

. ]
’

Enrollment. _The most obvious oné was enrollment for, with few

- s
~y

exceptions[ uppEr level institutieas fell far short of enrollment expecta—
14

tions.. . This gotk. the attentlon of. legialators and.mere. than. anyrofher“rta- i

lr-rLJv'»r-ut'.:.g SeeTa s waaty Yol el 1_‘._' E D R N LT AL TR R PR TR I ) [ A IR O N T RN N IR LY TN R Y »-.v.}_l‘.yu.-;.-.; .

son cauqed manv legislators to become negative abuut upper level institu-
tions gpnerally. It became a sore pOint Wlth univerqity system adminigtra—

tors and officials of étatewide coordinating agencies. Communité.leaders ;
. ’., ) ' o, : . o v . ' o
who had envﬂsioned the ew.universities funneling large paYrollsvinto'the ' -

\

local economy and studenbi from 0Ut5{§e the area spending 5ubstant1ul £UMS L
. ] . . '

“ <

in their gommunrties were disillu51oned and dloappOlnted

i .
! -

planners'qot'the attention 'of the preSs, both in Florida and Teias. The | ' \
| . —

| ¢ ,

press ramindcd itq audiencea many tlmes over the years of the enroll— ' '
; . R i
i l,,

ment shortfalls in’ upptr 1evel 1nstitutions in thoée staLes ‘without 1nvesti;'

. . ~l

é of those progeotionp were made. Nor did they o 7

gating the bases on which

eXplore adequately the ét%fcku a lflaws_in the,upper level model.

) IR s . S
-dt was not that enrollment deficiencies cquld not have been antci-’ .-

pated. The UniverSity of Michigan had establisheq upper level campuses at. ¥

Flint (1956) and at Dearborn (1959) but enrollment in both fell far short
\ " .
of expectations and freshmen ,and sophomores'were added i1n 1965 and 1971,
respectively. E. K. Fretwell #hen with the staff of the City UniverSity

4 “"

of New York, in bu1ld1ng a case for an upper level coLlege on Staten Ieland

o

- in 1965, Cited these ghortfalls and also pOinted ‘out that Floridag At!dntir

University, the then newly established upper l@Vel campus at Boca Raton,

M . A . -

"

\ . , 4 - -
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R Florida, had not met its enrollment projections, but Fretwell attribiuted

'M~WM4ﬂ“the cauee*tO“factore ‘otherthan the “infierent problome of Lhe upper “level model.

L 7

Although academic deficienclegﬁin_gpe upper level model appears to have

M _dﬂ')\" ..... -

been a major‘factor{in the Flofida'ﬁecision.ga convert all uppper level univer-

sities, editorial and news stories in Florida newspapers repeatedly c¢ited failure.
. ‘ ' . ' e =

of the upper level universities'to meet enrollment projections. Yet, to admin-

PRSIV LT

=w15tﬁat0r8 of upper‘level-nnstltutlons in Texae} Flurlda ‘& upper level Universities

~ .
‘\

. #eaChed adequate enrollment levélgi\The smallest~upper level'uniVersity in Plorida,

. . * .

the Unlverolty of quth Florlda at Jhcksonv1lle, with a 1981 enrollment :0f 5,186,

\

was larger ‘than elght of Texas ten upper 1evel 1nst1tut10nc Zight: yZexs after

: \ s U
opgning, seven-pf Texes' upper level institutions enrolled tewer than 2,000 .

students each and,theleighth enrolled fe#er than 3,000 . . ‘ _ ﬁ

."
'I

Those responsible for planning, upper level institutions made several . ’

v ' ] . ' . i . - s . )
erroneous assumpulons. They assumed that by establlshlng an upper level
; " : \ & . -
. r_\ < .
college near -one or more community colleges, studencs Who would otherwise -~ ~—=

gb away to college would remain in their communities and cOmplete the;bacca*

i laureate degree there. This did not occur, at least not to any significant

i : I | |
" extent. \ ) o

‘While enrollments orew 1n commqnlty colleges “during the 197OJ, in many/

\ ' s - '

. ‘ \
cases the growth was in qocatlonal-technlcal sub]ecqf.' For example, accordlng

, to the Texas Coordinating Board,“Odessa zlynio:) College produced 26,742 semester

S \

creédits in 1968-69; in 1977-78, four years after the UniverSity of Texas of S

the” Permian Basin opened, four miles away, Odessa College prddiced 20,789
7 ' ) 2 ) ,"' * I: N Er c

R ' . . - 3
. academic semester credits, a decline of 23 percent, Ttal enrollment for

-

Odessa College increased some 40 percent over thit"perigd with the .difference

. o . . ! .
accounted for by enroilments in vocational-technical education.
. . . f\ = % . * .

B
N




Based on his research at the Center for Community Colleges at the

. A}
*
.

University of California at Los Angéles, Jack Friedlander reported that by
. ' 1978 vocational enrollment in community/junior colleges nationally exceeded

4 . . )
50 percent. While this signified a commendable shift among community col-

PRS- e ¥

-

leges to serve the educational and occupational needs of their respective.

communities, the result was little or no increase in preparation of trans-.
» - : .

0

fer students.

-

- Second, the assumption that most students who attend community col-
. N R 2, L .

vl &

leges would transfer to the nearby upper level collede also:proVed to be

overstated. Statistics collected by the Texas Coordinating Board showed :
that about 65 percent of the community college students who transferred to

a senior college or university went to a .four-year, not an upper level,

institution.

