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PREFACE
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I would like to express deepest appreciation too my major advisor, Dr.
Theodore L. Agnew, for his assistance and wise counsel throughout this
erideavor. I would also like to thank Dr. Douglas D. Hale, Jr. for his valued
efforts in helping the author clarify the focus of this study. Appreciation
is also expressed to the other members of the committee: Dr. Neil J. Hackett,
Dr. Thomas. A. Karman, and Dr. J. Robert Bumstead . Thanks is also ex-
pressed to Ms. Joyce Gazoway for her valuable help in correcting the form
and style of the study.

A note of thanks is given to the following individuals without whose
assistance this study would have been impossible, the archivists and hisbr-
ians of the Church of the Nazarene: Dr. James Reese Cameron of Eastern
Nazarene College, Ms. Esther Schandorff of Point Loma College, Mr. Koy
Phillips of Trevecca Nazarene College, Dr. Thelma Culver and Ms. Edith
Lancaster of Northwest Nazarene College, Dr. Johnny J. Wheelbarger of
Trevecca Nazarene College, Mr. Richard L. Schuster of Mount Vernon
Nazarene College, the Office of Dr. Mark Moore, Executive Director of
Education and the Ministry, Church of the Nazarene, and Mr. Steve Cooley,
General Archivist for the Church of the Nazarene.

In addition, appreciation is extended to Ms. Marilyn Peterson Bergman

iii



for her excellence assistance in typing the final manuscript of the paper.
Her work in the preparation and duplication of the reading copies of the
study was greatly appreciated.

Gratitude and love is expressed to three individuals who have instilled
within me my‘ deepest ideals and values and who serve as enduﬁng sources
of i;lspiration for my life: Mrs. Lillian Spindle, my mother; Mrs. Velma
McCrary and Mrs. Vera Doyle, my aunts.

Finally, special gratitude and love is expressed to my wife, Debra
Osborne Spindie, and our two sons, Timothy Joim and David Michael, fer
their understanding, patience, many sacrifices, unfailing support and

constant love.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter
I. THE PROBLEM. . . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢« « ¢ « « « « .

Introduction. . . . .
Statement of the Problem e e e e e e e e
Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . .
Background of the Study . . . . . . . . .
Organization of Research . . . . . . . . .
Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . .

II. AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION SINCE 1845

Instltutlonal Profiles . « « « ¢« « ¢« ¢ o o« .
The Dimension of Institutional Expansion .
The Diversity of Institutional Expansion .
Alternative Educational Structures . . .

The Growth and Evolution of the Curricula .

Financial Dilemmas in American Higher Education

The Federal and State Government in
Higher Education . . . . . . . . .
New Structures of Governance . . . . .
Social Profiles . . . . . . e e . e e .

Higher Education in the Age of Mass Culture

- Student Rights; Student Response . . .
The Professionalization of the Faculty . .
Emerging Patterns of Administration. . .
Intellectual Profiles . . . . . . . . . . .
Redefining the Academic Missions . . . .

The New Learning and Higher Education .
Cultural Relativism and Higher Education.

- Designs of Educational Pluralism . . . .

II1 . HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE CHURCH OF THE
NAZARENE TO 1945 . . . . . . « ¢ « « « « .

The Bible School Era, 13800-1920 . . . . . .

Institutional Profiles . . . c e e e .

The Origin of the Bible Schools e e .

The Early Bible School Curriculum . . .

Financing.Nazarene Education . . . . .
Organization and Governance in the

Formative Years . . . . . . . . . .

113

113
113
113
120
125

127



Chapter B Page

Social Profiles , , . e e . . . . 130
Students in Nazarene ngher Education . . . . . 130
Faculty in Nazarene Higher Education . . . . . 131
Administration of Nazarene Higher Education . . 133

Intellectual Profiles . . . . e e e e e e e e . . 135
The Bible School Mmd—Set e e s e e e e o o o 135
The Academic Mission of Early Nazarene

Higher Education . . . . . . « « « . . . . 133

The Evolution of the Four-Year College, 1920-1945 . . 142

Institutional Profiles . . « « « « « « « « « o o o 142
The Period of Expansion . . . . . . . . . . . 142
Broadening of the Curriculum. . . . . . . . . 145
Finance During the Depression . . . . . . . . 147
The Church-College Relationship. . . . ... . . 151
The Move to Accreditation . . . .« . . 152
Governance in Nazarene Higher Education . . . . 152

Social Profiles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153
Students in Nazarene Higher Education . . . . . 193
Faculty in Nazarene Higher Education. . . . . . 160
Administration of Nazarene Higher Education. . . 162

Intellectual Profiles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164
The Modernist-Fundamentalist Controversy. - . - 164
Academic Mission in an Era of Retrenchment 169

IV. INSTITUTIONAL PROFILES OF HIGHER EDUCATION

"IN THE CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE, 1945-1978 ., . . . . 183
Institutional Growth-New Institutions . . . . . . . . 183
Nazarene Theological Seminary, . ... . 184

Failure in Establishing a Seventh College . . . . 187

Nazarene Bible College. . . . . . . . . . . . 1980
Mount Vernon Nazarene College . . . . . . . . 191
Mid America Nazarene College . . . . . . . . . 192
Institutional Growth-Existing Institutions . . . . . . 182

Capital Expansion . . . . . . « . . « . . . . 19
Relocation . . . . . . . « « « « « « « « . . 199
Financial Trends in Nazarene Higher Education . . . . 202
Sources of Income. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 204

Broadening the Financial Base. . . . . . . . . 208
Governmental Funding and Denominational
Autonomy . . . . . . 4 . o+« « « o & o o . 208
Administration and Governance. . . . . . . . . . . 212
Organizational Patterns in Nazarene
~ Higher Education . . . . « . « . « « . . . 213
Sources and Styles of Leadership in
Nazarene Institutions. . . . « « « « « « . . 214
Emerging Patterns of Administration 217
New Structures in Governance. . . . . . - . . 218

.
.
.
.
.
.

vi



Chapter

Curriculum
Expansion in New Offermgs
Expansion in New Programs .
Learning Resources for Nazarene Educatlon .
The Drive for Accreditation

V. SOCIAL PROFILES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE
CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE 1945-1978 . ..

Student Profiles, 1945-1978.
Demographic Data .
The Extracurriculum . .
in loco parentis and Student Act1v1sm
Faculty Profiles, 1945-1978 .
Demographics
Salary and Remuneratmn . .
Academic Freedom, Due Process and Tenure
Faculty Professionalization .
Administration Profiles, 1945-1978
Demographics .
Salary and Remuneratlon . .
The Changing Role of the Admlnlstratlon .

VI. INTELLECTUAL PROFILES OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN THE CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE 1945-1978 .

The Mainstreaming of the Nazarene Movement .
Academic Mission and Purpose in a Changing
Environment . . .
The Era of Faith and Learnlng Attempts at
Integration .o .
VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .
BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIXES.

APPENDIX A - HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF FACULTY,

STUDENTS, DEGREES, AND FINANCES
IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION,

UNITED STATES, 1869-70 to 1976-77 -

APPENDIX B - EARNED DEGREES CONFERRED BY

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
BY LEVEL OF DEGREE, UNITED STATES

1869-70 to 1976-77 .

~ APPENDIX C - GENERAL STATISTICAL TRENDS IN
AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION,
1899-1970.

vii

Page

221
221
224
226
232

243
243
244
249
261
267
267
269
271
273
278
278
278
280
288
288
296
302
326
335

350

351

353

355



Chapter

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX
APPENDIX

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

D - EXPENDITURES OF INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION: UNITED STATES,
1929-30 to 1973-74 e e e e

E - INCOME OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION: UNITED STATES, 1919-20
to 1976-77 e e e e e e e

F - FEDERAL PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATION
AND RELATED ACTIVITY.

G - AN HISTORICAL STATEMENT OF THE
CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE .

H - PREAMBLE OF CONSTITUTION AND
ARTICLES OF FAITH .

I - A COMPARISON OF COURSE OFFERING.S
IN COLLEGES OF THE CHURCH OF THE
NAZARENE BETWEEN 1920 and 1940 .

J -ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF THE
CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE .

K - NAZARENE REVIVALISM .

L - A CUMULATIVE FINANCIAL SUMMARY
OF NAZARENE HIGHER EDUCATION,
1950-1978

M - GIFTS AND GRANTS TO NAZARENE
HIGHER EDUCATION 1973-1978 .

N - A COMPARISON OF COURSE OFFERINGS
IN COLLEGES OF THE CHURCH OF THE
NAZARENE BETWEEN 1940 and 1978 .

O - CUMULATIVE STUDENT STATISTICS

NAZARENE HIGHER EDUCATION, 1945-1978 .

P - GENERAL RULES OF THE CHURCH
OF THE NAZARENE.

Q - TABLES.

R - FIGURES

viii

Page

. 357

. 359 ¢
. 361
. 367

. 372

377
. 379
. 381
384

386

388
390

. 392
. 395

. 402



LIST OF TABLES
Table

I. Student Enrollments at the Six Nazarene Colleges .

II. Total Number of Faculty in the Six Nazarene Colleges .
III. Comparison of Faculty Members Holding M.A. Degrees .

IV. Comparison of Faculty Members Holding the Doctorate .

V. Comparison (Percentage and Numerical) of Faculty
in the Six Nazarene Colleges, 1927, 1937, 1947.

VI. Comparison Increase in Course Offerings - Nazarene
Colleges

VII. Comparison of Nazarene Faculty, 1948-1978 .

VIII. Total Cash Compensation for Administrators, 1978
Nazarene Institutions of Higher Education .

IX. Benefits for the Chief Executive Officer in the

Institutions of Higher Education in the Church
of the Nazarene, 1978

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure
1. Sources of Income for Nazarene Colleges, 1950
2. Sources of Income for Nazarene Colleges, 1960
3. Sources of Income for Nazarene Colleges, 1970

4. Sources of Income for Nazarene Colleges, 1978

ix

Page

396
396
397
397

398

399

400

401

402

Page
404
404
405

405



CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Introduction

The evolutionary development of American higher education experi-
enced substantial changes during the period from 1900 to 1945. The tran-
sition from the nineteenth-century collegiate ideal to the twentieth-
century multipurpose university was being made. A greater elasticity in
curricular offerings gave a new flexibility to the staid fare of the classical
curriculum. Though still elitist, the gradual democratization of higher
education was insured by the growth of land-grant institutions, American
higher education, which was traditionally characterized largely by
religious motives and content, was undergoing thorough seculariza’cion.1
These changes in the educational domain coincided with a fundamental
change in the American social order: "a shift from a well-knit, tradition-
oriented, largely rural environment to a more diverse, complex, impersonal
and unsettled urban-industrial mi‘]ieu."z

At the same time there appeared in the United States numerous small
denominational institutions. Denominational colleges had been a by-
product of the unique rapproachment between religious and secular
culture effected in the nineteenth century. As Messersmith remarked:

The Westward movement, the Industrial Revolution,
the growth of urban populations and the rise of the

labor movement all characterized the period in whi
the sectarian [denominational] colleges were born.

