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HIGHLIGHTS

THIS REPORT identities and deseribes 29 cooperative projects in higher
aducation.

These projects, whose primary function has been to increase the adequacy
and improve the quality of higher education, have been operative at local,
State, and regional levels.

While the concept of interinstitutional cooperation in higher education is not
new, it has only recently come to be widely acknowledged, publicized, and
diseussed.

Thére is a definite need today for a more systematic, regular, and detailed re-
porting of cooperative programs in higher education, including the type, scope,
planning, administration, evaluation, and financing of such programs.

To be most meaningful and most widely effective, cooperative programs in
higher education should be planned and executed, not within the strictly
isolated environment of the institutions concerned; they should rather be co-
ordinated with related programs of other agencies within the loeal, State,
regional, and national matrices,

Adequate planning, competent administration, periodic evaluation, and subse-
quent. modification as required are highly essential to insure the maximum
snecess of cooperative programs in higher education.

Improved mechanisms for cooperation among higher education institutions,
and between these institutions and other agencies which contribute to and draw
upon their resources, can greatly assist in the difficult process of relating indi-
vidual efforts to the needs of the Nation.
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Foreword

IGHER EDUCATION in the United States can boast a history of fairly
H successful response to many challenges. Faced with ever-increasing de-
mands and opportunities, higher education now has the task of finding the
material resources and manpower to meet the challenges of the. present decade.
One partial solution to these challengts may be found in the practice of inter-
institutional cooperation.

The present publication provides-a case-history description of some success-
ful programs of interinstitutional cooperation: their scope of operation, the
character of cooperative arrangements, administrative procedures, provisions
for evaluation, favorable and unfavorable factors, and related considerations,

It is the hope of the Division of Higher Education that this report will
stimulate the interest of college and university personnel concerning the
potentialities of interinstitutional cooperation. Not only economy, but im-
portant qualitative progress, may be achieved by this device.

Homer D. Barsmgr, JR.
Assistant Commissioner for Higher Education

Ernest V. Horris
Director, College and University Administration Branch
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CHAPTER I

Interinstitutional Cooperation:
An Emerging Concept in Higher Education

ODAY higher education is caught in an in-

creasingly difficult dilemma: strong demands
are being placed upon it for the establishnent of
new curricular programs and offerings and for
the improvement and expansion of existing pro-
grams and services; at the same time, higher edu-
cation finds itself limited in financial, material,
and personnel resources and facilities. Colleges
and universities are looking more and more to
interinstitutional programs as one means of solv-
ing these and related problems.

This publication presents an overview of inter-
institutional cooperation in higher education, in
its philosophical and historical setting and with
special consideration of its present status and
future potentialities. The varied nature and
broand scope of cooperative arrangements among
higher education institutions are concretely dem-
onstrated by the delineation of a number of rep-
resentative programs which have been or are now
in existence.

Those activities which represent instances of
interinstitutional cooperation among colleges and
universities at the local or State level have been
of primary concern in this report. However,
reference is also made to certain cooperative proj-
ects embracing inferstate regional groups of
higher education institutions, not only to point
up the possibiliti .8 of such broad geogiaphic ar-
rangemerits, but also to show their implications
for State and local area programs.

It was not intended that this report include all
cooperative arrangements, past and present,
among colleges and universities in this country.
Time and economic limitations required that the
major attention be confined to a description of
selected programs fromn the substantinl number
reported to date in the literature. Those selected
for comment, however, are believed to be illustra-

tive of the progress colleges and universities have
made in recent years toward interinstitutional
cooperation and the prospects such programs have
for more effective services to the constituencies
served by higher institutions.

Definition and Delimitation

The termn interinstitutional cooperation refers
to joint efforts or operations wherein two or more
colleges or other educational srganizations agree
with some measure of formal uction to join forces,
pool resources, or otherwise work together for the
attainment of a common educational ohjective.
In this report, this definition is limited to agree-
ments entered into voluntarily by colleges and
universities and related educational organizations.
Interinstitutional arrangements for working to-
gether which have been effected through legisla-
tion or executive mandate are not considered
here. Neither are such interinstitutional pro-
gramns as involve athletics, forensics, debate,
music, or similar activities included.

State and local area cooperative projects in-
volving two higher institutions or related educa-
tion organizations are described as bilateral
projects; those involving more than two institu-
tions or related educational organizations are de-
scribed ns multilateral projects.

Historical Background

While the concept of interinstitutional coopera-
tion in higher education is not new, it has onl;
relatively recently come to be widely acknowl-
edged, publicized, and discussed. Historically, the
separateness of colleges appears to have been pri-
marily due to three factors: (1) the “ivory tower”
concept of many higher education institutions,

1
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2 COOPERATIVE PROJECTS AMONG COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

which separated them from the community; (2)
the self-sufficient concept, which separated them
from one another; and (3) the highly selective
nature of single-purpose programs, which drew
relatively few students te any one college. 1In
many instances, both the uesire and the need to
establish cooperative arrangements and programs
were lacking. Where the nced did exist, the bene-
fits and potentialities of working together for a
cominon purpose were often not clearly envisioned.

Within the past decade or so the literature
deseriptive of interinstitutional cooperation in
higher education has grown considerably in vol-
ume and variety. Types of cooperative arrange-
ments and the variety of institutions involved
have increased. Planning, organization, financ-
ing, administration, evaluation, and other facets
of the problem have been given increased study
and coverage in the public and educational press.
Among the factors which have accelerated volun-
tary cooperation among colleges are the desire to
provide better programs at a smaller cost to the
student and the college; the inability, alone, to

provide the staff, facilities, and services for these-

more complex and costly programs; and a more
widespread acceptance of a social climate that.
recognizes the virtues of interdependence as well
as those of self-sufficiency.

Most of ihe articles, surveys, and reports
descriptive of interinstitutional cooperative ar-
rangements in higher education have appeared
within the last 10 or 15 years. A bibliography of
resonrces relevant to the subject is included in
this bulletin; it seeks to bring up to date a bibli-
ography of 79 items contained ina 1957 report on
interinstitutional cooperation in higher educatinn
and called by the author “the more nnportant
literature on interinstitutional cooperation al-
ready existing”'  Of the 79 items, 4 were pub-
ligl'ed between 1930 and 19393 9 were published
T rween 1940 and 1949 and the remaining 66—
84 percent of the total—were published between
1950 and 1957. The bibliography in this bulletin
includes 70 items published or released since 1957,
Yet it must be recognized that many such co-
operative arrangements, past and present, have
undoubtedly not been reported in the literature.

