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_ "higher education through the mid-1970s. *Phe sources hdve been articles and K .

““on Higher Educaticn. The output has been so great that-it is difficulft for the ° -

college administrator, much less a faculty member involved in his ow discipline,

1

to view the literature in any broad perspective.

>

When ‘the Lutheran Education ConferenCe of North America establi hed its,

Commissioh on the Future in 1972 it developed a series of proposals|for projects’

:that would resuIt in documents useful for Planning among tRe colleges related to

the Lutheran Church. One of the resources'reqqested by the Commissicgn on the

-~

Future, was an overview of the current statds of higher education in tfie United State:

4

as that was reflected in the contemporary literature. ‘In addition, tRe Commission

3 -,

requested that thisg overview be particularly directed to the implicat

planning for the Lutheran colleges,
In early 1974 I was asked to undertake this particular phase of the work of

the Commission, After the Commission. approved a preliminary outline, agd after I

'had completed certain other commitments, including meetings in Germany aphd Swifzer~

land in June, 1974\ I turned to the development of these monographs. I
£ 14

ed assembling the materials in a single and fairly brief report. As the yriting
progressed however, it became obvious that I would not be able to” complete the
work, at least to my satisfaction in a sing1e document, After making several

.

revisions in the format I decided on six monographs, five of whicb would dgal w1th

genbral topics, and the sixth of which would focus upon the cdlleges related\to the’

d consgider=

.

~
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Lutheran Educational Conference of North America, The Commission on the F'ture

reviewed drafts of four of the monograpHs in October, 1974 and approved thé continu-

- .

ation-of the work. . . : ' .

-

The six monographs are being issued under the gereral title of Trends in . .

Jl - (3

- American Higher Education; A Review of Recent Literature, The titles of the six
K 5 T « 7 * .
monographs are: o : : .

’

-

. . * . / . .
No. 1 Trends in American Higher. Education: A Review of Recent
© Literatures~Enrollments | :
.. :

ﬁo./Z Trends’in Aﬁerican Higher Eduéation: ‘A Review of Redent
" . Literature--Students in the 70s -

No. 3 Trends in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent
Literature--Governance (Organization and Administration)

-

. 7 i ,
No. 4 - Trends in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent T
Literature-=Instructional ‘Zreagrams . ;
No, 5 'Tfeéds in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent . ' v

P Literature-~Financing the Program

v

No..6 Trends in American Higher Educatiod: A Review of Recent
Literature--Implications for the Predominantly Undergraduate
’ Church=-Related Institution __

‘ r
.The mpnographs,'while each of them is fairly lengthy, do not pretend to present an
exhaustive analysis of a11 of the literature that haa been produced. The selection
;
books and articles from which the material is drawn was arbltrary. These are

’

thg {tems considgxed by the author to be, of aignificance and that were readin

atcessi le to him an&‘that would appear “to be readily accessfble to those who would

.

be using the monographs‘ Each monograph providea a gubstantial cross=section of .

*

the writing and_op;nibn on each of the topics., The sixth morograph draws upon tee

.

_ pteceding ﬁive monographs and attembfa to outline specific implications for planning

for prédominantly undergraduate churcherelated institutions. It will be noted that,

a

'aﬁﬂ this is particularly the case for the most recent iﬁformation;‘éhé monographs

draw heavily upoqfthe Chronicle of Higher Educations The Chronicle provides the

n L4 » ‘

’
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most up-to-date references on the items covered; some of the references axze taken
from issues in December 1974 and January\ 1975. )
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The supporting docdments for, this‘report-are the five monographs whlch
review recent developments in Ametican higher edutatlon in terms of enrollment
- students, governance, instructlonal programs and finance.l In the pages
that follow we shall attempt to relatée’ the general findings of the review of
literature to the 45 institutions affiliated with thesAmerican Lutheran
Church, Lutheran Church in America, and the, Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod}
In suggesting implications, we do not assume thzt each of.the 45 Y
institutions will Pe affected in qute the same way. The 45 institutions,
although having in common an affiliation with a Lutheran Church body in

North America, still differ considerably among themgelves., These differences
. ‘

P g

are much more clearly indicated in ‘the companion reports prepared for the

Commission on the Future by Dr. Donald M. Mackenzie and Dr. Frank Gamelin.
On the basis of detailed information about each of the institutions derived
from reports prepared for the Federal Government and from questionnaires

directed to the several institutions, Dr., Mackenzie and Dr. Gamelin have been

able to prov‘ e considerable insight into the nature of the\higher educational

. NN

"system'" of the Amerfcan Lutheran” Church bodies. Indeed, for this particular

report to speak most directly to the trends as they relate to the 45 colleges,

L3

1l

it would have been desirable to have had available in full the .reports of
{

Dr. Mackenzi# and Dr. Gamelin as this essay was being prepared. Their reports,,

howeyer, are being issued at the same time as this repcrt, and the manuscripts

-

were not available when this report was prepared. There were available,
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‘however, two earlier surveys completed for the Jutheran Education Conferepce

of North America.? Also made available to' the writef.were thé\computgf

-

summaries of information on enrollments and financing for 1971, 1972 and 1973.

‘When the study which led to this part}culaf repert was proposed, it was

" anticipated that some addifional questionnaires might be sent to the 45

’

, ' institutions. However, in’ the light of the data already collected by Dr,

t .

Mackenzie and Dr. Gamelin, and mindful of the constraints of time and resources,
we decided in this series to concentrate entirely upon general published
material and on drawing ihplications that appear to relate to the kinds of

institutions represented in the data reflecting the status of these
A\

institutions in 1970 and 1971, This report concentrates on what the writer

considers to be the more significant implications for the 45 colleges to be

! t
drawn from a fairly' comprehensive review of recent publlcaFions about higher

-

education in North America.

<

. “ ,

What Is the Future for the Private and Church~Affiliated
Institution of Higher Education?

Ed

. o

If one vere to base conclusions regarding the preseat impértance i?d :
‘ . \ " .
future possibilities of private higher education solely on thenrelativé
4 . ,ﬁ .

proportion of enrollment these colleges maintain within higher educational

. .
«-institutions as a whole, one could become rather pessimistic. As Carol

Shu&@an has observed, private institutions have been dropping back by about .
T . - ////ﬁ

one percent per year in the proportion of the total degree~-credit sthents /
enrolled for the last 20 years.3 Indeed, if we were to use 1951 as a base

year, we would fiad that at mid-;entury enrollment in private higher educatignal
'institutions was slgghglymﬁoné thaw that in Rubiic institutions, that privatg‘

highér education accounted for slightly more than half of the total collegiate’

3 .
enrollment. In the 25 years that have passed, the proportion of enrollment in




private institutions has actually decreased by more than 25 percentage points,
because in 1975 private higher educational institutions account gor between

22 and ZSQpercent of the degree-credit enrollment,
. ) . . :

If welwere to project current trends to the year 2000, we would expect
private higher education to constitute a very small part of the enrollment.

But, of course, in spite of the decreasing proportion that private college

¥

and university enrollment constitutes of the totai college and university

enrollment in the United §tates, between 1951 and 1975 the nug&er of persons
hd »
enrolled in private higher educational institutions has almost doubled.
L ] .
However, it is sobering to note that during the late 1960s and early 1970s,

v 7

there were years in which the reported enroilment count among private higher

-

educational inStic?tiqns was numerically ‘somewhat lower than the year before.

It appears that for private in;titutions the rate of growth has fallen ' )
significantly; perhaps it is reaching a plateau of sorts. For Protesqant
colleges, as one segment of the private sector, a leveling-off may dlready

Y

have been reached. On the. basis of data for 1967 and l970, there appears tor

nave been a decrease in the number of students-enrolle¢ in Protestant colleges,

-

although the decrease was on the order of less than'one.percent.Q,C

Yet, in spite of the fact that private higher educational institutions

-

are claiming a decreasing proportion of the enrollmert and have even

experienced a slight numerical decrease, private higher education still is

viewed as a critically important element in higher education in the United .

.

States. In many respects the free standing private fouudation, based upon

13

the British collegiate model but carried forward with greater vigor, is a )
‘unique kind of postsecondary educational enterprise. Virtually every report
and survey of higher education in recent years 1n the nited Stagkes .as s&ated

that it is important to maintain a dual system (public and private) in tho

United States. The point is made by the Carnegie Commission:

i . F .




4 :

Neither quantitative measures nor lists of distinctions

tell the real importance gf the private sector to American.

higher education. The presence of the private sector has

added to the range of diversity and poteatial for experi-

méntation in American higher education. - Because of -the

interaction of public and private segmeats, higher education

in the United States has been a more dynamic evolving force,

and as a system, has avoided many of the major bureaucratic .
problems SO frequently inherent in more Sentralized systems.5 -

>

The necessity of maintaining a strong private sector is noted in a numbet of

the Carﬁegie Commission reports., Similarly, the National Commission on
Financing ?ostggcondary Education in the United States affirms the important

-

‘role of private higher education: "

\\Tn the states that have acted to provide direct or indirect

aid to private colleges and universities, the primary

justification has been that, without such aid, private

insticutions would no longer be able to compete for'students

against heavily subsidized public institutions. Private .

institutions would thereby lose their ability to provide a . .
- diversity of educational experience and to serve students who

WOuld otherwise attend tax-supported public institutions~6

»

4:
Such statements couldlbe mu1t1p11ed

d
\ b +
Perhaps Carol Shhlman best summarizes t;§ geneialrattitude toward private .

-

higher educatton in hér brief review of the presept'conaitions and future
prospects of the orivate college, when she notes that leaders in both puBIﬁc

and private sectors have asserted’ that private ‘higher edueation makes two

Y-

‘ major contributions, first, in proviéing Mvariations in size,. ﬁhilosophy, -
. . . -
curri€u1a, and communaf:feeling that are not generally available in public
colleges'" and secondly, in providing by the simple fact of its existence
""a preventive pressure against ;xcessiVe self-governmental interference in ;
the academic life of public colleges.”7 Fred Hechinger is somewﬁat of the .

same mind, although preseﬁks a more guarded view, He notes, on the one hand, o
that the private sector can no longer claim as a reason for its contin;ed
existence "academic superiority or even social and economic leadership

pqsition," since the peaks of ‘academic excellence "tcday include priyate anq

public instituticns in almost equal ngportion." On the other hand, he writes:

s * ..
o \

£
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Yet a historic view of higher education, both in the United ~ -
States and abroad, argues strongly for thé continued importance

of private instituticns. --Although by no means immune, the .
private uniyeréities are ‘far less vul%erable to vindictive

and anti~-intellectual, or merely foqQlish, interference by

legislatures, rzbey are less exposed'to faddish public pressures.

They have generdlly established a better, though far from perfec%,.
record of resisting* such abominations as loyalty oaths or other

political effofts and indimidation. They can be hurt by political .
retribution, but not so .fatally as: the public institutions.8

A more recént issue of Change invited four persons to respond to the
question "How shall prkvate higher educa be saved? Or should it be? All
7dhrZWere, however, either associateé with private institutions or were involvé&
in working closely with such institutions, and all were either convinced of ,the
need for the coutinuation of the private sector and/or optimistic that it would
sur;fvé.%ven its present time of troubles.?

Carg& Shulman refer; to both the’Keeton and Pace reports in the Carnegie
series.l0 Both writers find that in spite of the pressures toward conformity,

private hi%her educational institutions do provide a certain measure of

diversity'and distinctiveness for higher education as a whole., Using the data
5 .

gollected by the American Council on Education stﬁdy of antering college

-

freéhmen, and in particular the data for 1967, Keeton has written that qhe

v \ . '
students in the private collegg;;;neraily had "higher high school grade B

averages, more scholastic and creative accomplishments oh record, and more

leadership experience within the school context,"!l He also noted that the

-

private college freshman was more likely to have more highly educated parents,

-,

ccme‘fébm families of businessmen and profesgionals with higher than normal o
income, anh that in the area of aspirations and previous experiepces the /,
private colleges had a distinctive studlent body. Keeton argued that some of
the data hedreviewed suggested ‘that "there is an ébnoimall; high tkndency |
among pri;ane cyllege freshmen go explore,‘tuvqelay or suspend -judgment, and

to choose life work in which exploration and'suspenéion.of judgment are ‘

¢ffective behavior,'"12

|
- ' :l‘) | t | ’ $
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Pace s later report on djiversity,k found certain emphéses on science, “\\\
J!‘ .

. .  religion, and intellectuality stronger among certair. denominetional liberal

£ -
arts -colleges and highly selective liberal arts col@eges 13 In)his study ¢ f 4}
. , v :
) of the denominational colleges, Pace' is of the opinion that many of these

<institutions will survive and perhaps prosper, particularly two tyﬁes,'thyfl
. y -] . .
stronger liberal arts colleges with an earlier denominational orientation and

! . '
.

the strongly eVangelical and fundamentalist colleges. He ouestions the

¢+ survival rate of thdse colleges that have neither a aational reputation nor

b particularly:strong support frpm tHe churchés. He describes some of them as

hav1ng ""tepid envigonments' and wonders how. much sympathy,. public or private,
! ‘ !

" they will be abl to rally for their sdapport.l4 .

1 . . : ‘

The widely quoted story in the Chronicle of Higher Education in August, (f

—

1974, revealed that 50 private colleges had closed during the 70's, that 15
had merged with otHer institut10ns and that five had beccme public instit-
utions,1d, These data were developed by Eldon T. Smith cf the National Council

4

of Indépendent Colleges and Universities. It should also be noted, as

Carol Shulman observes, that during the same‘period of time 26 new private B
il -
institutions had been est?ablished.16 R N ,

The purpose of'this introduction is not to plead the cause nor, to assess

the commentsxof others who have ﬁudgeﬂ one way or the other regarding the

future of private ‘higher educational institutions, but I must state that I am

Pl

neither prepared to accept the gloomy predictions of some who see .virtually -

little in the way of private bigher education by tbe yedr 2000, nor am I T

prepared to ignore the‘%act that some’-private institutions now in existence

o 1

will probably have disappeared.by the yéar 2000, We do need;to remind ourselves

. . . "t
¢ that the future of private higher education is being debated and that the scene
has been shifting, but that ift.the final analysis, sfrvivalqend/pr flourishing

ill Be determined by a very,complei set of factors. The 45 colleges affiliated

. -

A




. 7 ' v
. ‘. ,‘ . /
" with the three Lutheran church bodies in North America ardﬁzgdividually

.

facing diffeﬁgnt kinds fof sitﬁétions. S

It should be noted=that a clear distinction between‘public and brivate :

higher ed(cation is probably more a factor of the Twentieth Century than

t

before, As I have noted in another publication, the earliest'foundatxons v <
v

| 9
were a mixture of public and private concerns, and tkroughout the 19th Century,

?

» even after the passage of the Morrill Act, "public" and '"private" very often
1 - N
‘had little distinétive meaning, ‘Cornell University was created, as was A

- &
Purdue, througn a combination of public and private funds. Institutions such

. -
" o .

.as Massachusetts Institute of Technology §nd Ya}e and Harvard for a short ,

e
. ’

period of time received laﬁd;gpant funds, It was wich the emergence in the

. .
.

Twentieth Century of state systems of eduéation and the greater involv ment
- . ! v \l P | e ,
of the federal government that tﬁéﬁdistinction between public and private ,

. .
< 1 - -

seemed more clearly to gmerge,17 S : >z

* ) Tﬁe dfétinqtion between private -and public higher education is, however, ;

.

a complex one. Many private institutions receive tax monies dixectly\dlp
0 - ’

+

indirectly, and few can claim to perfdrm an exclusively private functidn in
- 1 ‘
the sense of having little relation to the general public welfare. John

Silber, President of Boston University, % recently commented that it is .

R

.

inappropriate for one segmeﬂt of highe edupatzonal institufions to refer to
s . > ) .
%Eséif as private, for there is only public higher education--a public, service

,(/;erformed by bophﬂprivatgﬁand gévernment~sponsored* instltutions. He has

~y

t

- W ! *
public and privar.e.18 Perggas not all are wilbiﬁg to go as far as President:

Sifbeﬂ, but there is much.in what he has ﬁo say. "The challenge to churxch-

"urged that the terms "independent’ and "state—supportéd" be used rather than\; *

- 3

related colleges is to maintain a certai distinctiveness while still
- . e ; R

’ ‘ .
acknowledging the broader role which is qhat of preparing men and women to

work for ;the greater public good. N




. I. Enrollments .

- -,

The final repert of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

characterizes the 1970s ‘as a time during which higher education has moved

”from golden age to time of troubles."l9 Two new developments during the

-

}‘late 1960s and early 1970s are likely to have long~term consequences for

; highef education in the United States. 1Id the first place,. there has been
<‘b,‘ “ ‘ . »

* a striking change in population txends, declining birth rates and in 1972

4 w . R b

the lowest actual number of live births in 27 years, By the end of 1973 it

was reported that American women were haV%ing only 1.9 children each,
. . 4 .
insufficient to replace the present population.20 In the second place,

there has been an apparent shift in attitude toward collége going, whereby

the college~going rate has slowed and may even decline. The declining birth
rate and the decreasing proportion of the traditional age group enrolling in

' college "will obviously not in themselves account for all of the changes that

.

will tak@)place in higher education in the next three decades.,.(since) the
i <
. ~ .
value society places on advanced education, the availability of financial

-

I3

resources, the\perceibed needs of society...will also influénce the directions

colleges and universities will ‘take..,(yet the) numbers of stndents who

finally enroll will always establish theLcontext within which institutions

must develop strategy and will set the parameters withir. which change will
J . .
be effected,"21

v

Higher education in the United States has experienced an almost continuous
growth_pattern &ince it3 establishment. with the founding of Harvard in 1936,
- and planningfamong higher educational institutions has generally been based
dpon the assumption that contihnﬁng growth ig inevitabla, Faced with a future
in which growth no longer seems. quite as inevitable, some new basis for

0y

plarnning is needed. And while some may argue over whether we are just entering :
’

or are well into the "steady state," most writers are cenvinced thatygin the

- %13 </
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.

years ahead,.at least through the year 2000, we are nct likely to ex;erience .

the same kind of growth pattern that char?cf%riZed the late 1950s and‘the
A ' . o . L.
decade of ‘the 1960s.22

/-‘\
Leslie andq Miller perhaps sum£;;;:; the situation best:. g

~.