1



Most of these denominational colleges allied with the "new industrial and
technological spirit of the age."4 through the assimilation of theological

liberalism and scientism as their modus operandi,. These colleges be-

came increasingly secular and more nebulous as church-related institu-
titons. Other denominational colleges and seminaries became increas-
ingly defensive of sectarian viewpoints and doctrines., Many sought to
protetct and indoctrinate their students against general societal influ-
ences. Those Church-related colleges which came into being as a
result of the growth of the holiness movement were especially confront-
ed with these issues. The Church of the Nazarene was to become the
largest and most influential of the holiness groups. Its institutions of
higher learning, consequently, were impacted by the tension between
these two trends. Since its inception, the Church of the Nazarene has
faced an uphill struggle for survival and acceptance in the larger
community of the Christian faith. Prior to the era of World War II,
education had already established itself as a vital element in the life

of the Church of the Nazarene. From the two-fold perspective of a
trained clergy and an indoctrinated laity, the major trend in Nazarene
higher education prior to 1945 was the emergence of six liberal arts
colleges from the union of numei‘ous smaller holiness institutions,

After the Second World War, American higher education underwent
sweeping changes. In addition to enormous growth, democratization,
expanding scope of studies, specialization, the development of high
technology, the increasing importance of higher education as a tool of
social reconstruction, and the tremendous expansion of funding for
research, especially from federal sources, there has also been a great

educational tilt toward public colleges and universities and away from



private and church-related higher education.5 The massive new
enrollments placed unprecedented demands on institutions of higher
learning to expand both in size and scope. The social profile of higher
education was altered as new student pools, stimulated by federal aid

to veterans, were tapped. These changes inevitably led to demands for
more egalitarianism in education. There were also demands for higher
levels of academic excellence, especially stressing the areas of education
for the professions and basic research. Rising cultural and intellectual
pluralism was shattering the waning preeminence of the classical
conception of liberal education. In light of these rapid and monumental
changes, the challenge to formulate a clearer.understanding of higher
education's academic mission became a national priority. The generation
after 1945 conducted nine national commission studies to examine the

critical issues that faced American higher education.
Statement of the Problem

After World War II, the institutions of higher education of the
Church of the Nazarene were likewise confronted with important
institutional, social, and intellectual challenges. The pressures of
accelerated social change were exacerbated by the historic dilemma of
church-related colleges in the United States; on the one hand was the
desire for full acceptance into the academic mainstream of American
higher education; and, on fhe other hand was the desire to remain faithful
to historic doctrinal commitments and denominational loyalties, The
impact of accelerated social change on-this historic dilemma was made
more traumatic by the traditional tension within the denomination

between Christian anti-intellectualism, associated with dogmatic



sectarians, and the Christian intellectualism of those who wanted the
Church to recognize, if not categorically accept, the new learning fostered
by the scientific spirit. This conflict began prior to the turn of the
nineteenth-century in what has been called "the revolt against forma]ism."6
This revolt against authority was carried out mainly by the exponents of
the naturalistic and pragmatic philosophies during the formative years

of the denomination's existence.7 The complex of naturalistic ideas that
emerged in this period worked to bring about changes which made piety

and reliance upon the supernatural anachronistic for the modern age. As

Charles Frankel in The Case for Modern Man stated:

Relativistic philosophy. . .[view]. . .values not as
eternal verities about which human beings have little
choice. They are the expressions of human preferences
. . .and [this philosophy] has attempted to organize
modern society on the basis of purely secular
[naturalistic] consideration.

From the perspective of the Church of the Nazarene, the following
statement made in 1960 by Dr, W.T, Purkiser at a Nazarene Educators
Conference is most illuminating:

Religion and education represent two broad and swift
streams in human culture which in the last two centuries
have tended more and more to pull apart. The colleges

of our church stand in the intersection of currents moving
in different directions. This situation is the product of
historical developments which have their beginning in

the Renaissance, but which have been augmented tre-
mendously by the secularism and scientism of the
twentieth century, and, . .these tensions are experienced
by the colleges of the Church of the Nazarene,

To understand the ramifications of the dilemma faced by Nazarene
higher education, this study will attempt to document the trends toward
educational pluralism in American higher education and analyze the

tension as Nazarene higher education has mutually interacted with



the American academic mainstream while struggling to keep doctrinally
orthodox and denominationally aligned. The term pluralism used in
this study "denotes differentiation and structurization both in ends
and means. . .a system that lacks one central and authoritatively
unifying reality. n10 When used in the context of higher education,

educational pluralism denotes the mosaic of diverse aims and the lack

of an overarching epistemology in American sqciety. Starting from
different presuppositions, a gradual split has occurred between
theology and science which manifests itself in a distinction between the
descriptive and the normative, between fact and value. The result is
that science has come to be opposed to supefnatura]ism, metaphysically
neutral and free from the task of seeking a unified field of knowledge.11
Religion is constantly placed on the defensive, and the center of the
tension inevitably focuses on those institutions which walk the tight rope
of desired academic excellence and warm-hearted, yet reasonable piety.

Jencks and Riesman in The Academic Revolution comment perceptively

on the Protestant dilemma:
. .it is ironic indeed that ascetic Protestantism, which
Max Weber and others saw as fueling the restless
development of industrial America [with the concomitant
social, moral, and intellectual changes of that era] should
now seem to depend for survival on its ability to oppose
the very world it helped to create.12
This study makes five hypotheses about the development of
Nazarene higher education and its response to the growing educational
pluralism of American higher education:
1. That in the period from 1900 to 1920, the bipolar tension
between Christian intellectualism and Christian anti-intellectu-

alism was maintained rather amicably in the institutions of

higher education in the Church of the Nazarene.



2. That in the period from 1920 to 1945, a general retrenchment
occurred to a more sectarian and anti-intellectual position due in
part to the modernist-fundamentalist conflict over the issues of
evolution and the reliability of biblical revelation.

3. That in the period following World War II to 1960, there was a
swing of the pendulum again toward Christian intellectualism in
the desire to gain acceptance of Nazarene higher education in
the academic mainstream,

4. That in the period since the 1960's, the forces of Christian
anti-intellectualism have reasserted themselves in the Church
of the Nazarene. |

5. That currently the trend of Christian intellectualism is dominant
in Nazarene higher education while a detente has been reached
with the forces of Christian anti-intellectualism as demonstrated
in the attempt to gain consensus on vital matters of faith and
learning.

In summary, this study will seek to test the hypothesis that despite the
tension between traditional loyalties to denomination and doctrines on
the one hand, and educational pluralism on the other, educational
pluralism had gradually gained ascendancy in most of the institutions of

higher education in the Church of the Nazarene.
Significance of the Study

A significant feature of any institutional system's chance and
advancement is the periodic assessment of trends and developments which
affect the direc ion and well-being of the system, The only major studies

conducted since World War II which attempted to analyze



13 in 1958

Nazarene higher education as a whole were by L. C. Philo
and E. W. Moore 14 in 1965. Two Educational Commissions established
by the General Church also issued reports in 1952 and again in 1964
concerning the direction of Nazarene higher education. Since the mid-
1960's, important new developments have occurred which to date have
not been addressed in a formal study. Among other things these
include the formation of Nazarene Bible College, Mid-America Nazarene
College and Mount Vernon Nazarene College as well as the Faith and
Learning Conference in the summer of 1978.

If higher education in the Church of the Nazarene is to remain
vital in the last two decades 0f the twentieth-century, there remains a

crucial need for periodic, systematic and comprehensive studies of

educational trends, which this study purports to be.
Background of the Study

The mode of research for this study will be historical and descrip-
tive in nature. It will seek to delineate trends in American higher
education in general and higher education in the Church of the
Nazarene in particular from 1945 to 1978, The study will analyze
interrelationships between the two attempting to highlight points of

convergence and points of separation,
Organization of Research

The study purports to analyze in detail the developments of higher
education in the Church of the Nazarene from 1945 to 1978 in three areas:
1. A comparison of the institutional history of the eight, four-

year colleges plus Nazarene Theological Seminary and



Nazarene Bible College in the areas of institutional growth,
governance, administration and finance.
2. A comparison of the changes in the social structure among the
various institutions in the composition and background of the
faculty and students.
3. 'An analysis of the responses of Nazarene higher education to
the challenges of educational pluralism.
The study will begin with an introductory chapter stating the problem,
significance, background, methodology, organization and limitations
of the study. Chapter II will deal with the directions of higher
education in the United States from 1945 to the present as a background
to understanding Nazarene higher education during the same period.
Chapter III will outline the main currents of development in Nazarene
higher education from its beginnings in 1945, Chapter IV will be
a comparative study of institutional profiles among the various
institutions of higher education in the Church of the Nazarene since
1945, Chapter V will analyze the changing social profile of Nazarene
higher education since World War II. Chapter V¥ will consider the
intellectual profile of Nazarene higher education since 1945. Various
-responses to educ tional pluralism will be given special attention.
Chapter VII will summarize the study, making conclusions regarding
the development of Nazarene higher education since World War II.
Special consideration will be given to the direction and relevance of
higher education in the Church of the Nazarene in the last decades
of the twentieth-century.

The study will attempt to answer the following questions under the

general rubric: How has Nazarene higher education responded to



educational pluralism in the following areas?

1.

Institutional expansion, including the creation of four new

schools, as well as the quest for full accreditation.

. Curriculum developments including pre-professional and para-

professional programs, new course offerings, innovative programs
at the departmental and divisional level, and the beginnings of
graduate education.

Finances in Nazarene higher education, including the signifi-
cance of changing patterns and sources of incomes and expen-
ditures, capital expansion and the management of crises and
decline,

The impact of federal and state governmental involvement in
capital expansion and new programs, including the inherent
problems of governmental controls in private denominational
education,

The role of the faculty, including increased emphasis on
professionalization, faculty development, the tenure question,
academic freedom and denominational affiliation.

The changing role of students, including the impact of non-
denominational matriculants, changing enrollment patterns, the
status of women and minorities, the demise of the doctrine of

in loco parentis and the emerging forms of the extracurriculum

(including intercollegiate athletics, theatre and women in sports).
Attempts to re-define the academic mission of Nazarene higher
education culminating in concerted efforts to integrate faith

and learning.
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Limitations of the Study

The nature of the subject matter of this dissertation necessarily
limits the study to a particular type of institution (the church-related
colleges) , sponsored by a particular Protestant denomination (the
Church of the Nazarene) in a particular time (1945-1978) and place
(the United States). The first three chapters will serve as a point of
reference to compare and contrast the developments before and after
World War II., The study terminates with the year 1978 for two reasons.
In order to give the study a measure of reflective thought, the
educational developments since 1978 were excluded, Documents needed
for the study which were more recent than 1978 were usually still in

active use, and their procurement proved prohibitive for this study.
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CHAPTER II
AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION SINCE 1945
Institutional Profiles

World War II marked a significant wafershed in the history of American
higher education. That period in history may aptly be described as the
dividing line between modern trends and developments in the area of post-
secondary education and those in force since the end of the Civil War.1
World War II exerted intense pressure on all facets of American life, and
higher education was not exempt, Lewis Mayhew stated that "the year
1945 may well be regarded by future historians as a major turning point.
Before that year changes had been generally evolutionary; now we are in
the midst of many revolu’cions."2 An overview of institutional developments
in higher education grips one with the magnitude and scope of this revo-
lutionary post-War era.

It was rapid enrollment increases that signaled the start of higher
education's revolutionary advance., Actually, the growth in enrollments
was a distinguishable feature of American higher education since the
Civil War, doubling every 14 to 15 years between 1870 and the presen’c.3
In 1900, four per cent of the college-~age group was enrolled in some form
of postsecondary education; by 1970, this had risen to over forty per cent.
An historical summary of higher education provides striking statistical

proof of this phenomenon (Appendix A),
13



Rapid institutional expansion was necessitated by the massive
enrollments flooding the nation's campuses. In 1940, 1,494,203 students
were enrolle(i in resident-degree programs. By 1950, a seventy-seven
per cent increase was noted with 2,659,021 students enrolled. Most of
that enrollment increase occurred from 1945 to 1950 when enrollments
doubled due to the influx of veterans. The 1950's witnessed a leveling
of enrollments so that by 1960 the total number of students stood at
slightly over three million. But in what Earl Cheit called the "golden
decade of college and university [development]"4 student enrollments
doubled in less than ten years. By 1977, enrollment in higher education
stood at an all-time high of 11.2 million, which represented a six-fold
increase since World War II.  If one adds to this figure the number
involved in all forms of postsecondary education not strictly classified
as higher education, some researchers put the total figure by 1977 at
somewhere in excess of 22 million pec:ple.5 This would represent an
increase in just four decades of more than 1000%.

In 1940 there were 1708 institutions of higher education in the
United States. That number increased by only eight per cent to 1850 at
mid-century and by 1960 had climbed to 2008. By the end of the next
decade, however, the increase was an astounding forty-eight per cent.
By 1977, the figure stood at 3095 which represented an increase of
eighty-one per cent in the number of institutions created since the
outbreak of World War II.

Another relative indicator of the staggering dimensioné of institu-
tional expansion is in the value of physical property and the total
current income of higher education (Appendix A). The 1940 estimated

property value of American higher education was two and three-fourths

14
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billion dollars. Modest increases accrued until by 1960 the value stood
just over thirteen billion for an increase of some eight hundred per cent.
But in the decade of the 1960's the value tltebled and by 1977 had nearly
doubled again to over seventy billion dollars. This represented a twenty-
five fold increase in less than two generations.