.Third, the planners did not collect data on the numbers of then cur-

rent transfers from junior colleges to universities and grossly overesti-

!7

mated -that figure. That‘iﬁformation waS'not'then_available. QQQginning in

the mid-70s , the Texas Coordinating Board staff began te¢ .ollect from

el

public universities in the state the numbers of_inéoming transfer students,

and the institutions from which they transferred. With these data, they -

N

could determine the number of students transferring frgm'each community .

college to a public univerSiEy in Texas each semester. This omitted junior

N . S .
college students who transferred\tg private universities and to out-of-state
~ ,

~.

.

institutuions,but these were estimated to.be relatively small. The system

T~

also does not account for duplicéte transfers. FdE\éxamElgf a student who

3 enrolled at a four-year college, then took a course at a communif?\cgllggi

. . \
during the following summer and enrolled at a second four-year college the T

LRIC | 13
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>
next fall is considered to be a junior college transfer student. A Texas

Coordinating Board staff member estimated this group to account for as
many as 20 percent of the junior college transfers.

™ The Texas Coordinating Board figures _showed that 'in the late’1970s /.

SRR SRS AR e A — e e D e r R e

I o abouf—halfﬂofwthe;communitymcollegewstudents_who~transferred"to-public
. - / . . /

s

baccalaureate/institutions did so after completing'one year of studf‘br

less and were therefore ineligible for admission to an upper level insti-

[l '

. tut&on , For example, in the 1980Q'fall semesterx 2,335 students transferred
to public universities in Texas from the seven campuses of the Dallas
County Community College District but only 1,137 of them had completed

" 60 credits and werd eligible to enroll at the University of Texas at Dal-

las, 417 of them did ‘enroll at UT -Dallas. The 2 335 transfers were egual

to 5.6 percent of the 41,554 enrolled in the DUCCCD that fall: >

’

That same fall semester 13,748 students Were enrolled in the three

L

junior colleges located within commuting distance of the upper level Uni-

versity of Texas at Tyler. From those three junior colleges, 763 students

]
»

transferred that fall to all public universities in Texas, of which 439

had 60 credits or more; 142 of them enrolled at uT- Tyler.

‘Arrd, - in the 1980 fall semester,589 students transferred from the

/
v /

three junior Colleges within cbmmuting distance of the University of Texas

/

of the ‘Permiar Basin to publib universities in Texas, of uhich 297 had
L - - ‘
completed 60 credits; 168 enrolled at UT—Permian Basin. The 589 who
transferred equaled 7.8 percent of the' 7,594 enrolled at the three junior . : ?
colleges that fall, one of the highest transfer rates in the state. '
The statewide average of students transferring £ < R y col-
leges to public bac;alaureate1dgﬁree institutions that . ' @ . approxi- \

\ .
mately 6 percent of the enrollment in all public community colleges in




o - _ . - . 11
Texas. This flgure is conSLStent with the flndlngs of a study by Arthuf

. M. Cohen, dlrector of the ERIC Clearlnghouse for Junlor Colleges at’ UCLA

, N N

and his assoclate, John Lombardl. They reported that "in 1977 transfers

totaled 5 100 of the-lBl 000 (junlor college) students in Washlngtbn, 10, 200

- .5~ ~-Of"the 35%7, 000—1n«1111noxs, -and--41.,.000 of _the more_.than 1, 000 000 California . .

L, &

. students. On paper,the university parallel programs remained intact; ‘but R ﬂ
. | | 6
the transfer functlon was a marked casualty of the 1970s ."
Bmlggng§99£§wi9_?3#@§"WQS_he@d11n9d "Data Show 24% of Junlor Col— T

: 7 .
lege Students Transfer." Closer. examination showed thls figure was arrlved .

at by excludlng ctudents who had enrolled for six credits or less, whlch - s A

-

-

accounts for more than one-third and, in some caSes, more than onekhalf of

the enrollment in Texas community colleges. It also excluded:students who .

enrolled for ti | studied who did not re-enroll the following
for these exclusions, the report's findings

were Yally consistent with other transfer figures.

*

Anal§ses of community .college transfer data collected by 7\e Texas
Coordlnatlng Board in 1978, 1979 and 1980 showed that an average of about.

10"to l? percent of students who enroll in Texas communltv/junlor colleges

. may eventuallymtransfer to_baccalaureate 1nst1tut1d;g; a high percentage
compared nith most states. |
If vocational—technical stddentsvare excluded, the percentage:who.
transfer-would increase'and yet studies show that a substantial minority
of that group transfers. Friedlander reported that of the students who

transferred from community colleges in New York Qtate to senior colleges

&

andouniversities in 1974, 30 percent had been enrolled in vocational pro- «

- grams




If upper level 1nstltut!ens had to depend solely on 3unlor college

'ztransfers, many of them would soon be closed. In some uppér level 1nut1—

4

tutions, graduate students account for more than half of the total enroll-

s

. : ) . . . . . . ‘.
e '““““mentﬁwﬁfalmost"two-thiréSwatethe=Un&ver51py~omeoustonfat~ClearmLakewand:uanhwwm-~

- LI . L

e

k "‘. . o [ - - .... - - .. . .. . N . . . - .
at John F. Kennedy University in Callfornla.9 And in several upper level
) . S N L o . Co |
"institutions, transfers from four-year‘institutions account for almost

AN

half of the new undergradﬁate admissions.