:\ In a few words, we mady characterize higher education as having

/ undergong a period of rather warked decline in rate of enrollment, .
with the) two=year institutions and technical schools faring best,
‘and the small, private, sectarian institutions faring worst.
Howev r{ even those institutional types with the soundest

" enrollment postures are faced with the necessity to economize and
recruit vigorously to maintain the satisfactory margin in the face
of severe inflationary pressures. '

And while there are variations among institutions, and undoubtedly variations
among the 45 Lutheran institutions, all are being affacted in one way or

another by the rew condition of "steady state,"

Briefly, to summarize wha@Fﬁgﬁ‘girst monograph in this series develops
in greater detail, all of the evidence points to a decrease in the pool of

students from which college enrollments are traditionally drawn. By convention
- '

we have become dccustoméd éohﬁhink of persons withino che ages'of 18 to 21 years
or 18 to 24 years as the "coilege age' groups, and most projections of

enrollment refer to these groups or work with ratios applying one or the

other of the zge groups. The majority of college students have fallen within

this range in the past, but while definitive gata are not readily available i

v
for any extended span of time, there are syme indicafiqne that the average

vy

age 0f persons attepding'college is increasing. In 1968 some“78.7 percent of
students enrolled were between the ages of 18 to 24 years, while in 1971 this
percentage had fallen ro 76.8 percent, And in 1968 some‘17.1 percent of the
students were 25 years or older, while in 1971, 19.7 percent were 25 years
,' and older.24 Another report, éealing only with resident.rather than total
st;dents, indicates that in 15%7 persons 25 to 34'years.of age constituted
18 pereent of the enrollment, Lhile in the fall of 1972 they constituted 22

percent of the resident enrollment,25




A

+ . . .

These data indicate that predictions of enrollment can not be based

solely upon the 18 to 24 age group, since an increasing number of students

-

come from older age groups.,, And it is for .that raason that some writars are

pointing to an expanding~rather than a.contracting college-going pool:-'But~

before referring to the nature of this expanding pool, may we noke briefly *

-

what is happening to the traditional 18 to 24 year group. Insofdr as the ,

. ¢

Lutheran colieges draw from this‘particular pool--and it appears that they ;

‘

draw heavily from it--~their future enrollments will be quite dependent upon

-~ »

what happens to ¢his age cohort,

*

Neither the\ 1970 nor the 1971 LECNA report Proisie s information about the®
age digtribution of students in these colleges, 26 {Nhe computer printouts of

enrollment dgta/for the Lutheran colleges for 1973 zre not much more helpful,

e

although tHé fact that over 98 percent of the students are undergraduates and
over 90 percent,are full-time students would suggest that most of the students
enrolling in these colleges fall within the more traditional age range of |

-

students, If such in the case, then whatever is nappening~to_the\pool of .,
students within the traditional age range will have significant'impact upon

the planning of these 45 colleges. Ce
The U.S. Bureau of thé Census has developed sets of prOJections on birth

rates through 1992-93, One sé% of’ projections, Series [, assumed.an upturn

in the birth rate in the late 1970s. Hdwever, as more information begame
available regarding the continuing decline of the birth rate'during the earl&

1970s, two new sets of projections, Sqries E and Series ? were devploped, with

~

the assumption of/a fertility rate of 2.1 and 1.8, respectlveTy. By the end

of 1973, as we have already noted, it was reported that American women were

.

having only 1.9 children each, insufficient to replnce the present population.

T'he most conscervative cstimates of the Bureau of the Census no fonger seem

.

unrealistic. Based upon these new projections, it apnears that thc number of
P

I's

lé-year-olds will continue to increase slightly each year during the late 1970s

\ . 15 .

»




until 1980,. but .beginning in 1980

o

and based on the data now available, it seems.clear ‘that the number will

the nu i8~year-olds will decrease,

L]
~

'decred?e through 1992,
In short, it seems c1ear that the,nﬁmber of persons 18 years old will

reach the highest level in 1979 and then begin to decrease.?’ Indeed, by

1985, there w111 be fewer 18~ to 21-year-old persons than there were in

1972, ,Accordingly, in sheer number, the pool of students from which ‘the

" Lutheran colleges appear to be drawing most of thei students, which has

|
1
1

_been increasing each year, will decrease significaptly beginning 1n 1980,

For any of the Lutheran colleges currently experie cing enrollment dropoff,
unless some new factors enter, the situation should become even worse in

the i980s.

»e

But, some writers suggest that a continuing in&rease of the proportion
of persons enrolling in,college w111 offset in part tke decrease 1i the actual
number of persons in the potential student pool. Theré has been an -almost
regular increase in this proportion in the past. From }870 to 1970 the ratio
of 18~ to &l-year-old _persons to the total enrollment has increased from
1.7 to 47.6 The Carnegie Commission has projected an increase in the ratio
‘te 59,2 in 1980, to 67.4 in 1990 and to 72,6 in the year 2000.28 But even
with the increase in’ proportion, the Carnegie Commission now predlcts that
in the fall of 1990 there will be a’smaller total enrollment in U.S. colleges
and unfversities thar in the fall of 1980 29, And, there seems to be some

' evidence that even these estimates of the Carnegie Commission may be too

. optimistic. A number of recent repOrts of the Bureau of the Census suggest
that the ratio of 18z.to 21l~year-olds to the total enrollment has declined.
Based upon s1ight1y different figures, one report shows a siight decline in

the proportion of college-age youth, attending college between 1968 and 1971

. (from 54.8 to 53.1), but'.an even more striking change between 1971 and 1972,

>
: Ly
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(from 53.1 pefcent to 48.8 percent,) There has been a decline éof both male ‘,

N .

and female, but the decline has been especially charp fof the male, down . 1

P . A . N

from 62.3 percent in 1968 to 57.4 percent in 1971 and 52,4 pergent’ in 1972,30 \
Thus, to the extent to which the 45 Lutheran colleges depend Heavily

i .
upon the traditional pool of students, and such seems to be the case, the

L

competition for college-age students will undoubtedly grow in the decade fo"
. '.‘come. There simply will be fewer students' in the pool and more inétiputions

seeking to enroll them. Unless in some way a college Ean change the %attern .

f
/

of its enrollment,  or unless it has so well established itseif within a

i

particular clientele, it can not but experience decreased enrollments in the

Es

decade to come.

The problem becomes. even more pressing when one reviews the data collected

By Humphrey Doermann, Director of Admissions of Harvard College from 1961

.

through 1966.. In 1968 he publishéd a study in which he sought to establish

; correlation between SAT scores and family income and then to predict from

A : .. .o ,
among the total high school graduates-'how many could be included in a

particular cohort based on academic ability and financial level., His

3

reasoning w;é that institutions could then estimate theApaol }rom which their
particular group of enteri;g students might be draﬁn. Using data from the
4’ Educational Testing Service and the College Entrance Examination Boara, he
developed some estimates of Fhe prop rﬁion of high schoo} graduates within

4

each of the several levels of 5he SAY scores. Then, employing census data,

-

R he estimated the proportion of families withinheacﬁ of several income lébelsa_

His next step was to relate these gwo sets of data in order to indjicate the

AY

+
proportion of individuals who woukd fall within a certain range of SAT scores

and whose families were located within a certain income level. The daga jre
: ¥ . )
more fully explained in the monogr;%ﬁ on enrollments,31




Using a correlation coeffleient of .4, for which 'he musters a fair amount

s of evidence, betWeen SAT score and income,, Doermann makes some projections

-

regarding the number of students with a particular family income and SAT “score.

-~

=

Thus, for a college locating its potential entering class among high schoox'
graduates of 600 verbal SAT whose parents can be exgected to contribute at
'least $4,000 to college expenses, according to Dcermann, in 1974-75 there

were pgobaoly only 44,000 to 68,000 men and women available. (The larger
o S ' ~
figure is based upon a correlation of§g7 between incdome and SAT score, a

figure Doermann consider$ entirely too high.) And it should be recqgnized

that most of the persons within such a category have traditionally been college

%

attenders, and for any given institution to increase its share of this
particular pool,will be difficult. The pool will go up slightly untit-1979,
but will begin to decline in 1980. A recent report suggests, howaver, that the
'number of students found in the higher ranges of the SAT scores has "dropped
dramatically since the mid-1960" s."32 The number of Ligh school seniors who
scored aboie 500 has dropped each year'in the last three years, '

All of this indicates that for postsecondary institutions responding to

the more traditional clientele, the pool of available students is leveling

off and will dectease numerically in the 1980s. If the proportion of 18- to-19-

' ~
) -

year-olds entering college during the year.of their high school graduation
. . . ‘

continues to decline, as it ‘appears, to be doing in 1972,, 1973 and 1974, the

A

t . .
pool will decrease dramaticallzl and enrollments in institutions depending on

this age group can not but decrease. On the other.nand, if such institutions

A

are prepared and able to admit students of lower SAT scores and of lower

socioeconomic status (and greater financial need), the pool of available
students will at least remdin fairly stable., As one observer suggests, '4ny

college can plan successfully, if perhaps not cheerfully, to educate a less

able class."33
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For academic year 1974-75, for Lutheran colleges in general, téj .
enrollments appear to have declined Acgﬁ}ding to gtatistics gathered by
Jhe Lutheran Council in the U.5.A,, Office of Research, Statistics and
Archives, there was a decline, in en;ollment,in church-related colleges of
1.5 percent from 1973-74 t:\ 19’74-7‘5. ’I‘hese .figures were based upon
enrollments reported by 36 ﬁour-year colleges, in which the full-time
enrollment decreased'numericglly by\some 734 students, Enrollments in two-

+ year schools had remained fairly staple, and enrollmerts in the seminaries
held fairly steady:34 While there are variations among institutions,
enrollmentéfamong Lutheran colleges have already begun to decline.

" What does this mean. for future planning? For those colleges thaﬁ have a
well-established clientele and who are, managing to maintain a fairly stable
enrollment at this point, it is likely' that they will continue in a more or

less steady state in the years ahead, although beginuing in 1980 they will

experience greater competition for students,. For those colleges with a less

clearly defined cl}entele, those already experiencing somé measure of decline,
the rnext few years-will be even more difficult. '
Colleges can expand ' or at r@ast maintain their pool of students by"
decreasing academic requirements and accepting students with less in the way,
of financial resources. In the gase of the latter group, however, this only ‘
means that the institutions will have to secure additionallfunds to subsidize
to an even greater extent the students who will be envolling. Unless there
are significant changes in state and federal funding, most of the colleges
will bef unable to secure these funds., All of which suggests that if the colleges’
have not already begun to do so; they must exanine much more realistically
enrollment-sprojections, ?evelop new strategies to reach students who would be -
interested in, able to profit from, and able to pay for the kind of education

3

they are.providing. Business\as_usual simply will no loyger be Pufsible.

. : \

T N
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“the decades of the 1960s. The LECNA study of 1970 indicated an overall

‘no increase in the;overall enrollment, and the junior colleges(actually

_enrollments were based on unduly narrow views of enrollment potentialities.

15
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Jhe sifuation in the late 1970s is vastly'different from that during

growth of 54 percent in enrollment between 1960 and 1970. One institution
showed- an increase of 365 percent and some_had doublel their enrollment
during that period of time.3° The two-year colleges had done even better,
increasing by 77 percent as a group, elthough three ihoweé a decrease. The

1971 supplement, however, may have provided some*hiné of an indication of

that mlght be forthcoming, since between 1970 and 1971 there was v1rtually

\\ ' . ‘
decreased by 7 percent.36 . -

!

| .«
What are the possibilities of increasing, the zoJlege-going pool? A ’
number of reports in the mid-1970s began to refer to the so-called ''new ;
/
’ LN
student.'" Howard Bowen of the: Claremont Schools, anwong others, argued > \

/

that most of 'the assumptions regarding the downward trend in future < \

e ‘\

He called instead for "diversified -¢ducation with low fces and liberal student N

ald, offered at convenient times and places and catering to many different : \

! ' }
classes and backgrqunds.”37 He suggested that there vere many untapped sources \

and that if they were willing to do so, colleges could develop a broader
constituency than ever before served. The National Commission on the Financing

of Postsecondary Education réfers to a "noncollegiate sector," andr"other
\
postsecondary schools" as well as "other learning opportunities" and suggests

that within these learn1ng 31tuations some two million persons are élready

being served, and more can be served.

.
-

Whether they are motivated by the desire to maintain enrollments or to

’

serve a constituency hitherto unscrved or only partially unserved, some
i A
American higher cducational institutions arc begpinalng Lo r(spond Lo the urglug

of study commissions and an increasing number of writcrs that more attention be

- 20
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given to other clienteles. These potential sources of new studénts appear to |

fall into two categories: (a) those within the traditional age range (18 to

21 or 18 Lon24) who for reasons of scores on éptituae tests or class standing

were hitherto not Eonsidered admissiblef (b) thosa,pe;soés classified as

older adults, whether capable of dttending full-time or part-time, on-campus

or off-campus. Patricia Cross, in articles and monugraphs, has provided a

comprehensive overview, of persons of the first group, and the Commiss%on on

No?;Traditional Study has pleaded the case of the older adult.38 gk
¢ {i

To what extent are the Lutheran colleges prepared to deal with the first s

group, the low-achievers? As Patricia Cross has noted, tﬁe evidence is glear

/ 1 "
~ £

that when low levels of academic ability, aptitude and achievement are

combined with low socioeconomic status, the changes of a person entering college

are vastly lowered. For examPle, only nine percent of the males in the

lowest quarter of both ability and socioeconomic status in the 1961 TALENT

‘gample entered college, while 90 percgnt of the upper quarter on both

characEeristics enrolled in college in the fall following graduation.39 71t

would appear that there is a significant pool of students within tﬁis lower - | .
, ability lower socioeconomic group. §

) Wh;t happend if the new student is admitted to college? One of t@e first

and obvious consequences is that if the new student ic from the low-income

segment, whatever the ability level, he will require Significantly larger .

amounts of student aid. Many of the Lutheran colleges, with student aid

budgets already straiﬁed will be unable to find 1ncreased enrollments from -~ —-

b

this segment. But even if they are able to admit these ”new students," ‘an

>
.

institution admitting them will have to provide more ttan the typical remedial

or compensatory programs. ‘As Cross observes, '"for thcse students who do apply

1

and are” accepted, the college should be prepared to allocqfe adequate resources

to provide the nécessary instructional and counseling support while the fear- .
L] ‘¢ »

'S
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-of=-failure pattern is replaced with a more positive self-confident approach
to learning."é Moreover, the new students are not as interesten in the '
strictly academic pursuits as is the case for the more traditional,collegef
going person., To the extent to which tne colleges would admit these s'tudents,

to that extent they must be prepared to modify, enlarge, redevelop the

curricular program,

What about the older adults? The Commission on Nopn-Traditional Study
» 7
argued for a substantial broadening of opportunities for adults 18 to 60
years old. This would also’appear to be a pool of potenggﬁl students for. _—

Lutheran colleges, Yet, as these would-be students have been examined by »

various commissions, more than three-quarters are interested in vocational
—

studies, and two-thirds are asking fé%%something related to hobbies and
recreation. General education in the more traditional academic sense, is
sought by less than half of those in this group.41 Even as these older
students indicate interest in less traditional subject matter, they are also
asking for new approaches to teaching and learning. One study indicates that
acults.ére not interested in learning for its own sake and ‘that they demand
the kind of knowledge that can be immediately applied.42 :

These data from variousgstgdies strongly suggest that the traditional

degree~credit -programs are going to attract only a small proportion of the

potential older adult market. While special degree programs for adults have .

I3 3

been underway for some twenty years, hardiy mote than & dozen established
programs have had any measufé of long-term experience, Moreover many of the

older adults are going to be part-time students, and 2 study completed in

- .

mid-1974 by the American Council oﬁ’Education, reported that part -time students
are a "majority group that suffers massive and pervasive economic discrimination
at the hands of educators and’policy-makers," Among the other observations

made in the report was that colleges tend’' to consider part-time students "less

. aa
> o b

‘,
J
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serious than full-time students.”43 As the editor of the proceedings of the

" Twenty-Ninth National Conference on Higher Education, observed, colleges

’

will be able to pass from the present difficult times into a new era, but
only if they are prepared 'to become invigorating and useful to many persons
formerly screened out or ignared: older learners, part-time learners, off-
campus learners, TH;se active adultéshave little time or inclination to
adjust to the upper-middle-class youté éhetto we know as the modern university.”44
In short, the new circumstances of the college~going market cannot be
,dgnotred. It ié impossible to indicate how each institution should respond,
because the response will be in terms of an institution's own history, present
clientele and flexibility for change. At the very least, however, each
institution nseds to develop a series of plans which takz into account the
reality éf a steady state, if not declining state. [Eaca institution needs

e

to consider the {mplications for changing the pattern of enrollments in terms

of ability level and socioeconomic status. The implications for a faculty <
that may ﬁe‘accustomed to dealing with higher ability students now faced )

with the necessity of working with lower ability students cannot be ignored.
Indeed, it becomes.necessary to exaQine the®whole question of ability in

a different l%ght: The demands upon developing stronger and more effective
teaching procedures will become greate%. The need for orienting faculty

to the new circumstances and the new students, if a colirge seeks to move:

into a different market situation, becomes fhcreasingly great,

hoi P f,',',r:z




IT. Students in the 70's |

As we suggested in the introduction to the second monograph fh this
§efies, “Stu?ents in the 70's," it seems almost inevitable that any discu n
of the contemporary American college student, the student of the mid-1970s,
1F'.w111 begin with and/or end with a reference to the 1960s.%5 Without giving
it so mueh as a second thought, we tend to refer to today's student in terms
of how much he or she is Simi or dissimilar to the students in the 19603;

This is probably because at the time the 1960s\ seemed in so many ways to be

unique. Indeed, one of the Carnegie reports, Dissent and Disruition,

observed that the United States, "in the past decade, has been in greater
}nternal turmoil that at any time since the peﬁ&od of the' Civil War a century
ago. The‘campases have, in recent ﬁears; been in the greatest turmoil in
1l their history of over three centuries.“46

When the comparison with the'196§s is made, the mid-1970s seem to some
writers to be an almost different ., & reeearchet who has conducted
surveys of American youth siece 1967 finds in 1973 that campus rebellion has
become moribund, that criticiem of th“universities hss decreased and that
college students appear to have developed greater acceptance ofs the require-
ments of law and order.47 And there are many writers who are referring to a
""new breed" of students; some are concerned that we qi!e not go much a new
breed of student as a return to an earlier and more complacent age. Indeed,
as these words are being written in he early spring of 1975, I have just
returned from a brief visit to Germany where the same imood seems to be

»

prevailing. To questions about activism among students, one is met in Germany

v .