Income from all sources for higher education stood at three-fourths
of a billion dollars in 1940, but had quadrupled by 1950 due, in part, to
federal funding of those veterans who returned to school under the G.I.
Bill of Rights. Slow growth occurred throughout the 1950's till by 1960
the figure stood at just under six billion dollars. During the decade
of the 1960's, the income of higher education quadrupled to over twenty-
one billion dollars. From 1970 to 1977, the amount doubled again. Thus
in the period of time from the start of World War II until the late 1970's,
the total current income for higher education rose some sixty-six fold.

Most college and universities had no long term plan to handle the
massive influx of students and the rapid growth in the size and cost of
higher education. Willis Rudy remarked that this growth was not
attributable just to a quantitative shift in numbers causing a post-War
glut, but that during World War II it was increasingly impressed upon
the nation that its very survival depended on the intelligent utilization
of manpower resources, the key to such effective use being higher
education. 6 Postsecondary education has as a result decreasingly be-
come the sole province of the traditional college-age group and appealed
in ever increasing numbers to the older student. This is verified by
statistics which reveal that by 1977, five out of every eight students in
higher education were enrolled part-time, and the majority of this group

was over 23 years of age.
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The impact of this institutional expansion on our society was not»
readily apparent until the 1960's. This may be due in part to the
American cultural presupposition that if something grows larger in size
it follows that it must be better. "The love of bigness and size," said
Ordway Tead "is a notorious American weakness.“g But as the full impact
of this expansion set in, astute observers realized that higher education
had turned the corner from provincialism and had entered the age of
mass culture, As Carl Haskins analyzed this growth:

[Increasingly]. . .growth in an organization leads to
complexity, complexity to specialization, and special-
ization to dynamic interplay of independence and
integration. . .[Thus, higher education can no longer
be provincial and decentrahzed in a hlghly complex
and urbanized somety]

The evidence is so convincing that few can doubt the scope of higher
education's growth since the mid-1940's. Another perspective, namely
that of diversity of institutional expansion, also reveals the extent of
higher education's development. One need only consider the demise of
private education, the changing nature of undergraduate and graduate
education, the community college movement, the metamorphosis of the
state four-year colleges, the emergence of the federal-research university,
and the widening of professional education to understand the impact of
this massive expansion on the American educational system,

The prevailing form of American higher education during most of
its history was the independent college. Even in the late nineteenth-
century when graduate and professional schools were grafted onto it,
the administration was relatively simple and limited to a single campus.

Since enrollments were stable, governance and planning could develop.

But changes in size and purpose have increasingly led to the
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decline of the traditional private college. A marked change has occurred
since World War II in the distribution of students in public and private
education,

Of a total of two and one-half million students in institutions of

higher education in 1948, more than 50 per cent were in private colleges
and universities. By 1952, the public institutions began to take a de-
cisive lead and have increased that lead to the preSent time. In 1964,
36 per cent of those enrolled in higher education were in private
institutions while the other 64 per cent were in public ones, By 1978,
the figures had risen to 78 per cent in public institutions and 22 in
private ones. In a 30 year period the ratio of public to private education
went from 1:1 to almost 4:1 in favor of public higher education, 10

Prior to the Civil War, according to Jencks and Riesman in The

Academic Revolutionll, the distinction between public and private

education was of no special significance. After the Civil War, it became
a central issue in the bifurcation of higher education. Due in large part
to the land-grant movement, and more recently to federal and state
appropriations for the public sector, private education has increasingly
struggled with high costs and declining enrollments., Along with
inflation and the ascendancy of state-supported institutions, scholars
such as Russell Kirk feel that the most pernicious reason for the decline
of "private education is its failure to fulfill its own original purposes. . .

and to provide an education [that is truly differen’c.]“12

Many of the
private schools sought to turn themselves into comprehensive institutions
with graduate and vocational preparation. In pursuing the siren call of

diversity, many of the schools lost the focus of liberal learning, which
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was their genius. While the dramatic growth of higher education since
World War II has also affected the private sector, the growth of public
education has occurred in much greater proportion. '.I‘he diversity of
growth in higher education can no whe;e be seen more distinctly than
in the development of the junior college movement., Two decades before
World War II there were 46 two-year institutions in the United States.
Two decades after World War II there were 577. The more than 1100
two-year institutions in existence by 1977 represented over one-third
of the total number of institutions of higher education in America.

The modern version of the junior college popularized since 1945 is
the community college, Originally seen as a way to economically and
quickly relieve the burden on larger institutions due to expanding edu-
cational opportunity, the community college movement has grown so rapidly
that some refer to it as "the most significant social invention of the

13 A number of

twentieth-century in American higher education."
reasons have been offered for kits dramatic rise to prominence on the
contemporary scene. Community colleges have capitalized on a number
of concerns at the local level including: reaction to cosmopolitan values,
working class resentment against social snobbery and profesional exclu-

siveness, the need for part-time adult education and parental concerns

about the decline of the doctrine of in loco parentis on many residential

campuses. The community colleges seek to be "inclusive rather than

exclusive, seeking to serve the whole population, not a minority. nld
Medsker concurs that it has been the community colleges which have been
quickest to respond to community pressures for additional servic:es.15
Brubacher and Rudy see the rise of the so~called middle jobs of semi-

technical skill in the American labor market as the primary stimulus to
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community college grow’ch.16 Statistical data released by the United States
Department of Commerce in October, 1976, revealed a dramatic shift in
the age-distribution of college students showing the number of students
under 25 years of age steadily décreasing. Such figures can only
reinforce the belief that community education, which caters especially to
this group, will continue to be a significant feature of American education.
Six discernible patterns emerged in the development of community
college education since World War II, According to Medsker these are:
1. The governance of these institutions, which has passed from
the control of regular common school districts to separate
districts following the collegial pattern.
2. Accelerated curricular offerings to meet the needs of not only
transfer but terminal programs.
3. An academic identification as postsecondary education rather
than a part of secondary education due in part to state master
planning,
4, Increasing selection of faculty outside of secondary education
in the ranks of graduate education.
5. Increasing state involvement and funding,
6. The formation of professional associations at the state, regional
and national level, 17
In spite of what seems the bright prospects for community education,
some controversies and problems must be faced. The most obvious problem
is that in trying to be all things to all people, community colleges tend to
lack clear and distinct missions. This muddled sense of purpose created
uncertainty to the extent that two-year education served the terminal

function to the exclusion of the more traditionally-oriented liberal-art
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transfer function. Another problem is the shortage of faculty members
with high academic training who at the same time are sympathetic to
the community college philosophy. The most difficult task facing
community education is that of maintaining quality programs on the one
hand while clinging to the concept of open admission on the other.18

The diversity of post-War education is also reflected in changes
occurring in four-year colleges, universities and professional schools.
State four-year colleges, originally called nornial schools, were designed
to train teachers for elementary and secondary education., After World
War I, the normal schobls became teacher colleges offering a wider
range of courses leading to select majors in addition to their main task
of teacher education, Since World War II, these colleges have matured,
and most are now public colleges offering a comprehensive range of under-
graduate programs; some have even developed into medium-scope public
universities. These institutions now serve not only teacher education,
but liberal arts, pre-professional education, technical and business
programs as well,

Professional education was not immune from the currents of change
sweeping through the educational scene. The impact of rapid growth on
university education led to a rapid expansion in the number of institu-
tions granting doctoral degrees. By 1970, over 200 institutions were
awarding 1:hem.20 This expansion led the Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education to recommend in early 1970 that the number of the
universities granting doctorates be limited, in order not to dilute its
significance.

Another significant feature in American higher education was the
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growing interaction of the university with society at large. Clark Kerr

in his book, The Uses of the University, said that during and since

World War II there has been a revolutionary development in the Ameri-
can university. This development he termed the ri.se of the "Federal
Grant University."21 The result is that research opportunities and
federal funding are increasingly funneled into a handful of elite insti-
tutions. This led, he concluded, to a deterioration in undergraduate
education at those institutions and a considerable number of others which
sought to imitate them. The charge can be made that the university
as an autonomous repository and extender of knowledge became a
willing partner in the machinations of both government and industry.
Two distinguishable trends in professional education were its
proliferation and coalescence with the rest of graduate education, Dur-
ing the twentieth-century and especially after World War II, profess-
ional education was extending to new fields of study such as science,
education, business, public administration, police science, social work,
and hotel management.22 The growth of professional education, not
only in programs offered but in numbers of institutions, was signifi-
cant, The number of professional schools offering degrees in law,
medicine and dentistry increased from 212 in 1949 to 335 in 1977.23
The second important trend in professional education is the
lessening of distinctions between the professional schools and the rest
of graduate education. Much of this is due to measures of economy
and efficiency, Prior to World War II, the distinction between profess-
ional education and the rest of graduate education was based on distinc-

tions between pure and applied knowledge. This distinction, however, has

become less feasible since that time. Joseph Axelrod generalized that
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professional education, with some variations, seemed to be repeating the
historical development of state teacher's colleges, which moved from a
single-purposed autonomy apart from the mainstream of higher educa-
tion to a multipurpose merger with higher education.24

Under the American académic free market, the diversity of institu-
tional expansion was limited only by the ability to find funds and stu-
dents, Educational entrepeneurship served as both a stimulus for re-
newal and a constant source of concern for quality in the bewildering
complexity of the American system of postsecondary education.

Responses to a massive expansion of educational institutions inev-
itably led to a myriad of alternative educational structures, each seek-
ing to make education more productive and responsive. The concept
of innovation is hard to define, since one institution's innovative
schemes are another institution's standard fare. James Kolka has made
the distinction clearer by suggesting that innovation is any "system-
specific change relative to the idiosyncratic experiences of a particu-
lar i_nistitution."25 American higher education is replete with novelties;
most are variations of several basic themes.

Internal structural innovations were numerous and diverse in post-
war higher education, The most dramatic was the creation of a' new
institution which had a totally new mission. The best example of this
type was the Free University Movement which emerged in the 1960's.
This type of structure functioned without a fixed location, being based
on the voluntary association of those who wanted to learn with those
who wanted to teach, With no prescription, the free university curr-
iculum reflected student interest rather than formal requirements.

A second type of internal structural innovation was the transfor-
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mation of an existing institution according to a new innovative mission.
Often done after extensive institutional study and planning, a school
may refocus its mission in order to meet perceived needs more in line
with its resources and constituencies. These changes. ranged from
procedural to substantive.

A third type of internal structural innovation was the creation
within traditional institutions of non-traditional programs. One example
would be the three year baccalaureate degree. By 1973, 34 institutions
had programs whereby students could finish their undergraduate studies

early. 26

While often done by taking heavier loads or gaining earlier
admission, the most innovative change has been to receive credit by
examination.

Not only have a number of single institutional innovations emerged
in response to educational expansion, but a number of significant multi-
institutional arrangements have emerged as well. In the past, American
higher education has been able to function with each institution
operating unilaterally. According to Messersmith, this was due to the
ivory tower concept that kept college and community apart, to the rugged
individualism native to American frontier life,and to the selective nature

27 Since the Second World War, three

of single-purposed institutions.
phases have marked the trend toward increased cooperative activity in
higher education. The period following the heavy influx of G.I.'s was
one of collaboration between higher education and the federal government.
After the ebb tide of veteran enrollments, there was a return to the
intensive competition that had marked the pre-war period. The latest

phase, accompanied by rising enrollments, rising costs, breakthroughs

in science and technology, and increased demands by the public, has
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again led to the establishment of cooperation and coordination. "The
virtues of interdependence seems to have outweighed those of self-
sufficiency," concluded Messersmith.28

There are numerous examples of institutional cooperation among
geographically contiguous institutions. One type is the cluster college,
a federation of schoolsin an area which are organizationally separate but
share some common facilities, services, faculties, resources and programs.
This cooperative arrangement has allowed smaller institutions to have the
advantage of combined resources, These consortia often started with
such features as the exchange of faculty, hiring of joint faculty and
the exchange of students in high-cost programs. By 1965, over 1000
of these consortia or cluster colleges were in operation.29

Regional cooperative arrangements have also aided in the search
to make higher education more efficient and productive. Since the turn
of the century there has been marked evidence of a trend towards in-
stitutional cooperation on a regional basis. By the 1930's some 115
cooperatiize arrangements were in operation, due largely to pressure
during the Great Depression to reduce unnecessary duplication of
facilities and services, By 1943, the first interstate educational com-
pact was enacted when Virginia and West Virginia agreed to share

common medical facilities, 30

The forces that produced regional
educational compacts in the South, West and New England arose from
post-World War II growth that placed tremendous demands on the
states in these regions to supply graduate, professional and techni-
cal manpower for unprecedented enrol]ments,31
Each of these three regions has a peculiar problem which in all

cases made the advent of cooperative arrangements particularly
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advantageous. New England has been academically underdeveloped even
though there existed many private, small and often innovative colleges
which gave the appearance of academic abundance. In this region the
traditional conflict between Roman Catholic and Protestant education on
the one hand, and between the elite and the ﬁpwardly mobile on the
other, has severely crippled the development of public higher educa-
tion, Higher education in the South and Rocky Mountains was limited
by a small tax base due to smaller populations, weaker industrial devel-
opment, and lack of commitment to strong public education in general.
In these two regions, only a handful of states such as Colorado, Texas
and North Carolina are anomalous to this pattern. Throughout the South
the most prestigious institutions are the private schools such as Emory,
Duke, Rice, Virginia and Vanderbilt.32

Three regional interstate compacts for higher education were cre-
ated to meet these problems. The Southern Regional Education Board
(SREB) was the oldest and largest established, originating in 1948. 33
Capitalizing on a strong sense of regionalism, this compact sought to
upgrade education and the economic level of the region., By 1949, all
the southern states were compact membérs.

