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“Introduction
Historians and Higher Education

A beleaguered public-relations officer at a White House press conference
once fended off a reporter’s tough question with the arch quip, “Hey,
that’s history!” The implication was that placing an issue in the histori-
cal domain destined it to the dreary insignificance associated with ob-
solescence. For politicians and journalists, it effectively closed the case.
And since American higher education today is a formidable modern en-
terprise, academic leaders can easily overlook its past. However, my re-
sponse is markedly different. For me, the discussion of timely higher-
education topics starts—not stops-—with history:,

Colleges and universities are historical institutions. They may suffer
amnesia or may have selective recall, but ultimately heritage is the
lifeblood of our campuses. I take my cue from a passage in a 1963 Har-
vard admissions brochure sent out to prospective undergraduate appli-
cants. Its succinct insight was that “wealth, like age, does not make a uni-
versity great. But it helps.” That candid observation was bolstered by
some thoughtful reflection. The admissions brochure elaborated: “Ob-
viously age does not guarantee excellence. Tt may produce simply smug
somnolence and hardened arteries. But the University has grown with
the country. It has maintained over three centuries an extraordinary vi-
tality and a tough-minded awareness of changing conditions. Its ability
to survive and grow strong over these three troubled centuries and its
deep roots in the American past have given it an unusual mixture of per-
spective, confidence, and continuity of purpose? _

I find this to be a healthy attitude for approaching the history of
higher education. In this book I will introduce the topic by relating some
stories that T hope will prompt readers to think historically about events
whose outcomes were neither clear nor certain to the participants when
the events were taking place. The aim is to gently upset sotne conven-
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tio otions about hiow colleges and universities have developed and
behave m@_ cially in siich volatile matters as institutional costs mbm ef-
fectivenéss; admissions and access; and the character of the curriculum
and extracurriculum, This undertaking will mean exhuming forgotten
facts and overlooked data to persuade readers to suspend contemporary
hotions about academic prestige as well as academic problems.

History does matter. Even the basic facts—names, numbers, and
dates—are subject to contemporary confusion and debate. At the inau-
mswmmos. of a college president, institutional representatives usually line
up according to the age of their respective institutions, with seniority
conferring the privilege of marching at the front of the academic pro-
cession. Seldom does anyone in Europe question the right of the dele-
gate from the University of Bologna to lead the procession, because,
after all, it was founded in the thirteenth century. Nor do many repre-
sentatives from colleges in the United States have the audacity or igno-
rance to step in front of Harvard, with its charterof 1636. After that, how-
ever, things get a little more tense when, for example, the delegate from
Hampden-Sydney cuts in line in front of Brown University’s represen-
tative. How does a historian resolve the dispute as to whether both were
chartered in 1764%2

Consider the recent dispute between two colleges as to which had the
right to use a historic name. In 1996, Trenton State College announced
that henceforth it would call itself the College of New Jersey. This was
the original name for what is now Princeton University. Although
Princeton had not used that title for over a century, it “filed trademark
applications to try to retain rights to the name and strip it from Trenton
State College.” This was no trifle, as Princeton’s vice president for pub-
lic affairs explained in aletter to the editor of the Chronicle of Higher Ed-
ucation:

The only college president to sign the Declaration of Independence was
John Witherspoon, from the College of New Jersey. The first meeting ever
of the New Jersey State Legislature took place 220 years.ago this summer on
the campus of the College of New Jersey. The only U.S, Presidents educated
in New Jersey, James Madison and Woodrow Wilson, were students at the
College of New Jersey. The first intercollegiate football game was played be-
tween two New Jersey teams, including one wearing the orange colors of
the College of New Jersey. ‘

Much important U.S., New Jersey, and collegiate history took place at
the College of New Jersey. So it is not surprising that Trenton State College
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wishes to wrap itself in that history by taking over a name that, for 150 years,
was the name of what is now Princeton University. We are proud of our his-
tory and proud of our original name, and we will do everything we can to
prevent someone else from taking it from us.

In its efforts to improve quality, we wish Trenton State EVELY SUCCess, as
we do all other colleges and universities in New Jersey. But we hope the
trustees of Trenton State will proceed under a name of their own, not un-
der ours. At a minimum, if they decide to change let them think about be-
coming the College for New Jersey, not the College of New Jersey, and leave
our history to us.*

Eventually the two institutions reached an agreement to allow Tren-
ton State to call itself the College of New Jersey. Soon thereafter, the
“new” College of New Jersey asserted its heritage with a preamble that
had Princeton’s tone, but fleshed out with different facts: “At the Colle ge
of New Jersey, you will find that traditions are important. The college’s
history reaches back to 18s5. It was established by the state legislature as
the Normal School, New Jersey’s first, and the nation’s ninth, teacher
training school. The school flourished in the latter 1800s and the first
baccalaureate program was established in 1925. This change marked the
beginning of TCNJ’s transition to a four-year college™ Each institution
had a different story for the same name. Both cases demonstrated that
justifiable institutional pride in the past was essential for purpose and
confidence in the present.

From time to time presidents and trustees at colleges and universities
face pressure from politicians to alter their institutional history because
of its potential to contribute to civic or state pride. For example, in 1948
the mayor of Louisville undertook a prolonged campaign to “push to re-
locate the founding of the University of Louisville back to 1798 instead
of its conventional date of 1837. He underwrote “energetic chronological
research” in a quest for documents that would confirm his point, Ac-
cording to the university historians, “He kept a vertical chart listing the
founding dates of the earlier universities, the U of L coming at the end.
Then as his search through the documents enabled him to attain a fresh
conclusion, he’d push the position of the U of L a few slots up on the
chart and cry out, “We're gaining on them’”¢ :

These examples illustrate that historical writing about higher educa-
tion is constantly subject to new estimates and reconsideration. If we
find serious disagreements about the names of institutions and their
founding dates, then it is reasonable to expect complexity and uncer-
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tainty when we try to reconstruct and interpret the most significant is-
sues and episodes of higher education’s past. The historian of higher ed-
ucation, then, is both an umpire and an analyst. Given scholarly license
and latitude, historical writing can enhance the significance and appeal
of contemporary policyissues associated with higher education. My pro-
fessional passion is to write history for nonhistorians. The logic, meth-
ods, and complexities that historians encounter in reconstructing the
past of colleges and universities can inspire as well as inform higher-
education leaders and decision-makers.

To suggest how fragile some of our contemporary practices and as-

sumptions are, consider, for example, that in the 18¢0s Harvard used its

medical school as a safe place to admit those sons of wealthy alumni who
could not pass the undergraduate college admissions examination. One
will not find such data in the official university catalogue of the era, for
it is a “tale told out of school” by the eminent Harvard philosopher
George Santayana in The Last Puritan, the only novel he ever wrote.”

If this kind of an anecdote seems to be an aberration and is insuffi-
cient to alter our familiar view of academic prestige and positions, 1
bring attention to an account of faculty deliberations at the University
of Pennsylvania in the 1880s: the professors in the established liberal arts
college rejected proposals to invite the new departments of history, gov-
ernment, and economics into their ranks. Hence the rejected depart-
ments sought an institutional home elsewhere—namely, in the newly
founded Wharton School. Unfortunately, historical tensions and debates
are often overlooked today as a generation of scholars assume that such
seemingly prestigious disciplines and fields have been long established
in their familiar settings—when such is not the case at all.®

Historians can be useful in saving contemporary decision-makers
from rushing to judgment about seemingly obvious (vet incorrect) ir-
ferences from documents. For example, one comes across a Life maga-
zine cover photograph featuring screaming, intense Berkeley students

(figure 1). A predictable immediate impression is that of a graphic me-

mento of student unrest, a confirmation of the stereotype of the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley, as the crucible of strident undergraduate
rebellion and demonstrations. This impression might be correct if the
Life magazine were from 1968, but this is not the case. In October 1948
the editors of Life focused on Berkeley as the archetypal large state uni-
versity, with a cover photograph of undergraduates amid a stadium
crowd of seventy thousand urging their powerhouse California Golden
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Figure 1. Student unrest at Berkeley? Cover of Life magazine, 25 October 1948
(TimePix, Inc.)

Bears football team to run up the score, on the way to a conference cham-
pionship and a trip to the Rose Bowl. Later in the year those same stu-
dents would cheer for their “Cal” baseball team, which won the NCAA
championship by defeating a Yale squad led by fitst baseman George
Bush. In sum, historical documents have complicated our understand-

. ings of the complex multiversity. The reader is then left with the histor-

ical puzzle of reconciling the images of Berkeley in both 1948 and 1968

-as part of the autobiography of an institution.

These selected vignettes at the start of the book are intended to con-
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vey the diversity and change in American higher education by suggesting
“reasonable doubt” about the permanence of many present-day policies
and practices. The best way for people who analyze higher education—
whether as presidents, deans, board members, professors, or concerned
parents—to acquire this sense of discovery and fascination with the com-
plexities of their institutional past is to “get dirty with data.” to work with
unwieldy sources and disparate materials in archives and files.

The stakes of this charge become higher when college and university
presidents invoke historical cases to dramatize a contemporary problem.
Presidents of state universities lament that their annual appropriations
from the state legislature are now inadequate. The typical historical ev-
idence is that state support had been 75 percent of the university’s oper-
ating budget in 1910 but had fallen to about 20 percent in 2000.2 On close
inspection, the logic of this presidential argument is dubious, and some-
times disingenuous. A legitimate comparison of past and present cam-
pus budgets calls for additional work. First, a cardinal rule among sta-
tisticians is that comparing percentages over time without including the
actual dollar amounts is incomplete and potentially misleading. Second,
the dollars in one era must be indexed for inflation if comparisons with
dollars in another era are to be meaningful. And, in the case of the state
university budget’s changes between 1910 and 2000, it’s important to add
some historical context. The contemporary president is probably hint-
ing that the state government has become- stingy, In some states that
might be true, In most states, however, the actual dollar amounts ap-
propriated for the state university have increased each year. A state uni-
versity in 1910 probably received such a high percentage of state support
simply because the numerous other sources of funding we rely on today
were either minuscule or nonexistent. Federal research and development
grants, federal student financial aid transfers, alumni fund contribu-
tions, interest from large endowments, and major private donations have
all been added to the university operating budget in recent decades. Fur-
thermore, most accounts of the financing of higher education in 1910 in-
dicate that state university presidents considered their governors and
legislators to be both frugal and unpredictable.'® Teaching loads were
relatively heavy, and few state universities provided much in the way of
sophisticated laboratories, libraries, or resources for doctoral programs.
The residual point is that in American higher education, nostalgia for the
past needs to be tempered with some careful analyses. What-started out
as an “obvious” comparison of higher education’s past and present fi-
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nances has turned out to be a thorny, complex issue that resists simplis-
tic judgment.

In 1968, sociologists Christopher Jencks and David Riesman noted in
their introduction to their remarkable book, The Academic Revolution,
that serious writing and systematic research about higher education had
surged since about 1960. They recalled, “When we began studying higher
education more than a decade ago, the number of scholars in the ficld
was small enough so that we could know almost all of them personally
and keep up a correspondence with them. Today this is no longer possi-
ble. Even keeping up with published reports is a full-time occupation,
especially if one defines ‘the problem’ to include not only higher educa-
tion, but its relationship to American society.”!! This proliferation of
scholarship about colleges and universities has continued over the past
three decades. Given this remarkable energy, one aim of my book is to
bring together the fresh research by historians who since about 1970 have
made interesting contributions to our understanding of higher educa-
tion. Heretofore these works may have not always been acknowledged as
part of the broad interpretation of American higher education,

Hence the account I present relies greatly on a synthesis of articles,
books, and monographs by dozens of established historians. In particu-
lar, I owe a debt to Frederick Rudolph for his 1962 classic, The American
College and University: A History. My book is, in essence, an attempt to
acknowledge Rudolph’s work—not in the sense of being an imitation
but rather in an effort to try my own hand and to carry out some sug-
gestions made in the introductory essay I wrote in 1990 as part of a reis-
sue of his influential book.*?