5
with the blunt statement that student activism is a thing of .the past.
But what can we learn from the experiences of the immediate past as we

» attempt to plan for the future?’ One of the most striling leéeons we should

o

have 1earnq§ is that it is dangerous to oversimplify the situation. Because

K

s
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there are few outbursts to equal those of ;he tmid- 2nd late 1960s, some

]

writers are prepared to overgeneralize that the revolts of the pasL are

gone, that stu@ents areLuninterested, that they have falflen back into a:

new conformity. The moqograph which provides the supporting documentation

fo£ this portion .of the report reviews a number of ?he studies of the events

in the 196Cs. If anything emerges from such a review, it %3 that the student's

‘relationship to his college or university is a complex one. . One study,
* 4

as it sought to identify the many interpretations of causes and meaning of

the protest qof the 1960s, found no less than eight different categories ofl

explanation. But even as the literature was analy-ed under these eight

~ v

categories, the author concluded that distinctioPs are neGgr finely drawn:

The classification does not show a systematic tendency '
among the interpretations of campus ‘disturbance to ‘favor
one incerpretive group.over the others. To be sire, -the: .
theories on psychological causes and on failures within
higher education are the most frequently represented in
the literature, and contain the greatest variation. However,
authoritative sources have been included awong the witnesses
to each of the other theories, and, in the light of this,?
it is difficult to argue that the weight or scholarly <
opinion can be taken to suggest that one set cf causes or
meanings was more likely to have.been concretely operative

N than anogper.48 .

ay N ' . .

The research points out that the literatare on campus disturbance must be

taken to show that the causes and meanings of the protest;gpwément were

0y

many and interrelated. € .

In planning for the 1970s we ¢annot ignore the praceding dfﬁédg and the )

~
< g

happenings of thé'immediate past. But we should have learned that we cannot

-

' take the gtudent population for grapted, and we should certainly ‘be less

El

ready to say.in.1974 what Clark Kerr sai@ in 1959: ° "I can juét‘see..wfhat
they are not going to‘pre;s any grievances,..they are going to do their jobs;
they are going to be easy to handle, There arén't gbing.tOLbe riots. THere
aren't.going to be revolutions., There aren't gofng to be ﬁany strikes,'49

We_should be more aware that forces operating on the campus at any one time

are ekceedingly complex,
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We should also'have learned that whatever initially may have triggered

o .
off a particular series of evenbs on a campus, whether the events were . ° ~
.

&irectly truceable to some specific problems on the campus, in general the ‘
; :
protest did point up a wid& range of serious problems to be dealt with. .. -

<

/ . Ead 7
Perhaps the point is most clearly‘made in the Report of the President's ~\' h
{
Commission on Campus Unrest, in which an entire chapter is given to the subJect ‘? ‘\
QO

of university reform., The chapter points out that the ‘events s1gna1ed "many
serious weaknesses in American colleges and universities" and that recent®

! : . . bt : :
history "has made it only too clear‘t%at the fa%lure'of the university to

- pursue effectively'its stated goals, let alone to live up tQ‘them, has .

>

also contributed ‘to student unrest."50 The sentiment formed a recurring
theme, and almost any of the reports dealing with/f;;;us unrest at one point

»

. h) lj
or another referred to the need for on-campus changes, . .

+ In spite of the cyni\ism of some, it appeays that ¢ good many changes

were effected during the .1960s and have had an impact upon the present

organization cf the university. Some of the reforms, including "pass-fail" C

as a substitut for regular grading, seemed to be falling out of favor, .

some of the more} unstructured "experimental courses' are ‘not as popular as
’
: s
they once appeafed to be, but in other respects there are some significant
¢ * 1 )

and continuing differences. One report notes that coileze students are
r
being treated more as adults, that faculty members are more committed to

teathing, that there is more experimentation, but experlmentation within the.

‘ "L

context of maintaining academic standards. Mt is'also pointed oug-that

changes{in calendar, adoption of interim programs,'the provision of more

N
. < "
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At least_in three ways, accordingly, as wWe complete the 1970s and look

to the 19803,‘:£ should be minéfﬁl of the complexity of the-situation and
. b : .

be better prepared (1) to take student concerns moxelseriously, (2) to

recognize that the dis;pptions did point up some significant areas for

improvement and that (3) there have been some leng-range consequences of
the activities of the 1960s. It simply is inappropriate to dismiss the
1960s as a time that is gone and ought to be forgotten. This is not to

suggest that students are poised and prepared for auother round of disruptive
PN N

dctivity, but it is to say that the place of the student in the university
canﬁyt be dismissed and that student concerns canrot be ignored, While each
student generatijon is short, and studeets are by definition learners, they
are net without insight and not without the ability to meke poeitive

. contributions *to the improvement of the teaching-learaing environment. Any

~

planning for the future should\be prepared to solicit and review student

N

opinions and concerns.- L v

Beyond this broad generalization, are there other factors that should
. V4 o
»

be taken account: of in our planning? Nevitt.Sanford 3aid it in the early

19603, but the remarks are perhaps even more apptepriate in the 1970s. He .
observedﬁghat the results of large scale reseatth on American college students
accentuateg the qiversity rather than the similarity: "Probably the soundest
statement that can be made about college students today is that they are‘
-highly diversified.”52 The ctntemporary literature re’ers to the great
heterogeneity of American society and the consequences for having student
bodies with diverse origins and values within most institutions of higher
1earning. Some institutions represent a more homogeneoua student body than A

others, but it’ becomes abunddntly clear as edukational opportunity has been

extended that the "typical" college student is a many-faceted individual., One

must, accordingly, take with appropriake qualification generalizations tha#®

vy
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the present student body is more quiescent, morgipraccical-minded, more
ipdividualistic, and morevinclined toward religion, religion to be inte;preted
in a broad and sometimes diffuse sense. Students are also characterized as
wanting to become mofe’ﬁirectly involved in what is happening in their world,
while at the same tfﬁé being more practical minded and concerned about making
the education "pay off."

-

How does one characterize the student of the 1370s? The popular
assessment is that a degree of quiet and'calmness has come to the campus, but
that it is a quiet different from that of the 1950s. Students are su£posed s
to be as committed az ever,‘but they are viewed as being prepared to work p
within the system. At the same time that they are characterized as being
more concerned about their own personal interest, they"re also said to be
more realistic about the way in which the world and the university can be
reforme&. .

During 1969-70 the'Carnegie Commission on Higher Education sponsored
a survey of academic opinion involving 70,000 undergraduates, 30,000 graduate
students and 60,000 faculty members. The results of the survey were reported

in several publications of thQ\;ommission as well as in the Chronicle of

Higher Education,>3 Among the fresults of th% study, it was noted that two~

thirds of the undergraduate students responded that they were "satisfied' or

"very satisfied" with the college, and ;7 percent of the graduate students ; ‘\\
-

signified,satisfaction with theiw programs. Yet, while generally satigfiéd

overall with the college, faculty relations, relations wiqb other students

and the qualzfy of classroom instruction, some 90 p?rcegt of the undergraduates )

indicated that course work should be '"more relevant éo coftemporary life and ’

problems." 4Another report suggests that there has been 4 change in the moral‘--

codes and "a surprising contrast" in what students view as morally right or

wrong. For example, this study pointed out that more students considered it

L
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more immoral to collect welfare when one was capable of working than it was

to pay one's way through college by selling dope. And pllferage was considered

more immoral than destroying private property, selling dope, idterchanging °

partners amohg couples, and general disregard of the law. By 1973, the

percentage of college students who disapproved of casual premarital sex had
¥ . -~

dropped from 34 percent to 22 percent and disapproval of homosexual relations

.

had dropped from 42 percent to 25 percent. Yet in 1973 smaller proportions

than earlier saw campus rebellion as a significant factor, and an increasing

number of stydents indicated that it was morally wrcng to use violence even

in a goodf/c/ause.s4

At the present time the majority of students seems disinclined fo

advance student interest through the kind of disrupticn that reached many

campuses during the late 1960s. But to conclude that avathy reigns, as is

commonly suggestéd by many observers, is an oversimplification, Students

have not simply returned to the spirit of the 50's; they have developed their

own commitments, and they are involved in campus-wide decisione-making to

a greater degree than ever before. The students also have their ideals, but

it would be a mistake to attribute to them more wisdom and insight than they

’ >

have had in the past. There has been some tendency during the 1960s to

romanticize the efforts of activist students and to attrihute to them higher

3

]

k;fgfiyes, greater intelligence, more dedication and greater insight than they

deserve. To say this is not to depreciate theilr effort; It is simply to

ask for more sence of perspective,

If any one lesson has come out of the experience of the past decade, it

should be that college faculty and administrators .caunot take students for

granted. To those observers who have already decided that students have fallen

into a néw apathy, that life has settled into a dull and dfhb_routine, and that

there ig little hope for a more lively future, we need to recall again the

1
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assessment of the observers and the experts in the ear1§ 1960s. Few of them

then anti~ipated the kind of disruétLons that tock place later in the decade.

Even Kenneth Kéniston, while he saw pressures for change in society, 4
. !
charactqrized the students in the late 1950s in terus of a lack of rebellious~

ness, a widespread feeling of powerlessness, a kine of primitivism with an

.

accent upon the present, without much in the way of political involvement,

but a commitment to the cult of_experience.55

These observations are not to suggest that because campuses seem

.

relatively quiet in the 1970s, as they did in the early 1960s, we of necessity
face another series of outbreaks in the late 1970s. it is only to reiterate
what we have.said before, that students should not be tcken for granted and
that ‘faculty and administrati?n should make greater anc continuing efforts

to initiate and maintain a kind of dialogue that will make for more positive
approach to the future. Particularly, individual institutioné need to be more
aware of the kind of students there are on'thé campus,-zhe mood of a.particular

- »
campus. They need, to be more realistic about the intercsts and needs of

students and the possibilities within the institution, It is all too easy ,

[N

to gerlerate an image that fails to reflect the actual state of affairs. One
may, for example, refer to the need for increasing selectivity of students

and emphasizing a more traditional view of the liberal arts while the students

g -

being admitted are primarily oriepted to practical and professional pursuits.
What students are committed to ané what the institution purports to be ought
to be more closely related than is often the case.

In the years to come.institutions will also be seeking to work out means
of accommodating an increasiﬂg pfopo;tion of women students and m%pqrity
studen;s. While.the proportion attending higherﬁgducational inse}tutions from

among the male white students is declining, the propotrtion of women and minority

students has been increasing. There had been some concern that the increase

-

2
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in minority students has levé}ed off and that a decrease may be facing
institutions in the fweture, but Trecent reports.sugge;t th;t minority
enrollments have not yet leveled off.56
In the monograph on enrqllmegt we have refefred to the possf@ility ;f
enrolling "new" types of students in the future--older students and students
of lesser ability and lower soéioeconomic.sfatus. As we gééed in that

monograph, however, the extent to which these students will become part of

the student body of the 45 colleges to which thié_report is directed, remains

an open question.57 How the church-related qndergraduate‘college will relate

to these develcpments in the larger realm of ”postseéondary education" is

not clear. That there is a potential $n1arged clientele among '"older" adults

and for programs outside of the "traditional' in terms of time, place and

content, iseems evident. But how a particular college will relate to this
¥

new clientele, to these new students, is very much a matter of what that

+

fnstitution's orientation,and imagination may determine. The new clientele
will not be automatically available or interested; each institution will

have to seek out the new sources,

.

Several presentations during the Twenty-Ninth Naiional Conference on
Higher Education .in March, 1974, referred to the development of the non-

traditional sector and "recurrent education." James R. Goss, Director. of the

Center for Edwcational Research and Innovation, OECD, documented the growth

of part-time traini?g and evening classes in Europe: lle noted that while

much of the effort is being expended in *'upper secondary education," ;nllarge

part the effort is in industry and is in terms of. an 'educational leave of

. . L
absence."98 James 0'Toole of the University of Southern California outlined

the need for developing bpportuqities for the, disadvantaged, elderly, blue

collar workers, middle-class men and women. He pointed out that "increasing

' -

numbers of peopie are demanding greater éhoicg.in the form of education.'

t
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They are requesting "self-masterx courses, and flexible time schedules, and

- N 4 - ' -
" ‘on~the-jdb and in-the-field training." . Thay,algo\ygng "a greater range of

' -, s

curricular content.,.greater flexibility from their jobs...freedom to dro%

out of school and into work, out of work-gnd into school."59

.

Alexander Mood is prepared to go farther. He predicts for the coming
decades the student body of higher education will not be a selected grodp
of high school graduates but "the entire adult populatioﬂ."éo And higher
education will be spread out over one's lifetime:

Young persons will not devote full time to higher education

on leaving high schools because they can learn more by getting
experience in other kinds of social ipstitutions....People

musty in the future, learn throughout their lives because 1
socievy and careers will be changing more rapidly; it will

become less and less the case that one can select a career in

his youth and expect to follow it to his.retirement.bl .,

” ™

He sees a life-long learning pattern, with‘people entering and leaving -

v o,
postsecondary institutions as time permits and as situations demand.

.

That there arfe new matrkets for new forms of postsecondary education seems
unqﬁéstioned. On‘tpe other hand, what becoming involved in the new markets 3\
and in new approaches may mean is something that must oe carefully considered
bx a college. Moving more directly into non-traditiocnal forms and structures
can have a significart impact upon,the éxisting program,-and an institution
moving in Aew directions should Be prebared to calculate the consequences. It
will n;t be possible to maintain "business as usual" and to conduct some modest

»”

‘little experiments oh the side, Many of the new approaches require a basic
* ' )]

restructuring and reorientation of the institution as a whole. Such an approach
. - . /

is fiskyh-and exgiting. It can be sucqessful--qr disapt?oué. It would seem

’»

appropriafe, however, for consortia or small gréups withiu the 45 Lutheran

colleges to explore together some of the new ctherns and approaches. Indeed,

’

it seems that through a consortium or a small,%roup cf institutions much more

in the way of experimental approaches to attract new clienESis might be feasible.

—_— 3
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III. Governance=-Organization and Administration : - .

e As we have ogbserved in the third monograph in this series, the survey of

- LIS A .
governance (organization and administration), Iew topics concerned with the

»

current state of higher education have elicited such broad rangirg discussion

<

as that of governance.62 To no little degree it was the disruption in the
operations of colleges and universities in the United States in the 1960s

that broughp governance to the forefront of educational dﬂséussioﬁs. In ;QZQ;—’

the President's Commission on Campus Unresti;uggested that governance was . s
becoming '"one of the most hotly disputed topics on Aperi;an campuses today.”63
But the discussion of new patterns of governance has not been restricted to
the United States alone. As noted in the mo?ograph on governance, there have
been exténsive changes in Canada and in Western Europe as well. b4

’ )

To some writers the situation in the United Stat%s has reached crisis

proportions. Among others, Clark Kerr has observed that the system of )

governance in American colleges and universities "is row in a crisis as never

‘before."®> But while many writers do not hesitate to apply the term "crisis"

”,fo the situétion, they are by no means in agreement as to the precise nature -
of the crisis. According to some, the crisis lies in so broadening the bases
of decision-making that needed decisions can no longer be made effectively.
Oth;fs percei&e the essentiél problem to be one of a "vacuum in central
leadership' and fhey call for a new kind of leadership in -the contemporary .
coliegg and university. Others refer to th; ""erosion of authority." Others
have referred to a4 tension arising between "autﬁbritarianism"’and "éemocracy."

Still others have raisediquestions about the fundamental purpose and orientation

of the academic ‘enterprise. And still others call attention to the demand for

greater accountability. ) , 4 "o

T - .
¢ H
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As one reviews the range of opinions, it seems probable that as in so

much that characterizes American higher education, the crisis is not to be .
X identified with one simple condition but with a whole set of, complex and '
{ LY (RN .- , .

} 4 ; . ’
interrelated conditions} it seems ‘sufficient that Jdiscussion is broad based
L] . . » .

- .
N

enough and that sufficient numbers of new approaches are Beiﬁg tried that

whether we are in a "crisis" or not, governance éad become an issue of

sufficient moment for every campus to review its own procedures and structures.

And in such a review, the critical issues in the mid-1970s seem likely to be:

(1) the role of studénts in governance; (2) the c;e%tion of structures that |
allow for the exercise of power and authority within the university; (3) the ‘Ll
role of the faculty in governance, particularly as this is conditioned by

the development of %ollective bargaining ?nd questions of tenure; (4) the

question of institutional acqsuntability and the rote of the trustees; (5) the
developing state-wide coordination systems and their impact upon private

higher education; and (6) the role of the president jn the contemporary

college or university.

.