- Transfer Courses.’ Back‘of“ffeShman and sophohore'courses'severely

handlcapsthe opportunlty for uppér level 1nst1tutlons to prOV1de students

the best educatiédn. Many students wheo transfer from junlor colleges to

* _  upper level inStitUtions, both in Texas_énd other states, lack essentlal

lower division courses or have been away from college so long they have R

ot ision courses or have HEER Swal. , 5o - the {

. t
forgotten the subject matter. This problem is solved easily in,a four- -

year institution by enrclling the student in a freshman or sophomore course

. . B . R . .
he lacks or needs to repeat while he is pursuing more advanced cougses.

-« . - . . P w
.
*

’  Faculty and counselors in-upper level institutions report that attempts  \

' to persuade students to return to a junior college to complete such courses
. . » ” . . ‘
usually meet with,reluctgnge,and_qften refusal to do so. . . | -

!

\ . |
The problem is particularly serious where engineering students
,Fheir major
'

field of study such as accounting, chemistry, physics, and/the like. As
, , j

lack calculus, or students lack a lower division course in

!

a result, a great deal of faculty time is Spent tutoring students informally

B . . . ’
on material which shculd be covered in a lower -division ¢ourse.

The Texas Coordinating Board has issued core curricula for students

to follow in junior celleges in orier to be'prepared fully upon enrolling

in a university, but for a variety of reasons, many students do not complete

S
———
————

——
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the prescribed core curriculum. Even with good counseling at the junior

'college, many students do not follow that counseling or change. their curri-

.
H . .

cular plans or d1gress from the core for a varlety of reasons. Professor

I

curricula, several times in some cases. In an upper level institution, -
. [ , ‘

. needed. As a resulb,'tO,QVOid transferring, some students complete Q\s' _

visers have learned that some students ‘do poorly in ‘certain freshman and

appears to be espetlally true of enginezring, business and other profes-

Arthur M. Cohen concluded that nat one in a hundred students completes the

transfer curriculdm in the'community college catalogqin the recommended

time and sequence}0

S -

_ Students in both community colleges and. senior colleges change

if a student decideslto change curriculum he is.faced with going to an- -

other university or.a community college to take lower division courses

bachelor's'degree'in a field with which they have become dissatisfied.

4

Curriculum Planning. Lack of freshman andl sophomore courses forces

° ‘

the upper level institution te conce rate the dent's study in his
major field and supporting discipidnes. Although it was once standard

practice to segregate the student's general education in the first two '

years and professional education in the ‘last two, experiedced faculty ad-
sophomore courses but do well in them when they are .more mature. This

s1onally oriented students in the cases of, phllosophy, the arts, liter-

ature and other humanltles courSesl If some of those courses are post-

h
1

| poned until thel;\senlor year, stu ents often enjoy and profit from them

more. Thls is not possible in an upper level institution.
At the November 1979 meeting of presidents and chancellors of upper

level institutions, one president in discussing this and related problems,

. 17




summed it uﬁ this_way: "Upper level universities are so busy training
peopii-iq the twoJXéars they have them that therg is no oppértunity té
LA ) L . ¢ " ) .

\ .
educatelthggli/%’?

N
N
\
\ .
i

N

.

- attend juhior collegés. Most'high school students who plan td:éﬁaay
S r - : RO

‘“Wéfgaﬁgféémgf"Wﬁiéﬁ‘aéémneeded in *the regién. To illustrate: One upper

'_\'expected'by 1ocal industries to provide a supply: of éll—trained enginéers,

Degree Prdgréﬁé.» Another handicap of small upper level institu-
A ' . S f
. ’ '»
tions ‘is the fact that

* )

‘ﬁhéiftundergraduate degree offefings are consider-

.
°

influenced‘byjfand‘even limited to, thevcurricu;ar\in;erests'of stu- .,

+ «

ably

~ I

!

3 , L : ‘ . | - . .
‘dents,who.attend.junlor colleges, For example, the Unjversity of Texas
3 . o ' o i ' . T
St o . o il v
of the Permian Bgsin, located in the center of.oil-
% .. B et

west Texas, is

.

L

‘Unfortunately, relatively few students who desire to studyfengipeering
» . o L e :

B R ]

. i . - N ) T - Ty o T ° T ',".""'" .
engineering tend to have higher grades and SAT scores, be more goal

;.oriénted, and haﬁe:decidéd through counseling agg other meéans that suc-
cess in comél;ting an énginéering degréé“is enhanced by enrollinyg gs'av

f%éshman at”the'inétitugépﬁ fxdm”which they plaﬂ to graduaﬁq.