The second compact was the Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education (WICHE), established in 1951 under the leadership of
the western governors who met to address the problem of manpower
shortages, especially in the health professions. By 1959, WICHE,
headquartered in Boulder, Colorado, had the active participation of
thirteen western states.34

The third of these regional compacts is the New England Board of

Higher Education (NEBHE). This compact was joined by six states who



sought to address the problem of underdeveloped public higher
education. Dominated by the private sector with its emphasis on
restricted enrollments and national orientation, New England prior to
World War II had no state university comparable to the comprehensive
universities of the Midwest and had only one public medical school

in a six state area. 35 The six states of New England ratified this
compact in 1955.

Kroepsch and Kaplanlisted the program activities of the three

regional compacts as follows: |

1. Regional sharing of high cost educational programs such as
medical, dental, social work and veterinary facilities.

2. A regional common market providing services to regional
students on resident tuition base and given preferential
admission to such specialized programs as forestry, nursing,
hydrology, journalism and pharmacy.

3. Fact finding and research into the needs and resources of
the region.

4. Consultative services for institutional self-study by regional
facilities.

5. A clearinghouse for information within the region for long-
range planning,

6. In-service training and continuing education for faculty and
administration,

7. Curriculum planning and development.

8. Public information programs for legislatures and the general

public, 36

26
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Multilateral cooperation on a regional basis is not just limited to
areas of the country where higher education has been traditionally
deficient. But in the large public systems of the Midwest such cooper-
ative arrangements have also flourished. One notable example is the
Midwestern University Research Association, established in 1954. This
association established cooperative arrangements with 15 universities in
Michigan, Minnesota, Illinois, Indiana and Wisconsin to share facilities
for research in high energy nuclear physics.

National cooperative arrangements are most often sanctioned and
sustained by the federal government through the Office of Education
and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Since 1976, Edu-
cation has become a separate cabinet level department. The pioneer
effort on a national level was the American Council on Education. It
was formed as an emergency council during World War I to deal with the
acute problems arising from the impact of Federal wartime programs on
colleges and universities.s7 After this war this body continued to
operate as a "supereducational association overarching the myriad
associations of institutions in higher education."38

A recent example of the impact of national cooperation occurred
during the 1960's. Faced with a rapid increase in the volume of infor-
mation generated annually, the federal government through the Office
of Education financed and established an Educational Resource Infor-
mation Center (ERIC) as a clearinghouse of new information. Currently
there are 16 ERIC clearinghouses, each dealing with a specialized subject
area in education. The result of this nationwide cooperative effort was
to bring a measure of order to the literature of education which up to

that time had been relatively uncontrolled.39
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Another trend in nationally-sponsored cooperative activity cf an
international scope were programs of technical aid to universities in
underdeveloped countries which have gained independence since Wofld
War II. These programs most often take the form of agricultural
development and technical assistance. 40

A special type of external innovation in the field of higher educa-
tion is also a product of the post-War era. The nonprofit, research
institutes are administered separately and incorporatéd independently
of the degree-granting institutions. These nonprofit institutes
sponsored by federal funds have mushroomed, especially in the period
- from 1951 to 1968 when their number tripled from 23 to 67. By 1968,
the 1.6 billion federal dollars spent on these institutions represented 40%
of all fed_eral appropriations for research and development. These
research and development centers, which were originally begun for
defense work in World War II, now include such prestigious institutions
as the RAND corporation, Lawrence Radiation Labbratory and the
Brookhaven National Laboratdry.

In summary, the structural changes of higher education, both at
the institutional and multiinstitutional le\}el reflected a growing diversity
and complexity which mirrored the state of affairs in higher education.

In an effort to fulfill the call to pluralism in academic life, the struc-
ture and content of higher education in the United States was undergoing
change. Its goal was to be an agent of change for society.43

Nowhere can the impact of change be seen more clearly t.han in the
curriculum of postsecondary education. Brubacher and Rudy suggested

that the history of the American curriculum had taken the form of a
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vast Hegelian triad where the thesis of eighteenth-century prescription
became the nineteenth-century antithesis in the elective principle,
which in turn became the twentieth-century synthesis of concentration
and distribution.v44 But at best, they suggest, this synthesis was
artificial, Hence the kind of "synoptic integration traditionally
characteristic of liberal education ended by default." 15 The search

for a more authentic unity took place in what came to be called the
general education movement.

The movement known as general education began at Columbia
University after World War I. Even by the early 1920's, the prevalent
feeling among educators was that specialization of the curriculum had
gotten out of hand, that knowledge was becoming too fragmented,
that research was being over-emphasized and that transcendent truths
were being lost in the process. As a revitalizing and reworking of
the old liberal arts curriculum, general education was supposed to be
the answer. Another factor working for the demise of liberal learning
was the anti-intellectualism of many students and alumni and the anti-
intellectual nature of American culture in general, 16 General education
was offered as the fitting response to counterbalance specialization and
anti-intellectualism.

Paul Dressel and Francis DeLisle noted that the impact of both
World Wars on the American curriculum was a resurgent interest in

general education. 47

Both wars seemed to have impressed upon
American educators the need for a broad, nonspecialized general
education in order to understand and deal with an increasingly complex

world community. After World War II, an additional impetus was given

to general education by the report of the Harvard University faculty
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entitled General Education in A Free Society. A culmination of two

years of study, this report became widely followed as a model for
general education after its publication in 1945. The motive behind the
reforms at Harvard was similar to those at Columbia a'generation earlier.
The faculty was concerned about the fact that high school students
came to Harvard innocent of the books and ideas that faculty members
had mastered at the same age. Since students were inducted into a
specific discipline early, it was possiblefor one to graduate and still be
ignorant of the great traditions of Western civilization.

The Harvard attempt centered on a rationale for dealing with the
freshmen and sophomores who had not chosen a specific departmental
major by introducing them to a general course of study. Harvard's
revisions were less radical than those at either Columbia or Chicago.
They did not attempt, like Chicago, to establish a separate Undergrad-
uate College or pre-empt the bulk of time from the first two years for
general education.

The trends in the emergence of general education and the waxing
and waning of liberal education follow a pendulum-like development. The
principle of election had been introduced at Harvard during the last
quarter of the ninteenth-century as a means of reforming a staid and
inflexible curriculum. When this led to a cafeteria-type development in
under graduate studies, this proliferation of courses and specialization of
studies led to the demand for some over-all unity by requiring certain
courses.

During the 1950's, there was a swing back to the elective principle,
and the general education movement largely came to an end., A percep-

tible difference existed between the emphases on specialization in the
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1920's and its reemphasis in the 1950's. The former use of election and
specialization was aimed toward vocational preparation. The latter use
of election and specialization was geared toward preparation for grad-

uate schools which had also flourished in post-World War II America.‘l8

Some of the more hard-line believers in the need for a true general
education, even harkening back to the elitist spirit of the old curriculum,
resisted the demise of general education at mid-century by seceding from
the academic system and starting dissenting colleges of their own. After
World War II a group of educators took over St. John's College in
Annapolis, Maryland and established a Great Books curriculum modeled
on the educational model of Robert Hutchins.50 But since research
along disciplinary lines has increasingly dominated since World War II,
general education seemed destined for decline. Also working against
general education was the fact that a majority of the professional scho-
lars thought it frivolous. Its appeal was to those more interested in
humanistic values who by 1960 were a definite minority,

The old fashioned liberal arts had long since been unable to find a
significant place in the rapidly changing world of the modern university.
The general education movement, designed to save the most essential
features of the old curriculum, namely unity and meaning, was alleged
to have itself ended. A more neutral term such as basic studies was in
vogue during the 1960's and 1970's. According to Axelrod:

The general education reform movement in the lower division

curricula can be seen as a movement that emerged sometime

around the 1920's, r.eached maturigir in the 1940's and

approached old age in the 1850's.

Any evaluation of the developments in liberal and general education

will find scholars who either applaud or lament the state of affairs.
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Many are»pessin'listic about their demise; others are hopeful of their
recovery, and still others are patently indifferent. One who lamented
the decline of liberal education and its offspring, gene_ral education, was
Jacques Barzun. Barzun claimed that the university had become a

52

"nationalized industry", the logical summation to the rise of nation-

states and the Industrial Revolution.No longer could higher educa-
.tion remain aloof from the marketplace. The legacy of faculty involve-
ment in the heady ideals of the New Deal and the awesome Manhattan
Project had guaranteed the entrance of academia into thg mainstream.®3
The failure of liberal education, according to Joseph Een—'David,
was that the function assigned to college education, first by liberal
education and then by gerieral education, was character formation.54
While it was possible to accomplish. such an educational aim in the context
of .traditional religious culture such as had existed prior to the secular-
ization following the Civil War, it was impossible to do so in the new con-
text of modern secular education. The principle of election and
specialization which came to dbminate education left deliberately the
choice of educational purpose and thus moral responsibility to the student.
In éssessing t—he possible irhp]ications for liberal and general edu-
cation, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education stated that liberal
education "can be a fruitful renewer of diversity in American higher
education"55 by giving increased attention to affective student needs
increased provisions for the creative arts and the enhancement of

teaching. Others are even stronger in their belief in the necessity for

liberal and general education:
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One can only hope, in the Age of Adjustment, that
the liberal arts. . .ultimately will be seen as
‘having an indispensable role to play in helping
young persons adjust to a ]%fe meaningful in the
deepest sense of the word. 6

Any description of undergraduate curriculum trends must include
reference to the struggle between election and prescfiption, the place
of vocationalism in higher education, the emergence of relevance as a
key factor in curriculum design, and the sheer expansion in offerings
to lﬁeet the needs of a larger and more diverse _student body.

It is obvious that the principle of election has become firmly
entrenched in the infrastructure of American higher education at the
present time., Periodic modifications in the extent of election seem to
occur with some predictability, but few seriously question the merit
and necessity of freedom of choice. Election intially overexpanded as
many new innovations do. The efforts of Hutchins and others to give
order to higher education expressed a genuine dissatisfaction with the
planlessness and lack of balance of curricular offerings during the 1920's

and 1930's. 57 It was also aided by the external impulse relating to the

moral and intellectual crises of capitalistic societies during the Great
Depression. The elective principle emerged in an "age of optimism,

expansion, competitiveness, materialism and struggles for power. n58
It ebbed in an age of pessimism, retrenchment, survival and a search
for meaning. The elective principle was a liberal academic idea which
conformed to the principle of the intellectual division of labor. Unlike
the older, elitist curriculum, it was pluralistic, democratic and more

competitive.

The social stratification between the liberal learning of a gentlemen
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and the illiberal learning of an artisan is deeply rooted in the Western
educational tradition, Higher education is solicitous of the goodwill of
its constituency in readily responding to demands for new courses of
study. The majority of these innovations are vocational or professional
in nature. This began with the land grant movement in the last half of
the nineteenth century and by the end of World War II was a major force
in American academic planning.

