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8 Coming of Age in America

‘H1gher Education as a
ITroubled Giant, 1970 to 2000

A Pkohfcratton of Problems, 1970 to 1 4 e

Whﬂ was the best explanation for the w:despread good fortune
by American higher education in the quarter-century after World

1 112 To McGeorge Bund former dean of arts and_“)sg'?ﬁ]ces at
Hajvard who served in U.S. president John F. Kcnnedy’s and then
joi i

d the Ford F(mn

b ' that :
;ﬁrxcan h;g education had enjoyed, the cqgjt%se was true for the
: ade, Alli smutlons cxpenenced turby \m waters betwcen 1970

nference brought together gyo thousand of the nation’s top
¢y managers. They picked the Qgiﬁonal Student Marketing Corpo-
§ion as their prediction for stegk of the year. However, over the next
ve months the NSMC sh. ce fell from $140 to $7. This, along with
other events, signaled the'enid of higher education’s “golden age” A fit-
ting new slogan for higher education would have been Bette Davis’s line
in/the 1950 Hollywood film All About Eve, “Fasten your seat belts! We’re
for abum
( That wang@ would have been disconcerting to academic leaders be-
cduse it would have been unexpected. Wasn’t higher education, after all,
a large, successful enterprise when judged by its 1970 profile? Enroll-
ents were healthy, having reached an all-time high of 8.65 million stu-
dgnts taught by 383,000 full-time instructors at 2,573 institutions. These
same institutions conferred 1,072,581 bachelor’s degrees during the 1969 —
academic year. Whereas two decades earlier, economists had warned

of a looming shortage of Ph.Ds, by 1970 universities had resolved that
problem. as demonstrated by the awarding of 29,872 doctorates in the

:
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318 | A History of American Higher Education

academic year 1969 —70, in contrast to the 6,420 awarded in 1949 ~ 50.
Total current fund income for American higher education in 1969 — 70
was $21.5 trillion ($98.1 trillion in 2000 dollars), an increase of a bit more
than $9 trillion since 1965 — 66. At the same time, changes in access in-
major enrollment gains for racial minorities and women. These
tive gains led Clark Kerr to call the period fwm 1
transformation in higher education

e robust staustxcal pmﬁle, however, was m"

ps. One abvious weak point was that the higher-education a)&h
systematic information about itself, let,alone
laifing. A partial remedy cau@*ﬁ‘bout in
poration established the Cau&e Commis-
: £d by Clark Kerr, the fo ident of the
1a, the group published an ext@ve series of com-
eports on the condition Mcharacter of higher
mted States The (..am e, Commission expired in
ies in Higher Education

ed if from 1974 to1979. W
tidies were good, but the ne@n their findings was not. Econo-
arl Cheit, who served as deait of the business school at Berkeley,
ented the sobenng. cted conclusion that higher education
7as on the brink of a %&pf&sxom "3 This finding was in stark con-
ast to the public xma&eﬁ igher education as a “growth industry,” its
ability reflected in solid buildings and sound values. According to one
count, “Cheit’s probing of financial trends was as unwelcome and un-
pected as ate Fatite inspection report warning of a deteriorating foun-
ation undera agnificent edifice.”® In fact, colleges and universities in
I sectors were overextended in their annual operating budgets and
ng-term endowments. They were ill equipped to handle sustained de-
ines in funding. And although higher education claimed to have un-
ergone a “managerial revolution” since World War 11, there were indica-
ions that institutions were not always informed or fluid in their responses
to changing situations. The so-called knowledge industry was character-
zed as cumbersome, not altogether unlike the troubled automobile and
steel manufacturers elsewhere in American industry. This institutional

J
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Coming of Age in America 319

lethargy was conveyed graphically by Lewis Mayhew when he wrote in
1980, about one large university, “As late as 1967 its financial records
seemed to be maintained in pen and ink in schoolboy notebooks. The
cautious thrift of the place was well revealed by its maintaining balances
of seyeral million dollars in non-interest gathering checking accounts,
with the business manager pleased that the bank did not charge for
checks written.”

O e syndrome related to this lack of ﬁscal ﬁmess was

consequence of this overexpansion in hxg
Stat that caused some alarm was homogen

rd an “omnibus model” in mattempt
ftuencies. The underlying Lh@% was that

aambling to add new programs and enroll new
haphazard effort to be attractive and to imitate

o be all things to 331 con
many institutions were
kinds of smdm?«
rival colleges.®

ow, then, was one to make sense out of th more than twenty-five
hundred i ing itutions that were loosely | ﬂtogether as “postsecond-

: 6n”? One step was the annu@coliectmn of standardized data
each college and universi *’ﬂxe federal government helped
wideveloping the Higher Educﬁ}’ﬁn General Information Survey, or

EGIS, an instrument that néuded enrollments, basic budgets, and
degrees conferred. It was astart, and later it was expanded and then re-
named Integrated Postségondary Education Data Systems, or IPEDS. Yet
even the comprehw statistics were perplexing in that they lumped
together d}spamg@%smunom The familiar categories of “college” and

“university @hmvague The response of the Carnegie Corporation was
ta sponsor a task force whose product was the so-called Carnegie Clas-
sifications: operational definitions that distinguished a “research uni-
versity” from a “doctoral-granting university,” a “comprehensive univer-
‘g a“liberal arts college,” or a “two year college.” The system’s authors

d intended to create a neutral categorization of institutions, but
their format was quickly misinterpreted. Institutional spokesmen and

|
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320 |A History of American Higher Education

ernal public saw it as a hierarchical ranking scheme. Over the next
des this attempt at creating order actually increased the chaos

higher education had the unintended consequence of setting off a com-
petitive rush by institutions to meet the operational criteria that would
qualify them to be placed in another allegedly more prestigious cate-

tween 1970 and 1980, however, the habitual push for prestige was

muted by national studies whose findings emphasized the shortfalls of
American higher education. The Newman Report (1971), sponsored by

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, corieluded, “It is not
enofgh to improve and expand the present system&weds of society

and the diversity of students now entering collegesrequire a fresh look at

what ‘going to college’ means.” The panel of atl ots elaborated: “As we

have examined the growth of higher educagi ;l the postwar period, we
have seen disturbing trends toward unifdfmity in our institutions, grow-  %." ‘
ing bureaucracy, overemphasis on academic credentials, isolation of stu-
dents and faculty from the worl{ a growing rigidity and uniformx;y

of structure that makes higher education reflect less and less the mm‘&&s

of society.”® The solution was'not merely to refine existing structures.
Indeed, the relatively ne ticampus systems were depicted as inflex-

ible and dysfunctional, Frank Newman and his fellow eommissioners

: ‘ducation needed to change course,dnd to that end
educational enterprises whos& ?‘eatures included

png with being stuck in this str;!“&“&iral quagmire, colleges and uni-
ies inherited a succession of problems caused by external crises
er which they had little contgol. “Stagflation,” the unusual phenome-
ion of double-digit annual mnon coexisting with declining produc-
vity in the national economy, translated into a situation in which col-
ege revenues were flat at the same time that prices of goods and services
vere increasing. One Source of the problem was the OPEC oil embargo,
which caused fueﬁm:es to soar —a fourfold increase in three years. This
as an especidlly difficult proposition for colleges whose abundant new
nstmction%rojects during the 1960s had included temperature sys-
ems and other maintenance features that relied on cheap energy. Elec-
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Coming of Age in America 321

he initial response of college and university presidents was to look
ediate ways to cut expenses, including deferring maintenance on
ings and grounds and then reducing departmental budgets for

for

ordinarily higher costs down the road, thanks in part to the double-
igit inflation. ,
emographics also played havoc with the assumptio‘f% of sustained

ed as an attractive
en and twenty -two.

&% “

of little use in accommoda‘tmg
rough the educational system in Ari-
external problems was brought home in
ation enmllmem declmed by !gjmoo—-—the

nore perceptive accounts of the krowing pains that plagued
: >ducation around 1970 was written by sociologist Martin Trow,
concluded that the uncertainty and structural overload of higher
ducation were largely rooted n@mographlcs Higher education in the
United States had worked rea%mbly well when asked to make the tran-
sition from elite to mass h@mr education (i.e., to try to accommodate
0 — 50 percent of high school graduates). However, the structures started
o buckle when expected to fulfill a commitment to universal higher
ducation, a challg%gc that had been exacerbated in the 1960s by an over-
all populatxon’iadrcase especially in the eighteen- to twenty-two-year-
bld age cohort 0
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322 A History of American Higher Education
In short, quantitative changes had elicited qualitative changes in the
character of the American campus. What this revealed was that Ameri-

taxpayers, legislators, governors, and donors, had been successful

t programs were reasonably accessible and affordable to virtually
erican who sought formal instruction beyond high school. How-
his was a hollow victory in that it left the inner workings of colleges
iversities in disarray, with diminishing coherence of curriculum
ining confidence in what the college expertence eant.