* ! .A relatg&;problem.fgr uppe% level:institutions-ig-the7diffiéﬁltyA

| oﬁ?providiné_ 13r“ep~aratioﬁ ‘in di.sc:i{al_ines for which demand is low but the’

] .. e m e e e ane e e

“

level institution in Texas reported that ét had pnly '15 students major- '

ing in Spanish and could afford only onk full-time faculty member inh
) . . . » R .

spanish, plus occasional adjunct teachers. In upper level institutions,

i .
course enrollments are often made up sglely of, students majoring in the
discipline, occasionally with a few students taking a minor ih that dis-

cipline. Due to ed for Spanish ;gachers'in‘the puk:lic schools, it was »
not feasible to terminate the curriculum in Spanish. 4

b N b
L4
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At the same time, a private,ﬂfour~year university across the
. ) -~
state with more than 8,000 enrollment had only twelve students majoring
. . . @ . 3

. -

__in Snayn sh h\ﬁ- A__c. +

A = > ¢

demand—for—lower division general education courses

in Spam.shv t ere were six full-time faculty in Spanlsh in the un1vers1ty

-

As a consequen e, the un1vers1ty could pnpv?de a broader and r1cher pro- .-

' . _ '

A 1

gram in Spanls for its twelve majors. R \ ' } .
’ i B . A ' \ ' ' :
. ‘ The problem of & erltlcal mass in Zﬁzi:ep,dlsélpllne occurs ln upper
by ] g

level ggstltutm‘ns with enrollmentsof 5,000 or more, as well aE!‘ in smaller
Instifutions. Among those disciplines often affected are mpsic, hemistry,

. ! . \ ' o :
physics, speech, foreign languages, anthropology, and drama. Cmemistry is
a good example. fTo proyide'a minimal quality chemistry baccalaureate pr0<'

.,ﬁ
i ”

/
gram requlres four faculty -~ one each in organlc, 1norgan1c, physxcal and

analytlcal chenmistry. An upper level university w1th 4, OOO enrollment

might have 257ﬁuhiors and seniors/hajoring in chemistgy which wculd juSt&fy

g
af

. two faculty mémbers,'aSSuming”a'l4:l student-faculty ratid, not unusual
 for upper level institutions. . This leaves thé chemistry’programahalf
ot ! ) »
staffed in terms of _program needs yet, if. chemlstry is allotted four-

Qa

faculty members,ylt can be done only h\_abpr1v1ng other dloClpllneb Of J’_lﬁ
faculty. In a un1vers1ty w1th large lower d1v1s1on classes this can be
>ne vﬁthout’sericus harm but,in an ugker level institution where most
lasses'are small and it is frequently\pcssible to offer ohly:required

courses, it may not be possible to transfer faculty positions without
a

& " -

harming the affected degree programs.

RN - . ’ l . R T

v L . B v

= Ambiance. _The presence and quality of extra-curricular and-co-
A —— N

TN

curricular activities in a college Qﬁfﬁgiversity-does much not only to,

19
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maKe thefcollegq experience more pleasﬁht'but does, in fact,'significéntly
enrich it' educationally. . To achieve this, there needs to be a core of

-~

““:f‘Iécturé”se:iésT“fitm*series7*speciai*celebfatiohﬁy~ﬂuhcesmand—o%hermenter-'u~~~x o

fﬁliziime, resident students arodnd'wh;ch a student life program can be

- developed, g L 7 - .

A complete student life program 'includes clubs of different kinds,

sororities and fraterhities, intra—eral and intercollegiate sports,

e

L

tainment events, recreational activities of various types, and many’ more.

&~

Without a core of resident students these are virtually ¢mposéible to

[y

Qeveiop adequately. .
Almpst all_uppef:leyeilinstitut;onLstq@ents ;fe‘gommute:s. Only .

th?ee or féur iﬁstitutiohs_have-campus'hdﬁsidg and for only a-small por-

ti;n of ;he éntollééﬁt, .Aqded to thatnis #ﬁe fact that af most ﬁpper

_ level institutions the average student age is 30 or higher, and most stu-

~dents attend pért time. David P. Bell, of the University of Houston Sys=~
, - 3 .

tem staff, found in his 1979 study that in at least-half of tﬁé upper
level : - ttutions two-thirds or more of the students attendéﬁ part time

and in ali except two i ;itutiohs,at least half of the enrollment con-

o 11
sisted of part-time students.

rd

Most students in upper leiel inétitutions are\ married and have estab-
lished their social lives outside the university. The kind of student life

program typically found in a,four-year institution do?s not fit their wants
: v !,

or needs. ,

At a national meeting of upper lgvel institution presidents and chan-

1

icellors on the campus ®f the University of Houston at Clear Lake in April’

1978, all those in attendance agreed that one of the most difficult problems

-~

O3
<




\%,

?

T —rnspectwwaii*were—gfeptng—fef—waysnteﬁamprOVe 1t and at.the same.tlmgq

' porteaainsignificant intercollegiate athletics on their campuses.. While‘)/‘

on their campuses was the development of student life act1v1t1es.v No

at
president or chancellorlwas able to repéft significant success in this
‘ \

recognlzedthat.the nature of the institution mllltated agalnst success.

°

& At the Llear Lake conference, most of the presldents or chancellors re-
T . ]

i u‘_
)

.1ntercolleg1ate athletlcs are not cruc1al to student learnlng, their

. q p————— -

aboence dlmlnlshes student sp1r1t and impairs the deVelopment of publlc

/ - oz

jnterest and- support of the inS;ituticn. Scmé upper Ievel institutionst.iﬁ’
coméete'in mino; collegiate sports but none has a football team.
One president pointed out that no p@?lic_college or ugiversity-ih;}H
-the ccuntry has-achieved'acclaim; academic or'otherwise, without a ctedi¥
able fcothail team and, while.all of the institutionaitheads fecognized,A'
‘the headaches that go w1th 1ntercclleg1ate athletlcs, they also agreednwh
mthat major competltlve sports. programs could s:cnlflcantly beneflt the1r

™ (
institutions. . !