The cumulative result of World War II on vocationalism in higher
education was that the old liberal arts rhetoric became in fact subordi-
nated to a new vocabulary which stressed job training and social
progress.59 Within the space of a century after entering higher
education for the first time, vocationalism moved first to a position of
parity then of dominance in American higher education. The bulk of
higher education's resources in terminal undergraduate curricula are now
geared to the real and imagined needs of employers. Today curriculum
planning in higher education is more heavily influenced by outside
societal pressures than ever before. It must respond positively to
changing occupational structures, the rise and fall of business
enterprises, the growth of bureaucracy, the sharp rises and levelings
of population growth, and the aims and aspirations of society in general.
The trend in vocationally-oriented courses in a broadly elective under-
graduate curriculum seems firmly entrenched for the foreseeable future.
The development in the last twenty years of computers, systems analysis,
operational research and the applied sciences make possible academic
development of respectable courses in management, administration,
government and education. The economic demands of a highly

technological and specialized society make the traditional deference paid



35

liberal over vocational education seem anachronistic at least and
absurd at most.

Relevance has become a key theme in understanding the develop-
ment of curriculum in higher education especially since the student un-
rest of the 1960's. The term relevance has a broad meaning and often
is used imprecisely in trying to describe educational change. Steven
Halpern noted that too often relevance is equated with something that
is exciting or has immediate emotional appeal. An inexact definition of
what is relevant has led to a mounting anti-intellectualism in colleges
and universities and a rejection of much of the liberal arts curriculum.60
Relevance means a curriculum that directly relates to actual, personal
interests of students and to current social problems which include pro-
grams of ethnic interest, creative arts, lifelong learning programs,
vocational interests, new concerns for the environment and concerns
for global citizenship, among others.

The press for relevance in the college classroom has been attribu-
ted to the disenchantment students felt during the 1960's with an unre-
sponsive and Sé‘emingly unconcerned academic establishment. The open
door admissions policy, which was vogue during this period,
may be in fact the root cause of these demands. The tide of students
flooding higher education had little attraction to the traditional interests
of higher education and less commitment to knowledge for knowledge's
sake. The curriculum they found was heavily dominated by a concern
for the cognitive and traditional. Students found this boring and
thus irrelevant. When their demands were acceded to, this led to an
unhappy dilution of the curriculum.

Varying responses were tried to upgrade the significance of edu-
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cation for students. One of the more conservative responses was a com-
promise called tracking. Tracking maintained the older curricular values
but provided separate and parallel programs for nontraditional studies.
Instead of allowing open admissions policies to overwhelm them, a track
was set up whereby the most able could be routed to the university, the
moderately able to a four-year college, and the rest to junior colleges.
In no single area did demands for relevance make a greater impact than
in ethnic studies, particularly black studies. American blacks comprise
more than ten per cent of the population, and during the 1960's pride in
black culture and achievements was rapidly emerging. In the early 1960's
only a handful of schools offered courses in black studies. But by the
middle of the 1970's, over 1500 institutions offered more than 10,000
different courses in ethnic studies.61 Surveys revealed that in 1975,
over 270,000 students were enrolled in black studies programs, while
378 institutions offered major ethnic programs leading to undergraduate
and graduate degrees.

The extent of change brought by demands for relevance is difficult
to measure. Brubacher and Rudy reported that between 1962 and 1965,
more than twenty per cent of the courses were changed ambng colleges
they sampled as part of a Carnegie Commission Report on Higher Educa-

tion. 62

To what extent these courses were the direct result of new stu-
dent demands for relevance was uncertain, But it was certain that calls
for relevance and curricular change were a doubled-edge sword which
cut both ways. Much that needed reform felt the cutting edge of demands
for relevance, while other important aspects of higher education were
damaged in the process.

The sources of changes in the curriculum can be attributed to at

least four phenomena., The vast explosion of knowledge during the last
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quarter century, the impact of three major wars, and the changing
nature of national priorities each in its own way led to expansion and
change in higher education.

The expansion of knowledge and the frequency of scientific break-
throughs have been rapidly accelerating in this century. According to
Dressel and DeLisle, four major scientific and technological epochs have
occurred in the last twenty-five years: nuclear, computer-cybernetics,
the deoxyribonucleic (DNC) and the space age. These impressive
accomplishments for which higher education was largely responsible,
exert pressures for change in higher education. Courses and curricula
must continually be changed and updated or they become obsolete.
Society looks to higher education for assistance in adjusting to the
impact of expanding knowledge and tec;hnology.63
| Another source of change in the curriculum is the impact of
During the Second World War, institutions of higher learning, always
willing to take Federal monies, willingly modified the curriculum to
include training of linguists, cartographers, physicists, biologists,
chemists and engineers for the war éffort. It was the impact of massive
exposure to non-Western cultures during World War I and the
conflict that spurred interest in Asian and African studies. During war-
time higher education provided training in exotic languages depending on
the area of conflict. By 1958, the establishment of federal funding
through the National Defense Education Act went to support language and
science programs.

A third source of curriculum change are modifications in national
priorities. As changes in national consensus regarding the major needs

of society and directions in the economy occur, they serve as an impor-
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business had been the ideal occupation for those seeking upward social

mobility in soc,ie’cy.64 During the 1950s and extending through the 1970's

this ideal was replaced by the professional sciences. Today, business
and programs in middle management are making a comeback.

The nexus of curricular change since World War II occurred during
the decade from the launching of Sputnik in 1957 to the student unrest
at Columbia in 1967, in which the free speech movement took a radical
turn to the left. Between these two dates most of the significant impetus
for change occurred, and many innovations still thrive from the energy
for curricular reform released during that period. The catalyst was the
launching of a Sputnik satellite by the Soviet Union in 1958. This event
set off nothing less than a national panic that American brainpower was
falling behind that of our avowed adversary. Through the passage of
the National Defense Education Act, the United States Government began
concerted efforts to change the direction of American higher education.
The stress was placed on excellence, especially in the physical sciences

and mathematics.
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As early as 1963, it was evident just how profound was the change in

the college curriculum, Axelrod characterized the curriculum as less
rigid, more tolerant of divergent streams, and less superficial.. 65 A
study conducted by Paul Dressel and Henry DeLisle in 1968 investigating
the extent of curricular changes from 1957 to 1967, surveyed a sample of
322 institutions. They found the rationale for the curricular changes to
be: (1) the increasing number of students in higher education mean

better and more varied backgrounds of preparation, a broader range of

talents, and more diversified interests; (2) there was an increased
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emphasis on integrative experiences such as seminars, interdisciplinary
studies and independent studies for the undergraduate. 66

Specific curriculum change comes in response to internal as well as
external stimuli. Examples of both types of changes are the development
of speech and journalism and the emergence of environmental studies.
Rhetoric was part of the old liberal arts curriculum, but prior to World War
I, it was absorbed into English. Debate was a popular form of extra-
curricular activity during the nineteenth-century that carried over into
the twentieth century either in a separate department often called
Expression or as a part of the English curriculum. During World War I,
professionalization began to impact rhetoric and debate as specific courses
were offered in both. Eventually debate lost its extracurricular trappings
and ceased to be a sport. By World War II, speech was a separate
discipline. Similarly, journalism grew out of the extracurricular activity
of the student yearbook and newspaper. By a process of natural
selection, areas such as speech, journalism, physical education and stu-
dent personnel studies began as part of the nonacademic extracurricular
activities but slowly gained prestige as a part of the curriculum.

Federal concerns about the environment led to the passage of the Environ-
mental Education Act in 1971 which pumped more than 8 million dollars
into new programs in environmental education.

The dimensions of the expanding curriculum are staggering both in
size and scope. Data compiled by the National Center for Education
Statistics in Washington D.C. indicate the following number of under-
graduate and graduate degrees offered in 1976-1977 as follows: The
number of bachelors, masters and doctorates conferred by area were:

eighteen areas in agricultural, seven areas in architecture; fifteen world
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area studies; twenty-eight areas in the Biological sciences, eighteen
different areas in business and management; six different areas in
communications; six areas in computer and information science, forty-
four different areas of education; twenty-six different areas in engi-
neering, twelve areas in fine and applied arts; seventeen different
foreign language degrees, twenty-three categories in the health pro-
fessions; eight areas of home economics, two areas of law, eleven
areas of letters; two areas in library science, four areas of mathematics,
five areas in military science, twenty-three areas in the physical sci-
ences, eleven areas in psychology; seven areas of public affairs, six-
teen areas in the social sciences, five areas in theology; and five

67 Within these three hundred and nineteen

interdisciplinary areas.
degree programs (see Appendix C), were a myriad of emphases and
subspecializations all supported by varied courses numbering in the tens
of thousands. Fully two-thirds of the degrees offered in education in
1977 were newly created since 1945. And several categories of degrees
were totally new, such as area studies, computer and information sci-
ences, interdisciplinary studies and the allied health professions.

Statistics regarding the expansion of associate degrees in junior
and community colleges reveal similar dramatic growth. Eight degree
programs were offered in 1976 in data technologies, twenty new programs
in health and paramedical technology, ten programs in natural science
technologies, eighteen programs in mechanical and engineering tech-
nologies, nineteen new degrees in business and commerce and nine new
programs in public service.68

The broadening and diversity of the curriculum is both a cause and

a result of the massive post-War enrollment. In 1945, 136,000 bachelor
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degrees were awarded in the United States, but by 1977, 919,000 were
being awarded annually. In 1945, 19,000 Master's degrees were awarded
in the United States. By 1977, 317,000 degrees were being awarded
annually, In 1945, 1,966 doctorates were awarded in this country. By
1977, this figure had grown to over 33,000 (see Appendix B). In
percentages, this represents a 575% increase in bachelor degrees, a
1,568% increase in master's degrees, and a 1,636% in doctorate degrees
in a thirty-two year period. Quite obviously the most rapid growth sec-
tor in the curriculum is at the graduate level',,

The rise of research with its subsequent upward pull on graduate
education is a major trend in curriculum development since 1945, Prior
to World War II, the three functions of higher education were teaching,
research and public service. While roughly equivalent, teaching was the
foremost endeavor. After World War II. research became the main source
of finance for universities which in turn stimulated graduate activity.
The War itself had been "an enormous stimulus to pure research in
science, just as the Great Depression was to pure theory in economics."69
The traditional hostility of state legislators toward research in favor of
undergraduate programs meant that federal and private funding was
needed to support this growing field. The government responded with
the creation in 1950 of the National Science Foundation, which by 1970
was spending over two billion dollars annually on research. Even though
most of the research money has gone to several score of the leading
institutions, the net effect throughout all of graduate education has been
a preponderant emphasis on research and subsequent publication.

At the same time the importance of graduate education was increas-
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ing, as indicated by enrollment patterns and federal funding, its organi-
zational structure was being traumatized. The organizational methods
and policies of graduate education had remained essentially unchanged
since the last century.70 By the late 1950's, much unrest grew out of
the antiquated methods and reforms in graduate education. It seemed

to many that graduate education was not fulfilling its potential. The
stimulus for meaningful change came from a growing concern that there
would be a shortage of college teachers as enrollment from the post-War
baby boom entered college in the 1860's. In 1958, a national conference
was convened under the auspices of the American Council on Education

"1 Out of this

to recommend reforms to meet this imminent challenge.
meeting emerged reforms which included greater breadth in doctoral
programs, reduction of time for the doctorate, emphasis on significance
rather than novelty in the dissertation, and a redignified master's
program.

By the mid-1960's, in an atmosphere of change and reform, many of
the lines between separate fields of study were broken down. In area
studies, space science, biology, behavioral science and linguistics,
largely traditional boundaries were being ignored. This cross-depart-
mental communication was the source for great changes destined to impact
graduate education in the coming years.72 The growth of research. as a
creative effort to generate new learning was undermining the traditional
organizational structure of the department and helping to create a spirit
of cooperation between various fields of study.

In assessing the general trends at work in both the undergraduate
and graduate curricula, four dyads emerge which seem to be the poles

of tension between which higher education in the United States moves.
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They are departmentalization vs. interdisciplinism, specialization vs.
unity, standardization vs. individualization, and pluralism vs. homo-
genization,

The beginnings of departmentalization occurred as early as the
middle of the nineteenth century. This led to a specialization of instruc-
tion which in turn fostered a tendency to fragment the curriculum. It
was not until after World War II that there was any abatement in the
trend, and then only to allow formation of divisions. While divisional
organization was a tacit step toward the recognition of the interdisci-
plinary nature of learning, it was still through departmental autonomy
that national, scholarlj recognition came.

