HIGHER EDUCATION‘S NEWEST STUDENT
ABSTRACT
K. Patricia Cross

Under all the noise and fanfare of today's protesting activist, one
of the greatest transitions in history is taking place in the composition
of the American college student body. Unlike the activist who cast's
the image for the 1960's, higher education’'s newest student represents
a quite different segment of our society. The activist is in reality
the traditional college student -- albeif perhaps in wolf's clothing.

He is the bright child of liberal, affluent, college-educated parents,
and he is a product of the culturally and educationally advantaged
environment that has been represented in the college-going population
of this country for a hundred years. Furthermore, he attends the
oldest and most selective of the traditional four-year colleges and
universities. In vivid contrast to this student is higher education's
newest student. He represents the American goal of universal higher
education. He comes from the lower socioceconomic levels, and he
has less academic aptitude and lower motivation for intellectual
pursuits than the traditional college student. He is to be found, not
in the well established four-year college, but in the emerging junior
and community colleges.

Educational research shows some dramatic differences between
the characteristics of the students attending two and four-year institu-
tions. The attitude of parents toward educational and cultural pursuits
appear to be related to who goes to college, where they go, how long
they stay, and even why they go.

If higher education is to meet the needs of this new generation
of college stadents, we must devise new programs -- programs which
represent a departure from our present singular model for excellence
in higher education. If hardly seems likely that we will "help each
student develop to his fullest potential'’ by offering a single scheme of
opportunities, rewards, and punishments. The great future task is
to investigate the ways in which the junior college student differs in
kind, -or in pattern of abilities, rather than in degree from the tradi-
tional college student.
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HIGHER EDUCATION'S NEWEST STUDENT

¥. Patricla Cross

College students have long been & source of fascination to the American
peosle who are alternately proud, angry, amused, baffled and bewildered by

each succeeding college gensration. The protesting sctivist of the 1360%s [

appeared in startling contrast to the silent generation of the 1950's, The

veterans of the late 1940% brought new scademic intensity to the campuses

that had coped with the enthusiastic cause~-chasers of the 1930%.
tempting to deseribe each generation of college students by labeling its
leaders and to regard es ch new characterization as the advance gusrd of

new directions in higher education.

in recent years, the high visibility of 2 relatively small segment of
the college population haas led many to believe that ¢ollege students are
changing dramatically, that the generation gap is growing, and that colleges
and even high schools sre coping with a "new breed.” At best these observa-
tlons sre only part truthe, and at worst, they ave causing colleges scross
the couniry to gear thely programs to meet the demands of today's protesting
activist who, in sil Hkelibood, will never arrive st the great majority of
institations of higher edueation. I do not mean to lioply that some of the
reforme effectively initiated by the activisis are not good and greatly nesded.
But 1 should like to eall to your attention the fact that while we struggle

to meet the artlenlate demands of & minority of student leaders with the



seif-confidence to confront administrations, a student who may present a

far more fundamental challenge s quletly making up the majority.

At the risk of sounding heretical in my times, I should like to suggest
that under all the nolse and fanfare of the protesting activiatl, one of the
greatest transitions in histowry i@ taking place in the composition of the
American college student body.

Higher education has just about reached the saturation poist for the
bright youth from the upper sociveccaomic levels, since 50 to 30 percent of
this group are now in college. Higher education’s newest student is necessarily
going to come f{rom the Ind and 3rd guartiles in ability and frow the lower
socloeconomic strata of ocur society.

Anyvone who has the temerity to predict the character of {utere generations
of college stadests in these tumuliuous dave starts with the cbhaerwation that
these are changing times, And it is a trulsm to 2dd that young people are @
product of thelr times, but it is & resesrch fact to sinte that they are very

much g product of their past experiences and sspecially of their home environ-
ment, Unlike the sctivist who casts the bmage for the 19607z, the coming
generation @gmmmﬁ:@ # guite different segment of our socciety., The asctivist
is in reality the traditional college student -~ zlbeit perhaps in well’s clothing.
He is the bright child of liberal, afliuent, college-educated parents, snd he is
& product of the culturally and educationally advantaged environment that has
been represented in the colleges-golng population of this country for a handred

vears. Furthermore, he sttends the oldest and most seloctive of the traditional
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four-year colleges and universities. In vivid contrast to this student is higher
edncation's newest student. He represents the American goal of universal
higher education, He comes from the lower sogiceconomic levele, and he
has less academic aptitude and lower motivation for intellectosl pursuits than
the traditional college student. He is to be found, not in the well e¢stablished

four-yeayr coliege, but in the emerging junior and cowupunity colleges,

Ciwar the past decade, researchers have collected a vast arrvay of facts
about the characteristice of students. I bave attempted to synthesize these
data into 2 coherent plcture of i‘%@&ay}s jucior college stadent -~ giving speclal
attention to the ways in which he differs from the traditional college student
for whomn the present systern of higher education is planned. While both the
guality and quantity of research are sufficient to permit useiul generalisations,
it should be remembered that to generalize is to ignore temporarily the

infinite varisety of individuales and institutions.