1 Merton W. Ertell, Interinstutioral Cooperulion in Higher
Education. Albany. N.Y.: New York State Fducation Depart-
ment, 1957. 118 p,

3N

Two fairly compreliensive studies of interinsti-
tutional coopeention in higher education were
published o quarter of a century ago. They are:
Interinstitutionel Agreements in Higher Educa-
tion. by Duniel 8. Sauford, Jr., published in 1934
by Teachers College, Colmnbia University, and
Cooperation and Coordination in Higher Educa-
tion. by Arthur J. Klein and Franklin V.
Thomas, published in 1938 by the American
Council on Education. Sanford’s study was re-
strieted to formal and woritten agreenents exist-
ing between higher edueation institutions. The
Klein-Thomas study grew out of overtures made
by the Association of Governing Boards of State
Universities and Allied Institutions to the Amuri-
can Council on Education to initiate a study of
the possibilities of regional development of cer-
tain specialized scientific and educational activi-
ties. Krtell's 1957 study, reference to which has
already been made, gives detailed treatment to
interinstitutional cooperation in the State of New
York; however, much of the report is nevertheless
broader in scope. Up io its time, it represents
perhaps the most recent comprehensive treatment
of the subject. '

Current Need for
Interinstitutional Cooperation

In the past it was practically possible and per-
haps educationally advantageous for colleges and
universities to operate unilaterally, each deter-
mining its own goals and programs and seeking
its own resonrces. A nuinber of factors can be
identiided to illustrate how the current social, eco-
nomie, and political setting is making this a much
more difticult path for an institution of higher
learning to follow,

Increased Enrcllments

A primary causative factor n the increased
need of higher institutions to establish coopera-
tive programs in order to satisfy clientele de-
mands more adequately is that of steadily rising
college and university enrollments.

In a recent publication of the United States
Office of Kducation, the 1960 opening (fall)
degree-credit student enrollment total for all col-
leges and universities of the United States was
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reported as 3,610,007.2 From this point it i8 esti-
mated that opening (fall) enrollments will rise to
a total of approximately 6,000,000 stndents in all
public and private institutions of higher educa-
tion by 1970.

In situations where special ndmissions require-
ments and enrollment restrictions are not estab-
lished institutional policy, these figures are a
cause for concern. They may be less s¢c - hose
ingtitutions which have decided to hold the line
on future sdmissions and are further committed
to a limitation of institutional size. Even in these
cases, however, the side effects of generally grow-
ing pressures in college enrollments may be in-
fluentinl in underscoring the need for and in
stimulating interest in the estiblishment of inter-
institutional cooperative programs, provided that
conditions otherwi.2 are encouraging.

Limitation of Finances

A second factor influencing the need for inter-
institutional programs among colleges, universi-
ties, and related organizations is that of limited
financial resources with which to underwrite the
cost of higher education.

As the numbers of students seeking higher edu-
cation in the years immediately ahead increase,
0, too, will the need for a greater amount of
dollars be increasingly felt. These two factors
together make it imperative that colleges and uni-
versities seek additional funds for the mainte-
nance of current programs and the admission of
larger numbers of students. Office of Education
estimates vhow a requirement for over 18 billion
dollars for capital needs of higher education in
the decade ahead. Operating budgets are rising
steadily likewise.

Writing on the financing of higher education
currently and in the years ahead, Seymour E.
Harris of Harvard University states that the
educational and general budget of 1957-58 for
all of higher education in the United States was
slightly above $3.6 billion. He further estimates
that this figure will eventually increase by the
year 1969-T70 to a total expenditure for the same
purpoc -~ of $9.8 biilion. In regard to this rise in

2 Openin,. (Fall) Enrollment in Higher Education, 1§60: In-
stitutfona’ Data. U.R. Department of Health. Educatfon. and
Welfare, Office of Edication. Washington: U.§. Government
Printing Office. 1960. p. 1.

oporating budgets and .he major reason for a
largo portion of this increase, he says: “Hence the
increase is $6.2 billion, or about 170 percent.
Since enrollment is expected to rise by about 90
percent, it can be assumed that more than one-
half of the rise is to he associated with increased
enrollments.”* Thus it is again evident that a
considerable portion of the funds increase will be
tied to the enrollment surge.

Harris also states that the $9.8 billion figure is
for operating budgets only and does not take into
account the possibility of a 20 percent increase
in the next 10 years due to inflation, which would
raise the total financial needs even higher. He
sounds one optimistic note, however, when he
says in regard to his l:ichest estimate, “Economies
may cut this figure.”

One possible means of achieving a segment of
these desired economies is through i.terinstitu-
tional cooperation. This is true both in terms of
the expenses for current operations and outlays
for capital facilities and institutional equipment.
In view of the critical situation that may be in
prospect in the adequacy of available funds to
underwrite increased costs in higher education,
no approach to great economic effectiveness ought
to be overlooked. '

Shortage of Qualified Faculty Personnel

The need for interinstitutional cooperation is
also heightened because of the current and pro-
jected shortage of adequately trained teaching
staff. At the present time, there are strong indi-
cations that the growth and expansion of colleges
and universities—but more important, the ade-
quate education of our young people—will be
impeded during the coming 10-year period, due
to a shortage »f quahfi~d instructional personnel.
The univers:® s of the United States are falling
short of prod: ‘ng ti. number of doctorates re-
quired to man the classrooms of higher learning.
The current rate of production is approximately
9,360 doctorates per year. If it is assumed that
this rate will continue during the next 10 years,
and that approximately 60 percent (the present
estimated rate) will continue to enter into em-

Financing of Higher Education: Broad
New York: Mec-

s Seywour E. Harris,
1ssues. Financing Iigher Education, 1960-70.

Graw-Hill Book Co., Inc.. 1959, p. 35.

1y
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ployment in higher education, approximately 16.7
percent of the total now professional staff during
this period will hold the doctornl degree. This
compares with 1.4 percent for entering stafl
members in 105354, 26.7 percent for 195556, and
23.8 percent for 1068-59.

In adaition to the shortage in the production
of doctor’s degrees, one must remember that, even
if the institutions could meet the axpected need
of total numbers for faculty purposes, a large
portion of this group yearly find their way into
the firlds of business, industry, and government.
When une censults the estimates which have been
made regarding future faculty sive, it is readily
apparent that the 1970 figure of approximately
402,000 total full-time equivalent facuity needed
may not be met.’