The Role of Students.é-It has been observed that studies of university

governance before 1960 tended to ignore the impact of students on the decision- -
making process and that,Fefore the I;Eé 1960s students did not actuglly |
ﬁarticipate in the formal structure of colleges or universities except in
a few marginal areas, But Qy the late 1960s and early 1970s the toPic of

:the student role in governance Has chome a lively one; With few exceptions,
the reports_and analyses of the events on American college and university

«

campuses ‘during this period refer either to the need ror greater student

5

involvement or report on the development of greater student involvement in
college and university governance. Earl McGrath refers to the current changes
as 'revolutionary" and contends that "hardly an institution remains untouched

by the activities of students aimed at gaining a voice in major policy~making &

decisions."66

ERIC - >
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The monograph on governance refers to a number of studies that had been

made in the late 1960s and early 1970s regarding the extent to which students

_ . have indeed become involved .in-decision-making. “We shall not attempt to

.
”

summarize the findings except to note that it appears that on a large

2o .
LY

' / . \ . R .
number of American college campuses students dppear to have become more

'invélved in decision=making and such matters as admissions, student financial
aid, planning of buildings an& grounds, certain administrative appgintments,
and jﬁdicial regulations., They are less likely to be directl& involved in
evaluating administration or in pudget-making. They ar; involved in
evaluating the faculty but are generally excluded from specific personnel
decisions.67

Faculty attitude tgward student involvement presénts a mixed picture.

, On the one hand, there are studies that seem to indicate that a fairly.

J 4
substantial proportion of faculty are agreeable to more student involvement

as longlas the stuqent voice'is a minor one. On the other hand there are

other reports that suggest theré is st{ll considerable opposition on the

part of faculties,to broadenihg student participation ia decision-making.
But regardless of the position‘that one takes about the degree of

>

student involvement that is desirable, the fact seems to be that more.
students are involved in more ways in uniVersity policy matters. .And in the
process, one of the problems that surfaces again and again is that of how,
once the éommitment is made, most effectively students are to be incorporated

into any particuiar decisipn-making §ituation. A variety of structures has

emerged, most of which appear to be variations of some kind of all-institution
i

. govgrﬁing body. While somecstudies are underway to determine the effectiveness

'

of these all-institutional forms, the evidence so far is mixed. It appears

that more students hold more positions on more faculty or general university

.

committees than at any point in the past, and cquntless Commission reports

L
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have callad for fu}thér'increa§e in student invoivement. Yet, most students

£

and fgpplyy'quegtgpq.whefhgr students have had any significant impact on

* 4% w .
, o

- decis{on-making, and faculty are by no means united in their opinion regarding

the desirability ¢f more student involvement. How besgt to'incorporate )

students into theiuniversity decision-making proc;ss, at whatever degree 9f
involvement, remains an issue.68" Some writers have .suggested -that the @ost
promising approach is to develop better input from students at Ehe dépargmental
level rgther than at the all-institut&on leveli .

What are the implications of the developments as we have examined thus

far? First of all, it would appear that eved though students are not as

. ready to mount the barricades in the 1970s as they were in the 1960s, they

are expectiné to enter more actively into policy decisions than might have
been the case a decade ago. The degree of insistence will probably vary

from campus to campus, but students in general exéect to be consulted more
often’ and in a wider variety .of contexts, Even witg_g fair measure of
faculty opposition, students have become moré regular participants in various
levelg of decision-making. It is unlikely that the trend that has begun

£

will be reversed.

a

Secondly, it appears that the most critical issue is-that of determining
how most efféctiQely to incorporate"the insights and observations of the
students, particularly at the undergraduate level, into the decision-making
process. The all-university approach has geen,far from a universal success.
The'bicameral approach depends upon an effective studeut government, and
student governmencs, have not as such managed.to maintain a great deal of
momentum in recent years., Relaﬁivgly few institutions have sought

effectively to incorporate student response in decision~-making at the

- departmental level, but even as the department represents the basic unit within

the academic structure as a whole, it would seem that the most promising point
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of contact would be gt the level of departmental discugsgon and decision-

making. It is perhaps surprising that,more efforts have not been made in
* this direction, * ) : 4 ‘

Fofr the underéraduate colleges to whom these-monographs.are particularly -
addressed, we would say that whatever the prevail%ng mood at the moment may

be, the request of students for some greater measure of involvement ought not

N j to be lightly dismissed. Particularly in institutions that appear to be

-

committed to a greater sense of commuﬁity, to the inculcation of values aqd
appreciation, sincere efforts at makgpg use of studgpt insights should be
undertaken. And, we would suggest that while forms of all-university
governance may be one route to follow, an even more promising approach
would be-to have students work more directly with faculty at the departmental
level and in the structures which provide for significant departmental inbut
into the overall institutional plannlng.

Broader Structures for Decision-Making.--Quite beyord seekiﬂg ways for

.

more student iayolvement, the emergence of broader decision-making units

represents in itself a significant development in the late 1960s and early
1970s. The variety of approaipés underway is detailed in the monograph on
governance. While a number of studies are underway to degermine the
effectiveness of such bodies, few all-uni;ersity structures have been in
existeqce long enough to provide any sigﬁ icagt test of effectiveness. One .
of the more useful reports is that from a.single institution, the discussion
of the development of a,College €ouncil at Carleton College.69

As Smith des~ribes the way in which the Council developed, he notes that
three areas of contention soon emerged; The first had to do with Ehe@question
of ide@fﬁty and éf definition, i.e. just what is the particﬁlar role that
studenzﬁ, faculty, aqupistrators, trustees and others should severally play

A ~

in dctgrmining academic polic§. The second point of contention related Lo how

Y
h Ag
4

)
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to balance positions when questions of resource allocation arose. And the
! ] “ N . . s

third point of contention related to accountability, a concern for a more

thorbugh evaluation of teac€§ng, academic programs and departments, and ,

-

institutional commitments. ' .
- .
Smith suggests that any entry into all-university type of governance
is likely to elicit more or less the same kinds of concerns. There are
many positive outcomes, but the process calls for many more hours of time,

y %
and one must ‘strike a balance of sorts "between exhaustive discussion and

delegation of‘responsibility."70 ‘
L 4

‘o The evidence is far from clear, and the only conclusion to which we

rive at this poiqt in time is the rather obvious one that no one should
expect an all-university type of governance structure to solve the governance
problem. Once entered into, the parties involved in an all~-campus structure
soon find it necessary to éefiﬁe and redefine roles; the work has just begun.
And ultimately, some hard decisions have to be made abcut the appropriate
balance between broad ranging discussions and clear &elegation of responsibility.

Faculty Role.~--The general review of new approaches to broader decision=-

making touches directly upon faculty participation< but since there are othér
issues relating to faculfy role, ;it seems appropriate to refer to faculty
participation in decision-making as a separate topic. One of the more helpful
analyses of the present state of affairs is that of Burton élark, in which he
observes that the contemporary ac7demic ins?(E:Eion seems to represent a
combination of theo"collegial" and "bureaucratic." On the one hand the ~\\
academy reveals decisions being made '"through informal interaction among a
group of peers and through a cﬁilective acéion of the faculty as a whole."
On thé other hand, the contemporary campus is complex enough to require that
much of the communication is '"through formal channels, rﬁsponsibility is fixed

-

in formally designated positions, interaction is arranged in relations betweem =




¢
P} -
superiors and subordina}es, and decisions are based on written rules."71.,

What Clark sees emerging from this combination’ia a 'prgfessiQpal model.~ .

. % ¢ Lo
That is to 'say, as the faculty has become more professional and as the
institution as a whole reflects more of a professional orientation, the
academy, becomes '"mych more like a United ﬁﬁtions and much less like a

small town."” The university is perhaps most accurately described as a loose

4

afliance of professional persons for which the administrative séructure
\ 'y .

provides a type of coordfnéﬁing function,
Studies of faculty involvement and decision-making suggest considerable
commitment on the part of faculty o the principle that they should.have ¢ “%}

greater impact upon ‘the decisions beingfmade. @his %s accompanied, howevef,
; .

P

with considerabls reluctance to spend the time and effort required to.

. ] VA
implement the principle. In the final analysis, a relatively dmall numbsr of

faculty monopolize the membership of the most powerful

oligarchies charaterize thg machiner§ of faculty governance.72
L .

It is into this kind of situation that #ssues relating, t coiIec;ive
bargaining and tenure have been intérjected in the last few };ars, By the
middle of 1974 there were some 338 campuses on which faculty membe;s hadl
chufen collective bargaining agencies; 70 more institutions than were reported

18 months previougly. By early 1975 some 362 campuses Qere organized, The
major agencies involved, the American Federation of Teachers ;nd the National
Education Association have both committed themselves tc intensive cémpaigns
to organize coilege and university professors, While fhe process oé
organization seems to have slowedya bit, and the entire developmenf is too
new to be adequately assessed, it seems almost assured that the movement will
continﬁe to grow and that considerably more than the ten percent of total

faculty in American colleges and univefsities\now organized will in the years

to come be involved in some kind of collective bargaining unit.

A
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What the speciﬁ}c'effect of collective bar%ainingewile.be on udive;ad;y e

+

®
P

s I S N
'go&?fnance'is yet to be determinmed. Eloquent arguments have been mustered
on both sides of the question, namely that collectivé bargaining will change

P .
radically the internal structure and that collective bargaining will enhance

the-present structures. Logic would suggest at the very least there will be

~

a reorientation of structures that would make a faculty less the 'quasi-

<
independent practitioners who share maqqge;ial authority" that many consider
s ‘ T
themselves to be and establish more clearly an identifiable management group

as somethinyg apart from "employees and their‘representatives.”3 Collective

-

bargaining would seen logically to introducefa measure of‘bilateral

government that must be distinguished from hierarchical authority on the one

~ . *

.hand and professional self-government on the other. Buk, as one' writer

observes, the main problem for writers in the field is "even those scholars

who know the most about faculty bargaining ddn't know vgry much as they

+

themselves will freely admit."74
With regard to tepure, a major commission, the Commission on Academic

Tenure in Higher Educati reported in March, 1973. The Commission was

¢

, co-sponsofed’bi the Amerixan Association of University Professors and the

Association of American Colleges. The Commi%sion, perhaps not unexpectedly,

came out strorgly for the maintenance of the fenure system, but also acknow-

!
ledged that the principle™oRK tenure "'will no{ long survive unless reform of

its abuses and elimiqation of weaknesses are vigorously pursued."75 Along
with other elements of reform, the Commission appeared to suggest that a
type of quota system be instituted; it referred to fhe'reéessity for each
.institution to formulate '"a faculty staffing plén," under which "an
appropriate number of tenure positions...are|available for allocation to any
unit where they may be needed."’® The quota}system aimost immediately came

under attack. In one court test, however, ip the state of New Jersey the

- 40
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requirement that the state's four-year and two-year colleges impose either

-

"specific restrictidns or more intensive dnd rigorous review procedures" ‘
'in any award of tenure was upheld.’8

The monograph on governance outlines the mavy_argumenh§ tézt have been
advanced both for and against tenuwnd refers to a number of court cases

that have rSEently emerged 79 A federal judge if Wisconsin ruled that

. &
tenured faculty members who are dismissed becausé® of university. financial

preblems have only limited protection. An Iowa disfrict judge held that

the University of Dubuque had the right to fire a tenur rofessor in 1972

'
~

because of the-University's financ1ai’§;ob1ems. But in the -Bloomfield,

)
/

New Jersey case, a superior court judge ruled on b

lf of the Bloomfielq

faculty who had been dismissed. Ana, in mid-1974 a district court judge .

i

4": v

-2
One authority, in summarizing these obsdrvations on the legal ‘dimensions ,

’ )
of tenure, findsghat he refers to ae a "paucity of definitive legal content
; | !
: , ’
regarding tenure," and suggests as a general principle,*'once a professor has

tenure, his rights should be well protected." He goes on to say, however, .
that there are ditfe;enbes in the approach of public -and private institutions,

that a tenure plan ynder a goéerning board of a public institution is generally

i )
considered“a form of sub-legislation having the force of faw, while in a

[

private institution any right to tenure is contractual rather than,statutory.8O

I“

We are far.from reaching definitive positions ‘on eithef collective
bargaining or tenure, but/ it seems clear that both sattera will continue to
constitefe signifibaet ;quea on tee college cgmp%ées. At least one of ghe
45 Lutheran colleées has cempleted a ergaining'a;reement. In Januaéy,11975,
the Boar@ of Trueteee of .Wagner College in New York approved a contracf;tgﬁé
‘had been overwhelmingly zatified by the faculty in November. The contract is

for a éeriod'of three years ahd provideslfor a reconsideration*oﬁ4sa1a§y~for
¢ , ~ LY '
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the third year. Contained in the agreement are’, among other pgints, the
-
folfbwing: (1) all faculty appointments are for one academic year or for
the remainder of an academic year; (2) departmente must give reasons‘ for -

recommendations relative to reappoint;ent and promotion when requested by

the faculty member involved; (3) faculty workloads are defined as "twelve

N

“contact hours of teaching each semester but not less than ten (10) contact

hours a week" and hours for office time and ‘committee service are also glven;,

4 ' »
(4) the grievance procedure allows "the <o lege" vo file with the AAUP

/ -
chapter President as a complaining.party.81

While some‘gight conclude t@ft the colleges of the Lutheran Church are
less likely to employ collective bargaining as a means of resolving salary

. ‘ r ,
and work conditions for faculty, the experience of Wagner College indicates

-

othffwise. It is important that the colleges in this group\examine carefully
the experience of\ziher'institutfons and consider the implications of .

collective bargaining for their own ‘campuses, Perhaps. the Washington office
/

of the Lutheran Education Conference of North America -an serve to channel-
.x 1
)

information to the memberkinstitutions and to provide a forum for, discussion
\
of the issues involved. And, it would be inappropriate for any Eo suggest

that collective bargaining is neéessarily in conflict with the nature and .

structure of these institutions.

Private higher education became involved in collective bargaining when

in June, 1970, the National Labor Relations Board, in « reversal of a previous -
ruling, affirmed that it had- jurisdictjon over non~profit colleges and

universities having at ieast one million dollars grosz revenuef"Tax-suppo:tcd .

-
-

fnstitutions fall under the laws of the reépective stages, and as of early

. v ‘ . .
1975 some 31 states have mandatory '"meet and confer" laws; of the remaining

states, four have permissive coverage, but no legi_slation.82

\E T,
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‘ Regionaljrulings of the National Labor Relaticns Board in the cases .of
private\cglleges have no£ always been consistent. In Deﬁver, Colorado,-one
ruling included department chairpersons as "management" and another ruling

for a quite similar instiE#tion held that dﬁpaitment chairpér;ons could;be
included in the bargaining unit. 1In March, 1975, a regional director of

the NLRB‘sgéted that St. John's University is not required by law to negotiate
with its faculty union over issues of campus governance.83 .But matters of
governance have fncreasingly become elements in the bargaining process. If
thg New York ruling--and the full NLRB hés not reviewed the case--should
become more widespread, ;ollective baréaining at private colleges could bé

limited tq purely economic issues. But the situation ig far from clear at

this time. For the public sector states have been moving one-by-one, but a

-
yo r

federal public-employee bargaining law may be iﬁ the offing; one ma jor bill v,
"has been introduced at' this time, the so=-called Thompspn bill (HR 77).84

With reg;rd to tenure, it is almost inevitable that some of the
institutions among the 45 Lutheran collégesﬁﬁill have faced finantial

exigencies that will require a review of tenured positions, Réther than wait

for the crisis to appear, it would seem appropriate at this 'stage that each ;

. institution examine its own stand with regard to tenufe, that it explore.’i
different approaches to appointment, that it be frank to acknowledge the
- possibility of new types of contract procedures. The better part of wisdom

would be to explore alternatives before an institution is faced tith the very

-

L 4

difficult decisions of terminating tenured positions, Under law, as private <

institutions, the Lutheran.collegés probably have consideraple freedom of

action, . But, as colleges related to the church, and because of the kind of

service expected of the faculty, sohething other than'a strict legal

’

interpretation of tenure needs to be explored, 2

t ¢ | N
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.at-large but related to one or more districts, and one university was owned

39

.With regard to -the Eroader issue of faculty invelvement in decisigﬂ- |
making, the nature of éhe Lutheran institutions would suggest that while a
strictly collegial struétu;e is probably as difficult to maintain for them
as for other institutions, more Qé the colikgial system might be appropriately
preserved in these collegés. Again, ra?her than waiting until the crisis
appears, it would seem appropriate for each instituﬁion to 5; engaged‘in .
beriodic review of governance structure. All too often, académi; institutions,
.engage in such stud%es under the pressure of a particular crisis, and‘then% ~
neglect to follow through with the continuing kind of igudy that ean prepare T
the way for shifts and changes before a new crisis forces changes.. Some of
the Lutheran institutions have attempted new st;uctures.- We did not, however,
have available for this review an§ reports on the effectiveness or iack of
effectiveness of these structures. A useful study fof LECNA‘wéuld\be a
review among ;he 45 colleges of specific patterns of internal governance /

that have developed over the last decade, an analysis of the successes and

the failures, and an exchange of information among the institutions that
3

v

would assist in a continuing study and audit of structural changeé.

- [}
Trustees and Governance.--The 1970 LECNA study reviewed in general terms
7 0

the various types of trustee structures among the 45 colleges. In that study

it was reported that in the American Lutheran Church six colleges were owned

by ; corporation synonomous with the national cohvention, four wepg“owned By . .

one, or more.area conference coréérations and one was owned by an asso;iated y
group of qongregaﬁions. O;e Qoilege was related both to the American Luthgnan
Church and Lutheran Church in America. Witﬁih the Ldatheran Church in America,
17 colleégs were related to one‘or.more s&nods, and one college.was reléted to
the tHen national B;ard of Colleée Education and Church Vocations. ﬁithin the

’

Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod, 14 colleges were owned directly by the church=

e
L

’ .’ J/
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the Lutheran University Association and supported by ad anhual collection .
within the congregations of the-chulch. é

)
>

All of the Lutheran colleges were reported to be "free=standing,
autonomous institutions' except for the 14 schools that are related to the
Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod:l Thése 14 (ten :unior colleges and four

senior_colfeges) are in effect part of a "Concordia System,'" a multi-campus

university with:individual boards coordinated and supervised by a central

. + Board of Higher Education. - t
But even within these general structures, there is considerable . ”
" variation in the legal structure of the various boards. Dr. Gamelin's 4

study will provide more specific information-about the way in which these

. institutions are related to the various church bodie We make mention of
these general structures, however,.oecause one of the r issues in
governance that has arisen within the last few years\ameng American colleges

and universities has been that of defining the appropriate role of the board .