e extension of higher education from mass toward versal access
se to the allega-
ervious to student
constituencies, the

liments. The trend contxnuedier the
a bit over 78 percent of all stndgms a(tcnded

ty colleges in 1980. @%

to say that four-year colleges, especially four-year private
eclined in enrollments between 1950 and 1980. Indeed, their
enrollments more than doubléd, having increased from about
25210 435,604 in that thlrty-yeaxr span. The proportional change was
due to the unprecedented eﬁmmn (and appeal) of low tuition at
¢arby public institutions. fc%hman enrollments at the two-year com-
unity colleges and technical institutes grew from 82,000 in 1950 to
494,000 in 1965 and 1.3 million in 1980— more than a fifteen-fold in-
crease over three decades. The significant (and often overlooked) corol-
ary was that most “freshmen” did not attend a four-year residential
campus. Thg@vo year, part-time public commuter campus had quietly
but pems&mﬁy come to have a strong presence in shaping what was
entailed in “going to college”— even though the dominant image of the

2al college experience” remained indelibly linked to the four-year, full-
ime residential tradition.
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Federal Funding and the Transformation
f Student Financial Aid

d student financial aid. Heretofore the bulk of federal funding for
er education had been directed at sponsored research and develop-

ies and low in-
1964 and 1971 the few |
were confmed tocom- %"

e tuition charges for state residents. Betwee
signs of federal provision for student financialai
itive fellowship programs and some
itary veterans. Work-study progrs ontrast, had been attmcu%fx
t Congress and taxpayers becausc their spmt of self-help and prgél{?

i

federal emphasis on com@?ﬁwe research
grants toward aduate need-based financial aid.#ame about grad-
y and unexpectedly. In the mid-1960s the hij -powered research
iversities were confident that generous funé? from U.S. agencies for
ca lld eventually be supplemented by direct institutional aid."!
imism was based on the high d in which universities were

ic confidence in their condiict and public satisfaction with
ability to deliver research pw?ﬁéts suggested that the United States

The pendulum v

er, the campus unrest, the'ténsions over the federal presence on cam-
pus, and the ensuing lossgﬁ&rust by Congress in the ability of university
administrators to run%xr own institutions cooled the mutual admira-
ion between Cap and campus. The established research universities
aced another ce of tension: grumbling among members of Con-
gress as well as"numerous campus presidents. The concentration of re-
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search grant dollars among a relatively small number of prestigious in-
stitutions rankled legislators from such regions as the Southwest and the
outheast — and from all regions when their constituents included uni-
sity presidents whose institutions were not in the charmed circle of
deral grant universities.” The net effect of this imbalanced research

erest in funding alternatives.
Even though major universities and such groups as the Association of

contentious battle
ergsting about the student
de the formal umbrella .

ing uncertainty about wecxscly who "ok for” higher education, The
: e Rivlin Commission were the onlyestab-

f groups that endorsed en@fzms on

id rather than direct foderal subsidies to in-

ason.”'? The student coalitions had little recog-
e established lugher-educauo;x iations housed in
. What they did have was appeal to members of
~ iaily those facing reelectiofi The conventional support
research programs now had the'potential to disappoint several
ncies. The unexpected and pi¢dsant alternative was need-based
nt financial aid that was _@gc?able and readily available to a large

ber of constituents‘ NS)
The resultant Basic .ational Opportunities Grants (BEOG) pro-
gram, soon renamed 1l Grants in honor of Senator Claiborne Pell

of Rhode Island, rﬁscmed a belated fulfillment of the 1947 Truman
Commission Repert’s recommendations. Enacted as a 1972 amendment
to the 1964 Hig her Education Act, the BEOG was entitlement. This meant
that any applicant who complied with its terms was guaranteed financial
aid. Typically compliance required that one would have to have been
accepted by and enrolled in an accredited institution of postsecondary
' education. One would have to be a full-time student, as demonstrated

{
' by enrolling for twelve credit hours per semester. One would have to
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Coming of Age in America 325

he program’s most novel feature was that the financial ai por-
table. It was awarded to the individual student, not to an istitution.
nt’s college account
e he or she enrolled. But the portability feature t that hundreds ;
1e means to go to college and N
al effect on colleges
and universities was that they now had to cgmpete to attract apphcants @4‘
o could bring their Pell Grant do the bursar’s office. Ata n@v
‘hen many colleges feared m§erauonal costs and declining ni-

bers of students, the enactmen e BEOG/ Pell Grant Progr:_ was a
life ver-—-provided that colle dmxmstrators took the\ qj}’ﬁative to

itutions to participate. Citra mmunity Col-
r example, could work to Pell Grant students
me that Stanford University cq& Neither institution was
nished for its particular academic admissions require-
since the Pell Grant progm@‘was an entitlement that accom-
ed all qualified students, l@gﬁv’% no “zero sum” that made a gain
pthe community ooliege a the elite university.
Much to the delight of i bent United States senators and repre-
ntatives, the Pell Grant@ogram and other subsidiary federal student
aid programs made many parents and voters happy, and allowed all ac-
credited institutionsto compete for students awarded federal aid. Access
et of undergraduate education had been quickly trans-
rmed to show'substantial commitment to incentives and choice. Be-
ween 1972 and 1978 the Pell Grant program was popular with students
institutions, and it helped promote the appeal of “going to college”
a new generation of students at a time when colleges needed this
st. By 1990 the program typically served 3 million students, with
wards totaling $4 billion, per year ($5.2 billion in 2000 dollars). In
997 — 98 the figure had increased to 3.8 million students, with total fund-
g of $3.8 billion ($4 billion in 2000 dollars).

e —
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326 A History of American Higher Education

e large scope and success of the federal student financial aid pro-

gram did not mean an end to, or even a reduction in, the various federal
arch grant programs offered by U.S. departments and agencies. It did
establish student financial aid as one of the two enduring planks of fed-
support for higher education, the other being sponsored research
development. The program’s other legacy was that since most post-
ondary institutions in the country were receiving monies via the Pell
Grant program, they were now subject to the conditions of federal regu-
lation that went along with accepting such monies. Perhaps the most
significant legacy was that the Pell Grants positioned the federal govern-
nt’s higher-education policies and programs to give serious attention

d resources to civil rights and social justice.
Starting in 1978, however, the focus of federal progr or student
nancial aid changed, from an emphasis on grants{@r s ts with fi-
ncial need toward an emphasis on readily a tudent loans. The
aranteed Student Loan Act was especially a both to banks and
students from relatively prosperous families. As such, it extended the
of participants. The price of this short-

fuates would be saddled with-

y Y
N
—

&
«nto the early 1970s but m@\ﬁaned by about
nd gacy of the organized studenitmovement was rec-
ognition by students of their rights as consumg&gnd as members of the

ommunity. The result was that manwdnstitutions created a slot
on their governing boards, Iif some cases administrators
mated the enduring poi.iticg@;nnmmem of undergraduates.
e “Princeton Plan,” for example;proposed to allow students a break
; for volunteer work in the presidential
uietly for lack of interest.
The enrollment decli - 1975 —76—and the fear of a continued
downward slide— had“fwo consequences for campus administrators.
First, they paid %ng attention to students and their parents in their
provision of serviges and curricula. Second, colleges started to acknowl-
edge part-time students and returning, older students as constituencies
that warranted courtesies and accommodations. Terminology like “non-

B
by, W

‘popularity, however, was
atin the coming decades the emphasis dn federal loans meant that an, *
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ledged that their student constituencies would not always be
ted by full-time, residential students between the ages of eight-
hat their con-

-year institution faced %w
in the review of course credlts

mergus independent four-year colleges took the i initiative to recrwi*ﬁld
et students. The quest for uppen@smn

rses and degree programs at'off-campus
acritical mass of transfer studemgﬁn this scheme

¥ base or evening
courses ina dmNtown location expanded accegs@% nontraditional stu-
dents and enable?many colleges to mamm@ undergraduate enroll-
ments at a time when the customary pip%wng of high school graduates

e generanon of undergradua{esm college in the mid- and late
yhad turned away from the ical activism of their predecessors,
had not forgotten the 19605 lessons about the power of collective
ength to influence the character of the campus. Faculty noticed a “new
cationalism”—in pag@itu ar, an obsession with preprofessional stud-
ies. Enrollments s %in such fields as business administration, man-
agement, accouw, and anything else thought to confer an edge in

admission to graduate programs in law, medicine, or business. Within
¢ extracurriculum, students and their parents simply were no longer
fied with the lean services the campus of the 1960s had offered. Ca-
er-planning offices and a host of other student services proliferated.

ess centers that rivaled Club Med. The Spartan dormitory, character-
¢d by cinder-block walls, a pay phone in the corridor, and public bath-
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] New services were not the only changes in campus life. Deans of stu-
dents increased the options undergraduates had for living arrangements.
“Theme houses” that brought together students who shared an interest
in such fields as Russian studies or theater arts supplemented dormito-
i and the fratemtty -sorority offcrmg,& Most dramauc was the intro-

by endorsing such residential patterns. Critics’ fears abou( wild sexual
abandon were unfounded —at least, wild s&ua??don as a conse-

ence of the coeducational dormitories. At Rutgers Umversxty, for ex- » 4
ple, anthropologist Michael Moffat’s 1989 s
sey detected a surprising countereffect len and women in coeduca—: o

rother-sister bond. Amorous relatlons between suite mates were’ b%‘n-
dered taboo, and students fron outs:de the dorm who came %{& dates