A fundarnental characteristic differentiating two-yeay collage students
from four-year college students In the 1360's is the sociceconomic background
from which they come. In Americs we have long attempted to perpetuate the
folklore that it is not who your parsats are or what your background is, but
rather what you are and wheve vou are going that counts. It is only recently
that we have faced the reality that fanmily background plays a very large role
in determining what an individusl is and, perbaps to some extent, what he is

capable of becoming. We now know, through educational research, that
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various indices of the socioeconomic statue of the parents bear an important
relationship to who goes to college, where they go, how long they stay, and
even why they go. Let me docurnent that rather sweeping statement with

somne research data.

In a longitudinal study of some 10, 000 high school graduates recently
reported by James Trent and Leland Medsker (Treat and Medgker, 1967}
of the Center for Higher Education at the University of California at Berkeley,
it was found that most children of upper socioeconomic families entered
coliege regardless of their ability; 84 percent of the upper two-fifths in
ability entered college, but 57 percent of those in the lowest two-fifths of
the class also went to college. The proportions, for the same ability levels,
of those entering college from the lower socioeconomic levels were less than
one~half of thesa, The bright child of a father who worked at & low level job
had about 2 41 percent chance of going to college, and if be also had low

ability, his chances fell to 20 percent.

The figures are just about as dramatic when the guestion posed is whexe
young peaple go to college. Two large nationsl studiea (Astin, et al, 1967
and Medsker and Trent, 1965) reported that approximately two-thirds of the
students attending private universities were the children of collegs-educated
fathers, whareas the proportion of this group in jusior and state colleges
dropped to about one-third., There are, of course, numerous w&?@ of meas-

uring sociceconomic status, and Project Talent (Cooley and Becker, 1966)



“ B ow
used seven different indices, including mother's and father's education, father's
vocupation, mumber of books in the home, whether or not the student had &
room, desk, typewriter of his own at hame, ete, They found that the junior
college group fell between the noncollege and foar~year college group on

every index.

In nther words, America's newest college student has spent the first
17 years of hig life in a different cultural envivonment from that of the students
we're accustormned o teaching in college., He iz less likely to bave seen good
books and magasines avound the bhome, lass likely to have been able to retreat
to & yooro of his own, asd less likely to have been exposed to discussions of
world affairs at the dioner table. Research to date indicates that students

reflect rathey faithfully the interests and concerns of their parents.

One of the astural asccompaniments of a home which is intellectually
oriented ig an interest in college oo the part of the parents and the students.
SCGOFE, which is z%zx seronym for School to Cellege: Opportanities fov
Post-secondary Education, is 2 longltudinal ﬁmd@v of some 90, 500 high
school students as they snter the adull world of jobs, college, or marriage.
The research, sponscred by the Uollege Board, is presently underway at
the Center for Higher Education at Berkeley under the divection of Dr. Iale
Tillery. The first wave of data from the SCOPE study is now in, and it

effers testimony to the important role played by the parents in the higher
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sducation of their children. 3COPE dats show that students who entered
four-yesr colleges were much more likely to receive parental encourage~
mant than either those who did not enter college or those who entered

junior colleges, Not only were the parents of college students more
definitely interested in further education, but they were also more likely

to have expressed an opinlon to their childran., Almost half {47 p@?@&ﬁt}

of the yvoung people who did not enter college pevceived no particular parental
interest in the matter., Twenty percent of the junior coliege group and only
14 percent of the four-vyear college students veported this type of pavental

indiffevenca.