.

of control, (board of trustees, board of directiff)or board of regents).

.

Legally, within the American system, the individual board of control is the

institutions As one writer has indicated, "this body--the governing board,
. N . .

, constituting.a single artificiakperson~-legally is the university.”85 Over

‘the years boards of control appear to have exercised greater or lesser power .
. ¥ ‘7

in directing the courses of the 'institutions to which they have beg% related.
. -
Perhaps ag,much as anything, the academic freedom debates at the turn of the

&enturyﬁand during the early years of the twentieth century served to increase o

.
2,

&

L)

the autonomy of the institution over the board. It has been suggested ‘that « .
until the 1atter part of the 1960ss with the emergence of as time of dissent

‘and revolt boards of control had become relatively ineffective and powerlesa. .
Such a judgment is an dvergeneralization, and there are certainly excektionS'
to the observation,,but the broad generalization has scme documentatioi\

;
4 R ’
¢ . . . 4 d ' . B
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"\ In the early 1970s there ig a new ﬁoéd; there are some moves toward a

’

redssertion of the power of the board. The annual meeting of the As§ocgatfon ..

of Governing Boards in May, 1974, discussed a report based on a recent poll ,.,
\ . - . .
of 599 board chairmen. At that meeting there seemed to be "widespread e s

agreement that trustees should assume a bigger role in handlingvsuch issues

as facd@ty workloads, tenure, and even the content of the curriculum."86 One SN

’
-

speaker\gt the conference called for much more involyement in curriculum and
\ . . :
faculty workloads, and said that trustees will have to become more accountable

i .
for what is happening within the institutiéns, with what is taught and how it =

is taught.: . ‘ ; ,

. "But, if trustees are to exercise their powers effectively, they will have

-

to be reconstituted to provide for a much greater diversity of membership.élAs

., T«R., McConnel observes, membership can no longer be confined "to +hose who )
» .0 “ R

represent wealth, position or political’powér, but shonld be extended to

those who represent f wide range of economic and political interests and a

diverse pattern of ethnic and culturaLfbackgrounds.}'87 . Vo

’

Several studies have been undertaken éo define the nature of board

membership and the way in which boards have exercised cdntrol. These studies

-

reveal, however, relatively little.fégardiﬁg how the more effective boards

. M .
. e

function, or even what constitutes an effective board. ghere is little

gpgstion that a board has‘regal respongibility for the college or university
it'ﬁmintains, put the ‘specific roles played bxqboarés are far froﬁ clear.
ﬁoles probably/véry greafly with the.type of'inst%tption, time and circhm-
stances, Peﬁbapg this variability is the ipéength of the lay'board in thé
ﬁ@erican\sysgem; the board can vary its role with type of institution, time

and circumstances. As collective bargaining becomes more a part of the

collegiate scene, it will be interesting to scc Vbat the role of the board
, {4t ¢

will becqme. Among public institutions the board may be bypassed in favor o
. ot
[4d
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of the executive or legislative officés. Among private institutions, the
. ) . A 2

< r

board will almost inevitably become the locus 'of last resort.
0 It'is difficult t0 point up diregt implications of this brief review -,
. n‘ + N - / . . .
. of board structure for the 45 colleges of the Lutheran Church bodies in

Nérth America. Much more neeas to be known about how effective the several

-
M o

boards currenLly are, what their concerns are, how they may more effectively

-

¢ & 3

relate 'the’ colléges to their constltuencies..‘Undoubtedly considerable

4 .

<

' meview of board functiods will be called for in the‘vears to come. Among

. .

other developments that will ca11 for. such a review are the various types of

state and feaéral programs that are developing., As these programs gnow, the

‘

nature of the board and the aegree to which it represents a particular

-

sectarian orientation will be matters of increaSLng corcern. The efforts of

/

the Lutheran Chutch in America to have institutions and supporf&ng synodical -
organt;ations review their relationsiand establish or renew covenants would

‘seem to us, to represent a Etep in the right directibn.i\\ -

&\State Coordination.~~For bqth private and public sectors, the emergénce o

‘of govérning o:'coordinating boards in more and more states has had én‘impact

an the day-to-day decision-mékingaof these institutions. While statewide -

governing boards have restricted their efforts to the publig sector,

coordinating boards, still in the majority, have in some states effeetiveiy. .
. ‘ . .
incorporated private institutions into statewide plarning. In 1974, some .

27 states were reported to have eoordinating boards -and 20 to have governing

-
"

boards, Only three states do not have the equivélent'of a coordinating or

d ’

governing board.

-

The.distinction between the;governing and cooydinating board is that the
fofmer is a legal governing and, regulating agency, for the fnstitutions under

its control, while in the latter various levels of review and’/moral and

[ .
H . -

“political persuasion are employed. Governing boards relate almost excluéively, ‘om,

Qe ‘
. . . 47 . o . .
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" boards can and do relate to private institutions in various ways., A study «

wt

assistance under Section 1203--which authorizes grants and assistance to

" comprehensive statewide planning~-to establish a state postsecondary commission

43

‘. . -

if not entirely, to the public institutions under their direction, Coordinating

A}

by the Academy for Educational Development completed in ﬁhe fall of 1969
observed that‘in 14 states'the official state plauning agenc; was charged ‘
"with some responsibility for private institution° and overall planning
for h1gher education" and in three of the states the law stipul;ted that
private 1nstitutions must be included. Some 15 additional state agencies
indicated some degree of recognition of private institutions in their planning
activities,38 The- point at which state agencies have most directly related to
private'institutions has been ‘through state scholarship plans, and in 1974 \
there are almost 40 state scholarship or aid ‘programs in effect,

On another level, the development of the soqcalled "1202 Commissions"

{ .
may have an important effect upon private higher education. Section 1202 of

therEducation Amendments of 1972 requires any state that wants to receive \
N o5~

that fg broadly and equitably representative of 'various types of postsecondary

v S

_éducatiopal institutions.: After a year of limited, emphasis, the U.s. Office

‘grants

of Education decided td encourage the creation of these commissions. The
U.S. Commissioner of Education wrote to all ggvernors dhnouncing that the
Office[of Education would allocate at least $l 000, 000 for statewide planning

o ‘be adnigistered by ‘the 1202 Commissions., Tho state governors were

P S

a commi sion. The feadline was subsequently extended to April 25, and some ,

-
».Plus the District of Columbia Ameriecan Samoa, Guam and Puerto‘Rico

- .

are repotted to have established,such commissions. The lZOprommissions can

-

T

ted as the state agency responsible for certain other federal - g

'In;the requirement that the 1202 Commission: be ’'broadly and

- .
)

| . ' ( . ’
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. N
equitably representative of the general public and private non-profit and

proprietary institutions of postsecondary education," the legislation

.

incorporates, or would seem to do so, private higher education into statewide

' planning, B v

fhe implications of current developments seem fairly clear.- In a
surprisingly rapid manner private higher education is becoming more directly
related to statewide planning and statewide programming. It seems important
to us that private institutions make every effort to keep abreast of the
developments, particularly the development of the 1262 ;bmmission and the
statewide planning implied by the establishment of these commissions., The
commissions must be broadly representat:ve, and that means that private
institutions will and must have'a voice in the development of the commissions
and in the work of the commrssions.e‘lt would seem to us appropriate that
the private institutions take more initiative in whatever political ways are
open to make ﬁheir concerns felt in the establishment,’of these commissions.
As Robert Berdahl in his 1970 study observed with regard to financing, ”even T
if the state role in Eanncing higher education were. to diminish markedly,_

all institutions--public and private-=would still have to function in th2

-

.

Context of state law and state sovereignty,"89 ,

Presideutial Leadership .=-Studies undertaken in the early sixties of the

t? "
college or university president placed heavy emphasis upon educational
~" ,i \ "

1eadersh1p. And this 1eadership, according to Harold Uggds was to be exercised

thfgugh "informal ’friendly, ‘and persuas1ve means.”!gO In the monograph on
a ’ ‘
governance we "suggest that there fs a sense of unreality in such comments,

,-"

egbecially as we haye emefged from the conflicts of the late 1960s and early

.
~

1970s.91  Studies predating the %¥a beginning in the !afe 1960s presgnt an
almost idyllic picture’ in comparison to,what. has happened in the experiences -,

of academic leaders in more recent years, <

N s
. "\ ’lv -
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The contemporary academic leader finds himself hedged around by

constraints; the traditional and constitutional limitations are compounded
.by tpe realities of the external situations, the rights and privileges of
members of the academichommunity; the demands for team work. He finds it
difficult to exercise his call to decision, and yet the leader is still
called upon to decide. As John Gardner has observed, anyone who accompligges
anything of.significance has more confidence than the facts would justify.92‘
He notes that too many contemporary leaders are not prepared to decide, but
they seem to préfer,to go through a series of clearances within the
organization and let thHe proceés itself settle the i;;ue. They t%ke'polls,

devise statistical systems, accounting systems and irformation protessing

systems. The leader must know the facts, .or he-is in‘trouble, but the leader

must proceed with the degree of confidence that goes beyond the facts.

‘The contemporary leader must also be prepared to work within a context

’

of conflict. Conflict is a way of life in the university, and the probleﬁ of

-

leadership becomes that of accepting conflict as-inevitable and finding ways
of dealing with it in a conséructi e manher. "To\try.tg eliminate conflicg
(is unféal}stic,'short of creatlng ’ wholly h?mogeneous unit;;which, by o
definition, stifles diversity. The 1970 President’s Institute of the American
v Council on Educatfon, in stress;ng the n;ed for a new type of leadership,
ré£:r;ed to the new presidents as "Crisig Managers," and notéd that “today';

. president must know something about new techniques of budgeting scarce . .

1

resources, }aﬁ?r relgtions, the legal process, and the mediation of disputes

’

under pressure,"93
Various estimates have been given of the average tenyre of the college oo
president, and much publicity has been given to what appears. to be a fairly

short tenure of four to five years. More‘éareﬁul analysis, however, suggests

¢
. . 2 & N
. that the average tenure is as a matter of fact a nuch longer period. Cohen

.
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and Marsh Zxamine and find wanting mégf'reports regarding ''average tenure,"

s <

They conclude that during most of the twentieth century the median college

A Y

president hag served about'ten years.94 Théy\glﬁo refer to the president
as exercising leadership in "organized anarchy," and while recommending

some steps to combat the prevailing aﬁB{guity, conclude that the fundamental

.
A

Y ’pféblem of ambiguity will remain as part of éha‘president's condition of work.

-
/

While the debates will continue regarding\the:smount of leadership the

‘Jﬁuﬁgggﬁt actually is able to exert in the contemporary university, it seems

‘to us that the weight of the evidence is that with all of the problems and

all of the demands, the president is still called upon to exert a leadership
that cong}itutes the, or at least, on% of thg, deciding facgors in the future
of an;igﬁgffutidn. The contemporary president is hacdly in the position of'
exertiné the arbitrary leadership more characteristic of the presidents of
the late 18th or eariy 19th centuries, He ia worEing in 'a much more complex
situation and is beseiged by a host of pressures and gemaqu. He needs much
‘;g;te information than did his predeéessoré. He needs tq,haf; into accoung‘\
‘éginions and judgments of a wider range of persons, from students and faculty n
to board and constituency. But he must still exercise the kind of decision )
that does help to set the direction or maintain the direction of tﬁe inat}tdtion.
As is the case in every administrative poéition, it'iQ eli too easy to become
_bogged down with busy work and the inconsequ;ntial. Because of the requirement

s

to consult and work for consensus, the contemporary‘g?ésident can become even

9

— v '

A
-~ fore bogged down in trivia. In some way, as we' read che comments on the

'codtemporary president, the top institutional leader needs to take into account

a w{@er range of opinion and must ‘be prepared to receive much greater input
tﬁéq;ever before, but he is no less responsible for the critical decisions that

-
1

. . ] ) ’
aré ‘necessary to maintain and direct the institution.

1

e
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‘ IV, Instructional Programs -

5\ i

A decade ago, writing about college and university curriculum seemed to
be dominated by two major themes, the nature and structure of general education

and the place of- teacher education in liberal arts colleges., There was,

however, .a large number of sub~themes relatintho the nature of the teaching-

learning proc2ss. Baskin's assessment of some |of the newer developments in
a .

higher edué;fion»in the mid-fifties called atfe%tiOn to the efforts institutions

) . . ‘ . :
were making to maintain some of the presumed values of sm2llness in the midst

of increasing enrollments, variations on independertt study, the use of new '

» ¢ ’ K

media of instruction, residénce hall living in relation to climate for{

learning, arrangements for new calendars, possibilities in off."-campusrlearni..ng..95
By the mid)l9708, with declininé or steady enrollments, léss attention

was being given to maiq;giningytheﬂpresumed quali ies of sm%llness in the

’ .
, midst of growth, and general education was still a)factor for consideration,
\ .

-

but not a major issue. Independen§*§pgdy had been expanded~to include

consideration of various kinds of '"montraditional" study vpportunities, Sorfe-
. .\, . Y
what less emphasis was being placed upon residencehalls as centers for

réarning, although continuing efforts were being made. Seminars at the

N

freshman level seemed to be receiving somewhat more attention. An incredible

-
»

1
ements had emerged during the decade. There

variety of cglendar ragé

cont;nues to be a siijﬁgi'ant‘developmént iq.bfg:pampus‘ekperience. .InteF-
institutional coopé%ationiof various styles continubs, although some of the
consortia &eveloped-in th: 1960s h%ve faced‘diéfic;fties, and some have even

dropped out of existence.
4 In the mid-1é7UL there is a certain restivené‘s as hational}and state
commissions, groups of educators, legislagors, and the gereral public call for

greater acqounéahility from the educational enterprise.~~Whilelthere has hardly

" 47
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been a yeat without some kind of reform movement, the demands for educational
reform in the 1970s pecome even more insistent. The head of a large state
system insists that higher education must construc* entirely new arrangements
that will respond to the changing social patterns in which education is
likely to become a life=long pursuit 96 (

In the midst of the frequent demands for change we find,that many of the
eXditing'"neQ".measures advanced in the mid=1970s were discussed in the
literature more than a decade ago, that many innovations appear to be old

ideas in new dress, but that the demand is no %ess insistent that higher

*education adapt to new social conditions and that a complete overhaul of

academe is needed., And as one reviews documents such as An Inventory of

-

Academic Innovation and Reform, we have the impression that virtsaily ever&
g, .

3

! llege in the country is involved in some kind of "reform" or "innovative'
fZ:ogram.g While little that is distinctively new in higher education as a
whole may~be emerging, at least institutions are individually experiencing

"what are to them uew approaches. It may still be the case that, to use an

- L}

outworn analogy, it is more difficult to change the curriculum than to move

a cemetery, but it appears that if the'cemetery is not being moved, at N

4
’

least a lot of extensive landscaping is underway.

-

The attempts at change and restructuring’ take on several forms, the most
N ?

radical of which is the establishment of entirely new institutionms. Not all

v

new institutions are innovative, The American Council on Education in a
lstudy published in 1972’20und that more than one-third of the 2,573 colleges
and universities existing in 1970 had come into e:istence after 1947. Two~

thirds of these were two-yea} community colleges, and c¢ver half oﬂ the new
institutions had been established under public auspiceg. The stud§ suggested
that on an average, over the twenty~year period from 1947 to 1967 approximately

45 new institutione had been esgablished per year, Even during the 1970s, when

u - 53 N
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‘between 1970 and 1974 some 50 S;ivate colleges had closed and a number of

others had merged, 26 new private institutions had been established.8
Of the many colleges that have been established, some even during‘the
7
1970s, one may pergaps refer to some 25 as "new'" or "experimental,”" Among ¢ /

these institutions, if there are any general characteristics to be found, i ‘
' 1

they are the emphases upon indlvidually developed courses and individually
¢ ’
oriented experiences. The '"new" colleges seek to provide considerable freedom .

-

for students in developing their programs.. - . ,

Reviewing the status of the experimental colleges in the Chronicle of

Higher Education, one writer observes that while differing among themselves,

the "new" colleges still have much in common in method and philosophy and
. ’ 4 - v
have even developed their own kind of jargon. They nave a mimeographed

newsletter, a '"national resource center" and their own national conferences.

v

While' all claim to be "historic deparfures,from the norm,". it is:sentended
* P! ” ‘
that "many in fact are mot," and that they have "precedents. in other places

or other times, and much of what «they do is borrowedlfrom A.S, Neill, John
Dewey and even Socrates."?? What is significant* us is that whether they -
are newly developed departures or borrowers from the past "they apéroach
educational reform in a comprehensive way, going far beyvoad tinkering with
grading systems and other piecemeal reforms." The "new" colleges seek
altgrnativgs to distrgbutioﬁ requirements, majprs, grades, lectures and .
attémét to provide ways for'stdden;s to develo; their own approaches to .
learning. Not gll students are able to cope with the lack of sfruct&re and .
new freedom that so&e oé\fhe institutions represent, and these drop out or
return to conventional programs,’' Most 6§§the experimental colleges attempt also

to develop some kind of ¢ommunity that brings students and faculty into more

. LY .
frequent and less formal contacts.erenerally, the governance system involves LW

wider participation in decision-making.
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> It is difficult for.new colleges to remain new, to maintgin the spirit

- of innovation that brought them into existence, As two participants in one

’
-

_of the experimental colleges observed faculty gre prone to fgll back on

»

accustomed patterns of organization; they find it difficult to develop new

*

S \
instructional procedu?es,'because they are,trainedin conventional instit-

i

ao

.