Nd
an the dynamics of coeducational residence halls
that Moffat found in th&"&idergraduate culture
1ty of the 19803 Students ip the dorms often had oniy

pam was descnbed bya rang? undergmduates as a distant pmfes-
al activity that com mandWo more (and no less) loyal rooting than
he nearby New York (namﬁbmfessxonal football team. Moffat’s study
also affirmed for the 19 s»s'what Laurence Veysey had found for under-
graduates a century lier: there persisted a wide gulf between students
and faculty asto M the college experience was all about. Even achieve-
undergraduates had scant notion of what professors did

or what an académic career entailed.!®
Professors and students on a large campus did share one characteris-
tic: few in either group knew the name of the dean of student affairs. The
“hidden curriculum” of the contemporary university was that students
learned how to navigate large organizations—an acquired skill that
would be indispensable in adult life. Each student carved out subculture
alliances, geographical turf, and a strategy for academic survival. Study
was but one of many activities that competed for students’ time and at-
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Coming of Age in America 329

rate student pecking order and code. In an interesting aside, Moffat
lored the charge that students of 1987 studied less than their counter-
of an earlier generation had done. His surprising finding was that
ough students often saw courses as obstacles to be hurdled or dodged,
t undergraduates seemed to be as diligent and concerned about “get-
ahead” as students had been a century earlier. '
ring the 1980s there were indications of a substar
jat had been known for almost a century as the “cofl
ereas the campus had once been a crucible of g
values, it was now overwhelmed by a largcr

change in
giate culture.”
rgraduate fashions

h culture” of music,

:‘. tered by thxs cultural change. Pexhaps

s toncern about retention and dcgee comple-
ndifference to attrition rates of 25 ant or more
man class had ceased to be acceptable. Professional
g and learning centers, expnﬁded student services,
of other institutional tools were implemented to increase the
a student persisted and graduated. One state government strat-
s to divide its per capita substdm Part would be paid on entering
ents, with the remaining t to the institution being calcu-

ted on such measures as couggumpletmn or degree conferral.

Each campus faced anothgr incentive to analyze and then respond to
student attrition— namely; the exorbitant cost of undergraduate in-
ction. Careful auq,itﬁ*'ztt some state universities in the late 1970s re-
caled that weak performance by freshmen and sophomore students was
disrupting the mﬁﬂamemal resource allocation strategy. The original
plan was th!@ large undergraduate base reduced per capita expendi-
ures, thus freeing up more tuition dollars for advanced courses and
seminars for upper-division students and graduate students. The dy-
ramics of the lower-division undergraduate culture dismantled this
gic and turned the actual costs upside down. This internal revelation
cluded the discovery that even prestigious research universities were
nterdcpendent with the character of American high schools. The rising

|
|
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failure rates in freshman-level English composition, mathematics, and
sdence courses were attributed in part to secondary schools. Although a
udent may have received an A in high school calculus, the frequent
dilution of the high school curriculum provided no assurance that a
dent had the requisite knowledge a university mathematics instructor
presumed. Revelations of such gaps in academic preparation were not
nfined to open-admissions institutions. The dean of admissions at
Stanford, for example, alerted professors in 1978 that although they had
the luxury of selective admissions, even their academically talented en-
tering students showed alarming signs of uneven analytical and writing
ills. 7

When underprepared freshmen dropped cou
they came back to haunt the funding procedug

reenrolling a se-
: : e university had
ready spent the state student subsidy but news as ‘churning” by devot-
ing i oom space to underachieving
uch undergraduate practices
ester: enrolling in, say, six courses.
that number to four a few wwi(s
that a flagship state research ummty
large proportion of its hmzted JMurces
often did not persist.'®
To save money,| llegcs and universities had to spmd money. Re-
sources first 0 g0 into a variety of support services that would help
dergra ay afloat academically. What ﬁdbeen left to chance in
950 was a m"attet of deliberate concern—and investment—in 1980.
’ so extended into increasingly sophisticated student-centered
ams and activities beyond the teaching and learning of the class-
s Deans— and, later, faculty—acknowledged the growing diversity
the undergraduate body in nuterous dimensions, including age, gen-
der, income level, and acaq%ﬁ: preparation. In place of assumptions
about a typical undergradugié experience involving four years of full-time
study, academic advising increasingly came to accommodate diverse
patterns. “Stopping out” joined “dropping out” in the lexicon. Intern-
ships, field expgrienices, study abroad, and numerous other innovations
gradually came 1o be accepted components of the bachelor’s degree ex-
perience. Qne of the more decisive acknowledgments of these changing
conceptions of the college experience was that federal data collection
extended its compilations on “bachelor’s degree completions” from four

»"’i? -

ter. The pragmatic messag
unintentionally inv
freshmen students
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Coming of Age in America 331

~ years to five years and then to six years as the norm. A windfall of this
institutional scrutiny was that universities were eventually forced to re-
discover the importance of undergraduate education. Creating honors
colleges, freshman seminars, and interdisciplinary fields#&
faculty who showed commitment to teaching and ad
ates signs of at least partial reform within the

Profile of the Faculty

To gJ;n a sense of the changed climate of«
after 970, it is uscful to considcr pw the American professorate saw.

ed in the national press. For example,
ighRiesman had gained both fame and in-
dem:c Revolutzon, Whld‘l charteddﬁxe rise

experts in American socxay David G.
sumlar picture in The Mobile mfwors (1967),
ng-term shortage of college teachers. But the cele-
Md A provocatxve. timely ﬁudy published just a

d reds of qualiﬁed(aéi:ﬂicams. Neil Smelser and Robin Content, for
ple, documenwd how an announcement of two positions in the

2 expanded number of Ph.D.-granting programs were tooled up to
re a constant flow of new Ph.Ds into the academic market for years
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332 A History of American Higher Education

to come. What would have been a marvelous solution to higher education’s

in 1960 had become the millstone of a glutted market in 1980.

the array of problems facing presidents and boards, faculty were

a primary object of concern. One reason was th& presidents and
provosts enjoyed a buyer’s market. Established as well as ascending in-
stitutions had the luxury of choice in hiring n fessors. Now they
could compete for faculty credentials of a at in the 1960s they
might have been unlikely to land. And si w tenured professors had .
the option to consider good jobs elsew the balance of governance .
power shifted away from the faculty b the administration. £
Roger G. Baldwin and Jay L.Chronister documented, one disturb-

ing institutional response to the glutted market for faculty was to rely

i —“teaching without tenure,” a practice
ive erosion of academic freedom.?? This
academic rank and tenure was particularly

at community colleges. Norton Grubb and his
cluded that professors at the ;ufbhc two-year in-
stitutions were émmmg “honored but mvxsxblgﬁg:‘ And the short-term
olidating departments with low enrollments tended to
evade essentzar*quesnons about what a collége or university ought to
offer, er to be legitimate. The net result was that the morale of
essors was not high. The sxtua}wn led Howard Bowen and Jack

¢r to conclude a national study with the observation that faculty
*“a national resource imperi (jﬁf”‘“

g:‘%;

he Community Coilcgé

he community collgge was the institution that stood poised to gain
pm the flux in Angerican higher education in the 1970s. In many states,
ding for cagtmctmn and operanon was available, even ample. Since
any commiinity colleges were “open admission,” they could accom-
odate a range and variety of students. The academic transfer function
existed with vocational programs. Furthermore, the public two-year
olleges started to add new missions and new constituencies. Providing
recreational or community-interest courses— with or without degree
credit—ascended as an option. Continuing education and certification

r a variety of business and professional fields constituted another at-

ctive domain. To another extreme, the community colleges frequently
took on remedial education. And the community college’s most incon-

|
\
\
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Coming of Age in America 333

gruous and interesting innovation was to offer advanced courses that
d retooling for applicants who already had bachelor’s or master’s

T pmhferanon of missions and constituencies was fueled by a state
funding formula that provided a per capita subsidy for each student
enrolled in a course. The formula'’s weakness was its lack of guidance on
what was—and what was not — appropriate for the community college
to offer.?> Eventually signs of concern surfaced. The first alarm came
from state universities that historically had relied on the public two-year
colleges to provide the lower-division academic work hen led to
transfer to the four-year campus. In some states, especially'California,
the concern was twofold. First, the number of comnunity college stu-
dents who applied for transfer to the four-year collegeS declined drasti- -~
cally, Second, the academic record of those who did transfer lagged in «%f@
comparison to earlier generations of transfegstudents—and in com-
parison to those students who entered the niversity as freshmen. The.,
was that four-year institutions }“dﬁ!{:;::ieal of confidence in %%’
community college as a reliable transfer institution. ‘
The reservations the fouz- titutions had about the comm%mty
ended t%e more general question of fetention
iemt catchall explanation amaﬁg%ommumty

college officials was;h‘ t si :
and reparatmﬁ,%%dlfﬁcult and perhaps i inappropfiate to subject the
institution to con?monal models of monito ent retention pat-
terns. Oni nter to that statement was mem that the two-year
i eges often institutionalized a prediCtable abuse of ill-prepared
ming “revolving-door” @gges or promoting a “cooling-
nction whereby students wi@\stood little chance of academic
val blamed themselves far their eventual academic failure.
second source of con rged when a number of research stud-
ies examined the commu@)?’ colleges’ claims to being a source of good
aining for entxy-levelzg%lmnal jobs. One example of the philosophi-
disarray was the paradox that when a student dropped out of a tech-
course, it actually be proof that the community college was
doing a good@b'f’he example most frequently invoked was that of air-
conditioning repair classes. If a student quickly acquired the requisite
skills for a well-paying job in this field, why bother to complete the
course, let alone the two-year degree? Such models created a nightmare
for assumptions about enrollment and curriculum planning. Equally
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rplexing was the lack of certainty that the vocational courses had

n for a community col

‘

son forced commumty colleges m%ﬁt%iunk their
omnibus mission. What was more important: to serye.as-a port of first

rvediarid undereducated mdtvu%;ﬁ!%, or to provide
P stgmduatam courses or retooling for a@ns who already had