©ne might hypothesize that the student who started college despite the
relative indifference of parents would be more likely to be highly motivated
to comnplete his college education. Bat this sppears not to be the case.
Parental attitudes toward college also b@m‘f & strong relationship to persistence
in collage. fﬁ%wmﬁty percent of the college students who remained in collage
over the four-year period of the Medsker«~Trent Study had stated, as high
school senlors, that their parents definitely wanted therm to attend college.
Only 48 percent of the students dropping out during the four-year pericd felt
that college was lmportant to thelr parents; for bright high school seniors
whao did not attend college, only 15 perceat reported having recelved parental

encouragsment (Trent & Medaker, 1967},
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The obvicus quwﬁﬁn te be raised in discussing parental encouragement
on the part of those in the lower income brackets is, Is consideration of
higher education stifled because of the expense involved? If so, students
appesar not to recognize it in thely answers to questionnaire items. Iin the
BCOPE survey, only 1 percent of the high school senlors who entered janior
or senlor colleges and % percent of the noncollege youth stated that their
parents would ke for them to go to college but felt that they conldn't afford
it. When ashed, "What do you think is the one most likely reason you might
pot go to college 7', only about 14 percent of esch group {noncollege, junior
cellegs, and senior college) picked "too costly”. The ACE daia are gimilar.
Foughly one third of both junior and senior college Ireshmen said they bad
no concern sbout finances; only about ten percent of each group confessed
to having & "major concern” about financing & coliege education. To judge
from the questionnaire responses, approximately equal proportions of junior

and senior college studente worry about money for higher education.

And yet, the sources of money for college are guite obviously difierent
for the two-yesr and four-year college freshmen surveyed by the ACE {Asgtin,
etsl., 1967). Junior college students tended to lead senlor college students
in the percentages obtaining rmeoney through employment during college,
summer employment, and personel savings. L&rgw percentages of four-
year college studenis reported receiving scholarships, parental aid, federwal
government assistance, and loans. The scurces of financial assistance reflect,
in part, the financial aid aveilable in the junior and senior colleges; schelarships

and parental assistance are movrve likely téx be available to the four-year college
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gtudent, whereas the junior college student is forced to rely more heavily on
his own resources. Apparently, then, certain behaviors with regard to money
do differentiate between junior and senior college students, even if concern

ahout finances douws aot,

More dramatic behavioral date are provided by Medsker and Trent's
stady (12652} of the coliege attendance rates in 16 cities which were similar
in demographic and in{mmfim featurea but different in the t@f?@ w’fk %}%&H@
college available in the comwmunity. It was found that the impact of local
cpportunities for college was most vivid for the high sbility students from
jow sociceconomie levels, Wheress 20 percent of the bright youth from high
sociveconomic backgrounds went to college, even if there wers none in the
local commounity, only 22 percent of the lower sociceconomic group of same

level of ability entered college when there wers no local colleges,

The presence of 3 junior college more than doubled the likelibood of college
for bright students whose fathers were semyployed at the lower occupationsl
jevels. In junior college communities, 33 percent of the bright students from
lower socloeconomic levels entered college, whereas in communities with no
pablic college facilities, only 22 percent of such students entared college.
Between thess extremes were the other communities studied by Medsker and
Trent. Collegesin the multiple~college communities enrolled 49 percent of
bright low socloeconomic youth, state collsge towns 41 percent, and sxtension

center localities 3% pesrcent.
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Une can argue that the sxistence of a junior college in the loecal commun-
ity attracts new students to higher %ﬁuemmm%@m&m% of the reduction in cost,
becsuse of the "educstional awareness™ brought to the conmupunity, or because
less intense motivation is requived for continuing education in the same

community. Perhaps all three factors are usually involved.

The fact that low sceloeconomie status consists of many interrelated
variables -« limited financisl rescurces, low parental education, little
interest in cultural end educstional pursuits -- makes any attempt to sep-
arate financial considerations from the context in which theyv occur exiremely
difficult. The ambiguity between guestionnaire responses and college-going
behavior ralses some rather basic guestions. When we ask the student how
concerned he iz about flnapcing & college education, for emarple, we don't
often know much about his frame of refervence when he snswera. The
wealthy student going to s high-cost private coliege may stete that he has
np concern’ about Hnances, but the same response might be glven by the
student who is attending & low-tuition junior college in a city where he knows
he can work part-tirme and live at home, Furthermore, the student’s motiva-
tion influences his perception of the cost of 2 college adusation. For some
students, college would be worth any price; for others, the necessity of

giving up & car would rule out college as "too costly. ™'

