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This speech emphasizes the need of all types of

i

academic instituticns, to maintain a freedom of choice in higher
education that will preserve a vigorous system of independent higher
education. Without it, pluralisw in any true sense is impossible, and
without pluralism in higher education, freedom of choice is without
meaning. (Author/MJM)
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PLURALISM IN EDUCATION: THE FREEDOM TO CHOOSE %
National Counocil of Independent Junior Colleges %
' Quality Inn, Arlington, Virginia %
October 29, 1973 <

1 s*and before you today with at least three convictions which
I'm wiliing to share with you. First I'm convinced that you hope,

as I do, that my remarks will not be too lengthy. Since that is &

purely relative matter, let me, without further commitment, move on

to a conviction which is slightly more substantive. It is, simply

Tut, that everyone'in this room is for pluralism in higher education
and the freedom to choose. But, and this is my convictign number
three, few if any of us has ever been challenged to examine the
implicatfons of these concepts.

Well, your program chairmen has challegged me, and I accept the
challenge. On the other hand, inasmuch ss we don'tvhave the rest of
the day for the purpose, the best I can promise is a highly eclectic
approach to a very complex set of issues -- issues which have achieved
most of the sacredness of motherhood without necessarily the same
degree of inevitability,

I once read that Sir Max Beerbohm, the English essayist and

caricaturist, opened a radio br-:adcast By warning his audience about

what was to follow. "Ladles and gentlemen," he said, "I am efraid

my subject is rather an exciting one and as I don't like excitement,

I shall aspproach it in a gentle, timid, roundabout way."” I intend

to observe similar amenities; and if you don't believe‘ﬁe, Just
stick around.
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One of the first questions I had to ask myself &s I finally
settled down to address our theme is whether there is an inevitable
'relationship between pluralism and the freedom to choose, particularly
vis ¥ vis higher educstion. Well, it should surprise no one when I
say that I could find no way, at least in my limited logic, where the
luxury of pluraliem could be Justifiedvunless there were also freedom':
of cholce.. If we had only one college or universiti'in this country, then
olearly the only clioice would be between'ettending or not attending. Life
for a great many people would be a lot simpler if this were indeed the cese,
and maybe, just maybe, we'd be no worse off. But I'll come back to that.
It might be worth noting, nevertheless, that diversity (the quintessence
. of pluralism) in higher education is not something guaranteed by %he Con-
etitution. Although wa now accept as an important tradition the exietence
of a wide variety of institutionel opportunities, thie tradition wes fairly |
slow in evolving. I ean remember (from reading, of couree,fend not beeeuse |
1 nas there) the revolutionary manifesto drawn‘in 1832 by +he founders of 5
New York University which declared that the tin; had come for some gort of
advanced educational opportunity to be made aveileble to sons end daughters
| ot tradesmen and the like. Prior to that time higher education in America Y
tended to be classicel, elitist, and eonfined pretty much to meeting a quitefk‘~’"“
limited number of professionel needs. The Mbrrill Act of 1862 repreeented

f‘a maJor shift in thet policy, ealling ag 1t did for the teaohing of "suoh




a right and not just a privilege. For example, the legislation setting up
the B.0.G. progrem uses the term "entitlement." Thus in higher education,
although pluralism as such enjoys no constitutional guarantee, some form of
pluralism will virtually be mandated as we acknowledge our obligation to
accormodate eénormously differing individual needs, needs that can olearly
be met only by our providing widely varying kinds of academic opportunitiee.
Does the existence, though, of a pluralistic system absolutely mendate
the maintenance of complete freedom of choice? Obviously, the answer io no.
I hear increasing concern, for example, over the,fact that we may already
be turning out entirely too many coliege graduates for the market to absord
at their level of competence, a concern which I certainly share, For
example, my congressman neighbor s son, a June Yale graduate, is a con-
struotion worker in the nevor-to-be-oompleted Washington subway.
One solution seriously proposed in some high places is that we meke -
a continuing and careful prognostication of the future Job market and then
institute limitations on the freedom to choose. We may well have arrivcd
| at thé stage where we believe, as a matter of national polioy, that no one " |
should be denied the opportunity for higher education; but there is doubt .»,
v_ in many qnarters that we can much longer afford a totally free market.,
';This change of thinking may be implieit, for exampie, in the eharp drop

‘ i"jfftﬁfin tax supported fellowships for many types of graduate and professional




Even today I am aware of practically no independent college which
admits to a policy of open admissions, though some are quite close to
practioing 1t.}  Thus we might question whether the individuel really
has the range of option implicii in our titig, And lest you think I
am merely nit picking, let me merely say here that I will presently be
noting some of the other factors that are increasingly limiting the
breadth of options and thus setting some bounds to freedom of choice.