; chelors ancf‘?ster s degrees? The oppomgh{ty to be the “people’s

us times but a millstone d state recession. Community
Wocates argued forcefully that, posing the policy question in
manner was foul play becausv:ﬁ%s a false dichotomy. Why not do

Doubt about the educgtsﬁra] efficacy of community colleges was
nost extreme in the resa@ of Alexander Astin. He expressed his first
eservations in his 19; k Four Critical Years, in which he concluded
that widespread mﬁu on the public two-year college as the port of
entry for a first m%ranon of college-going students was a recipe for low
gains in cogngf% skills and changes in beliefs and values.?® Then, in his
1993 sequel study, What Matters in College?, Astin made the matter-of-
f£§t comment that he had excluded community college students from
is survey data on the impact of the college experience.”” His rationale

as that community colleges were not real colleges. This was only one

searcher’s opinion. Yet Astin was influential, and it is disconcerting that
7

s i
ed taxpayers whether i 1; ;w

ty colleges charged no tuition,
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Coming of Age in America 335

he had written off the institutions at which almost half of all college
hmen enrolled.

Budget Problems and Trade-offs: Brown University in 1980

questions about educational equity and effectiveness were not con-
fined to the public two-year colleges. Even the members of the Ivy League
confronting budget problems that raised essential philosophical
tions. The ways in which the macro issues filtered down to campus

ity now faces some difficult questions. Can Brown afford finan-
aid to students? If this were so, then at what if not, what
that mean for diversity—racial, geograp ‘onomic —in the N

ent body at Brown?”2%
ost presidents would have loved to have hadBrown’s problem: more
alified applicants than slots; a relanvely bigh per capita endowmen =
3 ppomve‘ estabhshed alumm. ’ ctwe niche within h

urces were stretched es in con-
llow members of the Ivy Leaj %. The price
one year had risen to $10,000 in 1981 (about
—making Brown one of thé most expensive
w It was also one of the mm%nemus, fulfilling its

-blind admissions an%i@ed-based financial aid.
ch brought about by rising’energy consumption and
s seared through the soul'of the campus, forcing a recon-
ue itsadmissions and financial

increased the umvem(y 's'expenses if it was to meet the mcalcuiated fi-
nancial aid needs of its %&nm

The obvious question with no obvious answer was, What were sources
ithin univergf@@xpenses from which money could be saved and then
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and other internal curtailments— each of which would have made

ore controversial proposals to save money was that Brown step back
its universal commitment to need-blind a fgions. In other

wards, the university administration could claim ﬂ&oga:ivc of not

offering financial aid to all its applicants who ffered admission.

om that policy at this time was partic nskybecauseanmcreasmg

¢ rosperous families were givin u;~

oi]ege-hound chxldrcn 2 Some u;;depeu-
erit scholarships” that had no financial need
to compete for the brightest stadents, regard-
a policy that was most attractxvesxb affluent par-
qualify for need-based aid. Tl;ﬁaet result was the

ame to rely on proactive techmqnes and strategies to attract
dents. ,

: ormmg arts centers, and charitable organizations, were depicted as
endangered é’ﬁm, stuck in what Waldemar Nielsen called the “cri-
sisof theno ﬁts.”” Higher education’s new depression, whose clouds
ad been sighted on the horizon as early as 1973, threatened to be an
ended monsoon season. The sobering postscript was that captains of
the campus were told not to expect much in the way of financial flood
elief from the federal government. By 1975 most presidents and boards
d to face the undeniable fact that their institutions faced problems that
ere chronic, not transient. Articles published in 1978 in such national
agazines as Time and U.S. News and World Report warned that colleges
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s scramble to fill space.” Systematic studies also concluded with pro-
tions about a potentially high rate of institutional mortality. Symp-
atic of this extended concern was the popularity of Lewis Mayhew’s
ughtful advice manual, Surviving the Eighties, and the Carnegie Com-
ion’s concluding report, Three Thousand Futures.!
So although higher education had been hailed for its “managerial
olution” of the 1960s, it was an incomplete transformation because it
d never been tested in a time of adversity. The prospect of declining
school graduation populations in some regions % the country,
mbined with double-digit inflation, rising energy and an expen-
ive, intractable campus infrastructure, signaled eed for change.
'hat one had, then, was a consolidation of a méinagerial and planning
roach combined with the university and college becoming a genu-
ely enterprising institution. One of thg'most influential analysts of
gher education’s predicaments (and ions) was economist Howard
J. Bowen. Bowen had served as deanl of the business school at Illinois,
ident of the University of lowd, and president of Grinnell (_ogege
fore devoting full attention te the economics of higher educatloxx asa
professor at the Claremo aduate School in California. Ag% time
en legislatures and a sképtical public questioned the cmgaqy&? higher
education, Bowen prese etailed analyses of the costs of higher edu-
cation and agem nsive rationale for what he termeéaﬂ investment
i as a benefit for individuals bqg, fhore important, as

4 4

apressive. Recovery was due'in large part to a shift from a

ial revolution” to an "entﬁrfqﬁsing evolution” in campus gov-

. Works such as George Keller's Academic Strategy made the case
at a thoughtful connection of data to decisions was preferable to in-
cremental scrambling.®? It was & timely prescription because federal and
tate governments were moving toward emphasis on “privatization” and
ncentives in the allocation of funding. In addition to the impact of this
approach to studentfinancial aid starting in 1972, which altered admis-
ions and studentfecruitment, there was a comparable emphasis on in-
{;ennves in institutional fund- -raising. The basic vehicle to promote cam-
pus initiative was the “matching grant”—a strategy pioneered by John
D. Rockefeller almost a century earlier but rediscovered by both govern-
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institutions. In Indiana, for example, the state legislature gave an incen-
i her education
n to donors

its generous dollar-for-dollar state income tax di
made contributions to accredited colleges

aﬁd foundations for new proj-

iving awards from state govern
nor prospect research, ana!ysns of

s beyond “business as usual.”

i

oful monitoring of agency requests fon‘yro
-raxsmg ofﬁces to cultivate a new Qreed of

; the presidential cabinet. ~ *.
etting and spending in higher- mducation that
1980s altered not only the campus but also the
¥'themselves. First, a new gen n of individual do-
fouridations emerged—exemphﬁéa by California’s Irvine
-thax gave pnomy toa nev agenda of educational i issues

- and opted instead to stake their awards
pmjec(s that were both infovative and exploratory, with an eye to-
ard the future— including projects devoted to issues such as minority
artd women students of international studies and global interdepen-
dénce.’? Perhaps the most important change was that colleges and uni-
arsities could ho'longer assume that they were either the exclusive or
e primary béneficiaries of individual or corporate giving.
. 4

e States and Higher Education:
Coordination and Centralization

One plank in the 1972 amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1964
sought to alter the governance of higher education. Its strategy was for
e federal government to provide incentive funds to each of the fifty
states that created state higher-education coordinating agencies to act as
a liaison between institutions and the federal government. The empha-
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sis was on long-range planning, with an eye toward avoiding duplication
of academic programs. The program to fund these agencies—often
called “1202 commissions”— had mixed results. In some states, coordi-
nating agencies already existed. Elsewhere, the incentive funding stimu-
lated new agencies. There was also variation from state to state in the
character of the agencies, which ranged from highly central%d arrange-
ments (e.g., the Regents of the State University of New Ydrkeor the North
lina University System) to systems of volun rdination. The
distinguishing feature of the state councils was
nation of suasion and coercion to prompt
statewide questions that an individual ¢
on its own. One novel feature of the #2362 commission funding was its
explicit provision that independent colleges and universities were to
be included along with state institutions in discussions of statewide puh@ %
lic policy. The national o ization for leaders was SHEEO, the State
e Officers. SHEEO worked in conjuriction
with governors in su¢h asseciations as the Education Coxgm,mon for
the States.
or universi dents, especially at the estabhshed tlagship state
universities, 2 council often was a nulsancaﬁr a nemesis. The idea
that the state ut%wrs:ty had to file reports and make requests via a state
esented a departure from customary lobbying in the state
At best, state coordinating commissions prompted individual
ges and universities to consider mﬂectwe questions about mission
at campus presidents on thegﬁwn seldom considered. State councils,
ovever, often found themsglyes in a bind because their mandate was to
ke recommendations omrbudgets, capital construction, closing down
archaic programs, and énidorsing new programs either to the governor
or to the state legislature. But in most cases there was no guarantee that
their recommefidations would be followed. Even though rational plan-
ning mxght !nﬁcate that creating a new law school would be expensive
and unnecessary, logic could be derailed by a coalition of state legislators
o were adamant that the state university in their home district needed
a law school. The upshot was that the state councils changed the dynam-
ics and vocabulary of statewide policy deliberations. Some contributions
hat emerged during the financially strapped years of the 1970s included
ingentives for “intersegmental cooperation”—that is, providing some
funding for ventures that encouraged, for example, the flagship state
university to cooperate with the community colleges and the state col-