The need for a new book now is twofold. Rudolph’s 1962 classic work
has some limits. First, it stops with coverage around 1960, and we now
have more than four decades of additional events and episodes that call
for incorporation into our historical analysis—not just as “current
events.” The same characterization holds true for the exemplary two-
volume anthology of primary sources and documentary history that
Richard Hofstadter and Wilson Smith edited in 1061.% Second, and per-
haps most difficult to fuse into the higher-education “memory;” is that
since 1960 there has been an interesting, often underappreciated flow of
historical scholarship not just analyzing events since 1960 but rather
dealing with the entire history of higher education. These works and
their authors have not been fully acknowledged or incorporated into an
overarching synthesis. I hope this book redresses that imbalance.
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Frederick Rudolph’s classic work devotes most of its attention to es-
tablished colleges and universities. My account extends the domain to
include analysis of the historical significance of other understudied in-
stitutions, such as community colleges, women’s colleges, and the his-
torically black campuses. I also try to give some discussion to proprietary
schools and freestanding professional colleges, These campuses, whether
familiar or understudied, are all part of what I call “vertical history” be-
cause they are the familiar landmarks that stand upright in our institu-
tional consciousness. I also try to expand the perspective so as to bring
explicit attention to what I call “horizental history”: the founding and
influence of institutions and agencies that cut horizontally across the
higher-education landscape. These include private foundations, govern-
ment agencies, and regional boards. The horizontal perspective is a lens
that is especially crucial to understanding the interplay between orga-
nized philanthropy and higher education. It also provides a good way
to integrate a history of public policies with one of colleges and univer-
sities. This important addition acknowledges the role of external gov-
ernment programs at local, state, and {federal levels that had significance
for higher-education institutions.

My approach to writing a history of American higher education em-
phasizes the notion of the organizational saga—a term drawn from so-
ciologist Burton Clark’s influential analysis of distinctive colleges in the
early 1970s.'® By saga I mean the proposition that institutions are heirs
to various historical strands. On one level, there is the “official” chronol-
ogy as presented in board meetings and formal documents, At the same
time, other constituencies transmit the embellished history associated
with legends, lore, and heroic events. This history includes the informal
yet powerful memories of students, quite apart from official documents
or accounts. For example, there is no formal record to confirm that in
1819 Daniel Webster tearfully said to the Supreme Court about Dart-
mouth, “It is, sir, but a small college—and yet there are those who love
it” Despite this lack of formal documentation, the embellished account
has had an enduring, powerful impact on how Americans think about
‘colleges as historic, special places. It is a strand of institutional memory
that warrants inclusion in any substantive historical account.

Architecture is essential for capturing and conveying the historical
motifs that each campus projects via its monuments and memorials.
Forty years ago historian Allan Nevins described the importance of cam-
pus architecture for institutional saga: “One of the more difficult obliga-
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tions of these new institutions has been the creation of an atmosphere,
a tradition, a sense of the past which might play as important a part in
the education of sensitive students as any other influence. This requires
time, sustained attention to cultural values, and the special beauties of
landscape and architecture. . . . This spiritual grace the state universities
cannot acquire quickly, but they have been gaining it1¢

Understanding the role of architecture sometimes means paying at-
tention to buildings apart from the conspicuous great campus con-
struction of bell towers and arches. For example, a university’s historical
saga often depends on certain shrines for enduring inspiration not be-
cause they are magnificent architecture but rather because they are hal-
lowed ground of important events. So although Stanford University in-
cludes the impressive Mediterranean-revival chapel that the founders
had ‘built in honor of their son (and the institution’s namesake), the
complete institutional saga must also celebrate the modest rented garage
near the campus where in the late 1930s two young Stanford alumni,
William Hewlett and David Packard, worked out their innovations in
electrical engineering that ultimately helped to spawn the computer in-
dustry of Northern.California’s “Silicon Valley”

My approach is to consider key historical episodes that have endur-
ing implications for colleges and universities. Emphasis will be on the
social, political, and economic factors that have shaped the structure
and life of higher-education institutions. So along with acquiring back-
ground on institutional histories, the reader will gain experience in mak-
ing sense out of a range of historical documents and data. The intent is
not to train expert historians but rather to provide nonhistorians with
at least a sampling of the problems and pleasures associated with at-
tempts to reconcile information from the past and the present. The text
will draw from secondary sources and scholarly research. It will also rely
on primary materials such as institutional records, biography, fiction,
memoirs, legends, lore, photographs, monuments, journalism, govern-
ment reports, statistical summaries, and Hollywood movies to try to re-
construct the issues and debates that comprise higher education’s inter-
esting and significant past.!”

My reliance on fiction and memoirs about college wwm coexists with an
equally strong interest in the use and abuse of historical statistics about
higher education. In 1984 I wrote an article on “Cliometrics” for a quan-
titative research journal, Research in Higher Education.'® I want to revive
and expand a theme I developed in that article—namely, to provide al-
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ternatives to dubious examples of historical analysis stemming from
sloppy statistics. I found, for example, that most institutional annual re-
ports on enrollments and budgets were flawed, and that such economists
as Seymour Harris often took the data at face value.’® 1 want to ac-
knowledge the contributions of such works as Colin Burke’s remarkable
1982 study in which his reconsideration of fundamental data on college
founding dates has prompted a dramatically new view of the health of
institutions in the early nineteenth century.2® I also wish to bring a new
generation of readers to consider such underappreciated works as
Margery Somers Foster’s 1962 economic history of Harvard College in

the colonial era.2* My hope is to encourage contemporary scholars to-

undertake fresh analysis of historical statistics, especially in the eco-
nomics of higher education and in the enrollment and retention pat-
terns of students at colleges and universities. To accomplish this I have
presented financial data in two ways: first, in the actual dollar amounts
reported in documents at the time; and second, in figures adjusted to ac-
count for inflation.?? Bven this procedure requires a caveat: making
sense out of finances from a past era ultimately must be grounded in an
understanding of the circumstances of economic and social customs of
each historical period. A thoughtful economist who compares college
tuition charges of 1800 with those of 2000 might also ask probing ques-
tions about purchasing power, forgone income, and reliance on barter
and exchanges of goods and services other than currency. This is the at-
tention to detail that makes the history of higher education simultane-
ously complicated and interesting.”’

No author can succeed at narrating a wholly comprehensive chronol-

ogy of American higher education in a single, concise volure. My in-
terpretation is admittedly selective. Nor do I think trying to present all
the facts and dates about colleges and universities is even a desirable goal
for most readers. Instead of emphasizing mastery of information, my
aim is to promote an interest in and appreciation for working with doc-
uments and secondary sources. I hope this relatively concise work about
a long sweep of time will show how historical analysis of higher educa-
tion may be transformed from a passive spectator sport into an active in-
tellectual pursuit. The varieties of records about institutional heritage,
including the numerous versions that are written and rewritten by new
generations and multiple audiences, hold out the promise of American
higher education’s lively, enj oyable past.



8 Coming of Age in America
Higher Education as a
Troubled Giant, 1970 to 2000

‘A Proliferation of Problems, 1970 to 1980

What was the best explanation for the widespread good fortune experi-
enced by American higher education in the quarter-century after World
‘War 112 To McGeorge Bundy, the former dean of arts and sciences at Har-
vard who served in U.S. president John F. Kennedy’s cabinet and then
joined the Ford Foundation, the answer was clear: “A rising tide lifts all
boats”? If that was a reasonably good description of the buoyant era
American higher education had enjoyed, the converse was true for the
next decade. All institutions experienced turbulent waters between 1970
and 1980. One omen of this abrupt shift was that in 1970 the Institutional
Investor Conference brought together two thousand of the nation’s top
money managers. They picked the National Student Marketing Corpo-
ration as their prediction for stock of the year. However, over the next
five months the NSMC share price fell from $140 to $7. This, along with
other events, signaled the end 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
in for a bumpy ride.”

That warning would have been disconcerting to academic leaders be-
cause it would have been unexpected, Wasn’t higher education, after all,
a large, successful enterprise when judged by its 1970 profile? Enroli-
ments were healthy, having reached an all-time high of 8.65 million stu-
dents taught by 383,000 full-time instructors at 2,573 institutions. These
same institutions conferred 1,072,581 bachelor’s degrees during the 1969~
70 academic year. Whereas two decades earlier, economists had warned
of a looming shortage of Ph.D.’s, by 1970 universities had resolved that
problem, as demonstrated by the awarding of 29,872 doctorates in the
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academic year 196970, in contrast to the 6,420 awarded in 1949~50. To-
tal 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-
cluded major enrollment gains for racial minorities and women. These
cumulative gains led Clark Kerr to call the period from 1060 to 1980 “the
great transformation in higher education.”?

The robust statistical profile, however, was misleading because it did -

not depict details that indicated fundamental crises percolating within
higher education. If American higher education in 1970 was a huge en-
terprise, it was also a troubled giant. Foremost among the problems was
a decline in confidence, both within its own ranks and among extdrnal
groups. One obvious weak point was that the higher-education com-
munity had very little systematic information about itself, let alone
thoughtful analyses to assist planning. A partial remedy came about in
1967, when the Carnegie Corporation established the Carnegie Com-
mission on Higher Education. Led by Clark Kerr, the former president
of the University of California, the group published an extensive series
of commissioned research reports on the condition and character of
higher education in the United States. The Carnegie Commission ex-
pired in 1973, and the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Ed-
ucation succeeded it from 1974 to 1979.4
The studies were good, but the news in their findings was not. Econ-
omist Barl Cheit, who served as dean of the business school at Berkeley,
presented the sobering, unexpected conclusion that higher education
“was on the brink of a “new depression.”® This finding was in stark con-
trast to the public image of higher education as a “growth industry;” its
stability reflected in solid buildings and sound values. According to one
account, “Cheit’s probing of financial trends was as unwelcome and un-
expected as a termite inspection report warning of a deteriorating foun-
dation under a magnificent edifice.”® In fact, colleges and universities in
all sectors were overextended in their annual operating budgets and
long-term endowments. They were ill equipped to handle sustained de-
clines in funding. And although higher education claimed to have un-
dergone a “managerial revolution” since World War I1, there were indi-
cations that institutions were not always informed or fluid in their
responses to changing situations. The so-called knowledge industry-was
characterized as cumbersome, not altogether unlike the troubled auto-
mobile and steel manufacturers elsewhere in American industry. This -
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- stitutional 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 bal-
ances of several million dollars in non-interest gathering checking ac-
counts, with the business manager pleased that the bank did not charge
for checks written””

One syndrome related to this lack of fiscal fitness was that the perva-
sive appeal of expansion across all institutions had led to a proliferation
of new degree programs and fields of study. It was predicated on a belief
in continued enrollment growth and generous funding over the coming
decade—presumptions that turned out to be incorrect. A secondary
consequence of this overexpansion in higher education in the United
States that caused some alarm was homogenization and loss of institu-
tional distinction. Harold L. Hodgkinson’s comprehensive 1971 study In-
stitutions in Transition received front-page coverage in virtually every
major newspaper in the country. Its findings were that American colleges
and universities were drifting toward an “omnibus model” in an attempt
to be all things to all constituencies. The underlying theme was that
many institutions were scrambling to add new programs and enroil new
kinds of students in a haphazard effort to be attractive and to imitate ri-
val colleges.®

How, then, was one to make sense out of the more than twenty-five
hundred institutions that were loosely lumped together as “postsec-

~ ondary education”? One step was the annual collection of standardized

data from each college and university. The federal government helped
by developing the Higher Education General Information Survey, or
HEGIS, an instrument that included enrollments, basic budgets, and de-
grees conferred. It was a start, and later it was expanded and then re-
named Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems, or IPEDS. Yet
even the comprehensive statistics were perplexing in that they lumped
together disparate institutions. The familiar categories of “college” and
“university” were vague. The response of the Carnegie Corporation was
to spomnsor 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-
sity,” a “liberal arts college,” or a “two year college” The system’s
authors had intended to create a neutral categorization of institutions,
but their format was quickly misinterpreted. Institutional spokesmen
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and the external public saw it as a hierarchical ranking scheme, Over the
next two decades this attempt at creating order actually increased the
chaos among institutions. What was intended to bring descriptive order
to higher education had the unintended consequence of setting off a
competitive rush by institutions to meet the operational criteria that
would qualify them to be placed in another allegedly more prestigious
category.