There are many plans ana suggestions for
meeting this need for teachers, such as the :n-
creased use of more persons holding the master’s
degree, or rehiring retired persons possessing the
needed qualifications. A partial satisfaction of
this need may also be brought about by the use
of cooperative curricular and teaching arrange-
ments involving two or more higher institutions.

Reasons for Cooperation

As a general rule, reports of various types or
examples of cooperative ventures involving col-
leges and universities point to one or more reasons
which create an initial interest in conducting such
programs. A relationship between the reasons
advanced and factors creating a need for coopera-
tion, such as were presented above, can be estab-
lished. Among the reasons frequently given for
considering cooperative arrangements are that
such endeavors provide:

1. More effective utilization of resources, both
physical and personnel.

2, Program enrichment In the way of broadened
offerings and a more stable selection.

8. Economy of operation by reducing faculty, plant,
and fund needs to an operational level consistent
with sound administration.

< Ton-Year Objeotives in Bducation: Higher Education Btafing
and Physioal Faocilities, 1960-61 through 1969-70. Washing-
ton: U.8, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Office
of Education. p. 20, Jan. 17, 1881,

sIhid. (Full-time equivalent for teaching—258,000; full-
time equizalent for adminlstrative service—64.000: full-time
equivalent for research—80.000.)

1t

4. Knhanced community service through the selec-
Gon of competence areas by cooperating institutions
and through reduced duplication of offorings.

%. Institutional stimulation embracing students,
faculty, administration, an staff.

Possible Areas of Cooperation

Given a willingness on the part of the leaders
of higher institutions, bonrds of trustees, adminis-
trators, and staff members, there appoars to be no
aspoct of college operation which is beyond the
bounds of collective offort. Examples have been
roported to indicate that cooporation among insti-
tutions is possible in such broad matters as state-
wide and regional planning for a frontal attack
on the problems of higher education during the
noxt decade to as specific a matter as joint pur-
chasing of fuel oil to capitalize on bulk purchase
prices. Ertell® has provided a compilation of
possible ureas of cooperztion which appear to be
both comprehensive and realistic. Included as
possible areas of cooperation are the follo-i g:

1. Planning

. Providing programs and educational opportunities
for students

8. Sharing faculty resources
. Sharing ph;steal facilities
. Use of Joint classes

13

Library activities
. Contracts for services

. Business affairs, administrative practices, and
fund raising

9. Activities with other cultural institutioas
10. Other cooperative activities

® Ao

An additional area of cooperation, which does
not seem to fall into any of the categories listed
here, yet has r.eaning for all colleges, was de-
scribed by Hanson in a recent article on college
communications when he wrote:

My second step in a broad pProgram would be an
interinstitutional communications program.

Colleges and universities should cumbine, within
the areas of their main constituencies, to send out
cooperative newsletters, Dictorial tabloids, traveling
exhibits, and combined-talent programa. They should
also combine to take paid space In newspapers,
especlally weeklies, and time on radio and TV sta-

¢ Op. cit. p. 4-7.
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tlons,  mvery doctor's office, every bat: er shop, every
walting atatlon in ¢very city and village should re-
celve Information on the renl achlevements of higher
education, as reflected in loenl Institutions within
the Atate or region where the clties and villaxes are
loeated.  In addition, the oplnton leaderm ln each
elty and vllinge should get personnl coples of n com-
bined inatitutionnl newaletter.!

In view of the many phases of collegra and uni-
versity opesations which can be appronched and
handled jointly by two or more institutions, a
greater consideration by institutional leaders of
the advantages to be gained from such action is
to be expected.  Direct outcomes in edueation and
economic effectivencss and indirect gaing in public
understanding are both possible.

Recorded Support for
Cooperative Programs

Beyond the consideration of the foregoing
practical and enrrent problems facing higher edu-
cation, there are also several important philo-
sophical justifications for considering interinstitu.
tional cooperation in college and university ope a-
tion and administration. Both practical and
philosophic bases of support are evident in some
of the reasons for undertaking interinstitutional
programs reported in the literature, published
& .1 unpublished, on tkis subject.

In those instances whero cooperative programs
between colleges and universities have been under-
taken in the past, some of the following reasons
have been set forth in suppor. of these arrange-
ments:

1. Interinstitutional cooperatlon. without limiting
the inc'ependence of individaal instltutions, tends to
promote the more effective nnd etficient utilization of
limited or specinlized resources.

2. Interinstitutional cooperation, without requir-
ing expanslon of offerings, makes it possible for a
college or university to enrich those programs which
might otherwise lack luster, challenge, or the oppor-
tunity for broad eduncational experiences.

3. Interinsti*ational cooperation. without imping-

*Carroll Hanson. The Strangers In Your Midat. Pride,

November 1930, p. 11.

ing on Inatitutioanl budgetary affnies, can actunlly
reanlt fn definlte aavingm or at least promote the
pourhlilty of economles In future operationnl costs.

4. Interinatitutional cooperation, without restriet-
ing /& college's aren of Influence, allows n youp of
colleges to expand thelr community service projects
amd thereby enhance thelr respective offerings.

0. Interinstitutional cooperation, without ferce or
coerclon, s anable of producing aeademle and enl-
tural atimulatlon *o the entire fastitutional program.
Ao result of tals cppronch to problems, students,
faculty, and administrators will have necess to
hitherto oused resonrces for incrensing intellectual
growth,

Summary and Conclusions

The continuned and rapid growth in college and
university enrollinents, the limitation in the
amonnt. of available financial resources, and the
shortage of properly trained faculty personnel,
together with other factors, are making it in-
creasingly necessary for serious consideration to
be given to everv feasible means of securing ade-
quate faculties, facilities, and programs for
higher education.

Many possibilities have been suggested in this
regard; some have obvious merit; some do not.
When the question is asked, “What does a college
or university need to increase its effectiveness in
meeting the pressure of rising enrollments in the
years ahead ?” most replies center on one of the
following: (1) addit:onal financial resources; (2)
expanded teaching space; (3) increased numbers
of faculty; (4) improved planning; and (5)
newer educational methods. One of the possible
answers to this question is that of inferinstitu-
tional cooperation.

Interinstitutional cooperation provides direct
meanii g to responses 4 and 5 above and is in-
directly related to the other three responses given.
Through the use of this technique, a number of
colleges and universities, both public and private,
have agreed upon and carried forward joint or
cooperative programs which have been reported
as providing mutual advantages in the use of
human and material resources for educational
service to the institutions involved.