Attempts to mollify the high structure of departmentalization in
order to make learning more holistic received a boost from the "sheer
fact of tremendous increase in enrollments...has unsettled traditional

tacit treaties among the disciplines,"73

and had led to pressure to estab-
lish new fields and new relationships among traditional ones. More re-

cently Daniel Bell in The Reforming of General Education said the trend

seems to be away from interdisciplinary efforts at the undergraduate
level and toward a renewed acceptance of the value of introductory
courses in the academic disciplines. It is mainly in the more backward
areas of higher education that general education is seen as a new idea. 74
It appears that, rather than destroying the traditional departmentalization
of knowledge which has been a part of American higher education for

over a century, post World War II efforts at interdisciplinary or general

education seem rather to have taken their place as a modest reform at

best,
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The issue of specialization versus unity in the curriculum is closely
related to the issue of departmentalization, for each has acted to encourage
the other. The progress of science has led to ever—in.creasing specializa-
tion with the result that any sense of unity was lost. The remedy for
this compartmentalization of knowledge has been continually sought in
some new form of binding universalism, most notably general education.
The charter of those who opposed this specialization was the Harvard
Report of 1945. In seeking to counterbalance specialization, this docu-
ment led to a short-lived resurgence of general education in America.
The problem that made the efforts of trying to repel the narrowness of
specialization by the imposition of general education was that the basis
for unity had been destroyed on three fronts. First, the growing
imbalance in rewards between teaching and research made intense
research more appealing than synoptic efforts at instruction. Second
was the rise of the research university which was funded by federal
dollars and motivated by the national preoccupation to harness the in-
tellectual life of the nation for the common good. Third was the sudden
rise of graduate study which is almost universally specialized rather than
general in nature.

The appropriate place of liberal or general education in relation to
specialization has been and remains today one of the sharpest issues in
higher education. Yet one of the prevailing notions of the humanistic
and traditional educators was to rediscover some all-inclusive schema that

- will once again reunify learning and interrelate educational experience.

The third major dilemma confronting the curriculum concerned

standardization versus individualization of instruction, It is nothing
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short of amazing that an educational system so diverse and decentralized
’as that in the United States is yet so uniform in its requirements,
processes and results. This standardization has been at once a blessing
and a bane to educational development.

After completing a study comparing the educational system of the
United States to that of other nations, Ben-David's assessment was the
structural characteristics which set higher education in the United States
apart is a combination of differentiation, standardization and integration.
By differentiation he referred to the structure which is uniformly divided
into three levels. The first level is the bachelor's degree which is
generally non-specialized emphasizing breadth rather than expertise.
The second is the master's degree which is a reverse of the first level.
It aims at training for professional work in a practical and specialized
manner. The third level is the doctorate which purposes training for
research designed to explore in-depth and to prepare an advanced piece
of research, A fourth level which has emerged since World War II would
be termed the pre-first or associate degree. This differentiation was
fairly standardized throughout the system. This standardization makes
it possible for integration to occur system wide. This integration means
that there are practically no blind alleys in it. One can transfer from
one level to another, and it is easy to transfer from one institution to
another and even between degrees from the undergraduate and graduate
level. Students in the United States can move with relative ease from
level to level and from system to system. This is unique to the United
S’ca’ces.75

The organization of the curriculum at the undergraduate level is

fairly standardized throughout the system. Results of a study conducted
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by Dressel and DelLilse revealed that there are three structural patterns
followed almost without exception in high’ef education. The first is that
general education precedes the undergraduate specialization, breadth
before depth. The second is that general education ié emphasized at the
beginning through interdisciplinary courses and at the end for coor-
dination, integration and synthesis. The third is that the basic educa-
tion and the specialization for the major are intertwined, with breadth
and depth parallel. 76
The problem with the standardization of the curriculum arises from
the uniquenesses of the learners. It was difficult for a uniform system
to meet the individual needs of students, especially when lower ability
students were enrolling in record numbers. Axelrod's assessment of this
dilemma was that though college campuses in the 1950's ranged with
slogans of anticonformism and pluralism of values, "the nation as a whole
craved an identity [so badly] that it was willing to pay any price; that
the price [being] standardization."77 David Riesman characterized this

78

type of society in The Lonely Crowd as being other-directed. But by

the 1960's, conformity to educational standardization was challenged by
younger faculty and students alike.

One of the standardizing features of higher education which was a
point of contention was the idea of a curriculum grounded in numbers.
Grade point averages, credit hours, class hours, semesters and student
identification numbers gave the learning a highly impersonal milieu.
Students and faculty alike worked to overcome this stultifying
"quantitativism"79 or quantophrenia with little success. Yet from this
struggle there emerged a movement which is still seeking to de-quantify

the curriculum while at the same time perfect some alternate, more
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personalistic method of knowledge assessment.

Movements to personalize higher education began early in the twen-
tieth century based on the democratic notions of progressivism. Called
life-adjustment in its early days, the movement to individualize the
curriculum was given considerable attention after World War II. As
institutions grew in physical size and in numbers of students, the seem-
ing incompatibility of numbers with individualization became a national
concern. In recent years this concern has led to calls for both compen-
satory education for the less able and accelerated, enrichment education
for the more gifted.

Since the 1960's, a number of proposals have been forwarded to
meet the wide needs of learners and make education more individualized.
Dressel and DeLisle list six ways higher education has tried to individ-
ualize and integrate learning experiences:

1. Advance placement testing doubled in use since 1960.

2. Honors programs including tutorials and seminars.

3. Independent study both for compensatory and enrichment pro-

grams,

4., 'Undergraduate seminars.

5. Nontraditional learning experiences such as credit for travel.

6. Work study and community service. 80
According to McConnell, Berdahl and Fay, the current trend seems to be
away from rigid standardization and more towards the institutionalization
of an individualized curriculum. They concluded that the bulk of the
students in the future will be lower ability and it is doubtful that present

curricula and methods of instructions will be effective, Thus these new



48

recruits will require profound changes in the objectives and structure of
the system, The task for the future is to design educational institutions
and programs to fit the characteristics and needs of students in a new
era of egalitarianism. i1

A fourth issue facing curriculum development in higher education
was that of pluralism versus homogenization of values. Traditionally,
higher education has striven for community and diversity at the under-
graduate level and specialization and research at the graduate level.
A problem that many educators see is the growing homogenization of
institutions to the point that the diversity between public and private,
religious and nonsectarian, college and university is rapidly decreasing.
In an era of ever increasing societal pluralism, it is ironic that higher
education seems bent on the achievement of sameness. The tendency of
all of higher education to become complex and multipurpose led to the
liberal arts college offering graduate work while the junior college
evolved into a four-year institution. This trend was due, in large
measure, to meet standards of accreditation which had a homogenizing
effect on diversity. In recent years the pendulum seems to be swinging
back towards more diversity and varied standards in higher education.

An examination of the financial trends in higher education since
World War II reveals the rapid increase both in quantity and diversity
of incomes and expenditures. Between 1930 and 1960, expenditures for
higher education rose from 0.56 per cent of the Gross National Product
to 1.12 per cent. By the mid 1970's it had risen to over 2.5 per cent
with the projections of over 3 per cent by 1980, The traditional sources

of income for colleges and universities were from tuition, endowments and
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state appropriations, Since World War II, sources have broadened to
include corporate funding, state aid to students, and most importantly
federal funds for research, capital expansion, student aid and entitle-
ment programs,

Statistics released by the U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare in 1978 revealed some remarkable trends regarding student
tuititon (Appendix D). In 1940, student tuition accounted for one-fourth
of higher education's total income. By 1970 this had dropped to twenty
per cent and by 1977 amounted to less than seventeen per cent. Coupled
with these declining amounts received from student tuition was a long
standing decline in endowment funding. Jencks and Riesman made
following analysis of this situation: In 1910, American colleges received
76 dollars from endowments and gifts for every 100 dollars from state and
local government. By 1964, they received 35 dollars for every 100. The
lag in subsidies has played an important part in the over-all development
of the private sector. It is not a result of the graduated income tax or
the decline in philanthropy, for college income from philanthropy rose
four times as fast as the GNP between 1910 and 1964. The cause is that
private education began to limit enrollment. From 1910 to 1950, the pri-
vate sector's share of the market was at 50 per cent, by 1964 it had
fallen to 36 per cent, and by 1977 to about 20 per cent. 82 While it
was true that private education limited enrollments to raise the average
student ability and give their degrees more cash value, it does not
follow that restricted enrollments would necessarily lead to less philan-
thropic funding. The post War expansion of education, which acceler-

ated proportionately the growth of the private sector, caused

philanthropic income not to match the needs of growing enrollments
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even in light of selective admissions. .
The most common means of increasing the efficiency of endowment

income was to take a more professional perspective in the management

of the institutional profile. Many institutions tried to augment their
resources by improving investment policy. After serious thought was
| given to the alternatives, most universities removed the investment
" function from the board of trustees' control and created a special in—.
: vestment board to advise the university. This more modern policy led to
a shift away from more traditionally conservative investments in bonds

to a more bullish program of investing in more promising enterprises.83 .

-' There was apparent success in this approach. The net increase
in the principal of endowmént funds grew from 419,000,000 dollars in 1959~
1960 to 1,117,000,000 by 1976-1977 (Appendix D). While endowment
earnings dropped proportionately from 8.5 per cent of higher education's
total income in 1940 to 1.4 per cent in 1976, the dollar amount increased
by 1000 percex;t (Appendix D). By 1878, the total amount of endowment
funds wés 14.7 billion dollars or 1,339 dollars per student. 84
The era of large endowments from individuals and trusts was over
- in the United States. In recent times, foundations haire chosen to fund
specific institutional programs rather tl;an give large, discretionary
amounts to the institutions the_msenlves. They are interested in fostering
local programs and then pulling out, leaving the institution to continue
the program from its own funds. Stepping bin to help fill the gap in
| funding were corporations. Since World War II, a few big corporations

like the Ford Foundation began to take major responsibility for financing

in higher education, especially graduate studies. Brubacher and Rudy
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believed that since industry benefited from trained leadership, it was
being asked at mid-century to help pay for higher education. In an effort
to rehabilitate their public image, the corporations engaged in welfare
capitalism, yet the question lurked in the minds of many whether it was
legal for a private corporation to share profits with non-stockholders.

To settle this issue, New Jersey in 1950 passed a law permitting corpor-
ations to divert earnings to eleemosynary institutions. Leading industries
formed the Council for Financial Aid to Education as a means of encour-
aging private corporations to give liberally. Through this effort 207
corporations gave over 200,000,000 dollars between 1956 and 1960. Some
like General Motors and General Electric established matching funds for
employees to encourage private contributions, 85

One of the most innovative of the corporate funding schemes was
the Fund for the Advancement of Education which created and funded
for a ten year period a National Merit Scholarship Corporation.

[The stated purpose of the new body was] to discover,
recognize and encourage exceptionally able young
people, as a means of helping them receive the kind

of education that will assure them and the nation

the full benefits of their unusual abilities.

As private funding declined after World War II, state and local
funding increased to fill the gap. In 1940, state and local governments
gave 175,000,000 dollars to higher education, which accounted for
20 per cent of its total current-fund income. By 1977, the dollar amount
was over 14,911,000,000 which accounted for 29% of higher education's
total income (Appendix D). This growth reflected the growing interest
and importance state and local governments took in postsecondary

education, This growing financial outlay resulted in growing demands

by the states for accountability and control.
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Since 1969 there has been dramatic growth in state aid to students.
In 1969, only 19 states sponsored student assistance programs giving
200,000,000 dollars to 471,000 students. By the mid 1.970'3, fully two-
thirds of the states were giving over three billion dollars for tuititon
assistance to students. Most of the expenditures were in a small number
of the larger and more progressive states. 87

The most dramatic shift in the income structure of American higher
education has been in the degree of involvement by the federal govern-
ment. Under the aegis of research and development, aid to veterans
and students, capital funding and grants, the federal government's
share in higher education income has increased from less than ten per
cent during World War II to over twenty percent by 1976 (Appendix D).
The idea of higher education's importance to the national welfare was not
new to the post-War era. What was unique was the intensity of belief
that higher education was essential to the defense of this country and to
the fulfillment of the American dream. Since support for education
became good politics, support grew as did the federal bureaucracy. The
Department of Health, Education and Welfare was created in 1953. By
1979, a separate Department of Education was created indicating how
important learning had become in the life of the nation.