\“txhttmns to address
was unlikely to consider
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s. Another innovation was the notion of “steady-state growth,”
ereby a campus would be informed that it could add a new academic
program only if it eliminated an established one. The state councils also
inserted a new layer of bureaucracy between campus and the capital.
Although most of the publicity went to the increasing federal role in
gher education during this period, the states, not Wﬂxmgtoa, DG,
ained the pillar of government support for the ifigtru:
operating budgets of public higher educati

[he Development of a Formidabl éﬁt Sector

'he generous provisions of the Pel program and other student .’
nancial aid initiatives had anothet important consequence for extend-
ing the scope of postsecondary education. Because the program had hot
explicitly defined the kinds#f institutions that were eligible, many pro-
prietary schools now petitiotied for eligibility to participate in student
msgespite objections from “established” colleges
" ate}y the newcomers gained a seat the table and
ent financial aid programs :mgmg from grants
s, however, were contmua@,subyected to scrutiny
at curtailment. Accreditation groups and traditional col-
the high default rates among students at some proprietary
s as evidence of lax educational standards and even outright ex-
_ploitation of at-risk students. The fequirement that an institution be

ceredited provided by itself little assurance that the institution was
~educationally sound and regpdhs:bly operated. By the late 1970s this

vaning confidence in accredifation as an effective checkpoint had two
nsequences. First, many state governments undertook their own ini-
iatives to identify and.lhen curb “diploma mills.” Second, growing dis-
satisfaction aboyt rﬁe efficacy of voluntary accreditation bodies in polic-
ing suspect msuwtmns led to the dissolution of the umbrella agency, the
Founcd ang&tsecondary Accreditation, or COPA.

Representatives of the proprietary schools countered allegations
about diluted standards and dubious financial practices by pointing out
the uncertain quality of many “regular” colleges and universities. They
also relied on lobbying and political donations to gain increasing sup-
port in Congress. Inclusion spread, and by 1996 one could speak of a
formidable new sector known as “Higher Ed, Inc.”—a phenomenon that
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Richard Ruch has called the “rise of the for-profit university.”* Foremost
among such institutions was the University of Phoenix, with a multistate
network of sites along with reliance on “distance learning” technology to
offer both coursework and degree programs. Like it or not, the presi-
dents of established colleges and universities were forced to acknowledge
that proprietary colleges and institutes were unwelcome guests who were
going to stay for dinner, especially when the main course was federal
student aid.

From Retrenchment to Recovery, 1980 to 1989

Higher-education associations continued in their igrelations cam-
paigns to remind citizens and politicians that investmént in higher edu- Yy
cation not only was beneficial to the econom iso promised numer- ol

ous other social advamages 35The cﬁ’mts bo fnut As inﬁatmn dePCd Wyw

propriations for higher education pl up. One sign of recovery Ay?
that by the mid-1980s most g

Ilmg for partnerships am&%ﬁ state
and higher education as a way'to foster a
onomy. The governors and @emty presi-
goking to the future, but in fact they relied on the
of “Sthcon Valley” near Sta;nf&% and Berkeley, the
gt
“ambridge area, and the “Re-
igle” of the University of Nart h.Carolina, Duke University,
yCarolina State Unwersxty B@ween 1985 and 1990, numerous
sities joined with their state. ments to sponsor (and subsi-
g¢) rescarch parks and new entities with such intriguing names (and
aguely implied missions) aqg& “Center for Innovative Technology.”
Umversm& too %% believe their own public relations about
incubators. Economist Charles Clotfelter ex-
tions— Harvard, Duke, Carleton, and the University
s part of a 1996 study of cost escalation in elite higher
ucation. i@ sund that institutional ambition and the drive for both
ity and prestige prompted institutions to spend generously in the
id-1980s. “Buying the best” became the credo of the elite institutions.
¢ message spread throughout higher education and extended to the
est for top students and faculty along with a commitment to meritoc-
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racy and social justice. Moreover, since many institutions had deferred
purchases and maintenance in the late 1970s, by 1985 there was a pent-up
purchasing drive, which escalated until the October 1987 stock market
crash and then the 1989 drop in state revenues.®

Gaovernment Relations and Regulation

The “partnership” between higher education and the fedegal govern-
ment worked reasonably well so long as it meant that the Campus re-

ived what it considered to be adequate funding.In tach circumstances,
government regulation was viewed as a nunsan t still a necessary
price to pay. By the late 1970s this acquiesce :
In 1982 a study group commissioned by th rnegie Foundation for the

Advancement of Higher Education pt d its report on campus gaw«é@%

er ance with tlm 0bscrvatmn, “There remains m the control of hl

od to
—while also

be: ngfreeto carry ofly ithoutundue mterference,thelrem@mal work.¥’
: umversny ! vho at that time faced dou cssures of in-

rch and s t ﬁnancnal aid, this characteriz ation was painfully ac-
and familiar.® Influential spokesmen, mcludmg officials with
[wcation associations as well L3 udi ersity presidents, brought
€ center stage, arguing that ga@mmental regulation had become
weasonable and excessive. Iniphicitiin this argument was that colleges
ad universities could be counted on to “do the right thing,” with mini-
nal oversight. Federal rcgggﬁon was wrong, and wrongheaded.
Sociologist Natha azer compared federal regulation in higher
education and in b@:css in a study that took up the same theme but
brought a histerieal perspective to the litany of academic complaints. To
important historical dimension was that business and higher
1had essentially traded places with respect to the federal gov-
nment between 1910 and 1980. Whereas President Theodore Roosevelt
ad focused on “trust busting” and bringing large business corporations
to heel, colleges and universities of that era were almost always exempted
om federal regulatory measures. This tradition of federal restraint con-
inued through the New Deal. Colleges and universities, for example,
griginally were not required to pay social security taxes or workmen’s
compensation, or even to provide employees with clean drinking water.
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the courts had extended great latitude to the American campus in
name of academic freedom. Prior to 1970, for example, it was highly
sual for courts to hear cases involving individual faculty grievances

isions and the conduct of academic search committees were consid-
outside the purview of the courts. Disputes over admissions and

According to Glazer, by 1980 the role of the federal government with
t to business and colleges had in many cases reversed. Businesses
were increasingly given exemptions and incentives. Collegesd
siﬁes, in contrast, were subjected to a growing list of g
procedures. An interesting wrinkle in the growing
at involved colleges and universities as defend
tiffs varied, ranging from disgruntled outsidesstgi
ers of the campus community felt that admmmtratmn and board
d treated them improperly. The uniyefsi always had critics from
outside. More novel was the idea of insiders — faculty, students, staff,
alumni— becoming sufficiently organized to mount a formal challenge
gridual inroads into higher education’s at-
nental questions: Who “speaks for” the.cam-
us, and whom, ultipgitely, does the campus represent? Agd, second, if
n and intervention were not mvokedfhow would
ities respond to problems of social justice when left
thetr initidtive? On balance, higher-education l%sntuhons continued to
: cat deal of autonomy. Yet there was growing belief that college
sities ought to be publicly accountable for their decisions.
 Bok, president of Harvard, expressed concern on behalf of his
college and university presidents about the intrusion of the federal
'rnment into the basic aciivi&s of higher education, reaffirming Su-
eme Court Justice Felix F ter’s commentary in a 1957 case that
asserted the “four essential freedoms” of a university: the freedom to
determine for itself whe 'may teach, what may be taught, how it should
e taught, and who- -midy be admitted to study. Bok’s preference was for
ederal regulations that relied on incentives and subsidies as a means of
inducing coj&ts and universities to comply. The least desirable ap-
proaches were rigid rules, procedural requirements, and coercion. To
Bok, the federal agencies’ insatiable demands for data had reduced the

nt of litigation
that the plain-
lers who as mem-
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344 A History of American Higher Education

university to a Gulliver bedeviled by Lilliputians who were binding it
with the red tape of contradictory, even inappropriate government man-
dates. He conceded that some federal regulations had helped curb the
most odious kinds of discrimination but felt that on balance, universities
e reasonable and responsive. 0

pite the fuming by presidents about federal intrusion and micro-
manhagement, many constituencies close to higher education had come
to rely on federal regulation as their best hope for a fair hearing and
aps redress in disputes about institutional conduct. Federal regula-
tion had joined with student financial aid programs as a partner in the
promotion of social justice on the American campus. The difficult ques-
tion was how colleges and universities would have behaved if they had
been leﬁ alone. without litigation or regulation Would,ﬁx X ample, the

eral in its advocacy for others yet conservative inits own conduct And N
as Chester Finn pointed out in his 1978 diseuséion of the “regulatory . »
swamp” in Scholars, Dollars, and Bureau a federal regulatnon Pﬂ’n i
taihing to higher education arose o
plaint by a constituent.!!