Y
-~

.utions and are "steeped in the’ conventional processas and rationales of

]

liberal education "100 The studénts also rarely come equipped with the

2 1

skills for dealing with the kind of freedom the new institufions want to

&
”

fpétér. fAnother’observer‘found among the new institutions a tendéncy to

0

move to more formal and stable organization structures, toward clearer

definition of roles and functions.101 He found that mapy features of the

~

institutions wereythreatened constantly by both faCulty’and student

orientation,”and he generalized that "the most influential general factor in
9 - £ R t . IS -~ \
opposing the development of innovative educational ernvironments is the .

traditionalism of the attitudes and beliefs of the constituents of the

3 -

¥ ¢ .
innovative institutions." 1In short, theqinternal parcies--faculty, : 1
[ 4 ; ’
students, administration--generally prove to be their own worst,enemies,
- "r R < 3
Among the Lutheran colleges, apart from the development of the specialized

. senior,college at Ft. Wayne for theological students, there have been nbd new | o
institutions as ‘such developed in recent years. The Lutheran Church, Missouri
*

Synod has established two junior colleges in the Concordia System since 1960,
and the American Lutheran Church, with the oarticipation o%&the Lutheran

Church in America, established California Lutheran College in 1959. But as
. - . 1 ©
theselinstitutions havé developed, they are more in the. line of the ‘institutions

-within whose tradition they were established.

If there is any general lesson to be learned regarding thé establishment

of "new" colleges that are experimental in nature, it is that any éreat

* . . i :
deviation from the majinstteam i;,éi{iicult to maintain. Several of the
> L o )
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. experimental colleges have already disappeared from the scene. Bensalem
’ : - : ) -
closed its doors after some three ot four years, of existence, Prescott

~ »

College is on the verge of closing, and New College in Florida has become

part of the state system. Those which Rave survived, and there are many,

- ”

‘find themselves accomyééating in many ways to the more traditional patterns.
Yet, the net result may be an inst{tution that is still somewhat different

from the mainline institutions that has throuéh the innovations developed and

’modigied, influenced other and'more traditional institutions. Robert Altman,

in‘reviewing the experience of one new upper=division college, noted that

it had:®
eventually discovered what many dther experimental programs

- v . ihvolving the structlire of education had discovered: that
a single institution, regardless of the degree to which it

* 1s internally satisfied with an organizational strueture
different from that of those institutions with which it !
interacts, cannot continue to operate under those tonditions
if the other institutions (or accrediting bodies or athletic
conferences) doenot make certain necessary adjustments.lg2 ’

One is tempted to incorporate thig statement into a form of a law of change,

L]

so universal does its application seem to be., The pressures toward cénformity,

- )

whether a program proves itself .or not, are strong. &

‘A second approach to the change or reform of the instructional.program
is either through the introduction of special programs to alter in éigﬁificant
ways the institution as a whole or to create units withig the parent

institution to permit and/or encourage new approaches to teaching and learning.

The classic examples of inatigufions being transformed through the .

’

introduction of new elements are Antioch Cbllege and its éork-study program,j

St. John's College and the great books, Parson's.College {now closed) and its

.-

’

''second chbance" curriculum, Colorado College and the modilar course structure,

-Beloit ;ad its combination of on--'and off-campus work, Goshen and the Study A
7 L. .

1

Service Term, What all of these "transformed" colleges have in gommon is that
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an-existing institution, mord or less traditional, hés through the . introducdtion *
of significant change in calendar, or instructional technique, or proéram,
experienced more than simple addition in programming. The collefe as a whole
hai/been influenced by the introduction of the new element, and the: environment
of the college has been sufficiently changed to make it a new kind of enter-
p?isea Not all of the transformations "tak;,” and not all of those that do.
"take" are viewed as unqualified successes, Yet, the advantage of iﬁstituqiqg

a

significant changes within an existing institution is %hat there is a base

{\ ’

f;7m which to operate, and the changes themselves can be modified in the
g

1{ght of experience. The established institution generally has enough

momentum to carry it through the dislocations and frusqfééions of the new
1 3 4 . -

programs, ' . T \ .

> . ~
- A -

. \
Perhaps more' popular than attempting ‘to change the institution as a whole-,

have ‘been the eﬁﬁorts to create new units within existing institutions. These * L

are often referred to as "colleges within a collége.“ These are discrete

3 “

programs w1th an identifiable faculty and an identlflableAsf’/ént body. _ While

faculty and students may, also participate in other workkih the parent college,

they can be ‘clearly Ydentified with the college within the col! ege, and

faculty usually devote most of their teaching efforts to the special unit. , v
" '0 . . .
In most cases also the college~within-a-college has separate budgetary and
L T .
administrative support, .- . \\ X ' : o

We are able to identify some 25 units or clusters of units within larger
institutional settings. One on our list, Bensalem of Fordham, lasted nearly

six years, The first élaSSrofé%b studep%s was carefully selected on the hasis

»

of intelNectual and pérson;I\standards. The college was designed to be self-

.

directive, liberéf, self-evaluative."ﬁ;t was to operate on the-basis of group

consensus, but one of the problems was, that consensus was never.easily reached,
’ ¢

N T .
and the self-selective nature of tHe college tended to isolate it from the rest

-

" of the university and finally .led to its termination.
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On the other hand, one of the units established in a Lutheran college,

the’ Paracollege of Saint Olaf recently concluded its

conventional patterns of course requirements and course structure restrictive,

Oor as some were wont to say, irrevalent’. The new uait was eslablished to be

-

a part of the campus community in which any idea could be considered and could

be put to the test, Implicit in the agreement to establish the Pa acollege

was the intention to incorporate into the main or regular college guch

—procedures and practices as'ﬁight prove desirable after trial in the Paracollege,

In this way, the Pa}aco}lege was to be the initiatipg and innovati;e unit.

. In the course of a special review of the ?aracollege, during 1973-74, :

?q1a11-college committee concluded that the progrém should be giveh the status -

2

-
~
o

of & continding unit, on par. with ehy,other department or unit in the parent

VN

-~

collége. In une sense this changed the direction of the Paracollege, for.

dnsteaa oi.remaining the experimenting unit feeding new ideas into the regdlar

college, the Paracollege gained a 1ife of its own as an alternate|route for ., *

students admitted to Saint 014f, ‘ : ) :

of the regular graduation requirements, including a major. It

- L

special freshman-sophomore program emphasizes the humanities

nd some studies

are aimed at developing a theology of life and vocation. Sd

the instructional program is provided through semi- tutor.al

R

variation in




. . + * |
. N .

SN 5}\ -

study opportunities, Persons completing their'work in the college ate
1 N . - ¢ ' v
required to submit a final Bachelor's:Essay 103 “ ¢ ‘

.

While the other Lutheran colleges have introduced new types of, sequences,
within the regular Sstructures, Saint Olaf and Valparaiso are apparently the.

only institutions that have moved'to an experimentalktype programs Of the

two, the Paracollege at Saint 0Qiaf represents, it seews to us, an attempt
. ’ .

to develqp on a long~range basis more swe%ping changes while still maintaining
“ ’ * : * <
something of a coherent unit. But even the Paracollege has compromised some
£ . ) 5 o
of its earlier plans. ' The governance of the unit was to'be as experimen al

- as the curriculum, After several years of experience, it was determined ) ,

{
« 7

_ that ‘the goverhance pattern should move back to more o6f a departmental X

- - '
structure, with considerably more authority and responsibility délegated to

.

the head of the Paracollege. : =‘ . . L ’ ‘

* ‘

The dilemma that any innovative unit,withﬂn‘an 1nstitution faces is that,

oot
#

¢

’of trying to maintain the sensé of innovation while at the same time

recognizing the value of aspects of the program that hgve béén tested and

B}

found useful, "That is to say, in one sense tHe most successful experimental

“

[} ‘ .
i

' unit is one that is under almost constang change' ‘the pfogram of one year is.

always somevhat different from that of the preceding year. On the other hand

:

* - some of the-innovations (innovations in terms of the institution s experience)
are found to be: useful ‘and worthy of adoption. But the more successgul the .
g . .
experimental unit is, the more likely it is to become an established if ) ’
L alternate, route for, students in the.institution. Such wa; thé case?with the ,

. .

Paracollege. The development of the 1nterdisciplinary maJors, the colloquia
and other instructional forms, reSponded t3 p081tive1y by faculty and students, L

# ;, h ., ;
seemed to be patterns that ought to be repeated The.Paracollege thus beCAme

Coy . . .
anogher established program. It seems to be clear alsg 'that many qf the:ideas

4 A 3 -

2 -

"generatéd within the Paracollege have "had tsome impact upon the instbtdtfon,as a -

» . N ’
¢
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whole. Yet as thetéaracollege now becomes ah established unit, how will other
.~ P ¥
innovations bg attempted? The question for.Saint Olaf becomes that of, . ',

£l &

whether ‘additional units should be established or whether something legs than

a college-within-a-college can be employed as an experimental unit.

-

The third type of response to need for change. has been that of the.
* -~
introduction of less extens1ve changes within. the inscruccionalvprogram. .

se

: Sbmetimes described peJoratively as "pieCEmeal" changes, these are nonetheless

»

'While not always introduced for any logical or cons:stent reason, they .

"is a case in point. . S T

. of the;e institutions._ What shall be, the proper balanre of SpeCl&li&Ed and

: to develoP more general capac%tiesqand skillsb I : i EE .

* \ ’ +

- the mqst frequently introduced changes and the kind oSt likely to be, sustained.

R P > M
2 - ‘ s

0
o e

nonetheless, because they do not threaten the whole structure, are likely to
i .

o a

be more readily accepted and maintained. Change in generéthducation‘programs

. $ ¥
rai . P“. N
e’ N

»

. v . i’ ‘ i . U . : 3 ‘ o
In recent-years there has been considerable discussion within wunder=-,
. . . " ook e . °

4 * -

graduate institutions of the place of general education,” While.general s

*

_3education as sueh was most actively discussed and dey;loped during che 19405,
/-

.

1t still remains under a variety of de31gnations as ope of the basid cgncerns

Al

¥

generaﬁ study? What shall be the appropriate balance between ipdividuaiized

and common programsVV wa mnch work should be given to assisting nhe student
v

The'monograph on in3tructiona1 programs discussns the variety o@ apgroaches‘

-

currenﬁly underway,ioa It'is difﬁicult to'gﬁneraliZe, except ;o suggest that

.-, 1

v

the is3ue o£ general educaﬁfbn is strll very much alive., If thgre is any "

J" .:4 g'_ & . . - -

1_.

. perceptible trend it seems to be Oné of moying_away from a greaf number’of

E
*.

b

) .- %

w prescribed courses to’ distribution requirements and to nove from distribution B

. ’ P . .

requirements to individually designed or contracted chueﬂces., While there

a N -

. continue to "be’ instances of the_develppmeut of new integrated and new freshman.

' ;-Azd . St

and lower, division sequences, the prevaLIing mood seems to be that of allowing

. e
Wt gk,
,




the stud;nt "to do hi; own thing" and#to build his, . prqgram--albeit‘mith
.'soum guidance Withinabroad areas resembling those as;ociated with distribution'
requirements. The total progfam earlier deGelOped by the University of Chicago

. and/those programs recommended fo; Harvard and. Columbia seem to be less’ the

, ?
’

norm and more the exception. The appanent emphasis of the contémporary

~

students on the-practical and the applied seems also to be causing institutions
. ‘- “
*  to develop more career-oriented courses and various types of certificate
B ?' . .

programs of less than baccalaureate level According to bne recent article,

. -

students are Urgportedly abandoning theoretical, abstract; and”purely academic

¢

¥

fields for, those that relate directly to Jobs." Enrollments are down in

English and history and the foreign languages, ‘and some faculties are turning

- s ’

to "applied humanities," i.e. to the application of the skills of people in

\

'the humani ties to interdisciplinary problems wherein team consisting of persons .

. . -

from the humanities and the applied field.attempt to deal with issues from a

more broadly humanist Viewpoint 105 - ) - .
o - v f v - , .

- In spite of what seems te be the prevailing trend, the}e is some evidence

[

’

. . . , .
.
.

-

that a number of collegés havé attempted to intrdduce new types of inter-
disciplinary sequences dealing with broad issues of human resources, community

. . Fi .
service and public affairs,_ In addition to these,imgerdepartmental and

a 7.

. 3

interdisciplinary concentrations, a’ number of nem types of studies have

emerged such as the folloﬁingk ‘ethnic¢ studies, Black studies, envirohmental

il

had q - ' . .
sbudies, non-Western,studiés, women's stddies, futuristies, computer sci%hce, ‘

-

policy science, arms control and’ foreign policy, p@ace studies, the management

of change, forensic science, drug and alcohol addiqtion, ethics in medicine.

b

}”hlmost two=thirds of the colleges and universities in the country have introduced‘

’ <

" 'some form of ethnic studies, Black studies as guch are found ingjover 400 N
‘e i g

institutiong. Urpan and environmental studies are apparently growing rapidly,

an more%than 100 colleges and universities™offer courses in the field of

v

futuristics, courses concerned with planning and forecasting.

£ . ’ R ’ 5




Just t long-range impact these new studies will have remains yet to

be seen, Vdrious types of 'new" seduences have beer introduced in American

colléges and|universities since the beginning of the 19th century: Some . have
§ i )

gurvived, and others have disappeared, only to bé‘revived at later dates.. The

-

fieldsof soci logy and psychology are essentially creations of the late 19th
\ .

“century., Eve ‘American literature and American his*o were ''mew' studies
4 Ty

.F".

or be absorbedIinto more established departmental sequences., But it seems

1S

important to aﬂlow for the emergence and testing of new" disciplines, This

is the way in which the»curriculum renews itself. Ard most, if not all of

.

N ;
the Lutheran‘collegeh, have beefl engaged in some such form of experimentation.

¢

Perhaps the most extensive changes have been in the development of new

.
-

calendars. Oveg the years there has continued to be some shifting between

v »
¢ —

'quarter and seme%ter calendars, with the semester structures remaining the
1

prevailing patte But in the early 1960s, with the introddction, or perhaps ,
’F

< . PRI

2

,the reintroductioh of the intersession, a variety of fhew types of college

- .
4 -

caIendars emerged, the most popular which has been the. four-one-four format .

.
. | “ -

(two terms of sem&ster length during vhich students enroll in four courses
t F

x .

or somé variation.thereof and an intersession of approleateﬁy one month

I

+ during whichnthe students concentrate upon a single course) Other variations

include the thnee-three structure, in which students enroll for three courses

> - L

during each of three quarter-length terms of ten to twelve weeks, the modular

[ « 3

cYurse plan, during_which students enroll in ne course in three or four week
v X ! [ «
blocks, and varied semester-length»calendar programsm : o L
Over 500 colleges and universities have introduced 3dme variation of the
’ v

:

' fournone four calendar, While Bennington‘and Sarah Lawrence’colleges had

]

incorporated an interim and off-campus unit in their calendars in the l9lbs,' o
. ’ ’ L , o
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,
N . |

the great interest in the four-one-fourxdeveloped in the early sixties with

N

the efforts of Florida Presbyterian College, now Eckerd College. The report

.

for 1970-71 indicates that fhe majority 'of the Lutheran colleges maintafn a
A .

semester calendar, with the four-one-four being the next most frequently

koo

employed. Only one college at'that time was using the three-three calendar} v

Other variations among the Lutheran colleges includad the quarter system, '

the three-one three-three, the’ one-four-four and the four-four:one.los—

Other curricular variations found among colleges and universities in the gw

mid-19%ms include the 1ntroduction of some form of a passg- -fail system. While

-

1nit1ally the emphasis was upon- broadening opportunities for pass-fail, there

seems in recent years to be a move toward restricting the use of ‘the pass-fail

b4 .

option, although there are few‘institutions that do not hawve some form of

H
-

the pass-fail option,. . ‘W

“ Gu N

’

Adwising programs have been revised.and reyaméed, but -no institution hd's
. . 1 « - ' .
. yetggome up with the ideal program.' | : ,

If any lesson emerges from a review of the incredible variety 'of curricular

programs underway, it‘is that at this particular point in history one may ﬁind

+ }

almost any. variatioa in the teaching- learning process in one institution or

andther. 'There is no single pattern at the undergraduate level for sequence

or requirements, although most institutions combine some element’ of concentration
and ”general" or 'liberal" education, No: one type of academic calendar is

o
uniformly found., There is a wide variation in grading practices, although the

majority of the imnstitutions retain the traditional letter grades while

. Y

‘providing greater or fewer pass-fail optioﬂe, or variatlons thereof There "2

.

appears to be a heavy component of "experiential” or off-campus work

although the majority of- the institutions still operate within the conventional
on=campus classroom format. 1In one sense there is probably less uniformity in '?;Q 'ﬂi

[y ' N N /- !
the undergraduate degree sequence than ever before. In another sense, most of

N . .
R LI 5 . .