12
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CHAPTER II

Interinstitutional Cooperation at Local. State.
and Regional Levels

HE RECORD of efforts among colleges and
Tuniversities to work jointly and coopera-
tively toward mutually agreeable goals, from the
earliest surveys and studies of the subject to the
present, shows a growing support for such prac-
tices. Moreover, the duration of existence of
some of the programs and projects noted in the
earliest studies mentioned in chapter I attests to
the merit and success of these interinstitutional
actions. Some of the projects reported in the
1934 Sanford study are still in operation—over
2 quarter of a century later. Ertell, in his 1957
study, after pointing out that there was a “more
than adequate” already existing number of co-
operative projects to demonstrate the values of
interinstitutional actions, further observes that
“what appears now to be needed is a willingness
and a desire on the part of adiministrators and
faculty members to move gradually but with per-
sistence toward the development of cooperative
relationships.” *

In this chapter are described 29 cooperative
arrangements in higher educition; some of these
were established nearly £ decades ago, -while
others are of relatively recent origin.* Twenty-
four are State and local area programs and 5 are
interstate regional programs. No attempt is made
to present these examples in a strict sequence
chronologically, for it is the feeling of the authors
that the date of beginning is much less significant
than the fact of success in the cooperative ven-

_u;-)‘lc:;‘t’[y;x—-\\TTTErtoll. Interinatitutional Cooperation in Higher
Fdneation. Albany, N.Y.: New York State Education Depart-
ment, 1957, p. L

38everal reasons exist for avolding the attempt to make this
list and presentation exhaustive, The number. scobe, and
variety of programs in effect together present a formidable
barrler to such an effort. This Is strengthened by the fugitive
and incomplete nature of reporting of these projects. Finally,
Umitation of time and space for this bulletin made it im-
practieal.

6
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ture, which is evidenced by the coniinuatior. of
the program. Where beginning dates have been
reported in the literature, they have also been
included in this delineation in order to provide
some perspective.

The attention of the reader is directed to the
array of items covered in cooperative arrange-
ments currently in force among the colleges and
universities of this country. Such programs in-
clude the exchange or joint use of personnel,
physical facilities, academic programs, and ad-
ministrative relationships.

1. Personnel: Cooperative arrangements in-
volving personnel may include, individually or
collectively, administration, faculty, students,
operating and maintenance persons, and visiting
personnel, such as artists, musicians, and lecturers.

9. Physical facilities: In this category are
included arrangements for the cooperative utiliza-
tion of such specialized facilities as libraries,
laboratories, gymnasiums, and field houses; of
certain types of expensive equipment; and of
major specific use facilities, such as observatories,
which are not a part of any specific higher educa-
tion institution.

3. Academic programs: Interinstitutional ar-
rangements involving curricular programns cover,
in the aggregate, a broad range of undergradnate,
graduate, and combination offerings, such as the
“3-9" two-degree program.

4. Administrative relationships: In this area
are found such varied cooperative arrangements
as those for research, use of the cultural resources
of an area, purchasing, and scheduling.

Specific plans, programs, arrangements, and
agreements representative of interiustitutional co-
operation in higher education are reported below.
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Bilateral Cooperation: State and
Local Levels

The first group of State and local area coopera-
tive arrangements delineated includes agreenients
between two higher education institutions or be-
tween one such institution and another agency.

Earlham College—Indiana University

During the years 1942—45, Earlham College and
Indiana University cooperatively offered evening
courses for adults in Richmond, Ind. College
level courses were made available jointly by the
two institutions as a part of the War Manpower
Program. As a result of the acceptance of this
carlier program, the Earlham College—Indiana
Universtty Ceenter was established to continue the
offering of collegiate level courses for adults in
the evening honis.

Credits earned at the Center are accepted and
recorded at both institutions. Faculty come fromn
ecither college, neighboring colleges, or from the
community. .

As a part of its cooperative effort, the Center

also acts as agent for Purdue University and
American Institute of Banking courses and is also
a joint sponsor of the Audubon Screen Tour.

In the initial :..ages of this arrangement, a con-
tract was drawn whereby Indiana University
paid a cash subsidy equal to the cost of rent on
building and library facilities and institutional
services which would be supplied by Earlham
College. With these funds the sulary of the di-
rector and clerical staff were paid and funds were
allowed for promotion of the center program.
Tuition charges pay for instruction costs. Any
surplus which acerues is divided between the two
cooperating institntions.

One may ask, “Can this arrangement be success-
ful elsewhere?” 1In the words of the director of
the Conter, writing in 1957, “The 11-year experi-
enc> of the Earlham College—Indiana University
€= er indieates that such an arrangement could
be - -ked out in many other localities. . . . The
chief requirement is a spirit of mutual trust and
genuine desire to meet community needs.™?

acaur lrrmk I-dmﬂhrm RBepond the High
ton: U8, Department of Health, FEducatlon,
of I-Idnmtlnm November 1957.

Sechaol.  wWashing-
and Welfare, Office

-3

Flint Junior College—The University
of Michigan

An example of how higher edumhon, throngh
the cooperative efforts of a State univ ersity and
a comnunity college, can be made available to
those who might not otherwise be able to further
their education beyond high school is found
Flint, Mich. Here are located two institutions
\\lud\ are administratively and financially inde-
pendent and antonomous—the Flint College of
the University ot Michigan and Flint Jumox
College. The former, controlled by the Univer-
sity of \Ilclugdn, offers upper-division courses
only; the latter is a comprehensive 2-year com-
nnmity college under the control of the city board
of edncahon Here ave combined some of the
most advantageous features of joint local and
State p]anmn«r by means. of which available
financial and educational resources are effectiv ely
emplmed to provide both junior college and
sentor college programs. Through appropriate
administrative arrangeents, the two institutions
make end-of-semester reimbursement to each other
for educational services rendered to cross-over
stucents.*

Students are permitted {o register in lower- and
upper-division programs in both colleges at the
same time without being registered in both insti-
tutions simultaneously. In this program, some
physical facilities are shared;  librarian handles
the details for both libraries; provision is made
for mterchange of faculty; and the costs of cer-
tain specialized services are shared. Audiovisual
services are provided by the junior coilege, for
which the university is charged a part of the
total cost.