3&@

ﬁ/ Women in ngher E tion

Regulatory lssues and |

iphigher education during the Ws was summed
well by Ba?ﬁ@%ndler and Roberta Hall, whg%served that there
was a pervasivéschilly” climate for women.*2 To feturn to the rudimen-
stical profile of higher education inagyo, at first glance women
achieved reasonable accomf modation as undergraduates.
re of overall enrollments was 41 percent, up from 32 percent in
1950, There was a bit more dlspamgiﬁ ﬁgures for graduate enrollments,
“thpugh again the women’s share had increased over time. Women rep-
esented 39 percent of grac até students in 1970, compared with 27 per-
cent in 1950. Their repregh ation in faculty appointments beyond lec-
turer, however, was ule.
Inig75 P . Bl%& E A. Hammel, and J. W. O’Connell conducted a
areful study @;ﬁhﬁems of application and enrollment in Ph.D. pro-
rams to PW the riddle of gender discrimination. Their surprising
nding was that when one analyzed each department, men and women

|
|
|
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arge number of women tended to apply to oversubscribed depart-
ents that accepted only a small percentage of applicants and had a

arch by Sheila Tobias
tem, girls who exceﬁed in_

"""""

inging more women into the ’ "
depended on changes in ing and men-

‘é»zx
i P
i

1g stch reforms into the edu onal system would re-
S 0 mcubanon In the meanwhxkf&men in graduate school

presence was most conspzcum@; the humamnes, educauon, h-

agy science, home economxmggﬁ% some extent the biological sci-
ences, with relanvely low figure 'f(sr graduate pmgrams in law, medicme,

g positions in four-year institutions in 1972~ 73.
sence was skewed toward untenured instructor-

associate professors, and 24 percent of the assistant professors.
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y any measure, the difference between women as a proportion of
undergraduates and their representation among doctoral degree recipi-
ents and campus faculty represented a shortfall. By 1974 —75, however,
there were signs of significant change. The first professional school to
w this was law, followed by medicine. In 1997 - 98, women accounted
for 43 percent of all professional degrees conferred. Within that broad
category, women received 45 percent of the law degrees, 42 percent of the
medical degrees, 38 percent of the dental degrees, and 66 percent of the

cent.
Connected to the various dxscussnons about gga

school recruit-
iveness and equity,

colleges opted to become coeducational. The same was true for l\m@'ﬂc
men’s colleges. In one New drawing of the 1970s a sw&typm
weary busmess executive s ome, slumps in a chaxr, ao&gotes with

cliffe College merged its unde
at of Harv llege; Pembroke College olved, and women
ecame @ plurality of undergraduates at I University. Women had
3 for undergraduate educati lumbia University, Co-
20llege, traditionally all-male, had become coeducational and
dmitted women, while BW College retained its historical
mmitment to admitting onWomen. Ambherst, Dartmouth, Prince-
on, Yale, Wesleyan, Willia nd the University of Virginia were pres-
tigious all-male msntu@% that opted to shift to coeducation.

Coeducation was 10t always an even exchange. The formerly all-male
stitutions tcnde{%) gain while the former women’s colleges lost. The
pmen who @‘Yled to Dartmouth, for example, tended to have SAT
cores and w school grade-point averages higher than those of their
ale counterparts. In contrast, when Vassar College opted to admit men,
e admissions staff suffered a double whammy. Male applicants tended
) lag behind women applicants in their academic credentials. Even
ore demoralizing, the college had evidently forfeited its special appeal
highly qualified women who sought the distinctive attributes of an all

#in Transition, most womeﬁ
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women’s campus. Meanwhile, the women'’s colleges that made a deliber-
ate decision to continue their specific mission did well.

ne of the more significant episodes of gender equity dealt less with
sion at the admissions office than with educational programs and
opportunities within a campus. Center stage was the 1972 legislation
n as Title IX. Its original language set forth terms to prohibit dis-
crimination in educational programs. It also included some exemption

ally had strongly
ly changed its strat-

cases jumped erratically %" ‘
' ics were covered by Title

rcement of Title IX was calﬁmg the financial ruin of intercol-
ate athletics. What was ofte éf% out of the discussion was the fact
most intercollegiate a programs, including the “big-time”
ograms, had been sources durmg financial problems and budget
sh ‘rtfalls since the early !970s-before women’s sports programs be-
carTe afactor®  °

Rckulatory bﬁws and Equity: Minorities in Higher Education

Affirmative action in hiring initially applied to business and industry.
Eventually it was incorporated into higher education personnel deci-
si:its, with particular attention to faculty appointments. In a distinct but

ted development, it was extended to include decisions about stu-
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be rep oduced or transmltted w1thout

iversities initiated measures to promote racial access and diversity.
enrollment patterns for African Americans and other minority
ups indicated substantial change. Ultimately, programs geared to in-

race taken into consideration with other factors was issible.
ntegration and desegregation had troubling m tions for the
fut re of the historically black colleges and uniye mes, the so-called

wever, in the post-Bakke era, as @elﬁ%n—
demonstrated sustained intergst in re-

] &mpete against a Princeton or aﬁarvard? The
ometimes. But it was an expenswemntest The irony

NS program as a model for other mﬂeges to emulate. In-
t admissions deans would have re!ished having Harvard’s in-
al resources and heritage.
A related irony came about in the late 1990s when former Harvard
ident Derek Bok joined with former Princeton president William
en—then president of the Mellon Foundation—to publish The
Shape of the River. Here two-of the onetime vocal critics of federal gov-
ment policies and atﬁmmtxvc action sang the praises of the positive
impact of affirmative detion in promoting racial diversity within the
student ranks of the academically elite American campuses.*’” Once
again the solutions that might have been available and effective for a
Harvardor fmgnceton were not available to a state university in the West
an unpov&nshed college in the South. Furthermore, even when his-
torically white flagship universities did show commitment to recruiting

|
|
|
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s as Asian Americans, Native Americans, Hispanics, and gays and
had elevated awareness of the growing diversity of both the

p programs that promoted access to mains campuses as well

as fresh government funding initiatives dedicat ating new cate-
gories of institutions, such as tribal colleges. &ﬁ
| e legal environment of the late 1990s Was+€ignificantly altered by %;»%

~ congerted efforts on the part of groups of sfudents and alumni of flagsy, *
ship state universities to dismantle affismative action, with conspicuous- -
unfolding at the University of Georgia, the University of Texas,the
University of Michigan, and the University of California. The w%dra-

matic twist in this course of events was the changing role of Uimiversities

in the South. Whereas in 1950 or 1960 many flagship stat¢universities
resisted racial integration, by the year 2000 the oppoqih%entimem had
 come to domitat emic leaders affirmed their itment to ra-

. Casteen I1I, president of lh%versity of Virginia,

cial lequity. Joh
i public stand in his lw@tam of the University”

k this

te about affirmative action q;@:ﬁmpliﬁcs Virginia’s legal history
the fact of what has been do% bére to build success in the last quarter
Mury or so. g

.+~ |A] morally rcspomzbm?cw of Virginia's history, and specifically of
actions taken by the stas@?self in defiance of law, must acknowledge a
second reality of Virginia's actions in our time. Alone among the American
S monywealth of Virginia seized, closed, and locked public
‘ hools in xw@t than desegregate those schools in accord with orders
| ?f the Unit *%tes Supreme Court. .. . So a unique question needs to be
1ddrcssed re anyone assumes that our Virginian concern about aca-
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350 A History of American Higher Education

demic access for minority students is the same as all others: What effects
| linger across generations when children grow up in a culture where as a
matter of defiant law, the General Assembly and the Governor chose to
«close schools and deny education over allowing those children's parents or

randparents to study in classrooms open to every child, regardless of
race? ... Regardless of lawyers’ debates, however, the moral imperative is
that Virginia and persons who care for her and her children, all her children,
must assume an ongoing commitment to remedy the consequences of ac-
tions well within living memory.*®

teen argued that in higher education, the past was indeed pertinent

to the present and future of our public policies and institutional paths.

while, various court cases offered colleges and ¢
idance for achieving equity in college admissions.

he College-Costs and College-Price D RN

ederal scrutiny of higher education intensified when U.S. Secretary of W&
ducation William Bennett (himself a former classics professor) r%w
quiestions about abuses in the ﬁnan’%zystcm Critical questions
to allegatlons about higher educatmn s equivalent of the infamous“wel-

are report of a financial aid recnpxeg;}rmng

eak in Florida. On a more Substantive

deral financial aid programs l¢d to insinua-
ions were chasing federal &% by artlﬁcwllv

controversral finding wa: the cost— that is, thc acmal
of educating an undergradi
was uot much different .

ad cast doubt on the convenient stcreotype
%nvate) colleges were havens for students from
study in California showed that the concentration
tively high-income families was substantially greater
the flagship state university than in the private colleges. If this was so,

the logical extension was to ask what exactly a policy of “no tuition”
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at a state university accomplished. Independent colleges in turn argued
that public colleges and universities benefited from a “tuition gap” cre-

- ated by taxpayer subsidies that kept public tuition prices artificially low

for a large constituency that could indeed afford to pay a greater share
of actual costs.