In evaluating the role of finances, it is also necessary to give some

consideration to how much the student knows about the subject. Knoell and
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Medsker {1964) found that many students reported in interviews thai they
had made very unrealistic estinmates of the cost of attending college away
from home. They slec found that among the junior college a%éwﬁemm who
had completed transfer to & four-year college, finencial problems ranked
first srnong the veasons for withdrawal, Forty percent chacked "lack of

money' as one reason lor dropplng out,

The relative lmportance of dollars and cents cost of cellege cannot be
sceurately aszessed with the research data presently available, Certeinly
it must be considered a factor relsted to who goes to college, where they go,
and how long they stay. Bull also stated earlier that home snvironment
and circumstances had something to do with why voung people seek 2 college

adusation,

Most research is ip agreement that students entering & balor college
are influenced more by praciical considerations and less by intellectual in-
terests than are their peers in fonr-vear colleges {(Richards & Braskawmp,
1967, Baird, 1967 Epoell & Medsker, 1964hL). "Academic vaputation® iz the
raost common resson for the selection of 2 univarsity, wheress "low cost!
and "close to home' irequently lead all other ressons glven for attending
2 junior college. When high school seniors in the SCOPE study were asked
what type of college they would like to attend even if they were not now planning
to anter college, the students whe later enteved four-vear colleges were more

likely to select 2 college description which involved emphasis upon studving,
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gserious discussions with faculty, 2nd the avaeilability of concerts and lectures
than were junlor college and non-college youth who tended to prefer a coliege
emphasizing vocational training. By and large, junior college students tend
(1964a)
to major in the applied fields, and Knoell & Medskey found that over half of

the junior college students were enroiled in business administration, enginesr-

ing, and education, even after transfer to s four-year institution.

The business-practical orientation of the junior college student is further
ilustrated by the personal obiectives which he conslders "essential or very
important. ” In responding to each of seventeen objectives in the ACE
guestionnaire, the percentage of junioer cellege students exceeded that for
four-yvear college students by 82 much as 7 percent on only two obiectives -«
to be well off financially and to succeed in business., Senlor college freshmen
were more likely than junior college students to attribute importance to
ohlectives such as helping others in difficulty, joining the Peace Corps or
VISTA, becoming a somrpunity leader, keeping up with political affairs
and developing a philosophy of life {Astin, et al 1967). Whersas young
people [rom the uppesr sociceconomic levels tend to see the college exper~
ience 3s an opportunity for inteliectual stirnulation and the development of
the mind, the children from lower socloeconomic families are more likely
to zee 2 cellege education az the pathway fo betler jobs and upward social

mobility.
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These differing interests of groups of students are guite apparent in their
responses to direct questions regarding their educstionsl goals. But mors
subtle measures of personality characteristics reinforce these findings. Dats
from the SCOPE study reveal large differsnces between the intellectual interests
of noncollege youth and junicr and senior college students. Dale Tillery and
his coliesgues in the S3COPE research used a gshort experimental intellectual
disposition scale. This scale, which was derived from the Cannibus Personality
Inventory, messures characteristics such as flexibility, opennesgs to new ideas,
interest in ideas for their own sake rather than for their practical application,
and the like. The scale clearly differentizted among the four-year college
students, junior college students, and noncollege youth, Fifty-alne percent
of the four-year coliege students, 36 percent of the junior college students and
only £3 percent of the noncollege group scored in the top third on this massure

of intellectnsl interast,

To no one's surprise, intelleciual interests tend to parallel intellectual
ability, The SCOPE stady alsc invelved the adminlstration of & brief test of
scademic aptitude to the high school zeniors in the sample., VWhen the test
seores were grouped into the top, middle, and lowest thirds, it was found
that 71 percent of the students who entered four-year colleges scored in the
top one-third compared with 36 percent of the jurior coliege students and only
16 per cent of the noneollege vouth, While virtually sll research is in agree-
ment that scross broad samples, four-ysar college freshmen make bigher mean

scores than two-year college students on almost any of the traditions! tests
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of academic ablility, it should be remembered that there are individual junior
college students who score very high, indeed, on tests of intellectual ability
and there are junlor colleges in this country whose students roake higher

mean scores than those in some four-yvesr colleges.

it should be guite obvicus, by this tirme, that today's junior college students
are not sesking what we have come to regavd as guality in traditions] higher
education. The problem, | submit, is not in the students but in our singular
model for excellence in post-secondary education. There is some evidence
that our secondary schools have also adopted an academic model that may be
guite isappropriste for large numbers of students. Worse yet, rather than
implementing the educational goal of belping voung people to develop their
motential, we may be doing considerable damage to the seli-esteern and

&

feelings of worth of the majority of young people.