Between 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, concluded, “It is not
enough to improve and expand the present system. The needs of society
and the diversity of students now entering college require a fresh look at
what ‘going to college’ means.” The panel of authors elaborated: “As we
have examined the growth of higher education in the postwar period, we
have seen disturbing trends toward uniformity in our institutions, grow-
ing bureaucracy; overemphasis on academic credentials, isolation of stu-
dents and faculty from the world—a growing rigidity and uniformity of
structure that makes higher education reflect less and less the interests
of society.”® The solution was not merely to refine existing structures. In-
deed, the relatively new multicampus systems were depicted as inflexi-
ble and dysfunctional. Frank Newman and his fellow commissioners ar-
gued that higher education needed to change course, and to that end
they encouraged new educational enterprises whose features included
achieving equality for women, expanding minority access, and promot-
ing diverse structures and funding mechanisms. Their recommenda-
tions represented a shift toward what was termed “social justice” and
away from academic “business as usual.”

Along with being stuck in this structural quagmire, colleges and uni-
versities inherited a succession of problems caused by external crises
over which they had little control. “Stagflation,” the unusual phenome-
non of double-digit annual inflation coexisting with declining produc-
tivity in the national economy, translated into a situation in which col-
lege revenues were flat at the same time that prices of goods and services
were increasing. One source of the problem was the OPEC oil embargo,
which caused fuel prices to soar—a fourfold increase in three years. This
was an especially difficult proposition for colleges whose abundant new
construction projects during the 1960s had included temperature sys-
tems and other maintenance features that relied on cheap energy. Elec-
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tricity that had been highly affordable in 1967 was prohibitively expen-
sive in 1974.

The initial response of college and university presidents was to look
for immediate ways to cut expenses, including deferring maintenance on
buildings and grounds and then reducing departmental budgets for
photocopying and postage. After a few years it became clear that such
tactics were inadequate, even counterproductive. An unkempt campus,
for example, was a false economy if it repelled prospective students and
their parents. And postponing repairs and replacements meant facing
extraordinarily higher costs down the road, thanks in part to the double-
digit inflation.

Demographics also played havoc with the assumptions of sustained
growth. A declining birth rate coupled with the end of the mandatory
U.S. military draft meant that going to college decreased as an attractive
option to many Americans between the ages of eighteen and twenty-two.
Another factor was that migration of families out of the Rust Belt of the
upper Northeast and Midwest and into the Sun Belt states of the South
and Pacific Coast meant that colleges and universities were maldistrib-
uted. Vacancies in the dormitories and classrooms of Our Lady of the
Elms College in upstate New York were of little use in accommodating
high school seniors proceeding through the educational system in Ari-
zona or Texas. The scope of the external problems was brought home in
1975~76, when higher-education enrollment declined by 175,000—the
first drop since the tapering off attributed to the waning of GI Bill par-
ticipation in 1951,

Demographics as Destiny

One of the more perceptive accounts of the growing pains that plagued
higher education around 1970 was written by sociologist Martin Trow,
who concluded that the uncertainty and structural overload of higher
education were largely rooted in demographics. Higher education in the
United States had worked reasonably well when asked to make the tran-
sition from elite to mass higher education (i.e., to try to accommodate
40—50 percent of high school graduates}. However, the structures started
to buckle when expected to fulfill 2 commitment to universal higher ed-
ucation, a challenge that had been exacerbated in the 1960s by an over-
all population increase, especially in the eighteen- to twenty-two-vear-
old age cohort.'®
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In short, quantitative changes had elicited qualitative changes in th
character of the American campus. What this revealed was that Ameri
cans, as taxpayers, legislators, governors, and donors, had been success-
ful in building structures that extended postsecondary education in such
a way that programs were reasonably accessible and affordable to virty-
ally any American who sought formal instruction beyond high school;
However, this was a hollow victory in that it left the inner workings o.m
colleges and universities in disarray, with diminishing coherence of cur:
riculum and declining confidence in what the college experience meant,

The extension of higher education from mass toward universal maaamm_

was indicative of a trend toward consumerism. In response to the alles
gation that colleges had long been relatively impervious to student
needs and the changing academic demands of new constituencies, th
competition for students, donors, and grants prompted many institu-
‘tions to offer programs that were attractive. Within the aggregate data;
other important developments warranted attention. Whereas in 1950,
higher-education enrollment was about equally divided between state-

supported institutions and independent colleges, by 1970 the balance
had shifted substantially, with public higher education accounting for -

about three-fourths of the enrollments. The trend continued over the
next decade so that by 1980 a bit over 78 percent of all students attended
public institutions. And if one looked at the enrollment of first-time
freshmen, the national profile showed that more than half were enrolled
at public community colleges in 1980. o

This is not to say that four-year colleges, especially four-year private
colleges, declined in enrollments between 1950 and 1080. Indeed, their

freshmen enrollments more than doubled, having increased from about

206,252 t0 435,604 in that thirty-year span. The mﬂowo,,wmon& change was

due to the unprecedented expansion (and appeal) of low tuition at

nearby public institutions. Freshman enrollments at the two-year coms
munity 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-

lary was that most “freshmen” did not attend a four-year residential cam-

pus. The two year, part-time public commuter campus had quietly but
persistently come to have a strong presence in shaping what was entailed

in “going to college” —even though the dominant image of the “real col~ -

lege experience” remained indeliblylinked to the four-year, full-time res-
idential tradition.
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Federal Funding and the Transformation
of Student Financial Aid

Student consumerism induced another substantial transformation in
the conduct of American higher education in the early 1970s by bring-
ing the federal government into higher education as a major source of
need-based student financial aid. Heretofore the bulk of federal funding
for higher education had been directed at sponsored research and de-
velopment along with periodic special projects for capital construction.
Even though the 1947 Truman Commission Report had emphasized the
importance of affordable tuition, fulfilling that mandate had received lit-
tle attention from the federal government. The immensely popular GI
Bill of 1944 did not become the model for a program extended beyond
the immediate postwar period and expanded to serve students other
than military veterans. The primary apparatus for affordable college-
going had been state government, via per capita subsidies and low in-
state tuitjon charges for state residents. Between 1964 and 1971 the few
signs of federal provision for student financial aid were confined to com-
petitive fellowship programs and some entitlements for children of mil-
itary veterans. Work-study programs, in contrast, had been attractive to
Congress and taxpayers because their spirit of self-help and productive
Jabor seemed more palatable than an investment in grants. But this re-
sistance to direct student grants changed as the price of going to college
increased in the late 1960s.

The pendulum swing from federal emphasis on competitive research
grants toward undergraduate need-based financial aid came about grad-
ually and unexpectedly. In the mid-1960s the high-powered research
universities were confident that generous funding from U.S. agencies for
research would eventually be supplemented by direct institutional aid.!
Their optimism was based on the high regard in which universities were
held. Public confidence in their conduct and public satisfaction with
their ability to deliver research products suggested that the United States
Congress would soon follow suit with thanks for a job well done. How-
ever, the campus untest, the tensions over the federal presence on cam-
pus, and the ensuing loss of trust by Congress in the ability of university
administrators to run their own institutions cooled the mutual admira-
tion between Capitol and carapus. The established rescarch universities
faced another source 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
Southeast——and from all regions when their constituents included uni-
versity presidents whose institutions were not in the charmed circle of
“federal grant universities.” The net effect of this imbalanced research
patronage was to weaken the consensus of support for emphasizing

peer-review research and development programs—and to kindle some

interest in funding alternatives.

Even though major universities and such groups as the Association of
American Universities and the American Council on Education had a
strong lobbying presence in Washington, D.C,, relatively young student
lobbying initiatives quietly upstaged them between 1970 and 1972. The
subsequent campaigns have been considered the most contentious bat-
tle within the ranks of higher education. Most interesting about the stu-
dent groups is that they went about their work outside the formal um-
brella of university presidents and boards—an action that generated
increasing uncertainty about precisely who “spoke for” higher educa-
tion. The Carnegie Commission and the Rivlin Commission were the
only established national higher-education groups that endorsed em-
phasis on portable student financial aid rather than direct federal subsi-
dies to institutions—a position that many higher-education officials
considered to be tantamount to “treason.”1? The student coalitions had
little recognition within the established higher-education associations
housed in Washington, D.C. What they did have was great appeal to
members of Congress, especially those facing reelection. The conven-
tional support of federal research programs now had the potential to dis-
appoint several constituencies. The unexpected and pleasant alternative
was need-based student financial aid that was portable and readily avail-
able to a large number of constituents.

The resultant Basic Bducational Opportunities Grants (BEOG) pro-
gram, soon renamed the Pell Grants in honor of Senator Claiborne Pell
of Rhode Island, represented a belated fulfillment of the 1947 Truman
Commission Report’s recommendations. Enacted as a 1972 amendment
to the 1964 Higher 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 postsec-
ondary education. One would have to be a full-time student, as demon-
strated by enrolling for twelve credit hours per semester. One would have
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to maintain good academic standing. If these criteria were met, then a
student could qualify for up to $1,250 per yearin federal student finan-
cial aid (this 1972 amount is equivalent to about $5,100 in 2000 dollars).
It is important to note that the program dealt with grants, as distin-
guished from student loans. Also, eligibility was confined to full-time
undergraduates.

The program’s most novel feature was that the financial aid was
portable. It was awarded to the individual student, not to an institution,
True, the money would be deposited into the student’s college account
once he or she enrolled. But the portability feature meant that hundreds
of thousands of recipients now had both the means to go to college and
a choice as to which college to attend. The reciprocal effect on colleges
and universities was that they now had to compete to attract applicants
who could bring their Pell Grant dollars to the bursar’s office. At a time
when many colleges feared rising operational costs and declining num-
bers of students, the enactment of the BEOG/Pell Grant Program was a
lifesaver—provided that college administrators took the initiative to
reach out to potential students. Not only did the federal program cast a
wide net across the socioeconomic landscape, it simultaneously encour-
aged all accredited institutions to participate. Citrus Community Col-
lege in California, for example, could work to enroll Pell Grant students
at the same time that Stanford University could. Neither institution was
rewarded or punished for its particular academic admissions require-
ments. And since the Pell Grant program was an entitlement that ac-
commodated all qualified students, there was no “zero sum” that made
a gain for the community college a loss for the elite university.

Much to the delight of incumbent United States senators and repre-
sentatives, the Pell Grant program and other subsidiary federal student
aid programs made many: parents and voters happy, and allowed all ac-
credited institutions to compete for students awarded federal aid. Access
to and support of undergraduate education had been quickly trans-
formed to show substantial commitment to incentives and choice. Be-
tween 1972 and 1978 the Pell Grant program was popular with students
and institutions, and it helped promote the appeal of “going to college”
to a new generation of students at a time when colleges needed this

boost. By 1990 the program typically served 3 million students, with

awards totaling $4 billion, per year ($5.2 billion in 2000 dollars). In 1997—
98 the figure had increased to 3.8 million students, with total funding of
$3.8 billion ($4 billion in 2000 dollars).
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The 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
research grant programs offered by U.S. departments and agencies. It did
establish student financial aid as one of the two enduring planks of fed-
eral support for higher education, the other being sponsored research
and development. The program’s other legacy was that since most post-
secondary institutions in the country were receiving monies via the Pell
Grant program, they were now subject to the conditions of federal reg-
ulation that went along with accepting such monies. Perhaps the most
significant legacy was that the Pell Grants positioned the federal gov-
ernment’s higher-education policies and programs to give serious atten-
tion and resources to ¢ivil rights and social justice.

Starting in 1978, however, the focus of federal programs for student fi-
nancial aid changed, from an emphasis on grants for students with fi-
nancial need toward an emphasis on readily available student loans. The
Guaranteed Student Loan Act was especially attractive both to banks and
to students from relatively prosperous families. As such, it extended the
net of participants. The price of this short-run popularity, however, was
that in the coming decades the emphasis on federal loans meant that an
increasing number of recent college graduates would be saddled with
large amounts of debt.

The Changing Profile of Students after 19770

Student unrest persisted into the early 1970s but had waned by about
1973. One enduring legacy of the organized student movement was
recognition by students of their rights as consumers and as members of
the campus community. The result was that many institutions created a
slot for students on their governing boards. In some cases administra-
tors overestimated the enduring political commitment of undergradu-
ates. The “Princeton Plan,” for example, proposed to allow students a
break from class attendance to be used for volunteer work in the presi-
dential electoral campaigns. It expired quietly for lack of interest.

The enrollment decline of 1975—76—and the fear of a continued
downward slide—had two consequences for campus administrators.
First, they paid increasing attention to students and their parents in their
provision of services 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-
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traditional student” worked its way into admissions offices and student
affairs centers. Psychologist Patricia Cross published a profile of the “new
learners” that served mm.m guidebook.'® Deans and faculty increasingly
mowswai&mmm that their student constituencies would not always be
dominated by full-time, residential students between the ages of eight-
een and twenty-two. Nor could college officials assume that their con-
stituency planned to finish a bachelor’s degree in four years and then go
on for an advanced degree.