Lack of student life activities constitutes one of e major bar~- .

. : . ¥ iy C et
riers toc gaining acceptance of‘upper level institutions aﬁghg‘p' ential.:-

students and appears to be one of the major feasons whyzno#e students

who go away to college do'hot stay home and attend a community colleée

and the nearﬁy upper level university. It also accounts,‘at least in
. . 7 z . L4 ’

part, for the fact that two-thirds of the junior college student transfers

»

go to four-year residential institutions father-than transferring to upper» be o
level institutions.  Interviews with juynior college students have iden- r;

tified this as a major factor in their decision not to attend an upper

”

level institution. , = | - c ‘ L

N
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Community Service Courses. Most upper level institutions are ex- . |
L — —, | . . . o

pected to ‘concentrate their services on the communities and areas where

; - :
” e

hey -are located. For four-year, 1nst1tuqlons, thls.means admitting older

P ) v . . .
ddults to take courses in which they have a particular,interest, although -

.

they do not wish-.to pursue.-a degree.:.The reguifement that enrollees have

completed. two, years. of college to’ enroll in upper. level institutions.’

' 2 ! ‘ - ' . '.‘ . X L ’ . . . . - . :. .

prevents many individuals from doing 0. b A | o
[ A, el . v «'— -

A >

' $at the Uniqus1ty of Texas of the Permlan Ba51n, courses-such as
'S N ‘-' 4 . . .
. L ;Hlstbryvof the Oll Induétry, Hlstory of the Southwest, Behav1oral Modlfl-f _

. tation in Chlld Rearlng, and The Blble as therature have been popular

with'older adultsohot:intérested in'degree

ograms, "but at least half /

"of those applylng were turned:awfy because they d not completed two i p

j”years of college,f - R _ . oo /!

Pooe

B . o S o . . o
L Recently"this has been eased by leglslatlon so that such per-. . /.

sons can enroll w1th less collegeﬂg{eparatlon. Some other upper level *3
. - [/

el ]
ey

institutions'can.admit_students with as few as 48 semester credits and,

- under some ciroumstanoes,:eye fewer credits, but this is still too re--

LT
o

_strictive for,many adults. a e "

. - @ N "'
‘Academic Excellence. Several upper level institutions have been-

!
i

ﬁable.to develop hlgh quallty academlc programs due largely to the fatt

that they were establlshed at the time a surplus of Ph D. trdined. faculty L

= - . Y

became avallable in most dlsclpllnes. As a con;hvuence, many of the in-

. o ' : .
’/’H' ' stitutions staffed'their'faculties with individuals who had received the - -
Ph.D, from_theysétter graduate schools in the coeuntry, much more compe-*

o

tent'faculty than most of those institutions would have been able to

recruit-a decade earller




-

'-‘..~
. . .‘-’\ . '

& - gtill, there are seriouspbarriers to academic achievement. TFor

L

example, an upper level institution cannot enroll National Merit acholars,

¥ . r
it cannot have a Phi' Beta Kappa Qhapter or several other h0norary socie-

. i .
k) 1

e ties, although some honorary SOCletle§ do not exclude upper level insti-

L]
»

- tutions. 'Itlcannot have an ROTC program, except as a branch of a four-

. . ' )

) year university Although upper level institutions have geherally v

succeeded in becoming accredited the possibility of denial of accredi-

tation r=x1.sts. The Pollege of the PaCific in Stockton, Palifornia, elim-

inated the Jower diVision in the mid- thirties but rjbnstitured it in 1951
V4

",ﬁl‘due, in-part, to. denial of accreditation by the- American Chemical SOCiety

S

,-‘ ’

and fear of non-accreditatiOn by other accreditation~bodies.

Brain Drain. One- of the complaints of community leaders in iso=""

lated areas that lack a baccalaureate institution is that the brightest

.'#

high 5chool graduates go awayjto college and never return. Thus, the

.
\ .

area is deprived of its best potential leaders for government, business,
industry, and education. Commurfities in which upper level institutions
. . K

were - established have found that this phenomenon has changed only slightly.

Most students who attend upper level institutions are place.

" bound -- by job, familyﬂ:lack of money, or other reasons. Unless they

fall into this category, most of the brightest high school graduates do

)

not attend the local community college ‘and nearby upper level institu-

tion but still go'away to college. Hence, the establishment of an upper

level institution does not halt the brain drain_ from those communities.

Leaders in those communities admit that a four-year institution would not
halt‘the brain drain, however, they ‘believe it would significantly reduce
it in'a way that an upper level institution cannot. '

. . . -
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Farly Upper Level Institutions. 1In his seminal'study,,fhu Upper

’
/

. ' ' / s
Level College, which was then and is still the only book length examina-
& . 4 . ’

——~—~"~~*www“**~tjon40f'thé“upper"19ve1 iovement, Robert A. Altman says that the first

N

Py

h*upger level dnstitution was the University of Georgia which,in 1861, cre-

A

'Sf“ ated a separate tollegiate institute to handle freshman and sophtmore.

years, With the coming of-the'nyil War, this arraﬁgement %ésted Qﬂiy o

.12
tiom.