Underlying this whole issue is the question of who behefité from
Pluralism «~« whether it 1s society at large or primarily the individual.
And I suppose it is equally valid to ask who benefits from the mainte-
nance of the right to freedom of choice. Ouf present administration in
thhington almost from the moment it aesumed power took the approach
that the individual wag the prime benefioiary and that thus the individual
should bear the cost. Mbst of us in higher education; however, feel that
sooiety benefits more than tha individual. ‘Thus we have‘aought to pfovide 7
a wide range of institutional options in the conviotion that this is~the ,
most efficient way of preserving and ultimately utilizing the nation's
vital human resources. ‘

think we might well rephrase my last two questions and ask whét weri
'ould lose if we yielded both pluralism end the freéddm‘to chbosé. 'Certainly‘,‘
,.one of the first things is that 3 lot of college and university presidents '
o would be out of" their dobs. But they are acoustomed to this proapeot and

2‘f accept it as a kind ot occupational hazard. A lot of faculty members, too,

“':‘d fini themselvesui‘ s "ious need of: retreading, but latest marketileportsi
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student and his freedom to chocrse, many of us in seoret moments wish we had the power
to teil some of our students and prospective students where they cra go (interpret that
8 you will). | |

Teking a more serious approach, if the individual could really no longer choose
which college,'university; or postsecondary school to attend, or even which field of
concentration to pursue, there would presumably still remain a vast number of other
areas where he could exercise freedom of choice. For example, he ¢ould still ‘aleot
whather to drive a Pinto or a Mercedes, a cholce whioh, as with higher euucation, will
presumably ccatinue to be dominated to a maJor degree by financial status and personal
priorities. Nevertheless, I hold college choice on a considerably higher level in the
soale of freedoms., Already in our collective society we have had to mahe a tremendous
- number of concessions to preserve the common weal, But possibly because I‘am dedicated
to the importance of higher education, I would maintain_that losing this cholce would
represent a serious malfunction in the beuio machinery of individual liberty, Thus
, bi any abrogation of freedom of ohoice in higher education we *ould gll.have lost,
aohething extremely important. Our kell veunted’"land‘of 1iberty" would find its
lustre seriously tarnished. | | i

In fact, I think we must agree that there are reelly very few viable alternatives i
to pluralism. and that since freedom to choose is the rationale for pluralism, these two ,‘i;
| principles must be preserved in tandem ard virtually at all eosts. Now, aome of you may '
.Vf,i_!,'f‘».",have noted that to this point I have tended to fall 4n the not uncommon trep, in dis» -:Q,;

}ffousaing our subjeot, of aeeming to oonfuse freedom of ohoioe of institutional type vith

ifreedom to‘choose a-particulardfield of study Well, mea oulpa. _But let me say here ﬁ_{;ft




"oolleée" I refer to the two, three, four, and five year oollege indis-
oriminately.

I am willing to accept that all of these institutional types are
important and that they deserve to be maintained‘until such time as
any one of them, as individusl units or as categories, may ceasge to
meet the needs of a large enough group of olients to render them any
longer viable. Whether we agk 1t or not, the merket place will continue
testing which, if any, are dispensable. Moreover, 1t is not improper
that we who‘espouse one typre of institution against another should be
called on to provide the hard answers and to participate energeticelly
in the function of convineing. |

We must come now to the real complexitiee of our topio, end I am
leae then hopeful that I can even phrase the iseuee properly. And so,
somewhat out of my own perplexity, 1et me Jump right into the’muddle '
by deelering thet freedom of ohoice oen be best proteoted by providing

~ reelly meaningful alternetivee. In other worde, a genuine differenoe

b must exist emong the options. Further, somehow or other we muet |

achieve meacurable differences .n outcomee.

There ie some evidenoe that it hay not reelly metter where a student “'

";attende college. Our firet euspicion of thie came a decade or eo ego

' wdth tne publicetion of a study entitled 1hey went To Colleg_, in whioh S

. ;*pﬂl:a veet maJority of elumni 1noluded in e netionel eurvey, despite the,fectnf~f;°j;}1¥¢p




explanation for this phenomenon. Presumably our individual institutions
do a better sales Job than I think they do. Or it could be that sube
congolously we know we will never be required to make the cholae again
and thus find it simpler to be content than discontent with earlier in-
disoretions. More likely what is operative in this context is eomething
that I believe psychologists call "cognative dissonance." For the few
of you who may not be familiar with this syndrome, it is merely this:

If there are two or more almost identical applies placed on the tra&
and we are obliged to choose one or the other of them, our mind will
almost immediately, after the choice has been made, begin rationalizing
‘why our selection was the right‘one. Our‘egos will eimply not let us
admit even to ourselves that we could be wrong.