Even though many public universities had entered into articylation
agreements with public community colleges, a student who wished to
transfer and complete a bachelor’s degree at a four-year institution faced
snags of incongruence and uncertainty in the review of course credits
and fulfillment of bachelor degree requirements. At the same time, nu-
merous independent four-year colleges took the initiative to recruit and
enroll two-year college transfer students, The quest for upper-division
students who sought to complete a bachelor’s degree also prompted
four-year colleges to offer courses and degree programs at off-campus
locations convenient to a critical mass of transfer students. In this
scheme of academic consumerism, classrooms at a military base or
evening courses in a downtown location expanded access for nontradi-
tional students and enabled many colleges to maintain undergraduate
enrollments at a time when the customary pipeline of high school grad-
uates was shrinking.

- If the generation of undergraduates in college in the mid- and late
1970s had turned away from the political activism of their predecessors,
they had not forgotten the 19605 lessons about the power of collective
strength to influence the character of the campus. Faculty noticed a “new
vocationalism”-—in particular, an obsession with preprofessional stud-
ies. Enrollments soared in such fields as business administration, man-
agement, accounting, and anything else thought to confer an edge in ad-
mission to graduate programs in law, medicine, or business. Within the
extracurriculum, students and their parents simply were no longer sat-
isfied with the lean services the campus of the 1960s had offered. Career-
planning offices and a host of other student services proliferated. Dank,
sweaty gymnasia were replaced by state-of-the-art health and fitness
centers that rivaled Club Med. The Spartan dormitory, characterized by
cinder-block walls, a pay phone in the corridor, and public bathrooms,
was replaced by apartment suites complete with kitchens, lounges, and
ample wiring for stereo systems and, later, computers.
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New services were not the only changes in campus life, Deans of st
dents increased the options undergraduates had for living arrangements;
“Theme houses” that brought together students who shared an intereg
~ in such fields as Russian studies or theater arts supplemented dormits
ries and the fraternity-sorority offerings. Most dramatic was the intr
duction of coeducational dormitories. Squeamish parents and outraged
clergy complained that college officials had abdicated moral respons
bility by endorsing such residential patterns. Critics’ fears about wild
sexual abandon were unfounded—at least, wild sexual abandon as a

consequence of the coeducational dormitories. At Rutgers University, for |
example, anthropologist Michael Moffat’s 1089 study Coming of Age in"
New Jersey detected a surprising countereffect. Men and women-in co-
educational dorms tended to form caring relationships more akin to the
brother-sister bond. Amorous relations between suite mates were con-
sidered taboo, and students from outside the dorm who came in as dates
would be subjected to concerned scrutiny. Gender proximity in campus
housing, contrary to parental predictions, had not eliminated modesty
and self-consciousness.'*

More intriguing than the dynamics of coeducational residence halls
were the other changes that Moffat found in the undergraduate culture
of the large university of the 1980s. Students in the dorms often had only
incidental connection to or allegiance with the organized, university-
wide student activitics and services. Varsity teams, for example, were
viewed by most undergraduates as a world apart. The Rutgers foot-
ball team was described by a range of undergraduates as a distant pro-
fessional activity that commanded no more (and no less) loyal rooting
than the nearby New York Giants professional football team. Moffat’s
study also affirmed for the 1980s what Laurence Veysey had found for
undergraduates a century earlier: there persisted a wide gulf between
students and faculty as to what the college experience was all about. Even
achievement-oriented undergraduates had scant notion of what profes-
sors did or what an academic 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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tention, with a choice of major and degree objectives being part of an
elaborate student pecking order and code. In an interesting aside, Mof-
fat explored the charge that students of 1987 studied less than their coun-
terparts of an earlier generation had done. His surprising finding was
that although students often saw courses as obstacles to be hurdled or

" dodged, most undergraduates seemed to be as diligent and concerned

about “getting ahead” as students had been a century earlier.*

During the 1980s there were indications of a substantial change in
what had been known for almost a century as the “collegiate culture”
Whereas the campus had once been a crucible of undergraduate fash-
jons and values, it was now overwhelmed by a larger “youth culture” of
music, tastes, and vocabulary that enveloped students while they were in
high school and continued to pervade student life even in college. This
meant that the ground rules of initiation into college life had changed.
Once colleges and universities had accommodated the creature comforts
of students, they had to face the more difficult task of dealing with a new
set of instructional problems fostered by this cultural change. Perhaps
the biggest change in institutional attitudes toward undergraduates be-
tween 1950 and 1970 was concern about retention and degree comple-
tion. Administrative indifference to attrition rates of 25 percent or more
of an entering freshman class had ceased to be acceptable. Professional
advising, new teaching and learning centers, expanded student services,
and a variety of other institutional tools were implemented to increase
the odds that a student persisted and graduated. One state government
strategy was to divide its per capita subsidies. Part would be paid on en-
tering enrollments, with the remaining payment to the institution being
calculated on such measures as course completion or degree conferral.

Each campus faced another incentive to analyze and then respond to
student attrition—namely, the exorbitant cost of undergraduate in-
struction. Careful audits at some state universities in the late 1970s re-
vealed that weak performance by freshmen and sophomore students was
disrupting the fundamental resource allocation strategy. The original
plan was that a large undergraduate base reduced per capita expendi-
tures, thus freeing up more tuition dollars for advanced courses and
seminars for upper-division students and graduate students. The dy-
namics of the lower-division undergraduate culture dismantled this
logic and turned the actual costs upside'down. This internal revelation
included the discovery that even prestigious research universities were
interdependent with the character of American high schools. The rising
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failure rates in freshman-level English composition, mathematics, and
science courses were attributed in part to secondary schools. Although a
student may have received an A in high school calculus, the frequent di-
lution of the high school curriculum provided no assurance that a stus
dent had the requisite knowledge a university mathematics instructor
presumed. Revelations of such gaps in academic preparation were not
confined 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
skills. 17

When underprepared freshmen dropped courses—or failed thems«
they came back to haunt the funding procedures by reenrolling a ses
mester later and, often, dropping the course yet again, The university had
already spent the state student subsidy but now was “churning” by de
voting increased time, course slots, and classroom space to under
achieving students. The syndrome was extended by such undergraduat;
practices as “going shopping” early in the semester: enrolling in, say, six
courses on the first day of class, then reducing that number to four a few
weeks later. The pragmatic message was that a flagship state research uni
versity was unintentionally investing a large proportion of its limited re
sources in freshmen students who often did not persist.18

To save money, colleges and universities had to spend money. Re
sources first had to go into a variety of support services that would help
undergraduates stay afloat academically. What had been left to chance in
1950 was a matter of deliberate concern—and investment—in 1980. The
effort also extended into increasingly sophisticated student-centered
programs and activities beyond the teaching and learning of the class
room. Deans—and, later, faculty—acknowledged the growing diversity
of the undergraduate body in numerous dimensions, including age, gen:
der, income level, and academic preparation, In place of assumptions
about a typical undergraduate experience involving four years of full-tinie
study, academic advising increasingly came to accommodate diverse pa
terns, “Stopping out” joined “dropping out” in the lexicon. Internships;
field experiences, study abroad, and numerous other innovations grad:
ually came to be accepted components of the bachelor’s degree exper
ence. One of the more decisive acknowledgments of these changing
conceptions of the college experience was that federal data collection exs
tended its compilations on “bachelor’s degree completions” from fotr
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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 :smnwmﬁmaswﬂm.&:ommob. Creating honors
colleges, freshman seminars, and interdisciplinary fields and rewarding
faculty who showed commitment to teaching and advising undergrad-
uates were signs of at least partial reform within the research university.

Profile of the Faculty

To gain a sense of the changed climate of American higher education af-
ter 1970, it is useful to consider how the American professorate saw itself
as well as how it was depicted in the national press. For example, Christo-
pher Jencks and David Riesman had gained both fame and infamy for
their 1968 book The Academic Revolution, which charted the rise to
power of faculty and the academic profession, both within institutions
and as influential, well-paid experts in American society, David G.
Brown had painted a similar picture in The Mobile Professors (1967),
which projected a long-term shortage of college teachers. But the cele-
bration was short lived. A provocative, timely study published just a
few years later was entitled Academics in Retreat.!® By 1972 the end of a
fifteen-year hiring boom had left the academic profession with reduced
mobility and little leverage in their power to influence institutional de-
cisions. .

The academic job market had dried up in all but a few fields. Whereas
in 1965 a new Ph.D. from a major university usually received three or
four tenure-track job offers, by 1972 there often were no job vacancies
posted.?° It was not unusual for a tenure-track faculty vacancy to attract
hundreds of qualified applicants. Neil Smelser and Robin Content, for
example, documented how an announcement of two positions in the so-
ciology department at Berkeley in the late 1970s attracted over three hun-
dred applicants.?” The hiring boom of the 1960s had saturated most
institutions, with little prospect for vacancies for years to come. This
professional clogging was due to the peculiar dynamics of faculty ca-
reers, A tenure-track job offer followed five or six years later by promo-
tion to associate professor with tenure typically represented a twenty- to
thirty-year investment between institution and individual. At the same
time that the national job market for academics was reaching saturation,
the expanded number of Ph.D.-granting programs were tooled up to as-
sure a constant flow of new Ph.D’s into the academic market for years to
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come. What would have been a marvelous solution to higher education’s
needs in 1960 had become the millstone of a glutted market in 1980.

In the array of problems facing presidents and boards, faculty were
not a primary object of concern. One reason was that presidents and
provosts enjoyed a buyer’s market. Established as well as ascending in-
stitutions had the luxury of choice in hiring new professors. Now they
could compete for faculty credentials of a kind that in the 1960s they
might have been unlikely to land. And since few tenured professors had
the option to consider good jobs elsewhere, the balance of governance
power shifted away from the faculty back to the administration.

As Roger G. Baldwin and Jay L. Chronister documented, one disturb-
ing institutional response to the glutted market for faculty was to rely
increasingly on adjunct faculty—“teaching without tenure;” a practice
that heralded an administrative erosion of academic freedom.?* This un-
dermining of customary academic rank and tenure was particularly
problematic for faculty at community colleges. Norton Grubb and his
research associates concluded that professors at the public two-year in-
stitutions were becoming “honored but invisible”** And the short-term
solution of consolidating departments with low enrollments tended to
evade essential questions about what a college or university ought to of-
fer in order to be legitimate. The net result was that the morale of pro-
fessors was not high. The situation led Howard Bowen and Jack Schus-
ter to conclude a national study with the observation that faculty were
“a national resource imperiled.”**

The Community College

The community college was the institution that stood poised to gain
from the flux in American higher education in the 1970s. In many states,
funding for construction and operation was available, even ample. Since
many community colleges were “open admission,” they could accom-
modate a range and variety of students. The academic transfer function
coexisted with vocational programs. Furthermore, the public two-year
colleges 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
for a variety of business and professional fields constituted another at-
tractive domain. To another extreme, the community colleges frequently
took on remedial education. And the community college’s most incon-
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ourses that
Or master’s

gruous and interesting innovation was to offer advanced ¢
provided retooling for applicants who already had bachelor’s
degrees.

This proliferation of missions and constituencies was fueleq b

funding formula that provided a per capita subsidy for each mgﬁw\ o e
rolled in a course. The formula’s weakness was its lack of mﬁ&mﬂﬂ en-
what was—and what was not—appropriate for the commun;¢ c nm o
to offer.?* Eventually signs of concern surfaced. The first &mMﬁo .
from state universities that historically had relied on the pub)ic gon.“mBo
colleges to provide the lower-division academic work that they, MmMmM H
transfer to the four-year campus. In some states, especially nm:moHE%
the concern was twofold. First, the number of community cotlege mE.,
dents who applied for transfer to the four-year colleges declined drasti-
cally. Second, the academic record of those who did transfer lagged in
comparison to earlier generations of transfer students—and in com.
parison to those students who entered the university as freshmen, The
result was that four-year institutions lost a great deal of confidence in the
community college as a reliable transfer institution.