From the foundiﬂg of the University.of Chicago in 1892, President

William BaineybHérper,began to pursue th idea of a separate entity to
B provide freshman and sophpmoré education. He»beliéved_the first two years )

should be preparatory and the last two years should be "university," after

~ the German university model. He created a junior college consistinq.ofvl

v

.the first two years at the University and urged public,échpols to create
juniorxr cdlléges. This led to the establishment of a jﬁnior coIlegé:at

Joliet, Iliinois, the first public junior college in the country. Later,

.
-

President Kobert M. Hutchins instituted many innovations at the University

1 3
3

o of Chicago, including the two-year B.A. degiee’iﬂ 1944. With the coming

, S ' L 1
of a new president in 1953, the f{wo year B.A. was abandoned. 3

b

!

The College of the Pac?fic,,primarily for financial reasons,' tuxned

its lower division over to th¢'néwly formed local junior collegé in :1935

7

and rented classroom space’;g-the junior college. For a variety of rea-

‘ . L ‘ ' ... \ 14
sons, the College reinstituted a lower division in 1951.

As previously nqéed, the University 6f Michigan established upper
// N - . . .
level campuses at Elint and Dearborn in the 19508 but,due primarily to

\

P [
! . .




. . - .
low enrollments, both campuses were converted'to,four-year'institutions.

Both campuses'had been established as upper level institutions because

+ of oppos1tlon from junlor colleges in- Fllnﬁ and Dearborn but meager. en4

roIlment, coupled with rapld growtn of former teachers colleges in

N ~

otheriMichigan'citles, led local leaders|to request.four-year status

1

“

¢ . . l t
for tAOSE,tWQ upper level campuses. > ~
) | o _ o | = \ | R ‘ \

The New School for Social Research in Newaork City, which was

e
’

a -

_created in 1919 to offer non-CEEdit’adglt education;and laterbgraﬁuate . -

\
\

"-Vstudy, added an upper level evenlng degree d1v1slon 1n 1944, "This was

\

: 1n response to the- passage of 'the GI1 Blll in the Cpngress that year.

: After years of low enrollment, the upper leVel program was shifted in !

1966.to;a day program'but when fewer than 100 enrollees appeared, the ' .

S | 2
- program was folded 16

U

3
.

ﬁ In 1957 the Missour} Synod of the- Lutheran ‘Church established -
_Concardia Senior College, ap upper level 1nsf1tutlon, in Fort Wayne, \
Indlana, to sérve its ten Synod junior colleges but within a few years

‘the college was moved to Ann Arbor, Michigan wheére it opened as a

»

four-year college. . o

/ o |
Richmqpa College, as previously noted, was: initially intended B
- | ’

to be a .four-year college on Staten Island but,due‘to opposition from

9 -
e

Staten Island Community College plus the enthusiasmiof some-planners

with the upper level concept, it opened‘ip“l965 as an upper level col- .

lege. As a component of the City Unlverslty of New York system, Rlch~

mond was merged with, Staten Island Communlty College follow1ng the 1974

financial retrenchment of CUNY.

o
i

' v
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Specialized Upper Level Institutions. In addition to the 24 com-

A}

prehensive academic institutions without lower divisions, ébere are sev-

eral specialized institutions without freshman and sophomore classes.

Due- to their specialized-character,-they are not always included in stud-

) : . v : . ' ,
ies of upper level institutions. Bell's study-excluded single discipline
)i - \ T S
and narrowly defined upper level institutions, as did Altman's study.

,M\\\,;_ In this category‘;ré_Walsh Coiiége of Accountdhcy gnd Business
o Adminigtratioh_iqwmlpyl Michiéan, established in,l9éé as ; non—pxqfit,
iprivate”inéﬁiyut;cg:witbbgt'lower:division offerings.
The Mo%té;g;lIns.'tute_df Intérnétiogal,Studies in éalifornia
offers bachéiof's and maZi\r's_degrée progfams-and enrolls fewer than'
SOO‘étudenfé. “An indébeﬁdenﬁ'hén;brofif iﬁstitutioh, it e ph&éiieé
foreigp;lﬁnéuage studies win programs forlghe fédéral. rnme?t,
espg%ially\tﬁe Defense-Depa££Aéht.

Pacific Oaks College, 5 sméil upper level and master's degfée
graﬁtihg”college in Paéaéena,:Califo:nié,'enrélls‘fewer*tﬁan 300 s#udents
and specializes in the educatiqn_of eLemeﬁgary school teachers.

The Sacred Heart School of Theology in MilwauKee also offers no

lower division studies. Numerous theological semin#ries throughout the
. U.S. offer only graduate studiéé, some only ‘the doctorate.

In addition, many art schools offering the baccalaureate degree

/

-

provide no academic courses but require their students to complete aca-
demic courses equitvalent to one and one-half or two years of study else-

where, either before enrolling or concurrent with their art studie#.