(Ineidentally, this very process is not without its hazards.‘ You may
recall the story of the chap whose mother-in-law gave him two neckties for »
his birthday. When the good lady arrived for her next vieit, diplomat that
he was, he anticipated her by wearing one of the ties. Whereupon taking '
one look at him, she eaid a little peevishly, "Oh, 80 you don't like thet
other tie I gave you'") e :
| , Baok to our subJeot~-- the problems of ohoice, implying ae thev do some
'kind of differential, are further complicated by a number of recent studiea 0

'}(notably those by Dr. Aetin) which suggéet, in terme of inetitutional




In 1iterally 49 out of 50 studies, the correlation 4f
undergraduate grades to indices of postgraduate success
is insignificant. The same outcome seems to occur re-
gardless of the oriterion of extracollegiate achieve-
mont -- amount of earned income, listing in directories
of the eminent 1ike Who's Who or American Men of Soience,
ratings by supervisors of teaching performance In public
8chools, evaluations by corporations of Jjunior executives, -
number or judged impact of published works, rate and level
of promotion in business or governmental organizations, eto.

Now, I personally hope that these studies are wrong, if for no other
reason, becuuse the implications of ‘their possible rightness are so dis- »
tressing. To suggest one or two obvious implications, if there is really
no particular difference in outcome between one institution end another,
then our whole system of voluntary acoreditetion, which we have taken 8o
seriously over the years, may be something of a oherede. Further, we are
}‘comiug to realize that even the degree as suck mey not heve‘the benefits;r
measured in eerned income, which are ¢laimed for it in 80 mueh promotionel;
literature. At a time when reletively few could enJoy the opportunities |
of eollege ettendence, there wes undoubtedly a significent difference in
1dfe-time eernings, end we can scercely be feulted~at our wnorttical
' ,scceptsnc'e of the nationthet the education itaelf is what mad'e the
’ difference. Now we are not so sure, and I suppose we can't be until

Howerd University completes, under a Ford grent, its analysis of the very o

o complex set of veriables involved in thie context.

There is still another set of studies whioh, from a different epproaeh, : ; .

";~ﬂtends”to suggest that veriations among institutions mayibenlessening,to_the~




deplore but must accept. The famous "Red Book," or Harvard study on
general education, virtually revolutionized the nation's undergraduate
ourricula. (Ironically, Harvard itself implemented only a few of its omn
comnittee's recommendations!)

.I suppose, really, we have always known that the very nature of our
educational ethos provides a kind of vertical aspiration: the Junior .
college wanté to become a four-year colleg;, four~year colleges want
to be small universitieé, emall uhiversities want to be major graduate
universities, and, perisn the thought, Yales may even want to be Harvards.
But the degree of homogenization'taking place in recent years has been
gsharply brought to our attention by both the Newman task force and by
the distinguished Carnegle Commission, each of which rightly views

with alarp. For 1f indeed we wish to claim a pluralistic system based on
| the principle of diversity and providing‘meaningful'choices'for the in-
dividual, then we must subjugate the impulse of émulation to that of
independent creativity. . pas | |

If in faot our alumni would for the most part choose theyéaméi‘
institution‘again,‘regardiess of what it 1s and What it'doés'ﬁhd Where e

'; it and they are going; if in fdot it can be demonstrated that outoomes

. ;‘bear but minimal relationship to institutional differences and that the t :;.“

:‘*t individual can serve his own needs in an almost 1nfinite variety of f' :p17~tt3

"z_‘;gfscademic settings, if in~faot'we are do
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but the one nearest to his home, pad, commune, what haue pou.

But I must come back to the assertion that, if we are to preserve
pluralism and the freedom to choose, those of us who are the functionaries
of a pluralistic system have a profound obligation to maintain genuine
institutional differences, to examine eritlcally our standards and pro-
cedures toward the end of ensuring measurably uariable outcomee. .

| A serious barrier to freedom of choice, of course, is the finanoial,
and here's where thevpublio/priVate issue achieves its peak of highest
intensity. In general, despite the sympathetic understanding of a great
many leaders in Congress, we have had a real fight to try to provide
the kinds of educational assistance which will reduce the severe cost gap
between public and private, Please note that I have used the word‘gggggg‘
rather then eliminate. I have no‘obJeotion to & public pOlioy whioh'a |
provides a differential in the cost of attending tax supported as against .
independent institutions. What Ido obJect to 1s the present disparity
‘whioh 18 so great as either to eliminate any true ohoioe on the part of
~ the middle income student or to foroe the institution into a dispro—

portionate allocation of its own resources in order to meet the student'

,_‘Cftnancial needs.