This program has been in effect since Septem-
ber 1956, when the Flint College of the University
of Michigan was e. l)hshed. No date has been
set for termimtion of the program; as long as
such a progran is advantageous to the community,
it is expected to continue in operation. A formal
written agreement setting forth the policies and
procednres governing the joint use of buildings
and grounds, faculty, teaching equipment, and
supplies was entered into in 1959 by the Flint

Blocker.
Higher Education, 14:

¢ Clyde 1.
Education.

A Cooperative Experiment in Higher
11 and 13, September 1957.
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Board of Education and the Regents of the Uni-
versity of Michigan.

One of the administrative officers concerned has
stated his belief that the program of cooperation
is sound educationally and also, he believes, in-
corporates the best of State and local administra-
tive finance and control.

Harvard University—Massachusetts
Institute of Technology

Harvard University and Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology have in operation an ar-
rangement whereby graduate students of either
institution may, with permission, take work from
the other school without paying additional tui-
tion. Under the plan, a student at Harvard who
is engaged in full-tim graduate study or in a
combination of study and academic staff duties
equivalent to full-time status, may register for
courses at M.L'T. which are vaavailable at his
own college, provided the enrollmen’ does not
exceed one-half of the student’s total registiation
for a term. M.LT. students may also enroll at
Radcliffe College under the same 2izreement. The
only restriction placed upon students in this co-
operative cross-enrolliment plan lies in the reason-
able stipulation that students are not allowed to
attend classes which may be so crowded by addi-
tional outside registrations as to place an undue
load on any instructor.

Two more formalized cooperative programs
sponsored by Harvard and M.LT. are: (1) The
Cambridge Electron Accelerator, a multi-billion-
volt accelerator constructed ou property owned by
Harvard but staffed cooperatively by both iIn-
stitutions. The accelerator operates under an
agreement approved by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the National Science Foundation,
which are providing subsidies. (2) The M.L.T.—
Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies, which
represents the combined efforis of the institutions
directed toward urban affairs and related fields
(for example, architecture, public administration,
government, public health, economics, industrial
management, and social relations).

Lowell Technological Institute—
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

These two institutions are joined in an informal
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cooperative progrom of textile technology which
permits the exchange of student enrollees. inter-
change of faculty, and mutual use of specialized
equipment and material. This cooperative ar-
rangement includes:

1. Mutual use of the manufacturing and research
facilities of Lowell Technological Institute by both
graduate and undergraduate students of Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology who are working on
theses, and the use of M.LT. textile facilitier for

the development of graduate theses by Lowell
students;

2. Mutual use of the books, periodicals, and gradu-
ate theses of both institutional libraries by students
of the cooperating schools;

3. Opportunity for students of L.T.I. to obtain
additional chemistry, mathematics, business, engi-
neering, and textile technology work at M.I.T. Stu-
dents at M.IT. are able to work with textile-
manufacturizg and finishing machinery for cotton,
wool, »nd rayon at Lowell during summer sessions
and as such special courses are made available;

4, Joint seminars between the students of both
colleges ; interchange of faculty members for special
lecture and de¢monstration purposes,

This program has been successfully operating
for more than 10 years and shows every sign of
continuing as a cooperative endeavor in the years
ahead. There is no formal contractual arrange-
ment and no financial commitment on the part of
either institution.

Ohio State University Cooperative
Agreements

In cooperation with several other schools and
colleges, Ohio State University maintains agree-
ments for graduate program enrichment. Some
of the cooperating institutions are: the Merrill-
Palmer School, with a Master’s program; the
Juvenile Diagnostic Center of the State of Ohio,
with work in clinical psychology; the Battelle
Memorial Institute, with programs in fields of
engineering ; the Kettering Research Foundation,
with studies of prenatal and postnatal environ-
ments; and the University of Cincinnati, with
plans of study in social administration.

In addition to these agreements, Ohio State
University and Ohio Wesleyan University co-
operatively administer and maintain the Perkins
Observatory. As a result of this arrangement,
facilities are made available to students having an
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interest in research: work in the fields of astron-
omy and astrophysics. Also, members of the
Observatory scientific staff serve as members of
the Physics and Astronomy Department at Ohio
State University.

One of the most recent announcements of inter-
institutional cooperation made by Ohio State Uni-
versity concerns a cooperative Ph.D. program
with Miami University, at Oxford, Ohio. A
memorandum of agreement between the two in-
stitutions provides for graduate students in cer-
tain areas of study to complete approximately
one-half of their requirements at Miami. The
degree will be awarded by Ohio State “in coop-
eration with Miami University” when all require-
ments have been completed.

The agreement provides for programs in chem-
istry, physics, education, English, and history.
The program will operate under a joint commiit-
tee of six, composed of three members from each
university. Residence at Miami will be consid-
ered as residence at Ohio State. Students will be
encouraged to use the research facilities at Miami
University and to prepare the dissertation with a
Miani faculty member.

In the announcement of the program, these rea-
sons were cited for adoption of the plan:

1. To maintain and advance the quality of gradu-
ate study for the doctorate in Ohlo;

2. To avold dujlication at beth institutions of
specialized facilities and other “extraordinary ex-
pense” usuilly found in graduate education.

Thus these two Ohio universities have joined
forces to provide enrichment and improve quality
in the important area of doctoral study.

Wells College—Cornell University

In 1955 a cooperatively planned program of
preparation for high school teachers was estab-
lished by Wells College and Cornell University in
New York State. The motivation behind the de-
velopment of this program lay in the need of
Wells, a small liberal arts college, for a program
of professional education courses for its prospec-
tive teacher education students. Rather than em-
bark on the development of a broadly conceived
department of education, an agreement was estab-
lished with Cornell to provide some of the neces-
sary course offerings for certification in the State,

which Wells felt unable to offer. As a result of
this plan, Wells College offered its students 12
of the required 18 hours and Corneil University
~vpplied instruction for the remaining 6 necessary
credits.

Within the 6 credit-hour offering of Cornell
were included general principles of teaching,
special methods of teaching subjects where cer-
tification is needed, obscrvation, snd, most im-
portant, student teaching. In its initial stages of
development, needed changes in the program were
noted and instituted. The cooperative nature of
the undertaking proved to be the real value of
the program.

Arrangements for observation and student
teaching, selection of special methods instructors,
the teaching of general methods, and the guidance
of student teachers were the responsibility of the
dirvector of the program, who was accountable to
both institutions. The matter of transportation
of students during periods of observation and
student teaching was assigned to the Wells Col-
lege staff. .