% .
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The»Quebec’Plan; A-variation on the junior college-upper level
university sequenée ih the U.Sf haS”been.instituted in Quebec-and,not—
withstanding some criticisms by university.facult§, it appears to be
working better than the u.s. plan.\17 In 1961, the National governﬁent »
of Canada established a commission to study post-secondary education1in
Quebec.  As a result of that study, 50 colleges of general and profés—
sional education, referred to comﬁonly by the French acronym CEGE? (col-
lege d'enseignement gene:al et professionnel), were established provid~
ing two years of aéademié education-ana three years éf'vocatiénalF£ech—

. nical education. By the mid 1970's, all Quebec{hiéh school graduates

. deéiring_to_attend.a university were required to hqv? cbwpie;ed twé years
at a CEGEP. At the¥same time, the universities reduced time required
for the Béccalaureate frbm four years to three years. |

Most of the problems upper level universities inbthe U.S. ex~
perience with junior coileée transférs are elimin;ted or amelériated in
the Quebec plan. ’ForeQOSt is the fact that completion of a CEGEP is
required for admission to a university, thereby_placing all universities
>on an'équal footing 1!. attractirg students. 'Second; the curricula to be
completeé at CEGEPs.ére sét forth in detail by thé Quebe;-Ministfy-of
Education,.thereby assuring stande.rd curricular preparation for students
who transfer. Third, the Quebec Ministry of Education has is;u;d a com-
pendium of‘ijectives.and content of each course taught in the CEGEPs
which further assures standard pre-university preparation. Fourth, by
gaving the students for three years, the universities are éble to provide
curricula that will ensure greatef quality than is po;sible at U.S. upper

level universities which are responsible for only two years toward the

baccalauieate.

. | 2'7
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The Status of Upper Level Institutions. 1In his 1979 study, Bell

pointed out that as of that date no upper level institution Qfeated prior

to 1964 still existed; all had either been'glosed or con erted to four-

\

year institutions. . Of the upper level institutions created in the 1960s

and 19705', Riéhmond College -had already merged with a community college

7 .
when Bell's study was published.

. Since Bell's stﬁdy,‘the Florida Legislature has authorizéd all
of its upper level inétitutions to accept fresnmen and sophomores. To
be Sure} the Florida Legislature'mandated limited freshman and:soéhomore
enrollments in.the ﬁpper level.institutions,a prudent response to the
Florida junior colleges that had waged a vigorous and sustained battle
égainst the additidn'of ?reshmeﬁ- aha T?phoméreshté uppef“iével-institu—
tions. Flofida International Univers. t+ in Miami, whose upper ievel
status_was-established by the state un}vérsity Board of Regents, was
allcwed to aécept freshmen in 1981 ,and the University of West Florida
acéepted freshmen iB the'fall of 1983. The.Uhiversit§ of North Florida
at Jécksonville and.Fl&rida Atlantic Univeréity at Boca Raton’\accepted
freshmen ~in the fall 6f 1984. ]

The -University of Texas at Dallas and the University of Texas of

the Permian Basin were created by the 1969 Texas Legislature, in spite

¢

of concerted pleadings of citizen gioups from Dallas and Odessa for four-

year institutions. 1In 1971, érior to fhe openiné of the universities,
legiglatioﬁ was introduced to add lower divisions to both institutions;
it passed the House but failed in the Senate committee by one vote. In
1973, ﬁhe bdessa legislator reintroduced the UT-Permian Basin bill which

passed in the House but died in the Senate.




~

In the 1983 legislative session, a bill to permit UT-Permian Basin «
to accept freshmen and sophomores passed in the.Sehate,and there were

‘reportedly vote pledges to pass it fIn the House ,but the bill was bottled

\\\/ : . : ‘ '

up in the Calendar Committee until the session ended.. Defeat of four-

year status for UT-Permian Basin resulted each time from efforts by juniorf

colleges, plus a.group of leaders in the city of Midland, 20.miles from
Odessa, who were dlsapp01nted that the University was placed 1n Odessa
rather than in Mldland County. In Dallas, opposition comes from jUDlOL

. colleges and espe01ally Southern{ﬁethod;st Un;vers;ty, several,of whq;% :
graduates are members of the Leglslature. J
| |

Dr Alfred R. Neumann, the late Chancellor of the Unlversxty of

Houston at Clear Lake, reported that the faculty and staff on that ‘campus
would prefer four-year status, although he personally liked the upper

level model. Dr. Neumann had been educated through the gymnasium level
- - I ,
in Germany and likened upper level institutions to the German university. v

Little effort has been made in other states to add .freshmen and
sophcmore years to upper level institutions; A few years .ago, an upper
level university president in'Illinois'said, "We know it (the upper level

. L o
concept) was a bum idea; we're just waiting for the legislature to dis-

cover it." ' . sm"m;ﬂy
I ’ «

As 1n Florida and Texas, 0pp051tlor by junlor colleges in most

states makes addition of freshmen and sophomores difficult, if not im- : /
possible. And,because of the necessity‘of working cooperatively with
junior colleges, most‘upper level administrators and faculty are discreet =

about their views on adding freshmen and sophomores. In some communities

where citizen groups have promoted four-year status for upper level insti= .




tutions, the presidents and chancellors, in order to maintain harmonious

relationships, have found it necessary to reassure junior colleges that

-

Q
-

they do not seek four-year status for their institutions.
Further, there are. at leéast two specialized upper level inétitutions

for which a case can be'made,for_retaining their upper level status.. The

State University of New York Collége of Technology at Utica-Rome was

———

established primarily to provide upper level education to graduates of

technical programs in two-year colleges{ ".
Metropolitan State University in st. Paul, Minnesota, was not

S

- created to serve immediate junior college_transfgrs primarily but rather

|

|

to be a highly innovative institution to 'serve older adults. Iocated

in a dowptown high-rise office buildiﬁg, it 6ffers courses in dozens of

locations throughout the city -~ -cafeterias, store fronts, and the like =-
dit. It relies primarily on part-|

and emphasizes life experiences for cre
o e
. ° "

t

time faculty for teaching.
"In others, legislators are relucﬁqnt to consider adding f:eshmen{
\ .
|

9

. ;
[

and sophomores to upper level institutions because to do so would mean
o ' . : ‘ |

expansion of highep education in the state. 1In several states 1egi§’la-!
een

tors feel they have -already overbuilt higher education institutioné. I

In an era of prodécted colleée'enrollment decline, there;has b

-

!
/

. . i N
little consideration in recent years of additional higher education inj.
. . {4 |

4
!