The reservations the four-year institutions had about the community
colleges’ effectiveness extended to the more general question of retention
and attrition. The convenient catchall explanation among community
college officials was that since their students were diverse in background
and preparation, it was difficult and perhaps inappropriate to subject the
institution to conventional models of monitoring student retention pat-
terns. One counter to that statement was the allegation that the two-year
public colleges often institutionalized a predictable abuse of ill-prepared
students, becoming “revolving-door” colleges or promoting a “cooling-
out” function whereby students who stood little chance of academic sur-
vival blamed themselves for their eventual academic failure.

A second source of conicern emerged when a number of research stud-
ies examined the community colleges’ claims to being a source of good
training for entry-level vocational jobs. One example of the philosoph-
ical disarray was the paradox that when a student dropped out of a tech-
nical course, it might actually be proof that the community college was
doing a good job. The 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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perplexing was the lack of certainty that the vocational courses had
much direct connection with the local economy. Many college officials
predictably and understandably dismissed the analyses as flawed, and
hence unfair, What did endure was uncertainty about the clarity of the
community college’s missions and their ability to demonstrate educa-
tional effectiveness, however defined.

Debates over effectiveness were incidental during times of economic
prosperity. However, in the late 1970s, when most states were facing rev-
enue shortfalls, academic accountability became an enormous factor in

deliberations over funding. Nowhere was this problem more acute than
in California, where in 1978 Proposition 13 placed a cap on local prop-
erty taxes and reduced the flow of funding for the state’s 120 commiunity
colleges. For the first time a California governor asked taxpayers whether
it was reasonable to charge even modest tuition for a community college
course. Or, put another way, if community colleges charged no tuition,
ought there to be a limit on the number of times a citizen could enroll
in and then drop a particular course?

Budget constraints also forced community colleges to rethink their
omnibus mission. What was more important: to serve as a port of first
entry for underserved and undereducated individuals, or to provide
postgraduate refresher courses or retooling for citizens who already had
bachelor’s and master’s degrees? The opportunity to be the “people’s col-
lege” in every sense of the phrase was a source of institutional ascent in
prosperous times but a millstone during a state recession. Community
college advocates argued forcefully that posing the policy question in
that manner was foul play because it was a false dichotomy. Why not do
both?

Doubt about the educational efficacy of community colleges was
most extreme in the research of Alexander Astin. He expressed his first
reservations in his 1977 book Four Critical Years, in which he concluded
that widespread reliance on the public two-year collegeas the port of en-
try for a first generation of college-going students was a recipe for low
gains in cognitive skills and changes in beliefs and values.*® Then, in his
1993 sequel study, What Matters in College?, Astin made the matter-of-
fact comment that he had excluded community college students from
his survey data on the impact of the college experience.?” His rationale
was that community colleges were not real colleges. This was only one
researcher’s opinion. Yet Astin was influential, and it is disconcerting that
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he had written off the institutions at which almost half of all college
freshmen enrolled.

Budget Problems and Trade-ofts: Brown University in 1980

Hard questions about educational equity and effectiveness were not con-
fined to the public two-year colleges. Even the members of the Ivy League
were confronting budget problems that raised essential philosophical
questions, The ways in which the macro issues filtered down to campus
governance were graphically captured in the situation Brown University
faced in 1979—80. According to Debra Shore, “Soaring energy costs and
a larger-than-expected enrollment of freshmen needing financial aid
have thrown Brown’s balanced budget into a precarious position and the
University now faces some difficult questions. Can Brown afford finan-
cial aid to students? If this were so, then at what cost? And if not, what
does that mean for diversity—racial, geographic, economic—in the stu-
dent body at Brown?”2

Most presidents would have loved to have had Brown’s problem: more
qualified applicants than slots; a relatively high per capita endowment;

~ a supportive, established alumni; and an attractive niche within higher

education as a small university whose faculty combined scholarship with
teaching. But institutional health is relative. Within the Brown adminis-
tration, the concern was that resources were stretched, especially in con-
trast to the strength of its fellow members of the Ivy League. The price
of tuition and expenses for one year had risen to $10,000 in 1981 (about
$18,900 in 2000 dollars)~—making Brown one of the most expensive col-
leges in the country. It was also one of the most generous, fulfilling its
commitment to need-blind admissions and need-based financial aid.
The budget crunch brought about by rising energy consumption and
operating costs seared through the soul of the campus, forcing a recon-
sideration of whether Brown could continue its admissions and finan-
cial aid policies. Increases in tuition and other charges simultaneously
helped and hurt the university’s revenues. Since more than 30 percent of
Brown’s undergraduates received substantial financial aid, any increase
in tuition increased the university’s expenses if it was to meet the recal-
culated financial aid needs of its students,

The obvious question with no obvious answer was, What were
sources within university expenses from which money could be saved
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and then be shifted to student financial aid? Options included decreas

ing faculty and staff salaries, reducing operating hours and budgets for
libraries, and other internal curtailments—each of which would have
made Brown less effective as a teaching and research institution. One of
the more controversial proposals to save money was that Brown step
back from its universal commitment to need-blind admissions. In othey

words, the university administration could claim the prerogative of not .

offering financial aid to all its applicants who were offered admission.
There was, of course, no response that would satisfy all constituents,
Brown’s tradition of need-based financial aid was important in both real
and symbolic terms for its commitment to meritocracy. To turn away
from that policy at this time was particularly risky because an increasing
number of education-minded and prosperous families were giving in-
creasing attention to the ascending state universities with low tuition
charges as an option for their college-bound children.” Some indepen.-
dent colleges opted for “merit scholarships” that had no financial need
requirement as a strategy to compete for the brightest students, regard-
less of family income—a policy that was most attractive to affluent par-
ents who would not qualify for need-based aid. The net result was the
emergence of new ground rules and new student constituencies in the
rough-and-tumble market of college recruitment in which deans of ad-
missions came to rely on proactive techniques and strategies to atiract
potential students.

Learning from Adversity

Starting in the early 1970s, articles about higher education, whether in
the popular press or in professional journals, broadcast a message of
woe. Colleges, along with hospitals, social service agencies, museums,
performing arts centers, and charitable organizations, were depicted as
an “endangered sector,” stuck in what Waldemar Nielsen called the “cri-
sis of the nonprofits”? Higher education’s new depression, whose
clouds had been sighted on the horizon as early as 1973, threatened to be
an extended monsoon season. The sobering postscript was that captains
of the campus were told not to expect much in the way of financial flood
relief from the federal government. By 1975 most presidents and boards
had to face the undeniable fact that their institutions faced problems that
were chronic, not transient. Articles published in 1978 in such national
magazines as Timeand U.S. News and World Report warned that colleges
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faced a “life and death struggle” and that it was a “buyet’s market as col-
Jeges scramble to fill space” Systematic studies also concluded with pro-
jections about a potentially high rate of institutional mortality. Sympto-
matic of this extended concern was the popularity of Lewis Mayhew’s
thoughtful advice manual, Surviving the Eighties, and the Carnegie
Commission’s concluding report, Three Thousand Futures.>!

So although higher education had been hailed for its “managerial rev-
olution” of the 1960s, it was an incomplete transformation because it had
never been tested in a time of adversity, The prospect of declining high
school graduation populations in some regions of the country, com-
bined with double-digit inflation, rising energy costs, and an expensive,
intractable campus infrastructure, signaled the need for change. What
one had, then, was a consolidation of a managerial and planning ap-
proach combined with the university and college becoming a genuinely
enterprising institution. One of the most influential analysts of higher
education’s predicaments (and solutions) was economist Howard ],
Bowen. Bowen had served as dean of the business school at lllinois, pres-
ident of:the University of Iowa, and president of Grinnell College before
devoting full attention to the economics of higher education as a pro-
fessor at the Claremont Graduate School in California. At a time when
legislatures and a skeptical public questioned the efficacy of higher edu-
cation, Bowen presented detailed analyses of the costs of higher educa-
tion and a comprehensive rationale for what he termed an “investment
in learning” not only as a benefit for individuals but, more important, as
a societal gain.

Despite the predictions around 1980 that large numbers of colleges
and universities were doomed to close, the actual institutional survival
record was impressive. Recovery was due in large part to a shift from a
“managerial revolution” to an “enterprising evolution” in campus gov-
ernance. Works such as George Keller’s Academic Strategy made the case
that a thoughtful connection of data to decisions was preferable to in-
cremental scrambling.3? It was a timely prescription because federal and
state governments were moving toward emphasis on “privatization” and
incentives in the allocation of funding. In addition to the impact of this
approach to student financial aid starting in 1972, which altered admis-
sions and student recruitment, there was a comparable emphasis on in-
centives 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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ment agencies and private foundations as they challenged colleges to
“meet the match” in a mix of resources. In the effort to stimulate sup-
port, governments also suspended distinctions between “state” and “pri-
vate” institutions. In Indiana, for example, the state legislature gave an
incentive to individual and corporate philanthropy toward higher edu-
cation with its generous dollar-for-dollar state income tax deduction to
donors who made contributions to accredited colleges and universities
in the state.

Changing policies meant that an increasing number of institutions
started taking grantsmanship seriously in their quest to make a case for
receiving awards from state governments and foundations for new proj-
ects beyond “business as usual.” Donor prospect research, analysis of-de-
mographic trends, and careful monitoring of agency requests for WE-
posals prompted campus fund-raising offices to cultivate a new breed of
development professional. And many universities added a vice president
for government relations to the presidential cabinet, |

The changes in getting and spending in higher education that
surfaced in the early 1980s altered not only the campus but also the
granting agencies themselves, First, a new generation of individual
donors and foundations emerged-—exemplified by California’s Irvine
Foundation—that gave priority to a new agenda of educational issues
rather than focusing on individual campuses, Second, the established
foundations, such as the Ford Foundation, defined themselves less as a
replica of major federal agencies and opted instead to stake their awards
on projects that were both innovative and exploratory, with an eye to-
ward the future—including projects devoted to issues such as minority
and women students or international studies and global interdepen-
dence.3? Perhaps the most important change was that colleges and uni-
versities could no longer assume that they were either the exclusive or
the primary beneficiaries of individual or corporate giving.

The 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
the 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 aveiding 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 centralized arrange-
ments (e.g., the Regents of the State University of New York or the North
Carolina University System) to systems of voluntary coordination. The
distinguishing feature of the state councils was to rely on some combi-
nation of suasion and coercion to prompt institutions to address
statewide questions that an individual campus was unlikely to consider
on its own, One novel feature of the 1202 commission funding was its ex-
plicit provision that independent colleges and universities were to be in-
cluded along with state institutions in discussions of statewide public
policy. The national organization for leaders was SHEEO, the State
Higher Education Executive Officers. SHEEO worked in conjunction
with governors in such associations as the Education Commission for
the States. ‘ _

For university presidents, especially at the established flagship state
universities, a state council often was a nuisance or a nemesis. The idea
that the state university had to file reports and make requests via a state
agency represented a departure from customary lobbying in the state
capital. At best, state coordinating commissions prompted individual
colleges and universities to consider collective questions about mission
that campus presidents on their own seldom considered. State councils,
however, often found themselves in a bind because their mandate was to
make recommendations on budgets, capital construction, closing down
archaic programs, and endorsing new programs either to the governor
or to the state legislature. But in most cases there was no guarantee that
their recommendations would be followed. Even though rational plan-
ning might indicate that creating a new law school would be expensive
and unnecessary, logic could be derailed by a coalition of state legisla-
tors who were adamant that the state university in their home district
needed a law school. The upshot was that the state councils changed the
dynamics and vocabulary of statewide policy deliberations. Some con-
tributions that emerged during the financially strapped years of the
1970s included incentives 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



340 A History of American Higher Education

the state colleges. Another innovation was the notion of “steady-state
growth,” whereby 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
higher education during this period, the states, not Washington, D.C.,
remained the pillar of government support for the instruction and an-
nual operating budgets of public higher education.