3
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the new and experimental programs are simpiy variations of battgins that

> ’

have been attempted before. . —_—

.
54

e N
There is preéijous little in the experiménts that is new., ¥e seem to

- -

have learned littTe from.past experience, and we are, as institutions,

- ~ . -
‘

* (.e LY ¢
insistept upon-making our own mistakes and trying out our own programs,

. N N

Perhaps this is the best way to go; institutions do differ in terms of types j .
L [ I d . y

‘of students enrolled and_emphases of faculty.. Yet, with all of the’ concern -

4
- .-, -

for innovation and experimentation, it becomes abundantly clear that any
institution that is radically different from its sister institutions has a

difficult time. With considerable mobility among the students, there is

v

still great concern- for transferability and interchangibility of courspes and

credits, Any new program‘has to be prepared to translate. its work int6 ,more .

conventional terms? and if elements are too "far out,” students have difflculty

v \ .
. » "

in applying the courses in other institutions,. ‘ S . '_1‘,
We find at the same time a pressure for change and variation and a . '
R & A . -

counterpressure far conformity and uniformity. It seems5to‘be a matter-of

each institution working 'out its oyn destiny. While there may be verytlittle
gvidence that variations in programming have profound ard long-range impacts
upon students, the‘study of long=-range impacts has been fairly limited., We

/

would urge that the Lutheran colleges respond tq the current interest in

——

innovation; but we see the most promising ﬁaths to be taken are those of
introducing a1ternate .programs through variatians.of the college-within-a—

,college, the usé of interim or intersession petriods W1thin the several
' . Y

variations of the four~one-four as the way to maintain a certain degree of
t - - ¢ -

'stability and at the same time provide “opportunity for experimentation. And,
- N ¢ P ¢ ‘ \

whether or not a particular experiment dramatically cwgnges the learning

L

outcomes, in spite of many of the Fisclaimers to the dontrary, it may indded

.

be that change for the sake of change is worthwhile. In a period of steady

&

»
?
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.or declining enrollment, experimentation is still an appropriate concern, - . ’ .
We would hope that as experimentation is undertaken, more careful effort be .
N » Py
~ . . :

»* given to examining the consequerices of changes.

s . ' ’ - T ' ’ .
. . V. Financing, the Program * {; .07

s iy B ’ ’ V4 %

The reledase in the early months of 1970 of Earl Cheit's report on the’ L ;

financial conditions of 41 colleges and universitie%i in which it was estimated

L .,

that over 60 percent of the colleges and universities in .the United Sgates.

were headed for financial trouble or were already in financial difficulty,
yJ * - .

seemgd to confirm what a number of other observers had already noted, The

et .

title of Cheit's book; The New*ﬁepression in Higher Education, became a new

'l

-
-

.

password, Just emerging from a half decade of disruption that had culminated

’ ip’ Kent State in May;'1970, higher educational institutions seemed to be moving

‘

‘ from one kind of crisis into another.

- I .. l
« ° Variaus writers have tried fo pinpoint the beginning of the crisis and
’ ) : 2y . i

the end of _the "golden age"” in American higher educat-ion. ”Virginia Smith has

referred _to the decade between 1957 and 1967 as the golden decade at least .

v
»

in fiscal matters. Expenditures rose from 5 billion to over 15-billion and

<

enrollment rose from 2 5 q&llion to over 5, 5 million.10 “But already, by

-1967 there was evidence that all was not well with the enterprise.r Instructional .

costs had‘dncreasedb and were during~the late 1960s averaging more than eight ©
percent per year for ;ertain private uﬂi\‘/ersitie,s.l‘08 And even while state
appropriatdons were climbing, tax-supported institut:ons were also experiencing
difficulties.' In a report to the Association of American Colleges in early

1971, William W. Jellema, repogted that ”most colleges ‘in the red are’ staying

in the red and many dre getting redﬁer while colleges in the black are-generally

" growing grayer."109 \ “ 'h 'wg

Lo
v
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In response to the tightening fdnancial s1tuation, colleges began

N
LAREE
« " -

cutting budgets and effecting economies wherever possible, Some hoped for

v

hew aid from federal and state governments, but were disappointed ' lLater in
1971 it was reported that private gifts to U.S. colleges and uniuersities
showed a dhllar decrease for the first time in more than a decade.110

Early in 1222 it appeared that a turnaround was occurring, as it was
reported that private gifts and grants had again begun to increase and had

Eor‘l970-7l now, reached a record high.llL However, the major sources of, the

-
increase was alumni and "non-alumni individuals." A number of institutions

also reported that by budget cutting and more efficient use of resources they
L 7 ! .
were .moving out of the red into the black.- Some attributed the chdnged

conditions o more effective management procedures, ;

. ’
S
<

. . _ ) .
In April, 1973, .Earl Cheit's second report found that by increasing their »

s
.

use of coste=control measures, the majority of the 41 institutions he had

earlier studied had managed to escape or avoid serious financial trouble in

the,interVening period. .As a matter of fact, 26 of the 41 institutions

[l

reported that their current financial situation was the same or better than

it had been two years earlier.l12 yith the beginning cf* the academic year

.

1973-f4,'optimism,seemed to belincreasing,:and'it was reported that "a cautious

optimibm and cautious pessimism" characﬁeriéed "the financial rmood of the
3 . ; »
ation's'colleges‘and universities as academic 1973~74 gets underway. nl13  pue
/ . -
as the ;ear wore on, if was_ clear that the situation was far from settled, )

A study by the University of Michigan s Center for the Study of Higher Education

suggested that inflation was probably obscuring the true condition of financially

!

troubled colleges, The ‘Center found that while expenditures per ‘3tudent had

-

gone up somewhat ip the decade reviewed, when inflation was taken into account

- - L

in the l4st few years" there had been an actuak decline in the expenditure perw

student~{}4 The President of Georgetawn University yas warning that Phase II

of the financial crunch for private’ higher education was just around the corner, 115

. . ~ .
. -
Py .
-
. ~ .
v

-
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The situation for 1974-75 is mixed. For some private colleges, a ,

combination of lnéreased tuition and wide-ranging economies seems to have
restored a measure of fiscal stability to the enterprise. Others ére still
accumulatiag debts at a frightening rate, and thg sound of closing doors

haupts those who have survived. Some observers are convinced that the
" combination of increased tuifion and cost-cutting budgeting has reached
sométhing_of a logical limit; there are few places left to cut without ~
impairing qualit&,*aﬁd }uition m;y have been incr;ased to the upper limits.

1

" Others are convinced that neither is the case, and that there are in addition

other untapped resources. Early in 1971 Alice M. Rivlin, a Senior Fellow

at Brookings Institution and former Assistant. Secretary for Planning and

‘Evéluation in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, suggested

that there was no generxal crisis in ﬁighéi’education in finance, but ''rather,

there are several sets of factors affectiné various kiﬁds of institutions

in various ways at the same_time; some permanent and come temporarj."116
There are probably thgee basic ways in which the financial crisis can

y
< 3 - .
be met: (1) increase income, or (2y decrease' expenditures, or (3) work with

a combination of both. With regard to sources of income, h¥¥gher educational - ¢
2 Al L) N d

institutions in 1971-72, the last year for which we have fairly definitive

d?fa, received for current operations apﬁroximatel& 30 billion_dollars.117

Approximately a third of this income was der%yed from tuition and- fees,
élthough nearly 43 percent of the fee income may have been derived indirectly’

or directly from varidus{types of federal, state and private student support..

H

If that portion of the student fees derived from governmental and other sources
! - - /

. ! s -/ :
.18 subtracted from the total tuition paid, then the distribytion of income .

»

< - .
fées, approximately 31 percent from state. and loch/
[ ! . N ' L ' ‘ ’,

over 27 percent from federal sources, approximately 9 percent from private e
. - ’ . s

for higher éducatiqnal institutions is roughly 29 z7mcént from tyition and .

government sources, just

4 /

::\‘a' . ‘ . h . 67 ‘ ) | B - —
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philanthropy and nearly 12 percent from auxii}ary enterprises and other

activities, This is the overall distribution;land’nbere aée obvious

-«

variations between public and private institutions, Private institutions

v ¢
depend relatively more upon tuition and public instltutlons depend relatively

. L

more upon bﬁa&s and local souLtes. ~r’)

“
Subtracting the income from auxiliary enterprises and deaiing only with

Educational and General income (the income derived from current operations,

exclusive of income from residence halls, food éervices, and the like) it

appears that with some minor variations in the i940$, tuition and fees have
over’ﬁhe:years constituted approximately 25 percent of the income. There is
some evidence that tu)tion and fees are previding.in the last few years
somewhat larger proportions of the income. Governmental sourcgs,'federal as
well as state and locgl, are approachfné 60 percent of the income, with some
increases in state:and local suppoét and decreases in federal support during
the last few years. Private gifts and grants have, leveled off at approximately
six ttgren percent of E&ucatlonal and General, plus those, funds which are

lndirectly prov1ded through scholarship and ‘other student‘aid. Endowment

] N .
M ]

has come to play "a smaller and gmaller part of the total financing,

. *

constitﬁting hardly three persﬁnt of the Educational and General income in

, ,
) /
recent years. i . .

I
5

) .%ew matters have been as roundly debated in current litérature as those

>

¢ f s ) kS
the case, because one's .position with regard to tuit}on can reflect"in many

s
¢ - " . r
. .

ways basic attitudes toward higher education. While the immediate reaction

relating to, tuition charges. 1It.is not difficult to urderstand why'thié,is~~\‘\\§u\

a

to proposals either to increase or to decrease tuitior may be based on coéﬁs

L8

and the need for more or lesﬁ\révedﬁ , the questioh of whethef:iuition should
3

, 0’
’

constitute a iarger or smaller proportion of éosts,is essentially, to use the N

7 -
v

¥

title of the Ca@ﬁbgie regort "Higher Edugation " Who. Pays? .Who Benefits?

Who. Should Pay?"l18 . ' . e ;

. - por_ - ' . ) y
N 68 .,
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As a nation we have®accepted the principle that common schooling shouiq

extend through the secondary level. While attending such schools is not

"+ T totally without cost, by public bolicy we are committed to.providing an

essentially free and tax-supported system of schools through: the elementary

%

and secondary levels. Such has not been the casg'in nigher education. Or,

LI

¢

- 8ccess to ﬂigher education should reflect the same principle of access as P
Y 3
that found in seco

ndéfy education. In many of the debate

\ " at least, there ié.no'uniformity of opinion regarding the extent to which
5

1

\ ue has
\

+become one of assigning'benefits. We seem generally to be co ed that -

' free gchooling thfough the secondaty level is importan{ because sociéty as a

. whole benefits from having an educated citizenry. When it comes to post-

)
e < 4

Ny !

. secondary education, however, there are many who argue that it is the :
s ~

i

- \ indiv#dual™who primarily benefits and, to the extnt ta which postsecondary

\@duéation‘provides ﬁ::;ntiélly'individual benefits, to that extent -the

, 'ir{czividqal shodld"be‘r quired to pay. - . Lo

L

4

. ¢

. N9 ’ ,
. But thewposition that .postsecondary education primarily benefits the

kd

individual is not universally accepted. There are thoég-ﬁho argue that

~ : .
society is primarily the benefactor and that society should

Rear the greatest.
¢

" portiwn of expenses. The issug.becomes, at the risk of oversimplification,

- that there are some who emph&sf@e~education as a consumption, for the immediate

-

benefit'accruing‘to those who pértfcipatg in it,.ﬁhile others view it as an

.4 4 *

fnvestment, with the benefits agcruing to a larger portion of society over

a longer périogﬁpf time. Theée differing points of view have been presipt

.
A4 ‘e

for aflong time, "but ‘they .are presently being expressed more sharply in this

time of social stress and financial pressure,

.

55 ationalareports such as those of the Carnegie Commissiorfand the Comm{ttee
. ‘?'""/ . A ¢

- . - -~
for Economic Development have'argued for increasing tuition rates in public -

~ - .

institutfons to a level more like that of private institutions and to offlsct
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these increases for those who need the assistance with substantial federal

-

and state subsidized assistance programs. The monograph on financing goes

"into some detai%’regarding the various proposals that have been made; and ' N

"we shall not attempt to recap&tulate the arguments here.119 ye would only

’

obsgrve that in the meantime tuition and fees have continued to increase

for both public and private institu%iéns. Overall costs for attending coilege

-

have risen 40 percent in fouf years, between 1970-fl and/1974-75. And between

.1574-75 and 1975-76 cos{s will average 12 percent highei/in public and 8 ° )

B4

\> percent higher in private colleges.120 Working against the general increase
in tuition has been the attempt on the part of some units of the University
of Wisconsin to decrease tuition. At the time of ‘this writing, the move on ,

the part of the entire system to reduce. tuition has met some opposition in

.

the state 1egislature.121 ! .
) . - . ', ~
For private institutions increasing tuition without providing for additional

» student aid funas~is likely toYrestrict an already tightening "market,'! One

of the first reports of the Carnegie Commission demonstrated quite clearly

-

that the net return from tuition increases is likely to be less than anti®t-

}ated. William G. Bowen's study of the incomerexpenditure pattern in major .

0

{ .
private universities was issued in 1968. 1In that™gtudy he singled out for

special analysis three instit;tﬁons, Chicago, PFinceton and Vanderbilt. - He
noted that between 1958 and 1966 tuition had increased at an average rate of

slightly over 8 percent per jear in these institutions. He deducted

.

L; expenditurés on student aid from the gross fee'ané calculated an index of the .o .

net fee income per student which could be compared with the.index of gross

- fee income per student., During the period of time unde} study he found a

- ’

" wideming gap Jbetween the gross fee income per student and the net fec iLncome
N !
14 R . . ‘ .
per student. Indeed,, when he compared changes over a shorter period of. time,

. .-

between 1962 and 1966, he found that while gross fee income per student had

L Y
« s 3 o]
.
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increased more than $400, the net ‘fee income per student had increaged less

than $90,122

The first lesson that we ought to have learned from our dependence upon

~

student fees for current operating income is that while.it apparently is
. . ’ * . S—
necessary to offset some of the tuition increase with 2 provisien of added

. ) . £
student aid fundsy, anless we examine very carefully, the net effect, the

balance/9f gross and net tuition increase, we may f1nd that increases in tuition

P

actually have very little overall pos1t1ve effectiubon the operatlng 1ncome
\)"

of the institution. To the extent to which a prlvaLe 'nstitution/hust.&epend
upon its own resources for building student aid, td that extent the balance.-
between expected increases in income and the anticipated need in student funds

must be carefully examined. There is litt1e|direet a&v@ce that can be given,
. i . ’ .
since the circumstances for each institution?differ considerably., But it can
. ’ ‘ ] |
be said that simply increasing tuition does not automatigally add to the 'net

.

+ funds available ‘for current.operations, 1In estiné its own clientele,‘a

! 4 . .

collegé needs. to.take into account the increase in tq\;lon, discounted bya - »

! »

factor to acknowledge 1nf1ation further discoburted bv funds anticipated to .

R
- £

be needed to assist those students who now wirl.need scme or additional student
, ‘

aid. Then, examinlng what the net actual increase in current operations may-,
. ’ (

be, an 1nstitution is in a much better positi%n to determlne whether the

tultion incr:;se is sufficient or whether ﬁzf tuition increase proposed is

¢ g ) oo .
actpally worth the effort, S T o

Cohpounding the‘ﬁroblem for private'instgtutions is the new set of
standards hy which the College Scholarsghip éervice makes its estimwt%s'of how
nhch money parents ghould be expected to ehntribhte to\the cost of their . P
ehilgren's gducation., The new shhedule, to go into effect for 1975-76, shons

a sharély»reduced figure in all of the categories.. The reduction was made in

L

-

. September,'1974,,because of projecteq 18 percent increase in the Consumer

N




. ., sources are not in sight 123

- . ‘ . . ’ . . . - ‘/ . . ]
Price Index between February, 1973 -and December, 1974. The College Scholarship |

Service, in calculating parental contributions, deducts: items such-as taxes,

P

medical expenses, retirement allowances, and other special costs Erom-a
family's total income to calculate an "adjusted income." It is ori the basis P

. of the adjusted income that €SS indicates expected contributions. For example,

-,

a family with an adJusted income of $8 000 was expected‘to,contribute $900

Py

for one ch11d in collége in 1974-75. This is reducéd to $290 in I975-76.-;At. ;

-

the upper'levels of income, a family with an ,adjusted income of'$20 000 was .

»

expected to contribute $6, 270 to the. support’ of one child in college in 1974 755

in 1975~ 76 this was reduced to $4,910, These adJustments have the effect of
LA
‘making students eligible fqr more financial aid from.outside sources, The
¢ t
'only problem is that’ comparable inereases in availabie funds from out81de

L 4 ’ -
- » ]
¥ * .

The'problem for the private institutfon is that students will nowbe,~

¢

according to CéS recommendations, eligible for more financiaf.support. If,

».

howeuer, the additional financial support is only to be derived from 1nterna1 .

v 4

+ funds, then-very suBstantial increases in tuition will be required in order to . .
»

b
0
v [ ° ")

-y \
. P

build up the 1nte£%?1 funds. ,But, the 1ncreased tuition ma3y serve as a .

depressant, and itqmay reduce,the number of students applying for admission. ; . "

- k4 -

" Unfortunately, there is no clear standard by which- to determine what the cutoff )

-

points may bei It seems to us very important,“hoqever, for individual

institutions to assess more clearly the ability to paywofvthe clientele attracted

and that they enter into these rounds of tuition increases with clearer
- " »

’
.

understanding of the implications.

~

v

One factor that will possibly assist private ingtitutions in living with -

£
N . Ty

the necessity of increasing tuition is the availabifity of federal grants and

" !
-federally subsidized loans as well as state assistance. Federally insured low-

' . .

interest student loans, however, have experienced significant defaults. The




President s bulget megsage in early 1974 announced as a maJor goal an
expansiOn of guaranteed lban.programs and in the .request presented in | ‘
January, l975“there was a $3l 000,000 increase over the preVious year s - - .
budget increase. However, of the $3l OOO 000 increase, some $26,000, OOO.was ’ * " K

directed to cover defaults, while only $5, OOO 000 would cover interest {

.

subsidies whicn the government pays for needy students, Moreover in the ‘

request for $30,800, OOO supplemental appropriation for fiscal 1974, it, *

' 4 /
was noted that all of this monéy would be-meeded te.pay increased 1973 and 1974

defaults,124 A’ report in the fall of 1974 indicated that the Federal

bovernment may be facing a loss of .over haIf a billion'dbllars’in defaults.125.
Faced with the serious defaults, the UsS, Office of Educatioh bas

proposed new criteria_for removing colleges and universities from guaranteed

studeht loan programs. Yet, in spite of the many problems in the proposed e

new regulations, it appeared that as academic year 1974-75 got underway,’ S

> L3 -
b - .

government—insured loans Were-apparently more available than during the

previous yea? The dollar amount had not, however," reached the peak lending

%

rate of the 1971-72 academic year. For many students, the situation was still s

» AN

tight. It was noted that "for freshmen, as for other new borrowers 'for

* '

>
b

‘

poorer students, for city dwellers, for students at high-priced institutions,

2

at graduate schools, and at community colleges, much of ‘the picture is still B

.
¢ .

glOOTHy ”126 ) . ‘ ’ . ’ . :
The direct ldan program, the National Direct Student ann Program, O

\ . {. "
established in 1959 as the National Defense StudentrLuan Program, was also ~

facing serious difficulties. Under ‘this program, institutidns could make

loans directly to students rather than requiring students to seek loans on

1 1
their own from banks as is the case for guaranteed loans. It now appears

[} oLt L

that defaults are;flso high in the direct loan program, and- an increasing }
) number of institutions are turning to outside collec!ion agen01es to replad/ J
. ” . \ ’ R

A )
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- the funds‘made available through the federal progrAm. For fiseaP 1975 i; was B
estimated that approximately $321, 000, 000 would have ‘been used in direct loans.