One of the most dramatic efforts of the Federal government was the
enactment of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944. During its
life, the" G.I. Bill of Rights" put two and one-half million students in
higher education. This massive social experiment forever changed the
status of higher education in the United States. Federal funds went to
aid research and development. In 1950, the National Science Foundation

Act established a foundation and authorized it to initiate and support
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research in mathematics, physical, medical, biological and engineering
sciences., A kind of centralizing or at least coordinating role was
envisaged for this Foundation with regards to Federal policy in funding
basic research. |

The most significant period of government funding for higher edu-
cation has occurred since 1960, In that year, the Federal government
spent 2,267,000,000 dollars on research and development. By 1978 that
amount had trebled to just under 8,000,000,000 dollars, Student loans
weht from 240,000,000 dollars in 1960 to over 1,150,000,000 dollars in
1978, Grants for students grew from an annual appropriation of
248,000,000 dollars in 1960 to over 2,956,000,000 dollars in 1974. From
1974 to 1977, this amount doubled again to over 5.1 billion dollars. 88

For generations students had borrowed from banks to finance
their education. Beginning in the late 1950's, student borrowing
increased as both the state and Federal government entered the picture
with passage in 1958 of the National Defense Education Act. Title II of
this Act provided for long-term, low-interest loans to students with
direct federal funding of most of the capital, This means of funding
higher education was broadened by the Higher Education Act of 1965.

Federal money for higher education came in waves during the 1940's
and 1950's. Consequently, it was not viewed as a reliable source of
income, During the 1960's and the 1970's, as the result of entitlement
programs in which monies were withdrawn from the annual budgetary
process, federal support, though decreasing in terms of amount,
became a more stable feature of higher education funding,89

Expenditures in higher education have grown by quantum leaps

since World War II, Current fund expenditures compared to capital fund
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expenditures reveal a fairly constant ratio. Since 1967 a trend toward
less capital spending seems apparent (Appendix E), Other trends are
revealing as to distributions of educational expenses. There has been a
slow steady increase in current fund expenditures for educational and
general expenses compared to a concomitant decline in auxiliary expenses.
While both areas have dramatically increased in dollars spent, the ratio
has shifted almost 10 per cent in the period from 1940 to 1974 (Appendix
E), The two areas most responsible for this shift were general admini-
strative expenses, which grew from 9 to 14 per cent in the period, and
separately organized research, which grew from 4 to 8 per cent.
(Appendix E). From 1960 to 1968, organized research ranged as high
as 20 per cent of all expenditures in higher education. During the 1970's,
as federal funds dried up, research activities in higher education have
been in an era of retrenchment.

In both public and private higher education, the period from World
War II to the mid-1970's was similar in the declining percentage of
gross expenditures on instruction. In public higher education, the
percentage spent for instruction declined from 42 per cent to 34 per cent.
In private higher education the drop was precipitous, from 41 per cent
to 26 per cent. %0 This declining percentage should not be interpreted
to mean that instruction had become less expensive or more efficient.
According to studies conducted by June O'Neill, there was no percep-
tible decline or increase in real costs per credit hour over the period
from 1930 to 1967.91 This finding meant there was no apparent produc-
tivity advances in higher education during this period. Jencks and

Riesman saw two contradictory and offsetting trends relative to
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instructional costs. On the one hand the cost of subsistence was
declining relative to income; on the other hand the cost of instruction
was rising relative to income, offsetting some of the gains on the
subsistence front. 92 .

Specific statistical charts do not completely reflect the economic
situation of American higher education in the period since 1945. The
long-range perspective was provided by Brubacher and Rudy who
stated that there have been three foes to financing higher education
ih this century. The first was the great depression in which enroll-
ments increased because of no jobs, yet higher education's income
fell due to reduced taxes and declining bond yields. A second foe was
the two world wars which led to credit inflation ultimately reducing the
purchasing power of the university, especially in the area of
endowments. In the decade from 1940 to 1950, it is estimated that
government policy cut incomes in higher education in half. A third
foe was that the day of large endowments was over. Steep increases
in inheritance taxes and the income taxes, which were used to pay
for war and the new welfare and social services of the state, played
their role in the demise of philanthropy. By 1850 the crisis was acute.
With new sources of philanthropy drying up, inflationary policies
halving income and tuition high and rising, many increasingly looked
to the federal government for the largesse. 93

Since the last part of the nineteenth century, the process of ur-
banization and industrialism increased the number of students living
near centers of learning who could afford to attend. From 1900 to
1950, the per capita Gross National Product of American productivity

rose faster than college expenditures per student. Since 1950, this
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trend was reversed with college expenditures per student rising faster
than per capita G.N.P.94
Earl F. Cheit in the late 1960's observed the economic plight of
higher education and stated that many were the schools were
undercapitalized, overextended, moving into enlarged areas of respon-
sibility without permanent financing or still raising the quality stan-
dards.95 With increasing demands from within and without the
university for research, public services, access and socially current
pfograms, costs inevitably soared. Thus it was increased demands
for goods and services more than the consequences of inflation or
economic downturns which cause the econorrﬁc malaise which Cheit
terms "a new depression in higher education.” %
By the 1970's, problems relating to the financing of higher
education presented the gravest crisis American higher education
had ever confronted. This crisis was compounded by many factors,
some of which were outlined by Brubacher and Rudy. First was the
leveling off of college enroliments. Second was the increasing
depressed economic conditions in the country. Third was the growing
doubts among the young concerning the value of a college degree.
Fourth was the swiftly rising tuition charges which were pricing
students out of the market. Fifth was the larger role of the community
colleges which were impacting the more traditional edﬁcational estab-
lishments. Sixth was the declining job market and job gluts in many
fields. 97
In summarizing the financial trends of higher education since 1945,

several distinct periods were evident. From 1945 to 1959 was the era

of optimism due to growth in higher education, From 1960 to 1965 was

o
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the golden age of higher education in which growth in all sectors of
higher education reached unprecedented levels. From 1965 td 1970 was
an era of confrontation in which higher education was rethinking the
blessings of colossalism in terms of programs and funding. From 1970
to 1975 was a period of austerity due to declining Federal funds. Since
1976, higher education prepared for an era of retrenchment as it
headed for the 1980's.

The federal government ’Iﬁétorically had been an important factor
in stimulating the national development of higher education. The oldest
national organization of any kind is the Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges, whose constitutions was adopted in 1887, Much
of the Federal activity up to 1945 served to make higher education an
appendage of the Federal government's main goal of national security.
But starting in 1953 and running parallel with the first post-War federal
programs there has been a growing trend toward Federal legislation
that would treat institutions of higher education in their primary capacity
rather than as appendages to the national defense establishment. 98
During the rapid growth of the 1960's and beyond, the role of the
federal government in higher education grew both in size and scope.

An analysis of federal involvement in higher education since 1945
reveals some interesting trends., The primary interest of the federal
government to 1963 was capital expansion in existing institutions of
higher education. The period from the passage of the Surplus Property
Act of 1944 to the Housing Act of 1950 was an era when the federal
government disbursed surplus war material to colleges and universities
(see Appendix F), This trend climaxed with the Higher Education

Facilities Act of 1963, The federal government also used higher educa-
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tional resources in reconstructing post-War areas and in strengthening
America's image abroad. The internationalization of American higher
education was strengthened by the Fulbright Scholarship program,
begun in 1946, and the Peace Corps in 1961. The culmination for this
type of federal involvement was the passage of the Internationl Educa-
tion Act of 1966 (Appendix F). The federal government even became
involved in institutional expansion. In 1954 the United States Air
Force Academy was established. In the mid-1960's two schools, the
Gaulladet School for the Deaf and a Sea Grant College, were estab-
lished by law (Appendix F).

The two most significant areas of Federal funding were in research
and development and person-power development. It is difficult to
over-estimate the importance of the Federal government in the shift
towards research in higher education. It helped turn "the booming,
buzzing, confusion of American higher education in the 1920's. . .into
federal-grant universities after World War II."99 World War II caused
a significant change iﬁ higher education attitude towards research.
During the War period over 500 million dollars were spent in higher
education research and development. This policy continued after the
War was over. In 1950, the federal government took the first formal
step in making permanent this funding by establishing the National
Science Foundation to promote basic research in the sciences. By the
mid-1960's over 176 million dollars were annually allocated by the
Foundation. 100

An examination of the expenditures of institutions of higher edu-
cation for separately organized research reveals the scope of federal

involvement., Prior to 1950, no more than 10 per cent of higher
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education outlays went for research (Appendix D). From 1950 to 1968,
the percentage of outlays ranged as high as 20 per cent of total
outlays with an average being slightly under 18 per cent per annum
(Appendix D). Since 1969, a decline in Federal funding began which
prevails to the current time. Federal outlays for research grew from
307 million dollars in 1950 to over 5.7 billion dollars in 1977 (Appendix
E). Along with the growth of Federal funding for higher education,
came a Federal bureaucracy to administer funding and utilize the
knowledge and technology generated. Some seventeen agencies are
currently involved in the funding process, and thirteen others operate
programs funding higher education. 101

Another dimension of significant Federal activity in higher educa-
tion stems from the growing awareness that the prime resource of an
nation is its trained person-power. Federal funds used for loans,
fellowships and grants have aided such diverse segments as veterans,
occupational and vocational allied health professions and undergrad-
uate and graduate students in general. While the Servicemen's Read-
justment Act served as a model of Federal funding for students, it
was the National Defense Act of 1958 which first indicated a major
shift in Federal attitudes regarding the relationship between national
well-being and trained person-power. Educators came to realize that
the temporary relationship of the 1940's and 1950's between govern-
ment and higher education had become permanent.

By the mid-1970's, students received fimancial assistance from the
Federal government through a number of programs. These included
loans, grants, work-study and fellowships. In 1970, the Federal

government spent 1. 47 billion dollars on student assistance, but by
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1977 this had grown to over 5.1 billion dollars (Appendix E). This
increase in student assistance was inversely related to declining Federal
support for separately organized reserach. The Federal government
singled out specific groups to receive special financial assistance.

These included members of the Reserved Officers Training Corps
program, minorities and those preparing for scientific, occupational and
vocational careers. Lesser attention was given for funding in the
humanities and social sciences.

Prior to 1945, the lack of system and rationality in the organization
of higher education retarded its development in most states. These |
states continued to deal separately with the various institutional govern-
ing boards. Reasons for this situation were analyzed by McConnel,
Berdahl and Fay. They said it is difficult to tell just what factors
account for the restraint shown by some states to control higher educa-
tion, They included, however, the following reasons: the power of
existing boards to resist centralization, the preference of poliﬁcians to
deal directly with the various boards, and the belief among the more
progressive states that the possible premature expansion of higher edu-
cation was a lesser evil than reduction of the diversity and vitality which

102

a more open system permitted. Whatever the reasons, the "happy

anarchy and. . .tremendous diversity"103

of American higher education
continued until after World War II.

Prior to the end of the War, two states, Oklahoma in 1941 and
Georgia in 1943, gave Constitutional status to state agencies for higher
education. In the 1950's, the extent of state involvement in higher

education was generally limited to funding state universities and

teacher's colleges. But the tremendous growth in the numbers and
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types of institutions in the postwar era led to huge increases in state
expenditures. A number of other factors that led to the growth of
state control were: (1) the increased proportion of students enrolled in
state-funded education, which grew from 35 per cent in 1940 to 75 per
cent in 1978; and (2)increased state expenditures, from 500 million
dollars in 1950 to over 5 billion dollars in the 1970's.

The Campus Master Plan formulated in 1960 by the State of Califor-
nia was a model for those newly-emergent state boards of control. Of
thiAs plan the Carnegie Commission reported that it "guaranteed a place
for every high school graduate and every adult whether a high school
graduate or not. . .it was an important, historic act never taken by
any government in world history."m4 The California Master Plan was
the turning point in the development of state control of higher education.
It marked the point at which voluntary arrangéments, popular since
World War II, gave way to statewide boards of control. By the mid-
1970's, 48 of 50 states had statewide boards with varying organization
and degrees of control.