What we are up against here, of course, is an enormous social as

gf,well as fiscal problem. Perhaps as much because the public exchequer :
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tﬁe individual as for hi_.m.

I am not so much trying to be disheartening as realistic, Just
being in favor of pluralism in higher education and the freedom to choose
18 not the same as guaranteeing their existence; Particularly if we are
_ thinking of pluralism in the more narrow perspective of public versus
private, we must become concerned not just with the how but with the who
as well.

Independent higher education does indeed need to develop its cease.
We can no longer take for granted an enlightened and sympathetic constituency
of adequate proportions. When the humorist Al Capp was on the Queens '
University campus recently teking part in a debate with students and was
challenged to answer a particularly searching question, he»replied, "I am k
no longer young enough to know everything." And that‘is‘pretty much how
I feel as I move into this, the final portion of my remarks to‘you today.“

Let me start by saying that I am pretty sure what gennot be included

in the cage for private higher education, even though we have been doins eo,ep heAy

, literally, for generations.e ot

1 can readily sgree with Clark Kerr vhen he declares that "the segment o

- of higher education which has provided the greatest source of diversity, has ]~;;;fgif

o ehown the greetest ettention to the individual student, has undertaken the

’,apimoat 1nnovation, hae helped preserve autonomy for ua all, ie now the most




o | We cannot olaIm that t,he private oolleges have better raoilitiee than
e },;the publio, t‘or on average this 18 simply not the case. We eannot olaim

that the private oollegea have euperior faoulttea 'co the publio; t‘or again,g

‘V'tonaverage "'the exoeptions weaken the argument. We cannot olaim. that the




":i;,demiee of the privete eector would reeult in en enormoue burden upcnlthe”

’f uifupub11c excheQuer. T ,1;_'c:gf;f”=_!;,'~;ii‘"

But theee are negative retionelizetione., There ie N poeitiveyend

ufoﬁfundementei differenoe between the 1nde‘5ndent'coll*
 'f:cne !s‘to the other- I refer to thJ'simple and rather elementel fact
“7“1:ee well as the direction of control, over internal governanee which cen

’ﬁjjbe 1mposed by external forces and agenciee. ~;’7

I would not ror e moment cleim that the private college ie 1n.,5‘f

; f cdependent in the full eense of the word. In New York State, tor example;

'"'prtthe Regents exeroise considereble authority over the curricular offerings

‘Aﬁilendkeve fthe degree nomenclature evailable‘to the etate e~suppoeedky
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be more in the area of theory than in praotice, the difference is never-

'theleee eceential and, I might add, must be held sacrosanct. Further, of
fd.;c:ell or the elements that meke up the pluraliem in Amerioan higher educe- '
fc;i‘ticn, thie ie the moet elemental.\; k _ c - et e
- 1 implied e moment ago thet thie difference ie as important to the tax;[fﬂ»f“
;ffeupported inetitution as to the privete, en aesertion which perhaps needs 1 i
;dpno elaboretion but 1et me at leaet riek e brief one. As preaident of a :;;foji
f‘?etate university for five yeers, 1 em eoutely awere of the power whioh :
yefﬁilegieletors end governore, stete direotore of finence end oommissionere

1Tf;iof eduoation cen exercise over the individuel ecedemio unit. There were

kgpfnnmente when I wondered not only if I could cell my eoul my own but. whetherldfﬁ'

kfdpieI even had one.» But tn the Long run there_wes always an eseential lfﬂdw}ffiﬁ:_p‘ﬁ
'“°Lee£eguard -~ 8 kind or "fleet in being," to borrow a concept from nevelpf:;iﬁ -
{etrategy. Thie wes eimply the existence in that eeme stete of e auhetentiel .
inuﬁber of etrong, highly vieible, intelligently ledd:independent_collegee

_:and univereitiee., When the ohipe were“own, they werﬁ»reedy to comefto,o

jfdefenee., Fortunately they rarely hed to, but thei" ery‘presence exercised f',
ifﬁfa potential restraint upon thoee who wiehed, for whetever reaeon, to ,?' o
'3ﬂ*,gffdeprive the tex supported inetitutione of the baeio elemente of freedom

idf;end eutonomy without whioh an academio inetitution is no longer viable. ffkr~jLT7~fJ*i




pluralism in h:lgher education, freedom of cholce is merely a hollow ahibboleth.;‘ s
For, as William Temple eaid, "1t 18 in and through his f‘reedom that & man makee
- fullv real his personality ~- the quanty of one made in the image of God:" ene