: s and universi- .
ties were both e:q::ensive and excellent. Whether they were overpriced N
answeping that question wasthat
the CPI and co!iege tuition were a poor match because they measured
markedly different kinds of purchasesybigher-education assomanmz%
responded with the HEPI, the hxgher-educanon price index. An&@r
some comparative policy discussion, higher-education advoat&s@%ted
out that the cost of taking care of a prisoner for a year was @it&r than
the expenses of educating a college student at a htgh- campus
.~ Overlooked in the debates  of the mid-1980s were ttm,hstoncal data
showing that MW:M 1975 t0 1980, Increases. ;@lege tuition and
charges tended less than the annual mcreas@;"?i the CPL. One result
of over a decade of double-digit inflation amt erred maintenance was
that hy the early 1980s, colleges had a bacld@’ of projects; expenses were
peatching up. Another comph{%&on that emerged from market-
arch was the so-called Mo olyoke phenomenon: the sur-
i ding that higher tuition ténded to increase the number and aca-
nic quality of applicants. ntly price and prestige were connected
in the college applicant’s
\ The college-costs debates hinted at a central fundamental weakness
of higher eduanon@% part of public policy: internal conflicts within
the higher-ed uc@h ranks tended to pit the independent institutions
gainst the kcoliegcs and universities. The various sectors within

‘ %

higher educanon devoted most of their time to waging war against one
another. As a result, higher education was seldom able to present a coher-

ent, unified front to Congress. Although senators and representatives

were in favor of colleges and universities, they often felt torn on higher-

. education issues. In contrast, lobbying groups such as the National Rifle
pciation or the National Association of Manufacturers were able to

 mobilize requests— and thanks—to legislators on short notice.
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3%2 A History of American Higher Education
The Curricular Wars

gher-education associations located at One DuPont Circle in Wash-
on, D.C.— such as the American Council on Educatm@the National
sociation of Independent Colleges and Universiti i

orts— bickered among themselves about polit
ys the blckenng mirrored the cu mcula eh

g to which perspectives.’! The

nflict was healthy in that it elicifed a “marketplace of ideas” within
artments and across academic units . X
* Regardless of how aca administrators or faculty argued about

;urriculum, many of these dlspms were
ency — namely, students who gxgrctsed their
aring enrollments in such empggfable fields as
ience, engineering, and various¢ntry-level profes-

g grams prompted colleges aq@uuwemnes to devote
i creasmg r&%urces to funding faculty lines and facilities in these popu-

Ke appropriate content

P

mployable” fields. Dtsagrecnénts among faculty about the direction

" of what was entailed in being an' English major, how one defined a canon

in literature, or the ideological clashes in history and sociology kindled
interesting energy within traditional fields that were by and large
utside the mainstream of massive federal grant funding. To faculty and
udents in thesschools of medicine, engineering, agriculture, and phar-
acy, the mﬁmﬁ battles of the liberal arts departments were distant and
curious, témpests in a teapot. Yet to the faculty in those departments, the
ttles over “political correctness” and the definition of a field were cru-
y important, especially if one assumed that ideas and instruction
attered.
The ideological debates within the liberal arts signaled the flourishing
f new perspectives and multidisciplinary approaches in such thematic
#reas as women’s studies, African-American studies, and Hispanic stud-
. This took two forms: the creation of permanent departments dedi-
ted to such fields, and the integration of these new perspectives into
I:isting departments. Ultimately the intradepartmental debates had an
|

o
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Coming of Age in America 353

impact on public policy discussions held in such federal agencies as the
National Endowment for the Humanities as their advisory boards and
directors reviewed their statements on funding criteria for grant propos-
These curricular debates also led to the creation of numerous splin-
ter groups. What became muddled was whether the typical department
of English or history in an American college or university was a cham-
pion of allegedly leftist political advocacy or, to another extreme, a bas-
of conservatism.

ne ironic consequence of the curricular wars was the emergence of
onservative voice among young alumni, especially at the glite historic

into charges that colleges had abdicated their tra
For perhaps the first time in memory, recent g

a4

‘ istrators to rethink the
of the college experiem

';1

ing new, expandmg rcsouro&to student financial aid, it is not clear that
advanced research pmgxxms had been abandoned. Clark Kerr has
pointed out that when indexed for inflation, federal research and devel-
opment grants @gmversmes went from $1.3 trillion in 1960 to $4.3 tril-
on in 1980 (ngs trillion to $8.9 trillion in 2000 dollars).>* The rate of
annual increases had tapered, even though the actual dollar amounts
had not.

' Emphasis on social justice had made some inroads even into federal
rerearch programs. In response to complaints by university officials and
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35% A History of American Higher Education

members of Congress who believed that their favored institutions and
ions were being left out, Congress established such programs as Ep-
r, whose intent was to ensure that research funding was distributed
to institutions without a strong federal research record in underserved
states. Agencies like the National Science Foundation also dedicated re-

rch funds to historically black colleges or to programs encouraging
women scientists.

Along with such innovative programs that were concessions to social
justice, highly competitive peer-reviewed grants in the sciences remained
at the heart of federal research and development. In March 1991, how-

1, this line hit an unexpected snag in a public forum when Congress-

John Dingell of Michigan probed Navy Department reseasch grants,
ecially at Stanford University.>* Among the fis
overhead and recovery costs were equivalent to
ch grant dollars awarded. In other words, 1
applied for—and received—a federal rese

d overhead costs for that grant. These grdnts seemed to be in the tradi-+,
| tion of the “Golden Fleece” awards popularized by William Proxmire i

ponse to periodic revelations of seemingly inane research studies
ded by federal agencie > congressional critics did not consider
mparative data. For le, cost overruns on federa%@atmcts with
: bat manufactured aircraft or.othér products for
e Department of Defense far exceeded the (wg@ad charges of re-
carch universities. Even though Stanford’s pmé&xres were eventually
ndicate ch universities lost groundir the forum of public opin-

Gopy for investigative reports. F éﬁmple, the University of Mich-
. igan was scolded for having used federal research grant money to help |

boosters and the marching band.>®

While the foremost twé‘o?}ch universities were mobilizing to defend
eir honor and m{;@ﬁeir critics, a familiar question about prestige
urfaced. Were thedniversities historically at the top of the list holding
eir own, or was there room at the top for newcomers? The conven-
| ional wisdomy was that the original members of the Association of

erican ‘?niversities, founded in 1900, had maintained their position
d prestige. Yet there was also some commentary suggesting that they
d used such customs as “peer review” as a means to limit the likelihood
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that new grant applicants or researchers outside the elite, established

the stakes— for example, Catholic Umversxty atid Clark University, both
charter members of the AAU.

raham and Diamond noted thaf’Wianngs and rankings ga

tended to emphasize opinions about reputation as well as total fed

‘ rch dollars a campus received. To counter these tenden%%ihey

- devised a fresh ranking system based on scholarly adnevem%i?(awards

. lications, and honors as well as grant dollars). The o reduced

e of the inadvertent tendency for listings of uni grant dollars

“% for quality. To overcome this $yfidrome, they ana-

ed 1%&&01&\ a per capita basis. In other words, universities were

the basis of productivity in pub ications and research grant

' grants. They found tharty«mﬁnmversmes among the top fifty
i could be seen as relative qmgﬁ?ﬁ“ers or “challengers” to the elites.

oremost among these were of the young University of California
~ campuses: Santa Barbara, &1 Diego, and Irvine. Other “rising stars”

uded Brandeis, UC Jand SUNY Stonybrook.

he comprehensive analysis of changing institutional performance
| since World Wa 1, identified some regional readjustments. Whereas the
\ South had ¢ been dismissed as an academically underdeveloped
ig er~educ§£mn envxronment. the data from Graham and Dlamond s

sity, and the University of Virginia as Southern institutions that were
among the sixty-two members of the prestigious Association of Ameri-
can Universities. A corollary of the new ratings data was that when eval-
uated on a per capita basis, some “obvious” institutions slipped in the
rankings (e.g., Ohio State University and Pennsylvania State University).

\

L sl S———————
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356 A History of American Higher Education

is slippage sent the message that bigger was not always better in re-
ch effort. The intriguing conclusion was that the diffusion of re-
rch talent had reached far throughout American higher education.
The preoccupation with research rankings elicited some less favorable
sponses. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
for example, grew weary of ambitious universities using its “Research 1”
tegory as a model for aspiration. To defuse this tendency, the Carnegie
undation reworked its categories, substituting such measures as “doc-
torates conferred” for “federal research dollars spent” as an organizing
rinciple. Despite this reform, few university presxden or professors
ded the change. Research grants continued to prevai
the realm.
‘ The impact of these episodes extended b
f established research universities. More t}
ce for institutional aspiration. At un
ir consideration in applications to

¢ National Science Foundatio
bitious presidents devise

a supportive member of Congress to- attach a
rider bill” to establi search project as an obscure part of some

\ on provision fﬂ@m‘ﬁm lnstztute for Asphalt Rcsegxfi to be housed at
Wme senator s home state if n@%ablmg language were

dollar gap—and drew the ire of the sd;olarly research establishment.

e thirst for research resourcg‘s and accomplishments influenced
ampus behavior in another way The expectation that professors should
blish and should ohtam al research funding worked its way in-
¢reasingly into both the cusmmary and formal codes for tenure and pro-
otion at the state re&wnal comprehensive universities and at many
iberal arts colleges—institutions that had little if any involvement in
doctoral pmgr%*fhis expectation had some plausibility because these
institutions increasingly hired new professors who had studied for the
h.D. at mq& research universities and understood what research was
bout. Often they brought with them to their new professional home a
lemand for the kinds of resources and equipment requisite for serious
esearch projects. A less compelling rationale was that some presidents

fr the National Institutes of Healt!zf e
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viewed research grant dollars as a convenient way to get an infusion of
ds for ordinary operations, not new projects.