The Development of a Formidable For-Profit Sector

The generous provisions of the Pell Grant program and other student fi-
nancial aid initiatives had another important consequence for extending
the scope of postsecondary education. Because the program had not ex-
plicitly defined the kinds of institutions that were eligible, many propri-
etary schools now petitioned for eligibility to participate in student fi-
nancial aid programs. Despite objections from “established” colleges and
universities, ultimately the newcomers gained a seat at the table and be-
came eligible for student financial aid programs ranging from grants to
loans. These gains, however, were continually subjected to scrutiny and
attempts at curtailment. Accreditation groups and traditional colleges
cited the high default rates among students at some proprietary schools
as evidence of lax educational staridards and even outright exploitation
of at-risk students. The requirement that an institution be accredited
provided by itself little assurance that the institution was educationally
sound and responsibly operated. By the late 1970s this waning confidence
in accreditation as an effective checkpoint had two consequences, First,
many state governments undertook their own initiatives to identify and
then curb “diploma mills.” Second, growing dissatisfaction about the ef-
ficacy of voluntary accreditation bodies in policing suspect institutions
led to the dissolution of the umbrella agency, the Council on Postsec-
ondary 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-
portin Congress. Inclusion spread, and by 1996 one could speak of a for-
midable 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”3* 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 stu-
dent aid. ,

From Retrenchment to Recovery, 1980 to 1989

Higher-education associations continued in their public relations cam-
paigns to remind citizens and politicians that investment in higher edu-
cation not only was beneficial to the economy but also promised nu-
merous other social advantages.® The efforts bore fruit. As inflation
dropped and the nationwide economy started to rebound by around
1983, appropriations for higher education picked up. One sign of recov-
ery was that by the mid-1980s most gubernatorial candidates cam-
paigned as “higher-education governors”—calling for partnerships
among state government, private industry, and higher education asa way
to foster a strong “high-tech” state economy. The governors and univer-
sity presidents appeared to be looking to the future, but in fact they re-
lied on the historical examples of “Silicon Valley” near Stanford and
Berkeley, the “Route 128 Electronics Belt” in the Boston-Cambridge area,
and the “Research Triangle” of the University of North Carolina, Duke
University, and North Carolina State University. Between 1985 and 1990,
numerous universities joined with their state governments to sponsor
{and subsidize) research parks and new entities with such intriguing
names (and vaguely implied missions) as the “Center for Innovative
Technology”

Universities too started to believe their own public relations about
their destiny as economic incubators. Economist Charles Clotfelter ex-
amined four institutions—Harvard, Duke, Carleton, and the University
of Chicago—as part of a 1996 study of cost escalation in elite higher ed-
ucation. He found that institutional ambition and the drive for both
quality and prestige prompted institutions to spend generously in the
mid-1980s. “Buying the best” became the credo of the elite institutions.
The message spread throughout higher education and extended to the
quest for top students and faculty along with a commitment to meri-
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tocracy and social justice. Moreover, since many institutions had de-
ferred 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.>®

Government Relations and Regulation

The “partnership” between higher education and the federal govern-
ment worked reasonably well so long as it meant that the campus re-
ceived what it considered to be adequate funding. In such circamstances,
government regulation was viewed as a nuisance, but still a necessary
price to pay. By the late 1970s this acquiescence had started to dissolve.
In 1982 a study group commissioned by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Higher Education prefaced its report on campus gov-
ernance with the observation, “There remains in the control of higher
education an inherent tension. Colleges and universities are expected to
respond to the needs of society of which they are a part—while also be-
ing free to carry on, without undue interference, their essential work.”?”
To university presidents who at that time faced double pressures of in-
creased government regulation and decreased federal funding for re-
search and student financial aid, this characterization was painfully ac-
curate—and familiar.?® Influential spokesmen, including officials with
higher-education associations as well as university presidents, brought
the issue center stage, arguing that governmental regulation had become
unreasonable and excessive. Implicit in this argument was that colleges
and universities could be counted on to “do the right thing,” with mini-
mal oversight. Federal regulation was wrong, and wrongheaded.
Sociologist Nathan Glazer compared federal regulation in higher ed-
ucation and in business in a study that took up the same theme but
brought a historical perspective to the litany of academic complaints. To
Glazer, the important historical dimension was that business and higher
education had essentially traded places with respect to the federal gov-
ernment between 1910 and 1980. Whereas President Theodore Roosevelt
had focused on “trust busting” and bringing large business corporations
to heel, colleges and universities of that era were almost always exempted
from federal regulatory measures. This tradition of federal restraint con-
tinued through the New Deal. Colleges and universities, for example,
originally 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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In addition to these basic matters of institutional operation, Congress
and the courts had extended great latitude to the American campus in
the name of academic freedom. Prior to 1970, for example, it was highly
unusual for courts to hear cases involving individual faculty grievances
connected with tenure and professional termination. Likewise, hiring
decisions and the conduct of academic search committees were consid-
ered outside the purview of the courts. Disputes over admissions and
graduation were considered intramural matters as well. Nor did instity-
tions have to disclose student records to students themselves,39
According to Glazer, by 1980 the role of the federal government with
respect to business and colleges had in many cases reversed. Businesses
were increasingly given exemptions and incentives. Colleges and univer-
sities, in contrast, wete subjected to a growing list of regulations and pro-
cedures. An interesting wrinkle in the growing amount of litigation that
involved colleges and universities as defendants was that the plaintiffs
varied, ranging from disgruntled outsiders to insiders who as members
of the campus community felt that the administration and board had
treated them improperly. The university had always had critics from
outside. H.Soﬁ novel was the idea of insiders—faculty, students, staff,
alumni-—becoming sufficiently organized to mount a formal challenge
to the alma mater. These gradual inroads into higher education’s auton-
omy raised two fundamental questions: Who “speaks for” the campus,
and whom, ultimately, does the campus represent? And, second, if gov-
ernmental regulation and intervention were not invoked, how would
colleges and universities respond to problems of social justice when left
to their initiative? On balance, higher-education institutions continued
to retain a great deal of autonomy. Yet there was growing belief that col-
lege and universities ought to be publicly accountable for their decisions.
Derek Bok, president of Harvard, expressed concern on behalf of his
fellow coliege and university presidents about the intrusion of the fed-
eral government into the basic activities of higher education, reaffirm-
ing Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter's commentary in a 1957 case
that asserted the “four essential freedoms” of a university: the freedom
to determine for itself who may teach, what may be taught, how it should
be taught, and who may be admitted to study. Bok’s preference was for
federal regulations that relied on incentives and subsidies as a means of
inducing colleges 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
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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, universi-
ties were reasonable and responsive.4?

Despite the fuming by presidents about federal intrusion and micro-
management, many constituencies close to higher education had come
to rely on federal regulation as their best hope for a fair hearing and per-
haps redress in disputes about institutional conduct. Federal regulation
had joined with student financial aid programs as a partner in the pro-
motion of social justice on the American campus. The difficult question
was how colleges and universities would have behaved if they had been
left alone, without litigation or regulation. Would, for example, the com-
position of higher-education faculty in 1980 or 1990 have differed much
in gender and race from its profile in 1960? Even Clark Kerr and other
academic leaders conceded that the American university was liberal in
its advocacy for others yet conservative in its own conduct. And as
Chester Finn pointed out in his 1978 discussion of the “regulatory
swamp” in Scholars, Dollars, and Bureaucrats, a federal regulation per-
taining to higher education arose only in response to some decisive com-

plaint by a constituent,*"

Regulatory Issues and Equity: Women in Higher Education

The status of women in higher education during the 1970s was summed
up well by Bernice Sandler and Roberta Hall, who observed that there
was a pervasive “chilly” climate for women.*? To return to the rudimen-
tary statistical profile of higher education in 1970, at first glance women
seem to have achieved reasonable accommodation as undergraduates.
Their share of overall enrollments was 41 percent, up from 32 percent in
1950. There was a bit more disparity in figures for graduate enrollments,
though again the women'’s share had increased over time. Women rep-
resented 39 percent of graduate students in 1970, compared with 27 per-
cent in 1950. Their representation in faculty appoiniments beyond lec-
turer, however, was minuscule.

In 1975 P. J. Bickel, E. A. Hammel, and J. W. O’Connell conducted a
careful study of patterns of application and enrollment in Ph.D. pro-
grams to plumb the riddle of gender discrimination. Their surprising
finding was that when one analyzed each department, men and women
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applicants were accepted at about the same rate. Yet in the aggregate,
women constituted a fraction of Ph.D. enrollments. How to explain—
and correct—this overall disparity? The first step was to explain the gap
between departmental and university-wide trends. The answer was that
a large number of women tended to apply to oversubscribed depart-
ments that accepted only a small percentage of applicants and had a tra-
dition of lengthy years to completion of the doctoral degree, Men, on the
other hand, tended to apply to fields that had vacancies and fellowship
funding and relatively fast tracks to degree completion. It was the dif-
ference between, say, an English department and an engineering depart-
ment. When women did apply to engineering or chemistry or physics,
they were accepted for doctoral study at about the same rateas men. The
crucial implication was that undergraduate women were not applying to
certain graduate fields.**

" Explanations for this phenomenon went deep into the educational
system. One finding was that if an undergraduate had not studied cal-
culus as a high school student or as a college freshman, about 50 percent
of the undergraduate majors would be off limits. Research by Sheila To-
bias found that in the American public school system, girls who excelled
in mathematics through middle school and into high school algebra and
geometry were suddenly suspending their mathematics studies. Their
being steered out of mathematics, not their lack of achievement or apti-
tude, was creating the critical gap. The transformation of doctoral study
enrollments—including bringing more women into the sciences, engi-
neering, and mathematics—depended on changes in advising and men-
toring well before undergraduate enrollment.**

Incorporating such reforms into the educational system would re-
quire years of incubation. In the meanwhile, women in graduate school
in the early 1970s were disproportionately represented in selected fields.
Their presence was most conspicuous in the humanities, education, li-
brary science, home economics, and to some extent the biological sci-
ences, with relatively low figures for graduate programs in law, medicine,
business, engineering, and the physical sciences. Surveying all academic
fields, women constituted a negligible proportion of the faculty—-about
21 percent of the teaching positions in four-year institutions in 1972—73.
Furthermore, this presence was skewed toward untenured instructor-
ships, where women represented 44 percent of the faculty. At the same
time, women constituted 10 percent of the full professors, 16 percent of
the associate professors, and 24 percent of the assistant professors.
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By any measure, the difference between women as a proportion of un-
dergraduates and their representation among doctoral degree recipients
and campus faculty represented a shortfall. By 1974-75, however, there
were signs of significant change. The first professional school to show
this was law, followed by medicine. In 1997—68, 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 veteri-
nary medicine degrees. Whereas: women received 10 percent of the
Ph.Ds conferred in 194950, by 198485 the figure had increased to 37
percent.

Connected to the various discussions about mﬁ&;mﬂm school recruit-
ment was the fundamental issue of educational effectiveness and equity,
as played out in the contrast between single-gender colleges versus co-
education. To continue the theme Harold Hodgkinson emphasized in
his 1971 commissioned study Institutions in Transition, most women's
colleges opted to become coeducational. The same was true for historic
men’s colleges. In one New Yorker drawing of the 1970s a stereotypic
weary business executive arrives home, slamps in a chair, and notes with
incredulity, “My daughter goes to West Point and my son goes to Vassar.
The list of historically single-gender institutions that opted for coedu-
cation was long: Radcliffe College merged its undergraduate program
with that of Harvard College; Pembroke College was dissolved, and
women became a plurality of undergraduates at Brown University.
Women had two options for undergraduate education at Columbia Uni-
versity. Columbia College, traditionally all-male, had become coeduca-
tional and now admitted women, while Barnard College retained its his-
torical commitment to admitting only women. Ambherst, Dartmouth,
Princeton, Yale, Wesleyan, Williams, and the University of Virginia were
prestigious all-male institutions that opted to shift to coeducation.