. . ; |
-stitutions, upper level or otherwise, However, from time to time a leg-
. ! . . I
ing’ existing | : ‘
z ' //

[N ’
4

‘a
]

islator or study group revives the possibility of convert
four-year institutions to upper level institutions. A few/ years ago,
/ > |

iriate freshman and

!
.

bill was introduced in the Maryland Legislature to elim

sophomore years at the University of Marylahd;College ?hfk. It gained

little support.




,In the late l9loé , a bill was'introduced in the FYorida chisf
lature to eliminate the lower division of all state universities in Florida.
. Aside from educational and political considerations, supporters of inter-
.collegiate foothall‘at the University of Florida and Florida‘State Uni;
versity quicklv dispelled the idea, along with support from legislators
whose children lookeo forward to a four“year-eoucatioh at one of thevfourf
year ihstitutions in the state.

Mission. The missioneumioriehtation of upper levelfinstitutions

vary greatly. Metrbpolitan State University offers the bachelor's de-

L] rd

gree only w1th emphas1s on life experience. The University of Texas at

‘Dallas absorbed as its initial faculty the Southwest Center for Advanced

Studies;'a'high'level research organization in‘the physical sciences com~
. . l . " v . /,'_‘
posed of 50 Ph.D. ScientlStS) most of them world renqwned,

Most of the upper level institutions are community or regionally

oriented.- But as the original faculties and. administrations are replaced,

. ‘ ' ' )
newcemers bring their}oWn'experience and ‘agendas’, and several of the insti-
tutions are rethinking their identity. Should they become research uni-

versities or conventrate on teaching dnd commuhity service? Sh;ulo.they
continue the academic innovations that characterized most of the”institu-_
_tions originally? Should interdisciplinary programs give way”to tradi-
tional curricula? And many more qUEStlonS -

!EEE&EE} In most cases where upper level institutions have added
or coFsidered adding’lower divisons, conSideration has beeh given to meréli
ing with a.nearby junior college Richmond College on staten Island did so
but, according .to administrators, it resulted in.much tyauma and conflict.

Before the FYorida legislature.took action affecting all upper level

institutions in the spring of 1983, the Univérsity of West Florida and

3




Pensacola Junior College had well underway-studiesbdirected‘toward mexg-
.ing those two institutions, precipitated primarily b} community leaders

who saw need for a four-year university in Pensacola but saw little hope

e

of adding a lower divisicn to the University of West Florida. -

. In 1961, prior to the establishmehf of the University of West |
Florida, Professor John Guy Fawkes of the Uhiversity of Wisconsin was

emplbied to study the feasibility a uniQersity in Pensacola. Hé urged
that Pensacpla Junior College not become a fou;fyear instit;iioﬂ, that if
it did within a short time.Pépsacola would need to establish another juniof
collegg since jpnior gollegeé ca;’providg services for a commupity‘that

four—yeaf.colleges do 1ess;we11.
"Communitytleaée;é in ddessa, Texas,  have from tim;'ﬁo‘time-advénéed"’_
\ . . R

the idea of merging UT-Permian Basin and Qdessa Collége, partly;t@ re-
lieve the counfy property owners of_severi} million dollars in taxeé col- .

lected each year by the junior cgllege taxingldisﬁrict to support operat-
ing‘expénses and to retire bonded indebtedness for.campﬁs anstruction.l'
Locél tgxes pay about.h;lf of the qperating'expenses qf Odgésa_College.r‘

. More ;eéehtly, local leaders ﬁppear to have reached the.same éongiusiop‘phat-
%shﬁ Guy Fawkes did. Iﬁ addition, earlier fears of'some_Odessa léaders

that adding a ;6wer division to UT-Permian-Basin wduld'harm junior col-

lege enrollment éppear to have abated. -Inveéstigations showed that where

lower divisions were added to.upper level:.institutions or where four-year

Fad

colleges were established neéar junior colléges, enrollment in the latter
declined 6nly slightly and the junior collegéé recovered their enroll-

L)

' . .;." ]
ments within three years.

I
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What's Ahead? With the:Converéion of all of the upper level -

universities in Florida to four-year institutiops, the oldest general

academic upper level institution in the country is John F. Kennedy
‘University in Orinda, California, near Berkeley, which opened in 1965.

Because of the history of upper level institutions being converted )

. » . : ("
- e

to four-year institutions, one might expect existing upper level institu-
tions to disappear, especially in light of what is‘now ksown about thém that

:w%s not known fifteen y®ars ago., There appears to be some likelihood that:

°

‘one or two upper level institutions in Texas may be

freshmen and sophomores within a few years, but pfiere is little reason to

expect a nationwide movement of this kind soon, Such conversions are

political ‘decisions and properly so in ‘a democracy. But-it'is apparent that

‘legislators-and higher education planners will be guided more by non-
educatidnal considerétions,‘and one:may reasonably expect legislatures to

move slowly in adding freshmen and sophomores toﬂupper'level institutions.

.
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