The course wor! “ - - he program was conducted
under the sponsorsu . of the Cornell University
School of Education, as an off-campus offering
under the jurisdiction of the Extramural Division
of Cornell University. . Classroom space for
course work in general and special methods, and
for individual counseling and guidance in stu-
dent teaching was provided by Wells College.

In 1960, when Wells College assumed direction
of its own teacher training program, the coopera-
tive arrangement with Cornell University was
terminated. This was considered to be a desirable
and hoped-for result of the project.

Williams College—Sprague Electric
Company

A college and an industrial firm in Massachu-
setts have embarked upon a cooperative plan for
supplementing the college’s teaching resources in
the critical fields of physics and chemistry. Un-
der an agreement with Sprague Electric Com-
pany of North Adams, Williams College in
Williamstown (5 miles distant) offers a master
of arts program in physics and chemistry to
which Sprague contributes funds, students, aud
teaching personnel.

16
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Spr.gue was interested in the master of arts
progiam at Williams as a means of upgrading
personnel and as an incentive for recruiting new
employees in scientific fields, Since Willtams had
the program but lacked sufficient teaching per-
sonnel to expand the offering to meet the need in
the area, Sprague also indicated a willingness to
allow scientists aceeptable to Williams to serve as
faculty in the graduate program. From this
beginning Sprague has also agreed for certain of
its staff to participate in the teaching of under-
gradnate laboratory sections of freshmen and
sophomores during the day.

In the final agreement, 12 of the Sprague
Electric Company scientists (6 in physics, 6 in
chemistry) were given released tiine from their
positions to supplement the teaching faculty at
Williams College. The scientists so employed
contimie to receive full salary from Sprague and
are in addition reimbursed by Williams as an in-
ceutive for the extra time and effort involved in
class preparations, grading, and report reading.

Students from Sprague enrolled in the M.A.
program are also given released time from their
employment duties to pursne additional study
with regular Williams College faculty, but are
not additionally permitted to teach in the under-
graduate laboratory program.

The guiding philosophy of this cooperative
agreement. is contained in the following statement
by Prof. Ralph Wineh of che Physics Department
at Williams in his report on the program:

Industry and government have attracted many of
the scientists who might otherwise be teaching:
hence the extra teachers needed to meet the Nation's
demand for scientists must come from these two
areas, Many industrial concerns. coascious of their
responsibilitics to education, are making financial
contributions, But money is not enough. A supply
of trained personnel must be available [to colleges]
during the day when most undergraduate instruction
is given.®

Under the terms of an informal written agree-
nient, Sprague Electric pays the instructional
costs, beyond those costs which the college wonld
have in any event, for comwpany personnel who
are pursuing the graduate program. The amount
paid by the company for this purpose represents

e Eqac Book: Education Bepond the High School. Washing.
ton: U.S. Department of Ilealth, Fduecation. and Welfare, Office
of Educatlon. Vol. 1, Case No. 14, Apr. 1, 1958,

only a part of the total cost to the company,
which, as mentioued earlier, also has the released-
time cost for its personnel taking the graduate
programn as well as for those engaged in teaching
at Williams.

This program, which has now been in operation
for some 3 or 4 vears, is scheduled, under the
terms of the 1960 contract renewal, to continue
through fiscal 1964, Fowever, if the need con-
tinues to exist, it is anticipated that the program
will be extended beyond that time.

The Chairman of the Board of Sprague Elec-
tric and the President of Williams College » e
charged with overall administration of the pro-
gram. Responsibility for the day-to-day ad-
ministration is assiguned to company personnel
and to the college’s Committee on Graduate
Study.

Multilateral Cooperation: State
and Local Levels

In the descriptions previously presented, the
cooperative arrangements concerned two agencies
only. State and local area cooperative efforts in-
volving more than two agencies follow :

Amherst, Mount Holyoke, Smith, and
University of Massachusetts

Four colleges in the Amherst, Mass., area are
joined in a voluntary program of interinstitu-
tional cooperation. Under this plan, advanced
students from any of the four institutions—Am-
herst, Mount Holyoke, Smith, or the University
of Massachusetts—may enroll in courses at any
of the member institutions for work which is un-
available at their own college. In certain special-
ized areas, faculties are exchanged between
institutions, and some arrangements for dunal ap-
pointments are also in effect. Continuous studies
of significant ways and means to increase the
opportunities for partnership are in progress and
are reported upon (and instituted, if feasible)
from time to time. The major purpose of this
cooperative plan has been stated as a means of
enlarging and enriching the educational oppor-
tunities for the students of this four-college area.

The development of this cooperative association
was reported irn March 1960 as follows:

17
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Four neighboring institutions of higher education
in Massachusetts: Amherst. Mount Holyoke. and
Smith Colleges and the University of Massachusetts,
have establirhed a joint clearinghouse to recruit and
furnish teaching assistants to their faculties. The
axsistants are drawn from a pool made up primarily
of women college grad-intes who are married. have
children and can work ...l: part-time. The four in-
stitutions agreed to initiate ihis plan on a trial basis
after a questionnaire sent te 2,165 women In Am-
herst, Northampton, Holyoke, and other neighboring
cities and towns revealed that many of these women
had advanced degrees and past teaching experience
and were available to work part-tiine.®

Following a recent study by a joint committee
from the rour institutions, a proposal was made
to create a “new college” in the general area of
the existing institutions, to which they might
contribute and with which they might develop
new departures in educational methods and tech-
niques. The study was financed by a grant from
the Fund for the Advancement of Education.

The principal administrative officer of this
cooperative program—the Coordinator—encour-
ages and coordinates the detailed work of plan-
ning and executing the various projects. He is
charged with handling problems of schedules,
transportation, payments of tuition fees, salaries,
and other matiers, Meetings of the four Presi-
dents and the Coordinator are held at least three
times a year. In addition, four presidential
Deputies have been appointed to assist the Co-
ordinator in connection with various projects and
activities, The Coordinator is an appointee -of
all four Presidents and is listed among the admin-
istrative officers of each institution in its official
catalog.

Officially, this cooperative program has been
in effect since February 1957; however, the
Hampshire Inter-Library Center, which has pro-
vided the four institutions with comprehensive
library facilities, was in operation 5 or 6 years
earber. Tie-Library Center project and a co-
operat; ¢ FM Radio Station project, have been

_set, up as legal entities with boards of control in

which membership is shared equally by the fonr
institutions. Other cooperative arrangements
have been largely verbal.