Coeducation was not always an even exchange. The formerly all-male
institutions tended to gain while the former women’s colleges lost. The
women who applied to Dartmouth, for example, tended to have SAT
scores and high school grade-point averages higher than those of their
male counterparts. In contrast, when Vassar College opted to admit men,
the admissions staff suffered a double whammy. Male applicants tended
to lag behind women applicants in their academic credentials. Even
more demoralizing, the college had evidently forfeited its special appeal
to highly qualified women who sought the distinctive attributes of an all
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dents, namely admissions policies and practices. After the civil unrest as-
sociated with the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., and other in-
cidents that brought racial tensions to the fore, numerous colleges and
universities initiated measures to promote racial access and diversity.
And enrollment patterns for African Americans and other minority
groups indicated substantial change. Ultimately, programs geared to.in-
crease minority enrollments were challenged in the courts-—including
the cases of DeFunis v. Odegaard and Bakke v. the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California. The resolution emerging from the Bakke case was that
race alone was not allowable as grounds for admissions decisions. How-
ever, race taken into consideration with other factors was permissible.
Integration and desegregation had troubling implications for the fu-
ture of the historically black colleges and universities, the so-called
HBCUs. As Henry N. Drewry and Humphrey Doermann reported in
Stand and Prosper, these institutions had long provided access and in-
“struction for an inordinate percentage of black students—and had done
so without benefit of abundant facilities and resources.*® Even after
nominal integration of higher education in the South and elsewhere, the
HBCUs continued to be available, effective, and attractive sources of un-
dergraduate education. However, in the post-Bakkeera, as well-endowed
historically white colleges demonstrated sustained interest in recruiting
black students, the HBCUs stood to lose in bidding wars. Could a
Howard or a Hampton compete against a Princeton or a Harvard? The
answer was yes—sometimes. But it was an expensive contest. The irony
of Justice Powell’s commentary in the Bakke case was his praise for Har-
vard’s admissions program as a model for other colleges to emulate. In-
deed, most admissions deans would have relished having Harvard’s in-
stitutional resources and heritage. ,

- A related irony came about in the late 1990s when former Harvard
president Derek Bok joined with former Princeton president William,
Bowen—then president of the Mellon Foundation—to publish The
Shape of the River. Here two of the onetime vocal critics of federal gov-
ernment policies and affirmative action sang the praises of the positive
impact of affirmative action in promoting racial diversity within the stu-
dent ranks of the academically elite American campuses.*” Once again
the solutions that might have been available and effective for a Harvard
or a Princeton were not available to a state university in the West or an
impoverished college in the South. Furthermore, even when historically
white flagship universities did show commitment to recruiting and wel-
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coming students from racial minorities, there was an avoidance and lack
of trust by many black students. The result was that the HBCUs contin-
ued to make a disproportionate contribution in terms of both enroll-
ments and bachelor’s degree completions by black students.

Policy discussions about equity and minorities became increasingly
complex in the 1980s as more constituencies asserted a distinctive her-
itage and political presence. To speak merely of “minorities” was no
longer adequate, now that demographic and educational data on such
groups as Asian Americans, Native Americans, Hispanics, and gays and
lesbians had elevated awareness of the growing diversity of both the
United States as a whole and its potentially college-bound students. Per-
haps the best generalization about public policies was their attempt si-
multaneously to promote access and acknowledge diversity. The new
higher-education policy environment included financial aid and schol-
arship programs that promoted access to mainstream campuses as well
as fresh government funding initiatives dedicated to creating new cate-
gories of institutions, such as tribal colleges.

The legal environment of the late 1990s was significantly altered by
concerted efforts on the part of groups of students and alumni of flag-
ship state universities to dismantle affirmative action, with conspicuous
cases unfolding at the University of Georgia, the University of Texas, the
University of Michigan, and the University of California. The most dra-
matic twist in this course of events was the changing role of universities
in the South, Whereas in 1950 or 1960 many flagship state universities re-
sisted racial integration, by the yvear 2000 the opposite sentiment had
come to dominate: academic leaders affirmed their commitment to
racial equity. John T. Casteen IT1, president of the University of Virginia,
took this courageous public stand in his 1999 “State of the University”
address:

The debate about affirmative action oversimplifies Virginia’s legal history
and the fact of what has been done here to build success in the last quarter
century or so, _

... [A] morally responsible view of Virginia’s history, and specifically of
actions taken by the state itself in defiance of law, must acknowledge a sec-
ond reality of Virginia’s actions in our time. Alone among the American
states, the Commonwealth of Virginia seized, closed, and locked public
schools in 1958 rather than desegregate those schools in accord with orders
of the United States Supreme Court. .. . So a unique question needs to be
addressed before anyone assumes that our Virginian concern about aca-
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demic access for minority students is the same as all others: What effects
linger across generations when children grow up in a culture whete 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
grandparents 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 chil-
dren, must assume an ongoing commitment to remedy the consequences
of actions well within living memory.*®

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

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

Meanwhile, various court cases offered colleges and constituents little
_ guidance for achieving equity in college admissions. .

The College-Costs and College-Price Debates

Federal scrutiny of higher education intensified when U.S. Secretary of
Education William Bennett (himself a former classics professor) raised
questions about abuses in the financial aid system. Critical questions led
to allegations about higher education’s equivalent of the infamous “wel-
fare Cadillac”—the anecdotal report of a financial aid recipient driving
a red Corvette during spring break in Florida. On a more substantive
note, the expansion of federal financial aid programs led to insinuations
that some institutions were chasing federal dollars by artificially raising
tuition charges so as to increase a Pell Grant recipient’s “financial need.”

The allegations prompted a spate of systematic research. As Chester
Finn had noted in 1978, the issue was the difference between “price” and
“cost”*® One controversial finding was that the cost-——that is, the actual
expense—of educating an undergraduate for a year at a public institu-
tion was not much different from that at a private institution in the same
geographical area. There was even some indication that state institutions
often actually spent more per student than their private counterparts.
The systematic research had cast doubt on the convenient stereotype that
independent (or private) colleges were havens for students from affluent
families. One study in California showed that the concentration of stu-
dents from relatively high-income families was substantially greater in
the flagship state university than in the private colleges. If this was so,
then the logical extension was to ask what exactly a policy of “no tuition”
at a state university accomplished. Independent colleges in turn argued
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that public colleges and universities benefited from a “tuition gap” cre-
ated by taxpayer subsidies that kept public tuition prices artificially low
for alarge constituency that could indeed afford to pay a greater share of
the actual costs.

Debate escalated when college tuition charges were correlated with
inflation, usually as measured by the consumer price index (CPI). It was
sometimes alleged that colleges were raising prices faster than the gen-
eral rate of inflation. Few doubted that American colleges and universi-
ties were both expensive and excellent. Whether they were overpriced
was less clear.>® One thorny problem in answering that question was that
the CPI and college tuition were a poor match because they measured
markedly different kinds of purchases. Higher-education associations
responded with the HEPI, the higher-education price index. And for
some comparative policy discussion, higher-education advocates pointed
out that the cost of taking care of a prisoner for a year was greater than
the expenses of educating a college student at a high-tuition campus.
Overlooked in the debates of the mid-1980s were the historical data
showingthat from around 1975 to 1980, increases in college tuition and
charges tended to be less than the annual increases in the CPL One re-
sult of over a decade of double-digit inflation and deferred maintenance
was that by the early 1980s, colleges had a backlog of projects; expenses
were only now catching up. Another complication that emerged from
marketing research was the so-called Mount Holyoke phenomenon: the
surprise finding that higher tuition tended to increase the number and
academic quality of applicants. Evidently price and prestige were con-
nected in the college applicant’s mind. _

The college-costs debates hinted at a central fundamental weakness
of higher education as a part of public policy: internal conflicts within
the higher-education ranks tended to pit the independent institutions
against the state colleges and universities. The various sectors within
higher education devoted most of their time to waging war against one
another. As a result, higher education was seldom able to present a co-
herent, 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
Association or the National Association of Manufacturers were able to
mobilize requests—and thanks—to legislators on short notice.
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The Curricular Wars

Higher-education associations located at One DuPont Circle in Wash-
ington, D.C.—such as the American Council on Education, the National
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, and the associa-
tions representing public higher education in lobbying and public pol-
icy efforts—bickered among themselves about political matters. In some
ways the bickering mirrored the curricular debates that had been going
on at campuses since 1970. It was characterized by ideological clashes
over what was to be taught and according to which perspectives.®’ The
conflict was healthy in that it elicited a “marketplace of ideas” within de-
partments and across academic units.

Regardless of how academic administrators or faculty argued about
the appropriate content of the curriculum, many of these disputes were
settled by another constituency—namely, students who exercised their
rights as consumers. Soaring enrollments in such “employable” fields as
business, computer science, engineering, and various entry-level profes-
sional degree programs prompted colleges and universities to devote in-
creasing resources to funding faculty lines and facilities in these popular
fields.

Meanwhile, some of the most bitter ideological debates about the
curriculum during the 1980s and 1990s took place outside the popular
“employable” fields. Disagreements 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
an interesting energy within traditional fields that were by and large out-
side the mainstream of massive federal grant funding, To faculty and stu-
dents in the schools of medicine, engineering, agriculture, and phar-
macy, the internal battles of the liberal arts departments were distant and
curious, tempests in a teapot. Yet to the faculty in those departments, the
battles over “political correctness” and the definition of a field were cru-
cially important, especially if one assumed that ideas and instruction
mattered,

The ideological debates within the liberal arts signaled the flourish-
ing of new perspectives and multidisciplinary approaches in such the-
Bmmn.mnmmm.mm women’s studies, African-American studies, and Hispanic
studies. This took two forms: the creation of permanent departments
dedicated to such fields, and the integration of these new perspectives
into existing departments. Ultimately the intradepartmental debates

g
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had an impact on public policy discussions held in such federa] agencies
as the National Endowment for the Humanities as their advisory boards
and directors reviewed their statements on funding criteria for grant
proposals. These curricular debates also led to the creation of numerous
splinter groups. What became muddled was whether the typical depart-
ment of English or history in an American college or university was a
champion of allegedly leftist political advocacy ox, to another extreme,
bastion of conservatism.

a

One ironic consequence of the curricular wars was the emergence of
a conservative voice among young alumni, especially at the elite historic
institutions. Prolific commentators like Dinesh I’Souza and new alumni
groups at Princeton and Dartmouth expanded their curricular concerns
into charges that colleges had abdicated their traditional sense of reason.
For perhaps the first time in memory, recent graduates charged the edi-
tors of alumni magazines with having moved too far to the left.

Ambitious undergraduates and their parents largely avoided these
curricular debates. However, the debates did prompt the Carnegie Foun-
dation for the Advancement of Teaching, led by Frnest Boyer, to under-
take a series of reports that tried to persuade faculty and campus ad-
ministrators to rethink the undergraduate curriculum and the nature
of the college experience. Provocative as these discussions were, they
tended to be overrun by certain dominant trends in funding for higher-
education research and development.

Research Universities and the Federal-Overhead Controversy

Advocates for the major research universities made the case that these
institutions were a bargain for taxpayers and the federal government.
Failure to invest in funding for programs, instrumentation, and so on
represented a false economy.>? Although federal programs were devot-
ing new, expanding resources to student financial aid, it is not clear that
advanced research programs had been abandoned. Clark Kerr has
pointed out that when indexed for inflation, federal research and devel-
opment grants to universities went from $1.3 trillion in 1960 to $4.3 tril-
lion in 1980 ($7.5 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
research programs. In response to complaints by university officials and
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members of Congress who believed that their favored institutions and
regions were being left out, Congress established such programs as Ep-
Scor, 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-

search funds to historically black colleges or to @womHmBm encouraging

women scientists.

Along with such innovative programs that were concessions to social
justice, highly competitive peer-reviewed grants in the sciences re-
mained at the heart of federal research and development. In March 1991,
however, this line hit an unexpected snag in a public forum when Con-
gressman John Dingell of Michigan probed Navy Department-research
grants, especially at Stanford University.>* Among the findings.was that
grant overhead and recovery costs were equivalent to 7o percent of fed-
eral research grant dollars awarded. In other words, if a principal inves-
tigator applied for—and received—a federal research grant of $100,000,
the host university would receive an additional $70,000 as indirect re-
covery and overhead costs for that grant. These grants seemed to be in
the tradition of the “Golden Fleece” awards popularized by William
Proxmire in response to periodic revelations of seemingly inane research
studies funded by federal agencies. But the congressional critics did not
consider comparative data. For example, cost overruns on federal con-
tracts with commercial companies that manufactured aircraft or other
products for the Department of Defense far exceeded the overhead
charges of research universities. Even though Stanford’s procedures were
eventually vindicated, research universities lost ground in the forum of
public opinion.> Elsewhere, anecdotes about the alleged excesses of
grants made good copy for investigative reports. For example, the Uni-
versity of Michigan was scolded for having used federal research grant
money to help pay football bowl game expenses, including travel and
lodging for alumni boosters and the marching band. ¢

While the foremost research universities were mobilizing to defend
their honor and refute their critics, 2 familiar question about prestige
resurfaced. Were the universities historically at the top of the list hold-
ing their own, or was there room at the top for newcomers? The con-
ventional wisdom was that the original members of the Association of
American Universities, founded in 1900, had maintained their position
and prestige. Yet there was also some noEEoEmQ suggesting that they
had 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
universities would be competitive for prestigious federal grants. Hugh
Davis Graham and Nancy Diamond brought the issue to the fore in a
study that tackled the question of what had been happening in ratings
and rankings among research universities since World War IL57 They
found that there was indeed some room at the top. Certainly there was
a great deal of continuity: Johns Hopkins, Harvard, Columbia, Berkeley,
Stanford, Wisconsin, Cornell, and Penn were strong both in 1910 and in
1997. If one extended the roster to fifty institutions, however, the profile
was markedly different. Some historic institutions had dropped out of
the stakes—for example, Catholic University and Clark University, both
charter members of the AAU.