Rapid expansion of higher education led to a pressing need for
some consensus on the standards or quality of education considered
to be truly post-secondary. As a social phenomenon, accreditation was
a product of this century. There was much unrest regarding intrusions
by accrediting agencies prior to the outbreak of World War II. But
the pent-up urge to expand higher education after the war invariably
had as a concomitant feature a growing concern for standards. In
order to deal with the increased number of accrediting agencies,
the National Commission on Accreditation was founded in 1949 to

coordinate their efforts. 105
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Though most states had some legal authorization for educational
agencies, by 1956 sixteen states required no charter or license for

institutions of higher education, 106

By the mid-1870's these states,
under pressure from regional accrediting agencies, had corrected

this situation by statute. Prior to 1964, the most important type of
accreditation came from six regional voluntary associations. After
1964, these regional associations realized the larger national respon-
sibility they had by creating the Federation of Regional Accrediting
Commissions of Higher Education. Through F.R.A.C.H.E., these
associations achieved a national consistency of policies and procedures

for the evaluation and accreditation of higher education.107

In 1968,
the Federal government became involved in accreditation by creating
the Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff as a bureau in the
U.S. Office of Education. The purpose of A.I.E.S. was to review
accrediting agencies and determine whether their policies and proce-
dures were in accord with the criteria of recognition set forth by the
U.S. Commissioner of Education.

By the late 1970's several trends in accreditation were apparent.
The number of accrediting agencies had grown so large and the proce-
dures so complex that the whole movement threatened to break under
its own weight. Higher education accreditation by the 1970's had

become bewildering. 108

Yet the standardization brought by nationally-
accepted standards made level and institutional articulation in
American higher education unequaled. By the 1970's, these agencies
had accredited 2700 of the more than 3000 colleges and universities

while seeking to maintain a certain amount of uniformity and coordina-

tion.
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Diversification, decentralized control and local autonomy are cher-
ished traditions in American higher education. The educational plural-
ism of the postwar educational scene served to challenge these tradi-
tional notions, particularly in the governance of higher education.
Three contemporary organizational inadequacies have undermined the
effectiveness of traditional patterns of governance. First is the size
and complexity which dictate a top-heavy bureaucracy. These
hierarchies have been developing in the academic and administrative
sector. The different attitudes and values of each have driven a
psychological wedge between faculty and administration. Second, the
loyalties of faculty to the university are driven outward by centrifugal
forces as the commitment to specialization in the departments makes one
more loyal to the professional organization. The university tends to
be a mere base from which the scholar pursues his primary concern
with research; this leads to fragmentation in the organization, as
departments show low esteem for university values and high esteem
for professional values. This diversity threatens to create an atrophy
in leadership. Third, is the shifting power of government which has
led to the disintegration of the traditional form of governance. This
diffusion has been due to external forces which tend to bypass the
president. Thus the modern university, according to some, has become
a confederation of largely autonomous departments.109

The governance of this growing pluralism in American higher
education underwent profound changes during the decade of the 1960's.
The most significant challenge to traditional governance patterns were
student demands for participation, which culminated in activism.

For the first time in history the campus served as the base for
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organized political action climaxing with massive student demonstrations
in May, 1970.

The extent of the impact of the student power movement on patterns
in university governance was significant according to surveys which
reported that of 875 institutions surveyed in 1969, 88.3% admitted at
least one student on pblicy-making boards or committees. Of these, 2.7 %
gave student voting privileges on the boards of trustees; 41 % permitted
student observers to sit in on committees dealing with such matters as

faculty selection, promotion and tenurr—:.110

Students were increasingly
active on committees of the faculty and a number of institutions began to
use student evaluations to judge teaching performance and make curri-
cular decisions. Soms institutions permitted students to be on committees
which interviewed faculty and administration for appointments. Students
were even enlisted by the colleges to participate in the recruitment tasks
by interviewing prospective students. In retrospect, it is difficult to
appreciate the significance of this new era of participatory democracy.

New shock waves during the 1970's were also to threaten prevailing
views of governance. According to the Carnegie Commission thesé included
collective bargaining, politicization of the faculty, resurgent student
activism and the glacial spread of public control.111 The power structure
of higher education is in a state of flux. While increasing faculty pro-
fessionalization tended to curb the authority of governing boards and
administrative officers, growing student activism tended to reduce some of
the newly won power of the faculty.

Governance in American higher education since the end of World War

IT shifted from traditional consensus models of decision making to a more
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egalitarian conflict model, built on the assumptions of antagonistic

interests and "selective decentra]ization."112

The complex way in which
governance had to adjust to the accumulation of missions on the one
hand and constituencies on the other was reflected in the three roles
of the modern governance body. The board's original role was that of
agent of its creator whether church or state. In recent years to this
was added the role of bridge between society and the university, which
it assumed in the form of research and public research. Since World
War II, the board has taken on the role as agent for the community
of the university and particularly as the court of last resort for the
ultimate resolution of conflicts between internal constituencies. In
response to the desire to be democratic, the board has taken this third
role in response to the twin tenets of representation and participation.
As the university moves toward a more democratic style, the notion of
authority based on legislative or administrative power has been dis-
placed by the idea that authority and legitimacy in the university
are based on the consensus of the community.113
The most crucial issue facing higher education governance today
involves institutional autonomy in the face of growing pressures for
cooperation and integration of programs, policy and personnel. In a
pluralistic educational system autonomy, in the traditional sense,
becomes increasingly inefficient. The spirit of autonomy appreciably
lessened in some quarters through consortia, voluntary associations
and state-wide planning. Yet when an examination is made of numbers
of institutions by type of control, fhe kind of diversity which led to
unnecessary duplication and misuse of human and material resources

114

becomes apparent. The answer to the role of governance in a larger
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sense lies somewhere between traditional ideas regarding autonomy and
a homogenous interdependence which disregards educational pluralism.
Logan Wilson believed that with the growing tension between auton-

omy and interdependence in governance, colleges ahd universitieé
should not balk at a realistic approach to institutional cooperation.
Autonomy, in the traditional, academic sense of freedom to pursue

truth would be maintained internally at the departmental level. Since
we live in a highly interdependent era, we can no longer afford to

operate with an anachronistic "fiction of [institutional] autonorrly.”115

Social Profiles

The major social change in American higher education in the last
half century was that postsecondary education shifted from the prerog-
ative of a few to the life pattern of more than half the young. This
shift from an elitist to a meritocratic system was part of a larger
societal change as America entered the age of mass culture.116

The seeds of this culture shift were evident in American society
by the mid-nineteenth century. As Jacksonian notions of democracy
supplanted Jeffersonian views, the preference for egalitarian over
selective ideals became dominant. American society evolved toward the
turn of the century in such a way as to bring into prominence two
basic values which often conflicted. These were equality and achieve-
ment.117 The interplay of these ideals of equality and achievement
helped contribute to an American oversensitivity to the judgment of
others. This other-directedness, as David Riesman termed it, was the

118

climax of mass culture in the United States.” Stressing conformist

tendencies, the result was increased standardization and homogeniza-
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tion of behavior. "As society in the twentieth-century puts a premium
on standardization, individualism declined and eccentricity
disappeared," as Commager put it.llg
The impact on higher education was dramatic. The emphasis on
the vocational and practical was increasing. As early as 1949, warnings
were being sounded regarding mass culture's impact:
Democracy needs a continuous stream of cultivated
idiosyncrasy, developed individuality and tested
variations from the norm if it is to be progressive
and dynamic rather than crystalized and static.120
Ever increasing numbers of youth were attending higher education
following World War II. By the late 1950'5, American education passed
a benchmark with a majority of high school graduates pursuing post-

secondardy schooling for the first time in history.

With the Brown vs. The Board of Education of Topeka decision,

higher education was faced with the task of widening access to higher
education for minorities, especially black Americans. Willis Rudy made
a perceptive analysis of this crucial issue.

[The response of the Americans to the Brown decision
reveals the basic American attitude to education]. . -
the bare fact seems to be that both sides of the
segregation issue reflected in their attitudes the mass
conformity, group pressure, and increasing other-
directedness of mid-century American society . - .
[The acquiescence of whites is linked to conformity
to stamp out dissent of all kinds.] The basic social
trend was the leveling of all barriers - individual,
group, class, racial, sectional, local and the
achievement of an integrated mass society.121

But access to higher education for blacks as well as other traditionally
excluded groups was to be an arduous task, even in a society
dominated by mass culture.

Post World War II growth in higher education reached a frantic
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zenith in the 1960's. It was during this period that infatuation with
higher education peaked. Higher education had become the new frontier
for those seeking upward social mobility. Higher education was per-
ceived by many as essential for success. The optimism generated by
the open admissions movement seemed the flowering of the Jacksonian
dream of equal access for all to the academic resources of the nation.
There was anticipation that the American system of higher education was
moving from mass to universal education of the sort experienced at the
cdmmon school level. To others it was obvious that American education
had turned a significant corner as it entered the seventh decade of the
twentieth century. Without abandoning its emphasis on education for
all, a renewed emphasis was being placed upon the equally traditional
if not always compatible goal of achievemenﬂt.,122
The most recent challenge of access to higher education involved
women. Total enrollments of women to men have steadily increased
since 1845 with men continuing to outnumber women until the mid-1970's.
Yet women continued to be outsiders in many respects to the academic
process. The Newman Task Force of 1971 concluded that discrimination
against women was still overt and socially acceptable within the academic

c:ommunity.123 This supported the view of the Carnegie Commission

on Higher Education who reported in Quality and Equality124 that

Federal programs in education should‘assure that no qualified persons
be denied equal access on grounds of sex.

’ In October, 1972, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
issued guidelines to assist institutions in developing affirmative action
programs to end discriminatory actions based on race or sex. The

Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 provided statutory strength
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for these guidelines., With the passage of the Women's Education Equity
Act in 1974, it appeared that the "processes had been created to redress
the inequities of the pas’c.”l25

The emergence of the age of mass culture meant the transformation
of American higher education from an elitist concept to one in line with
the new culture itself, Access was widening not only for the lower
socio-economic classes, but for women and racial minorities as well. The
hope created by this new, more open access to education stimulated the
dream of universal access for all citizens of all ages. The effects of
these and other changes had the greatest impact on the students them-
selves.

A number of concurrent trends in higher education interacted to form
the general student culture on campus. At the graduate level, the
influence of the German model with its emphasis on research shaped
graduate student culture. At the undergraduate level, student culture

was still heavily influenced by British models with residence halls,

student unions and intramural sports. The doctrine of in loco parentis

bred not only an informal student culture with goals and norms often at
odds with the formal regulative culture, but often anti-intellectual ideals
as well, The development of the extracurriculum, especially athletics,
had its genesis in the student culture. The emergence of student
services in the twentieth-century with its emphasis on ho]istic student
life was a further example of the pervasive educational ideals in an
A increasingly pluralistic general student culture. These two aspects of
student culture deserve special attention.

Following World War I, sports competition in colleges and universi-

ties experienced a great boom in spectator interest. Athletics and the
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extracurriculum were considered vital to the mission of higher education
for several reasons, They fostered a solidarity to the institution which
mobilized alumni support. Ben-David noted that "expansion of the
extracurriculum often occurred at the time colleges and universities were

undergoing secularization." 126

As higher education became less isolated
from societal influences, the influence of mass culture made inroads
into the campus. Rudy examined this strategic relationship in the
American cultural system:

A strong case could be made for the proposition that

the extracurricular program represented the imposition

of the competitive and status-seeking standards of

the adult world on the young. . .The community-

identification that came with successful extracurricular

[activities] and the. . .prestige values [have counter-

parts in] other cultural patterns. What [is] uniquely

modern and typically American was the concentration

of these. . .functions within the formal school

structure. 127
Hofstadter noted that the rapid rise of athletics in American higher
education was not an accident, but a primary symptom of a logical
outgrowth of the cult of youth, and the prevalenceof anti-intellec-
tualism in student ]:ife.lz8

Along with the growth of athletics was the emergence of student

personnel services. Based on progressive assumptions that nonacademic
matters were the valid concerns of higher education, student personnel
services were established to give attention to job placement, health and
counseling matters, student housing and athletics. As departments
served as organizational responses to the fragmentation of learning, the
student personnel services worked to fill the gap between institutional

structure and individual need. Student personnel officers sought to

deal with the impersonalism inherent in a milieu in which faculty were
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preeminently involved in research. Not only had progressive ideas
served to created student personnel work, but in time they led to the
rejection of the paternalism of higher education and the demise of in

loco parentis.

The decline of parietal emphasis in many institutions of higher
education was developing well before the crucial decade of 1960-1970.
The growth of the scientific and professional trends in higher education
by mid-century had done much to suppress the traditional collegiate
culture. The increasing seriousness of university life made less room
for immature behavior. The change was not all good. During the 1950's
college students were described as being silent and apathetic about the
larger issues confronting mankind. In contrasting student attitudes <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>