Those activities which have proved their use-
fnlness have been fostercd; those which have not

8 Toward Higher Education. Trenton, N.J.: New Jersey State
Depurtment of Educatlon. Vol 1, 1. 1-4, March 1960.

proved their merit have been cancelled. Some
projects, on the basis of experience, have been re-
duced in size; others are still on an experimental
basis.

With one or two exceptions, all expenses, such
as the salary of the Coordinator, expenses of his
office, and other items are shared equally by the
four institutions. A salary scale has been estab-
lished for instructors teaching on another campus.
For each student taking a course on another
campus, each institution pays its proportionate
share of the tuition fee. A budget has been estab-
lished which covers travel expenses of the Co-
ordinator and other costs incidental to the various
meetings of Deans, Registrars, and Deputies
which he attends. The projects administered un-
der boards of control kave necessitated actual
rash contributions from the institutions under
arrangements which have been carefully worked
out.

Bryn Mawr. Haverford, and
Swarthmore

For several years, cooperative arrangements
have existed among three colleges in Pennsyl-
vania: Bryn Mawr, Haverford, and Swartimore.
One such arrangement provides for the tempo-
rary loan or exchange of facultv members. Un-
der this plan, the borrowing institution pays the
loaned or exchanged faculty member directly for
his services. In addition to the faculty exchange,
there are also some joint appointments of faculty
in such specialized fields as music, medieval his-
tory, and Russian studies,

The three colleges also share in some common
student activities, such as joint sponsorship of
student experiences in mental hospitals and a

‘work camp in Mexico. Students are exchanged

between the cooperating colleges for certain spe-

cialized course work. ‘
Other phases of the arrangements include meet-

ings of the three college presidents every 3 or 4

. weeks for discussion of common problems. A

joint faculty committee supervises an exchange
of books program, specialization in collecticns
agreement, and the listing of library holdings in
the card catalogs of each of the college libraries.

While the cooperation hetween the colleges is
real, it is more largely a matter of sharing com-

13
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mon concerns than of administrative structures
and binding agreements. The arrangement is
entirely informal in nature, the periodic meeting
of the presidents of the three institutions being
the only regular feature.

Claremont Graduate School

Originally organized as the Associated Colleges
at Claremont in California, this cooperative in-
stitution is now incorporated as Claremont Col-
lege. In this endeavor five colleges—Claremont,
Claremont Men’s, Harvey Mudd, Pomona, and
Scripps—adjacent to each other in a small vom-
munity, maintain a sixth agency, Claremont
Graduate School. This instituticn plays a dual
role. It has personnel of its own and draws in
addition upon the faculty of the other five units
for its program. It also administers 2 large audi-
torium, a library, and a common business man-
agement service. The five colleges also conduct
some direct interchange of faculty and have some
joint appointments of faculty. The program of
the combined school is administered by a board
which includes, as ex-officio members, the college
presidents, each one of whom presides as provost
for a term of 1 year in turn.

Intercollegiate Program of Graduate
Studies in the Humanities and
Social Sciences

Seven southern California colleges, in order to
improve college teaching, have joined in a coop-
erative program of graduate studies in the
humanities and social sciences. The seven inde-
pendent, t.ccredited, liberal arts institutions par-
ticipating in this program are located within 35
miles of a common geographical center and in an
area where the maximum distance between the
two most distant colleges is 65 miles.

Through the cooperative use of the facilities
and faculties of Claremont Graduate School,
Claremont Men’s, Occidental, Pomona, Scripps,
and Whittier Colleges and the University of Red-
lands, these institutions have been able to combine
some of the advantages which size gives to a
large university with some of the assets of small
liberal arts colleges. Students in the program are
also within relative proximity to the Huntington
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Library and Art Gallery of San Marino, which
contains several fine research collections in the
humanities and social sciences.

In their programs, students take part in inter-
subject seminars, field seminars, tutorials, collo-
quia, and internships to provide breadth and
emphasis to their studies. Special programs are
offered at the member institution best suited to
the purpose.

Degrees are granted by one of the porticipating
colleges upon recommendation of the Educational
Council of the Intercollegiate Program. Each
student takes his degree with the institution of
his choice; however, during his program he may
take work at any of the other partnership colleges.

The program has been operating in its present
form since 1955. Prior to 1755, a 2-year experi-
mental program and a 2-year exploratory pro-
gram had been in effect, supported by the Fund
for the Advancement of Education. The pro-
gram still receives some financial assistance from
this agency, and from other foundations, chiefly
for support of fellowships.

The contractual arrangements which structure
this project are found chiefly in the correspond-
ence carried on between the presidents of the sev-
eral institutions and ratified by the respective
boards. No specific time of duration of the proj-
ect has been established.

Administrative arrangements for the program
are quite simple. Exercising overall supervision
is the Administrative Committee, consisting of
the presidents of the several institutions. The
actual work of planning curricular programs,
selecting personnel, and choosing scholars and
fellows is carried out by the Educationai Council,
consisting of representatives from each of the
participating institutions. One of these Council
representatives serves as Executive Director.

Financial commitments to the program by the
several institutions involve the cost of utilization
of faculty for inter-subject and special seminars
offered in the approved curricular fields.

Harrisburg Area Center for
Higher Education

A determination by Lebanon Valley College
and Elizabethtown College to provide the Harris-
burg area with improved and enriched higher
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€ducation opportunities for more students,
through pooling of resources and conrdination of
efforts, led, in 1951, to the establishment of the
Harrisburg Area Center for Higher Education.
To achieve their objective, the two institutions
agreed to form a relative’y simple administrative
arrangement.

A committee consisting of the presidents, the
deans, and the treasurers of the two.colleges was
charged with the administration of the Center.
In the division of administrative responsibility,
the presidents alternated in chairing the commit-
tee, while the deans and treasurers handled mat-
ters concerned with instruction, collection of fees,
promotion, and finance.

A third institution, Temple University in
Philadelphia, juined this cooperative arrangement
in the academic yexr 1954-55, while a fourch
member, the Pennsylvania State University, wr.s
added to the program in 1957-58. The addition
of these two new members enabled the Center to
offer more varied educational opportunities, in-
cluding graduate work in a number of fields.