It is painfully obvious that higher educalion’s newest student does not
fit the academic ﬁ%@iﬁé in their concepts of themselves., The SCOPE data
show that 57 percent of the four-year students felt that they were “definitely
able' to do college work, bul only 29 percent of those entering junior colleges
expressed such confidence., Htudents' estimates of their teacherae’ ratings
of thero fullowed the same patfern; 75 percent of the four-vear college group
felt that their high scbool teachers would rate thens good or exmcellent

studants, whereas this confidence dropped to 41 percent for junior college
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students. Junlor college students were wore likely than four-vear college
students to feel that thelr high school teachers went too fast and they were

less Hkely to feel that their teachers undervstood them,

The feelings of scademic inferliority of the junior college student were
also expressed ln the ACE guesticnnaire which listed seventesn iraite snd
asked students to indicate the abilities ca which they falt they were Yabove

average,

The patitern of different abilities in the two-year and four-ysar college
groups was apparent in the sindents’ answers. Larger proportions of senlor
college students rated themselves above average on traits such as academie
ability, drive to achieve, leadership ability, nathematical ability, intellec~
tusl self-confidence, and writing ability. The only traits on which larger
propovticns of junior collepe students thap four«vear college students rated
themselves above average were: athletic ability, artistic ability, defensive-

ness, and mwmméz&k ability.

The SCUPE questicanaire used o semewhat different form of gquestion for
gtudying student perceptions of their abilitize., Whereas the ACE guestionnsive
asked students to indleate the abilities on which they felt they were "ahove
average, ' the SCCPE guestionnaire asked jor thelr "best” abllities. The
differences between percentages for junior and seanior college groups wers

extremely small in both spproaches, bul the palterse were totallyconsistent,
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High school senlors in the SCOPE study who later entered four-yeayr colloges
reported that thelr best abilities were in reading, wathematics, writing,
music, conversation, and publle egasking., The junior ;ﬁﬁﬁiﬁ%gﬁ group had
larger propoviions stating that their best ebilities were: working with tools
and machines, paintisg sad drawisg, sports, sad cooking or sewlug. Both
the ACE and 3COPE dets suggest » tendency for the more scademionlly
orisvted seanjor college student to feel competent in the sosdemic and vorbal
parsaits, wherene the luplor college studenits percelive thely strangths in the

nop-sosdemic tuaks,

Cerisinly we need to explore further students' feelings sbhout their own
abilities. Is the school swperience so pervasive. that the nonsesdemically
oriented student learns to respond geserslly with “MEW; wx@@gw we GF BT
there aveas, perhaps aot yelated to present school activities,in which he

could snperience sugoess and leslings of perscasl worth?

One casnot belp observiang thet there lg 1ittle in wost elowaentory sod
sevondary achool programs which is designed to belp the less ncadamically
oriented aghisve a rmove suceessial school experispes. And this shesrvation
is refiscted in the responses of the students, The SCOPE nonceliege groud

showed the greatest dissstislaction with the smount of freedown which was
perrsitbed in selecting high echool courssa, whevreas the fouy-venr college

stadents indicated the least desire for change in this aren. It is also of
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interest to observe that 83 percent of the four-ysar college group found their
high school courses "very useful’ as preparation for college; a much smaller
proportion {48 percent} of the noncollege group found the courses useful for

thelr immediste futures in the labor market.

One thing stands out clearly in this review: we possess only traditional
‘measures to describe a student who does not fit the tradition.  The inevitable
result is that we picture America’s newest college student as being less adequate

than his peers at the tasks of higher education -- s those tasks have been

developed over the years for a different type of student, We must conclude

that intellectual dimensions sharply differentiate junior college students, as

a group, from senior college students. The junlor college student is less able -«
on our present tests; he is less im%ﬁeﬁm&ﬁy oriented -~ on our present
measures; and he iz less motivated to seek higher education -« in our trad-
itional types of colleges. If we pose the same tasks for all institutionsz of
higher education, then we run the risk of having the junior c¢oliege become a
watersd-down version of the four-year college. Such an eventuality, of

course, would subvert the purpose and concept of the junior college, one of

the most challenging innovations in higher education of this century,

it hardly seems likely that we will'help each student develop to his
fullest potential' by cffering a single scheme of opportunities, rewards,

and punizhments. The great future task is fo investigate the ways in which



the junior college student differs in kind, or in pattern of abilities, rather

thap in degree from the traditional college student.

Arthur Jensen {1967) notes that: "Literal equality of educational
opportunity -~ if interpreted to mean that we treat all children exactly alike--
makes as rouch sense as a doctor giving all his patients exactly the same
prescription. Even giving every patient different amounts of the same
medication would be disastrous. The parallel in education is to be avoided

algn, ¥

1f we wish to avold offering 2 weak senior college prescription to the
junier college student, then we roust begin the long and difficult search for

new measures and new programs specifically designed for mwﬁ”w@fwxé
o
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