ether the pressure for systematic research was originating from
administration or the faculty, the comprehensive state universities
liberal arts colleges were in a bind. They were un, }gnn:/cmcial

tion about mstxtutxonal mission: Were large—

wudy of the Ameucan
academic professmn, facuhy at the statg, colleges and other institutions 4 4

tered the highest degree of ambigt
roles.5® Faculty with heavy teaehing loads at institutions whose prin/&ﬁ*
ons undergraduates were also reqmred

ay of institutional support. “This was the wide-
\ spread scenario ﬂﬁt resulted when the excesses of the research university
mistaki a model for all of American hlgger -education.
Preoccupa n with the elite research umvcriﬂ!uex also distracted at-
ondrom some important trends that shaped the character of Amer-
:ghereducauon at the end of the twcnheth century. First, although
degrees were the most coveted academic programs, the under-
acknowledged “silent success” was' the master’s degree programs, as
, mented by Clifton Com’gfk Jennifer Grant Hayworth, and Susan
Bolyard Miller’s 1993 smdy@ The master’s degree was important be-
calise it was a staple offering not only at the research universities but also
atithe comprehensive universities and state colleges. With the addition
of a range of %astex s programs, the state colleges had extended their
strong presence within postsecondary education. Whereas in the late
1960s they ;;ﬂgi}t have been taken lightly as the “invisible colleges” or the
“colleges of forgotten Americans,” by the 1990s they had substantial
wer in their enrollments, in their alumni, and in the politics of higher
cation. In many states they were responsible for expanding if not
creating an educated middle class.

Tbemes for the Twenty-first Century

The prototypical American campus of the twenty-first century, whether
a college or university, was a formidable organization in its local and
|
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state community, Often a college was the largest employer in what was,
course, a “college town.” This presence even extended to major cities:
Johns Hopkins in Baltimore, Brown University in Providence, Harvard
in Cambridge-Boston, the University of Kentucky in Lexington, Indiana
Jnivcrsity in Bloomington, Northwestern University in Evanston, and
on. Part of this heritage was that the American campus continued to
joy a variety of tax benefits, including exemption from local property

taxes and federal and state income taxes. But the size and success of the
%f:rican campus also meant that between 1970 and 2000, these tradi-
tional privileges were subject to continual review and renegotiation. Ne-
essity often was the impetus to reconsider property tax policies. In Bos-
ton, for example, a college, a church, a museum, a charity,ior some other
t-for-profit organization owned over 60 percenvofithe land. Ironi-
lly, the consequence was that municipal large ne group tended
to reduce resources for another educatio namely, public
ool systems. The intriguing historical je was that some munici-

l and county governments gave serio nsideration to levying prop-

y taxes on local colleges and uniy
Some university presidents responded by making voluntary annual
yments to the host local government, all the while being careful'to

id using a term, taxes, ight set a precedent. Although tlus mea-

sure provided a tempor, ce of sorts, it left open another avenue of
utiny by municipalifiés, by business owners, and even by'the Internal
evenue Service; mtcrmg campus activities to make ¢ertain that they

ere appropr sto ‘the institutions’ educauonal nonprofit status. The
fiterion was UBIT, an acron “unrelated business
come taxes."From the point of view of a shop owner, the question was,

yshiGuld a college that has a travel agency or a computer sales center
ts student union be treated any dxﬁcrently from a private business?
larly, the property- taxing autharities asked, Why should a university
a that is often used for rock @mcerts be exempted as an “educational
facility”? These were fair, overdue questions. In many cities the university
ad become not only the hu:gcst employer but also the largest landowner
and landlord for a w:d&mge of property holdings. As county and city
budgets became strappcd in the early 1990s, local governments often
jms:dered repaghng some of the historical wholesale tax exemptions

nce given tg universities. One New York initiative was to levy local taxes

n Syracusegﬁniversity’s Carrier Dome. At Indiana University the uni-

rsity golf courses were subject to property taxes.

.
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Predictably, college and university officials tried to turn public opin-
against this new wave of fiscal obligation. To do so, however, required
campus to take on the character of Janus, the Roman god with two
looking in opposite directions. A university could not resist the
ptation to share the good news of its successes in fund-raising and
t acquisition and the robust health of its endowment and budget. It
equally quick to remind all constituencies that its fiscal fitness was
arious. Fund-raising and philanthropy had often rescued the Amer-
n campus in this tension between private demands to provide more,

tter services while relying less on tax subsidies and public funds. The

$1 billion fund-
lopment Office

> 4

"his was not necessarily the case, however,

yst who pointed out the pecaliar message
broadcasting to the public. Despite an endow-
lion ($6.1 billion 2000 dollars), its'annual operating
'tm (ssxs mtlhon) in the I:One reason for this

o appear poorer than it really is, The university is in the rmdst of
1 to reportedly raise $2.5 billi ﬁan’c:xr: top of what is already the world’s
argest private endowment. Haryard is a bit like the rich man who wears
cuffed shoes and a frayed c@ﬁd‘r when he visits his doctor.”®2

The private universities Such as Penn and Harvard had no monopoly
this sort of public relations effort to persuade various constituencies
at hlgher educawn was, for all 1ts ax:comphshments, bordering on
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their pledges to restore severe budget cuts made during the crises of
the early 1990s and then allowed to persist during the state’s return to
prosperity at the end of the decade.%? Presidents of the regional state
plleges in Illinois and elsewhere were hamstrung by legislatures that
demanded that tuition charges be kept low when per capita state subsi-
dies leveled off.** The Permanent University Fund for the University of
[exas and Texas A&M systems was worth more than $7 billion in 2002.
acilities at the flagship universities are massive, often ggylsh As the
resident of Texas A&M told reporters, “It looks like we must be filthy
ch. You need to see all of that and look through it."®"

These arguments, however, started to wear t
miversity presidents hinted that their stat
hem better early in the twentieth centu
first cenmry. One presidem of a Big Te

flagship state
ments had treated
e start of the twenty-
fversﬂy, for example, noted

i P

of the twemy—ﬁrst century. But sud’a un-
ked without accompanying mststutﬁtmai data
convincing, and possibly misleading, Perhaps his-
an leaven the polemics of higher-education discussions.
rty begin to stretch credibility gh@ ‘one considers, for
atin 2002 the University of chhug&a“had an annual operat-
of $3.8 billion and a diversified aperation of federal research
endowment of more than sz.s billion, generous alumni sup-
- out-of-state tuition mcome,mo"mmema} ventures, and patent
hts to supplement its state per capita subsidies. One wonders if a pro-
fessor or administrator at tim University of Iowa or the University of
fichigan wnuid truiy wt& to exchange their contemporary workload

i yﬁ; '\"m‘)ing seems to have sprung from a historical lag be-
it tions self image and reality In the minds of college and

and-raising campaigns but quickly cautioned legislators and faculty
at this was still not enough to provide all the programs a campus ought
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to seek. In contrast to this perception of struggling fragility, many con-
stituencies in American society had come to view colleges and universi-
as what Arthur Levine in 1997 called a “mature industry.”¢ A 1988
icle in the Washington Post about university competition for multi-
any of such
nd Chicago

abundant good fortune the next, lost them tof groups both on -

‘ and off the campus. One dysfunctional quence of the continual 94

: jor research universities was thatit
attention away from institutions that had genuine concerns about. -
munity colleges and private colléges
slanation that perhaps partially recon-
ger amid such abundance is that American
wandered into a state of coqf’héﬁal expan-
pverextension of functions without clarity of pur-
it has fostered administrative b}}‘mﬁnd other spend-
‘also created an aura of cofifusion as to what our

; sions. As Bruce C. Vladeck, professor of public health and
itical science at Columbia University, has observed, “The competition

dents and faculty is closely ‘ﬁ;jng%ven with the general drive for
titutional prestige. Like mostpeople, administrators and trustees are

aluate the quality of the ‘product.””
is dilemma ‘warrants little sympathy when colleges and universities

ernal audiences, who can? The resilience of American colleges and
iversities over the centuries, especially their capacity to add and ab-
sorb new constituencies, new institutions, and changing fields of teach-
ing and research, endures as a remarkable heritage. Yet the ambiguity and
ertainty displayed in recent years with respect to societal roles indi-
cates a drift in mission and character. This was a line of critical analysis
‘ raised by Abraham Flexner in 1929 in his series of lectures at Oxford
-
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niversity, published in 1930 as Universities: American, English, Ger-
n.%% And it was a timely concern raised again at the end of the twen-
ieth century by such historians of higher education as George M. Mars-
en and Julie A. Reuben.”® The challenge for higher education in the
nited States during the twenty-first century is to acknowledge its his-
rical good fortune and to accept its role as a mature institution, along
ith the responsibilities that accompany that maturity. This task is not
matter of money but of rediscovering essential principles and values
at have perhaps been obscured in the recent blurging of educational
ctivities and commercial ventures. By going back
damental matters of institutional purpose
American higher education can once a
a prelude to creating an appropriate