Eor fiscal 1976 0. funds were requested under the direct loan program 127 - .o v

Already, in late 0ctober 1974, the College Entrance bxamination Board had.

%
[N

: . estimated that studeht.financial a1d funds for higher education,from federal,

-, ’ }

staie, and private sources would haVe.to be inCreased by an estimatéd two
- billion dollars for ‘1975~ 76 but that it was unliker that such funds would be
*made available. Sidney P, Marland Jr,, President cf CEEBV predicted there ~ o

’ would be a two, billion dollar aid gap for l975~76 128 The fiscal 1976 budget

- -

shows a clear shift in emphasis from direct loans to insured loans, basici
K opportunity grants, where over one billion dollars was requested 129 " .
i ;# ' While private 1nstitutions have attempted to develop their own lvan_: ‘
programs, such as the contingency 'loan program, "under which students would . h :,
repay tuition loans over a 25 to 30 year period, ‘the majority of private ".f ‘_;)// )

[ -8
P institutions will have to depend upon a combination of federal assistance,'

+ . - R .
[y ’\'.’ . ‘

their own immediate sources, and state’ assistance, ' R . a
.- - L \“_,) '-_" ) ¢
The ‘pressure on state governments for the support of the state systems y
P4 . M #

.5. of education hds increased dramatically in recent years. " But even as-state

2

éovernments have experienced the increased demands [from tax-supported instit~ ,

v

utions, they havF 1n a rather remarkable way moved to prov1de agsistance;’ often
- (A D , g
ihdirect, to pr1vate 1nstitutions. The main form of agsistance has been through

state scholarshipss and grant fund% Byﬂlate 1974 there were student-assistance

_programs in 41 states and truét territories. While a numbor'of staté‘constit- .

B

-

utions bar the use of public funds for private institutions, the majority of _ - S

the state courts have not interpreted the proviSLons so'narrowly and have held
4 . . ,
to the general principle that when state funds are used for "public purposes” .

",.. *

the question,is- less a matter of who handles the monev than the purpose for

v
. 1 > Y .

which it is used, 130 L o, - . : -, \ .:
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Some 19 states provided direct aid to private colleges. Much of the state

-

aid to private institutions is, however| indirect, ‘and the primary method

P - ) i . lo
“is through,state scholarship and grant"programs. While there were some forms

. LN

of aid programs in over 40 of the states, only 35 were pr'_Tding some form

of aid, either direct or indirect, to, private colleges apd universities.

’

Minnesota and Oxegon adopted in 1971 a proV1sion whereby tha.state could
"
"cdntract”‘with private colleges for the efucdtion of state’ residents. That

same year, in Illinois Maryland and Washington adopted programs-of direct
grants’ to private institutions.131 ’ . . . -
A& we have mnoted, a total of 35 states provided aid in 1971, directly or

13

N . . . . »
indirectly to private colleges and universities. Some of the programs had not-

been funded, but by February, 1972, at least 22 of these states were operating'

state-funded ‘'scholarship programsg and providing in 1971~72 a total of 2794

)

million dollars to private institutions. Only dight states had provided
R .
132

~

scholarship programs as recently s a decade before. The number of states

[

" and the number of dollars expended’ had increased by late" 1974 In most

finstances, scholarship funds could be used at 'both public and private

institutions.' it is estimated that approximately 60 percent of all of' the
state monies mdde available through scholarship programs have goné/to\students
R . ’“, } . . _— . \
"in private colleges and universities.133 |
i) . '

The Commission on Financing PostsecondaryJEducation expressed the pinion
that confinued growth'in student aid programs is likely- to occur, especi 11y _

"in the form of non-competiq&ve grants for studenté attending public and rivate

1nstitutions.“134 The Commissron also reported an-interest in many state

to increase aid to private Lnstitutions, both because reptresentatives of private

colleges and universitiés had become more effective in presenting their causges

-

~, and because many private institutions have unused inst;uctional capacity.

-

/

49




',3 additional court tests fn the future.

.

. privdte institutions should be prepared to recognize that the more public funds .

"As one writer observes,_”private institutions must ?e prepared to consider ’

) methods of.accountability along with methods of public funding.”136 And ¢

.

.issue\has been: dec1ded in favor of continded assistance to private nonsectarian

positions if the aid declines, In addition, state aid may be tied to state~- .

- students rather than a more national student representation 137 s

ad -

1 o - .
We would observe, however, that ih states where both public and pnivate

P
«

-instgitutions have stopped growing in enrollment, the frictfon between.public

and Frivate institutions has begun to increase significantly, There have ) .

. -

P4
alrehdy been several court tests of state aid to privace institutions., These‘

.cases are discussed in the monograph on finance.l35 While in large part the

) . .
N

institutions, wer would guess that the issue is far from closed There wiii be TN

. v
§ '

-+

v .
id -
3 -

+ It also seems likely that there will be-continued ‘increases in state
\ ¢ » ) ‘ s

assistance to privaté institutions. It must be pointed.cut, however, that .

t

they receive, the more they~will be held accountable to public authorities.

another writer suggests that private institutions wirl be tempted to adjust

their programs on the basis of state aid and may . find themselves in awkward

residence status and this may force colleges tdwconcentrate more on in~state

ﬁ{ N )
Current federal policy seems to'be to emphasize student ‘aid. as the maJor

» , .
source of federatl support for education, and - the d1str1bution of expenditures

foy fiscal. 1974 under the Office of Edueation were overwhelmingly in the area
. R R . SR

of student'assistance. Within Health ‘Education, and Welfare, the National

B 5o
’ ’ ' d

'-Institutes of Health provide substantial funds for higher educataon, but

these are for specialized proJects as are, the funds granted through the - .,
]
National $cience Foundation. During 1974-severa1 attempts were made to
[ 7

’

in&roduce legislation providing direct assistance t6 higher education, but none

'

were successfulf The 1atest was the attempt in August of two members of the )




1 ‘Senate Appropriations Committee, Senator Robert C,. Byrd and Senator Warren : |

- \ Y ~ ..
P .

G. Magnuson to add $50 000 000 to the appropriation blll for H E W but

the recommendation died in the COmmgéiee. Reéiewing federal involve‘ nt, dn’

~ v .
..

higher education over the last- decade, Howard Bowen notices a direct shift

2

from general institutional aid to establishing as the major goal kor new " Lo

s
“
L)

federal programs tbe encouragement of needy and low-middle income students ~
far - %

to attend college. The principle was clearly expressed in the Higher Education

»

' 'Amendments of 1972 138 -T *i" ) ' j‘ ' gl ug,~ : ’
' Many different proposals continue to emerge but the basi[ ofientationeﬁ
at q"—\-,é . -
" ) at this p01nt in time in federal funding of higher educamiOnal institutions

seems to lie in finding the most effective way of providing student a1d

L3

Representative James G 0 Hara of Michigan, who took‘over the chsé of

- .
. ' e ~

Representative s, Higher Education Subcommittee in 197& has emefged as one of

t S
the leading spokesmen for ‘maintaining low tuition and providing student aid.

H L&
In his address to the American Council on’ Education in‘ ctober 1974, O0'lara .

[

) said that he would ”seek ‘to construct a student-aid system that recognizes that

/.

low, tuitien has® dohe more for improved popular access to postsecondary education

n. s il

than'ail the student aid prog:ams put together. I will certainly give no aid:

- 1

and comfort to a system which tac1t1y eneourages the raising of tu1tions as a
- 4 % -
;o means of maximizing an 1nst1tution s piece of the federal pie. n139 e

-Gifts and: grants from private sources const1tuted approx1mately six percent

-

SN of the Educational and General 1ncome in the early l°709. While the dollar

- ® N X
) d 1

amount from such sources ‘continues apparently to 1ncrease, the proportion

- . [ ¢

has remained more or less stable at betWeen six and seven percent. For some
b v « » - y

N

prlvate institutions these sources, have consuituted and ’ continue to constitute

. » . JK

a greater proportion éf income. Business firms still remain. 3. major source of
. LY [

v

. N »

'gifts and grants fro pr1vate sources., Foundations, earlier expected to

increase their prop rtion of giving, by the fa17 of 1974 appeared less likely .

4 * ' ‘ '
B ’ &

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC s . «




7 ' 73 .
sources than before. It was not only a matter of assets being down, because
. . s ¢

2. the earnings of the'foundations had remained fairly stable, b many found=

’ >

t

ations during_the years of rising stock market’ prices had taken some of their

- & L \ “
s capital gains for grants, and they found themselves in a p081tion of needing
’ s
. to sell stocks to raise the same amount of money/to cover their ‘'grants, and '

" this further reduced shrinking assets.140 While there have been obJections‘

* e

of some businessmen to giving unrestricted grants to private colleges and

.3

A
un1vers1t1es, by and large the business segment has seen such grants as a

’
%

-

., public service,141

Some institutions have turned to other sources of income, A number of

v
” -

smaller colleges offering predominately liberal arts programs have branched

-out into career education,l42 And some institutions have entered into
Ofle g

revenue-generating activities.143
~ f . B
As we have already observed, the apparent turnaround in financing of

higher education observed by Cheit anfl others appeared to be less a matter - -

of securing vastly increased sources of income and more a matter of reducing
! ’ ) .
expenditures, Howard Bowen's-assessment of the current state of the debate

i
over financing higher education, to which we have already referred, observed

that during 1973 ‘one of the top'cqpcerns was that the efficiengy of higher
,eduéatiqn should be improved. It is worthy of note,, however, that in his
Asummary of the current state of the art, eight of the' items were related to

increasing income and only.one to improving efficiency.144 .

&

' There are some who have suggested that max1mum economies have already N

v

been achieved and that very litrle in the way of reduced expenditures can

further be accomplished The Pregident of Georgetown University, in May, 1974, *

speaking to the Association for Institutional ReSearch, contended that another 7
. ] 4 . e . »

) ‘Einancial crunch for private education was on the way, because "in the first

ph?se of the finmancial crisis most,institutions had already put their

¥

{ ‘




% ]

» institutional budgets.through the wringer;/and there simply was little*more

in the way of economy that could be achieved. .

~
h

The situation prohahly lies at some point between, nanelgtthat economies
are still possible, but there are also limits to the economies that can be
eftected.‘ There has been a persietent increase in the unit cost, the cost .
per student, over the yeare. Whéther it is poseible to decrease the rate at
nhich this particulgr item has ifcreased is an open question}y, Some economi;ts
have argued that the increase in unit -cost is en&emic'tq the educational
process., Whereas in induEtry the output per wurker has gone up, in education,
the output, if anything; has d%creased The. output‘per wOrker in labor
during thelcourse of the twentieth century/has 1ncreased in mast industries
at a remarkably .steady rate, while in higher educational inst1tut10ns product- .
ivity has actually decreased. Higher educat10na1 inetitutions have benefitted
from some of the technological innovations, ‘but the trend has been toward

lowering teaching loads’, enrichhng programs and multiplying activities., }

Education partic1pates in the general category industry in which anreases

-~ v

in produdtivity come more slowly, if at a11 than in the" economy as a whole

and in which the cost per unit may be expected’to increase more than costs

t

in general. .

" At least, the position outlined above has been the line’ of ‘reasoning in

*

-the past. Such reasoning is currently being challenged, and the Carnegie :

»

Commission, among others, has not onlj’célled for more efficiency but has argued

that more efficiency is possible. The Commission's proposals have been of two

major kinds: (1) reduce the total nuﬁber,of years of the student in training

and (2) reduce the cost per student hour, -Ouc own feeling is that it is highly

r

questionable whether reducing the. length of student training benefits anyone

except the student himself The institutiOn will continue to mainLdin thc

staff and range of programs necessary: to provide for the student, irregardless

+

- . . ' -
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of how long ig,taj:s the student_to complete the program. There may be some

S possibiiities:forl ecreasing cost per student credit hour; The Carnegie

Commission contends that cogt per student credit hour can.be decreased by ,
ten pj&cent and, suggests the following sources of saving makihg more

effective use of resources in relation to students in attendance by halting

the creation of new Ph.D. programs, achieving minimum effective size for

campuses now below that size,| moving toward'year-rouud operation, cautiously

raising the studentffaculty‘r tio, reexamining the faculty teaching load,

improving management bv better selection and training of middle hmnagement,

’

+

creating more alternative programs off-campus, and establishing consortia
among 1nst1tutions.145 The Commission also argues against what it considers

urwise, though tempting short-run egonomies such as reducing'necessary

- ’ . N

maintenance, re?ucing library expenditures for new books and journals, and
'failin%:55 increase student aid as tuition and fees increase. The Commission

also asks for improving the budget-making process by more effective dnalysis

and programming. * ° ' . Y . .

E

This plea‘for more effective planning is found in a score of recent
* reports, JaméslHarvey summarizes a number of the reports in institutional
planning available as of March, 1971.146  The Ohio Board of Regents under
its management improvement program during 1971-73 developed a very detailed

planning mandal. Planning is emphasized heavily in the report of. the National

1 4
Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education. One of the concluding
LU } : L J
chapters of that ceport is directed toward developing bett#r procedures for -

fnstitutional costing and data reporting.147 "Howard Bo en and Gordon Douglass

have provided a detailed analysis of cost and oytput

“Hodgkinson have also provided an analysis of how/ efficiency in coll/ges and .

b, s
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‘One gain§‘&£iimpréssion'that techniques are abundantly available for ,

- . ¢
more efficient use of resources and space. What is lacking is any clear

“

. : . A .
evidence that educational quality is influenced in one way or another by \
. . )

’

S~

changes in methodology and appfoach. Perhips it is impossible to sfcure iy
' Y

such evidence, and perhaﬁ!‘the debates will ever continue regarding how
much“"efficiency" can bé effected without reducing educational "quality," *

Ear® Cheit's second look at the new dépression in higher education /

contains summaries of reports from the 41 institutions inclyded in the

original study. Twenty-three of the schools were private institutions.
He observed that with the growing awareness of the cost-income squgéze,

institutions began to develop new managerial practices dnd organizational
. - Y ¢

relationships. The short-term conséquence,of this development was a sharps \\\//

X

reduction in the-rate of growth of the institutions' expenditures. But

Cheit suggests that ‘this development led to.ijmore long~term consequence: -
) Questions of money eventually lead to questions of ) N '
purpgse, and these new management practices and '
organizational relationships form the evolving system
by which schools are making the transition from money
questions to purpose questions. The additionsl ¢ N
consequence of these new practices and relationships,
therefore, is the development of new administrative -
and standards of- judgment about educational quality. ,
and purpose,l5 . ~ '

‘He observed that althodgh the new financial stability is fgggiie and may
prove to be short run, it nevertheless\i;‘a:Significant achievemeng:; He
found ghat during the intervening two yeats befﬁeen the criginal study agd
the review, virtuai}y all of the inspitgthéns there/haﬁ come about an
increased campus-wide aﬁpreness of ;isiné costs and their im$lications.

‘All but five of the inst{itutions report%d qﬁét faéﬁlty, students.;ng staff .
members had become more ;ware of costs, Faculpy anh staff héq becotre more

alert to'fhflrealitieszof the cash flow within the'organiqgt;on. And while

there was some reduction in expectationﬁregardipg future developments, even

< * 4
- P .
‘. 8 1 - v A r
- . .
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it was found that administration cannot ‘appear to act arhltfxr1ly, that,

some concern that innovation might be restricted, there was also'developing

L a climate open to zz:urb change., There was also more of an acceptance of

the idea,of a ';anaged nstitution."151 \ . . , ¢
Some 30 of the 41 'nstitutions nad begun to develop overallvstrategies '

¢

for better management. More attention was being given to the reduction of'.

Y . ( .
costs; indeed Cheit found that '"the reduction of expenditure growth is<§9w ) P
as central, 3r more central, to administrative outlook than increasing . -

income,"152 W1th regard to cost=-cutting, it was found tnat appeals for

'
L 3 -

voluntary efforts by operating un1ts were not particularly effective, that

L4

administrative decision was needed. In the process of cutting cost, ho&eygr,»

? * *

'
across-the-board cuts were generally ineffective and that better approdches -

were deferring, freezing, cutting, poollng various activities, better

purchasing, more efficient scheduling, and improved.food handling and

, ' ~

dormitorys, . . .
He also found some change in the role of the admiristration. He suggests

that in the recent past a new program was the product of faculty initiative

y

for the most part, but that as administrators have taken on more 6f the

managerial role, their task has been to providé\in-ad¥ance\the conditions
1 L 2 .
that make operations and new programs possible. The administrator is now :

-

becoming a key element in deciding whetner, when, and on what terms change 1%

>
1

possible.153 Tnis also leads to concern on the part of the 'faculty of their x

role, and Cheit.observed the establishment in miny institutions of faculty- \ -

staff committees designed to assure participation in planning and budgeting. \
.. We conclude by observing that 7here are a host of manuals suggesting

new approaches to budgeting and managément. * Most of these documents will

not be very helpful to institutions if these 1hst1tut4ons attempt to apply

them directly. As much as anything, as we see it, there is need for a climate

. f 82_‘{' |
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tﬁaf'accepts an dnstitution as a managed ehterprise, that provides the

4

. . . . .
machinery whereby those affected can partfcipaée in some of the cri&{cal

decisions)iflating to expenditures, and that ‘the development of a series
. ’ - 1Y
. .
gf three to‘five year projections becomes critical in mairtaining a spirit
. ~ ‘ * . > ‘
of management,
: : K '
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