Graham and Diamond noted that the ratings and rankings game
tended to emphasize opinions about reputation as well as total federal
research dollars a campus received. To counter these tendencies, they de-
vised a fresh ranking system based on scholarly achievements (awards,
publications, and honors as well as grant dollars). They also reduced
some of the inadvertent tendency for listings of university grant dollars
to treat size as a proxy for quality. To overcome this syndrome, they an-
alyzed institutions on a per capita basis. In other words, universities were
ranked on the basis of productivity in publications and research grant
dollars per faculty member, rather than aggregate number of publica-
tions and grants. They found thirty-two universities among the top fifty
that could be seen as relative newcomers or “challengers” to the elites.
Foremost among these were some of the young University of Ommmoz.mm
campuses: Santa Barbara, San Diego, and Irvine. Other “rising stars” in-
cluded Brandeis, UCLA, and SUNY Stonybrook.

The comprehensive analysis of changing institutional performance
since World War 11 identified some regional readjustments. Whereas the
South had long been dismissed as an academically =nmm&a<&oﬁmw
higher-education environment, the data from Graham and Umma.osa s
study prompted reconsideration, Emory University, the Gb?mmm.ﬁw of
Florida, and Texas A&M joined Duke, Vanderbilt, the University of
North Carolina, the University of Texas, Rice University, Tulane Univer-
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 m:ﬁﬁm.m E.Em
rankings (e.g., Ohio State University and Pennsylvania State University).
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This slippage sent the message that bigger was not always better in re-
search effort. The intriguing conclusion was that the diffusion of re-
search talent had reached far throughout American higher education.

The preoccupation with research rankings elicited some less favorable
responses. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
for example, grew weary of ambitious universities using its “Research I”
category as a model for aspiration. To defuse this tendency, the Carnegie
Foundation reworked its categories, substituting such measures as “doc-
torates conferred” for “federal research dollars spent” as an organizing
principle. Despite this reform, few university presidents or professors
heeded the change. Research grants continued to prevail as the currency
of the realm. , o

The impact of these episodes extended beyond the immediate circle
of established research universities. More than ever they set the tone and
pace for institutional aspiration. At universities where faculty believed
that their projects had not received fair consideration in applications to
the National Science Foundation or the National Institutes of Health,
ambitious presidents devised a strategy to circumvent the tradition of
scholatly peer-review boards. The alternative route to federal grant
funding was to persuade a supportive member of Congress to attach a
“rider bill” to establish a research project as an obscure part of some
larger federal works legislation. Who would notice or object to a $3 mil-
lion provision to fund an Institute for Asphalt Research to be housed at
a state university in one senator’shome state if its enabling language were
buried in the draft of a billion-dollar highway construction bill? This
form of direct appropriations helped soe universities close the research
dollar gap—and drew the ire of the scholarly research establishment.

The thirst for research resources and accomplishments influenced
campus behavior in another way. The expectation that professors should
publish and should obtain external research funding worked its way in-
creasingly into both the customary and formal codes for tenure and pro-
motion at the state regional comprehensive universities and at many
liberal arts colleges—institutions that had little if any involvement in
doctoral programs. This expectation had some plausibility because thesé
institutions increasingly hired new professors who had studied for the
Ph.D. at major research universities and understood what research was
about. Often they brought with them to their new professional home a
demand for the kinds of resources and equipment requisite for serious
research projects. A less compelling rationale was that some presidents
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viewed research grant dollars as a convenient way to get an infusion of
funds for ordinary operations, not new projects,

Whether the pressure for systematic research was originating from the
administration or the faculty, the comprehensive state universities and
liberal arts colleges were in a bind. They were unclear on a crucial ques-
tion about institutional mission: Were large-scale research and grants-
manship an obligation, rather than an option, for professors at institu-
tions outside the circle of research universities and Ph.D.-granting
universities? According to Martin J. Finklestein’s study of the American
academic profession, faculty at the state colleges and other institutions
that were belatedly attempting to gain recognition for research encoun-
tered the highest degree of ambiguity, if ‘not contradiction, in their
roles.?® Faculty with heavy teaching loads at institutions whose primary
constituents were open-admissions undergraduates were also required
to publish books and articles and write successful grant applications—-
all without much in the way of institutional support. This was the wide-
spread scenario that resulted when the excesses of the research univer-
sity weré mistaken as a model for all of American higher education.

Preoccupation with the elite research universities also distracted at-
tention from some important trends that shaped the character of Amer-
ican higher education at the end of the twentieth century. First, although
doctoral degrees were the most coveted academic programs, the under-
acknowledged “silent success” was the master’s degree programs, as doc-
umented by Clifton Conrad, Jennifer Grant Hayworth, and Susan Bol-
yard Miller’s 1993 study.®® The master’s degree was important because it
was a staple offering not only at the research universitics but also at the
comprehensive universities and state colleges. With the addition of a
range of master’s programs, the state colleges had extended their strong
presence within postsecondary education. Whereas in the late 1960s they
might have been taken lightly as the “invisible colleges” or the “colleges
of forgotten Americans,” by the 1990s they had substantial power in their
enrollments, in their alumni, and in the _uomﬁnw. of higher education. In
many states they were responsible for expanding if not creating an edu-
cated middle class. ‘

Themes 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,
of 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
University in Bloomington, Northwestern University in Evanston, and
so on. Part of this heritage was that the American campus continued to
enjoy a variety of tax benefits, including exemption from local property
taxes and federal and state income taxes, But the size and success of the
American campus also meant that between 1970 and 2000, these tradi-
tional privileges were subject to continual review and renegotiation. Ne-
cessity often was the impetus to reconsider property tax policies. In
Boston, for example, a college, a church, a museum, a charity, or some
other not-for-profit organization owned over 6o percent of the land.
Ironically, the consequence was that municipal largesse to one group
tended to reduce resources for another educational group—namely,
public school systems. The intriguing historical change was that some
municipal and county governments gave serious consideration to levy-
ing property taxes on local colleges and universities.®®

Some university presidents responded by making voluntary annual
payments to the host local govetnment, all the while being- careful to
avoid using a term, taxes, that might set a precedent. Although this mea-
sute provided a temporary truce of sorts, it left open another avenue of
scrutiny by municipalities, by business owners, and even by the Internal
Revenue Service: monitoring campus activities to make certain that they
were appropriate to the institutions’ educational nonprofit status. The
crucial legal criterion was UBIT, an acronym for “unrelated business in-
come taxes.” From the point of view of a shop owner, the question was,
Why should a college that has a travel agency or a computer sales center
in its student union be treated any differently from a private business?
Similarly, the property-taxing authorities asked, Why should a univer-
sity arena thatis often used for rock concerts be exempted as an “educa-
tional facility”? These were fair, overdue questions, In many cities the
university had become not only the largest employer but also the largest

landowner and landlord for a wide range of property holdings. As
county and city budgets became strapped in the early 1990s, local gov-

ernments often considered repealing some of the historical wholesale tax
exemptions once given to universities. One New York initiative was to

levy local taxes on Syracuse University’s Carrier Dome. At Indiana Uni- -

versity the university golf courses were subject to property taxes.
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The private universities such as Penn andHarvard had ni.zr oftopoly
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that higher education was, for all its accomplishnents, bordering on
starvation. The flagship state university presidenits of the1ggos were all
singing the same chorus: “We used to be state supported; then we were
state assisted; and now we are state located.” The claim was not neces-
sarily incorrect. Public higher education in Virginia, for example, could
document how a succession of governors and legislatures had reneged B
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on their pledges to restore severe budget cuts made during the crises of
the carly 1990s and then allowed to persist during the state’s return to
prosperity at the end of the decade.® Presidents of the regional state col-
leges in Illinois and elsewhere were hamstrung by legislatures that de-
manded that tuition charges be kept low when per capita state subsidies
leveled off.5* The Permanent University Pund for the University of Texas
and Texas A&M systems was worth more than $7 billion in 2002. Facili-
ties at the flagship universities are massive, often lavish. As the president
of Texas A&M told reporters, “It looks like we must be filthy rich. You
need to see all of that and look through it.”®”

These arguments, however, started to wear thin when {lagship state
university presidents hinted that their state governments had Ireated
them better early in the twentieth century than at the start of the twenty-
first century. One president of a Big Ten university, for example, noted
in the Chronicle of Higher Education that the percentage of the univer-
sity’s operating budget borne by the state government was greater in 1914
than in 2001, having gone from 75 percent just before World War I to
about 19 percent at the start of the twenty-first century. But such un-
adorned percentages, invoked without accompanying institutional data
from both eras, are unconvincing, and possibly misleading. Perhaps his-
torical research can leaven the polemics of higher-education discussions.
The pleas of poverty begin to stretch credibility when one considers, for
example, that in 2002 the University of Michigan had an annual operat-
ing budget of $3.8 billion and a diversified operation of federal research
grants, an endowment of more than $2.5 billion, generous alumni sup-
port, out-of-state tuition income, commercial ventures, and patent
rights to supplement its state per capita subsidies. One wonders if a pro-
fessor .or administrator at the University of lowa or the University of
Michigan would truly wish to exchange their contemporary workload
and compensation with those of their university counterparts of about
a century ago. ,

This chronic whining seems to have sprung from a historical lag be-
tween the institutions’ self-image and reality. In the minds of college and
university presidents, their institutions still languished in a state of be-
ing underfunded, underappreciated, and vulnerable—despite having
large endowments, high admission standards, and high enrollments.
Vice presidents for development celebrated the completion of successful
fund-raising campaigns but quickly cautioned legislators and faculty
that 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-
ties as what Arthur Levine in 1997 called a “mature industry.”%° A 1988
article in the Washington Post about university competition for multi-
million-dollar federal research grants referred to the company of such
universities as MIT, Stanford, Berkeley, Wisconsin, Cornell, and Chicago
as the “big leagues of science.”¢?

The self-serving vacillations of the established colleges and universi-
ties, pleading for enhanced funding at one moment and boasting of their
abundant good fortune the next, lost them the respect of groups both on
and off the campus. One dysfunctional consequence of the continual
complaining by presidents at the major research universities was that it
drew attention away from institutions that had genuine concerns about
adequate support—that is, comimunity colleges and private colleges
with small endowments. One explanation that perhaps partially recon-
ciles the paradox of such hunger amid such abundance is that American
colleges and universities have wandered into a state of continual expan-
sion characterized by overextension of functions without clarity of pur-
poses, a pattern that has fostered administrative bloat and other spend-
ing excesses. It has also created an aura of confusion as to what our
colleges and universities ought to assert as their real purposes and ap-
propriate missions. As Bruce C. Vladeck, professor of public health and
political science at Columbia University, has observed, “The competition
for students and faculty is closely interwoven with the general drive for
institutional prestige. Like most people, administrators and trustees are
generally eager to do a good job and to appear to be doing a good job.
But in higher education, as in most nonprofit services, it is extremely dif-
ficult to tell what a good job is, since it is so extraordinarily difficult to
evaluate the quality of the ‘product.’ %8

This dilemma warrants little sympathy when colleges and universities
are unclear and inarticulate about their primary purposes. If the higher-
education community cannot make sense of itself and explain itself to
external audiences, who can? The resilience of American colleges and
universities 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
uncertainty 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 Uni-
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versity, published in 1930 as Universities: American, English, German.®®
And it was a timely concern raised again at the end of the twentieth cen-
tury by such historians of higher education as George M. Marsdenand
Julie A. Reuben.”® The challenge for higher education in the United :
States during the twenty-first century is to acknowledge its historical
good fortune and to accept its role as a mature institution, along with
the responsibilities that accompany that maturity. This task is notamat- '
ter of money but of tediscovering essential principles and values that
have perhaps been obscured in the recent blurring of educational activ-
ities and commercial ventures. By going back to the basics of these fun-
damental matters of institutional purpose, the diverse constituencies in
American higher education can once again connect past and present as
a prelude to creating an appropriate future. h