In the fall of 1958, a fifth institution, the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, voted to enter into co-
operative arrangement with the other institutions,
and joined with them in filing an application for
a charter, which was granted by the County
Court; on December 16, 1958, the Center was for-
mally incorporated. As stated in the npplication
for chartor, the purpose of the Center is “to
supply a means of bringing college educational
programs to the Harrisburg, Pa., area, at the
undergraduats and graduate levels, designed to
meet the aca-demic, vocational, and cultural needs
of persons residing in Central Pennsylvania.”
The corporation’s charter makes provision for a
board of directors consisting of 2 persons from
each of the 5 institutions and 11 community rep-
resentatives. The chief administrative officer of
the Center, who carries the title of dean, oversees
the management of the program of the Center in
keeping with the basic policies determined by the
board of directors.” Day-to-day conduct of the
Center is in the hands of an administrative and
curriculum committee, composed of the Dean and
Business Manager of the Center, a representative

Harrisburg Area Center for Higber Educa-
Journal of Higher Educa-

7 A. C. Baugher.
tion: 1ts Background and Program.
tion. 80 :27-30. January 1959.

of each of the participating institutions, and 3
community members.

Among the principal features of the coopera-
tive program of the Center are: the publication of
a joint catalog containing titles and numbers of
courses offered at the two colleges; application of
credits earned at the Center toward a degree at
either college; agreement upon a uniform tuition
fee for all courses offered (although the same tui-
tion fee was not charged on their own campuses) ;
late aiternoon and evening classes held in the
local high schools; faculty for the Center drawn
almost entirely from the staffs of the two institu-
tions; and a uniform salary scals.

From the outset of the Cuntar’s establ” hment,
the participating institutions have assumed the
responsibility for the ccst of :zpe:‘a.r,ion. Ne
financial assistancs is vecsived from the com-
munity, nor are uny sndowment funds available.
The budget is prorated among the cooperating
institutions on the basis of institutiona) enroll-
ments. Instructional salaries and expenses are
the responsibility of each institution. Tuition
collections for the institutions are made by the
Center.

During 1951-52, the beginning year of the co-
operative Center, 171 separate course registrations
were recorded; by 1958-59 this figure had risen
to a total of 1,227 registrations.

In support of this typa of interinstitutional
cooperative endeavor, President Baugher of
Elizabethtown College closed with this statement
in his report:

It is our conviction that our American educational
syetem hag the obligation to identify and develop the
human resources of the nation—resources which are
frequently hidden. In order to meet the educational
needs of the community, it seems entirely consistent
with the principles of sound economy and good edu-
cational administration to bring existing facilities
and services together through a program such as
that of the Harrisburg Area Ceri:r for Higher
Education in which the cooperating colleges and uai-
versities can pool their strengths and enrich their cur-
riculums while maintaining their separate identities.®

Temple University Cooperative Project
in Teacher Education

In June 1954, Temple University was awarded
a grant from the Fund for the Advancement of

* Ibid., p. 30.
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Education (Ford Foundation) for the purpose of
establishing two experimental programs in teacher
education. These would constitute (1) a post-
baccalaureate general education pregram of such
a nature as best to enable those pursuing it to
keep abreast of rapid social changes, and (2) a
post-baccelaureate internship program. The first
of these programs is described below. Five
Pennsylvania colleges in “he same general geo-
graphic area—none of which offer work ieading
to graduate degrees—were cooperatively involved
with Temple University in this program. Two
of these five institutiors had previously co-
operated with Temple University in bringing to
their campuses graduate programs under the
anspices of the University. The five colleges
were: Albright Cuilege, Reading; Franklin and
Marshall College, Lancaster; Lebanon Valiey Col-
lege, Annville; Muhlenherg College, .Allentown;
and Ursinus College, Cillegeville.

The program was headed by a Director, who
had had previous exjperience in working with
college faculty members in curriculnm develop-
ment. A Board of L outrol of 14 members was
established, consisting of 12 representatives from
the participating institutions, one representative

. from the Pennsy.vania Department of DPublic

Instruction, and one representative from the
Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Tu.ver-
sities. The Director acted as Secretary to the
Board.

A period of 1 year was devoted to planning for
the experimental program in general education,
and a Planning Committee composed of repre-
sentatives from the cooperating institutions was
set up for this purpose. The Planning Commit-
tee was selected on the hasis of reconmendations
made by the heads of the 6 institutions. During
this 1-year period, conrses were developed in the
Lumanities, social science, and natural science
areas. These graduate-level courses were offered
at 3 centers over a 3-vear period; classes met on
Saturday mornings for 3 hours. The student
clientele for the conrses consisted of 160 elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers represent-
ing a cross-section as to age, sex, marital status,
cultural background, undergraduate edncation,
teaching background, and general ability. A
seooperating” instructional staff from the 6 in-
stitutions was established, from which the teach-

ing personnel for the courses were drawn.

At the end of the 3-year period of experimenta-
tion, an evaluation of the program was made, on
the basis of: (1) student retention in tie pro-
gram; (2) objective test scores; (3) re:zction of
instructional staff; (4) student reaction; and (5)
reaction of outside evaluators.

The published report of Pilot Study I of this
program reflects throughout “the values that can
come to institutions when they work together in
the exploration and advancement of new pro-
grams.  Throngh these relationships faculty
members have been encouraged to attack other
instructional aund curricular problems on their
respectiv: campuses, communities have-recognized
the desire of institutions to share their resources
with others to meet local needs, and faculties and
administrations gained strength, encouragement,
and direetion in their ascociation with neighbor-
ing institutions that otherwise might. not have
heen realized.”®

Indiana Conference on
Higher Education

Faced witli the problem of increased veteran
enrollments following World War II, 26 private
and 4 public college and university presidents met
in 1945 and formed the Indiana Conference on
Higher Education. Through this medium of co-
operation, these 30 institutions made plans for
the study and resolution of mutual problems.
As « result of their efforts, many joint studies
have been undertaken which have pointed up the
direction in which higher education should pro-
ceed.

This Conference has been united following
joint discussion of such public interest issues as
universal military training, the roles of private
and publicly supported education, the function
of higher education, educational television, gen-
eral education, scholarships, and even the soctal
and philosophical principles of higher education.

Through voluntary co-operation, these 30 instltu-
tions of higher education have been able to plan to-
wother for the future of higher education in Indinna,
The solution of these problems will not be met by
»ernsh” programs hurriedly conceived and executed.

» C::n_c:r—::;l—'l-,'dmmlion for Teachers (Pilot Stady 1 of an Experl
mentnl Program tn Teacher Eduention, Joseph 8. Butterweck,
Director). Philadelphia : Temple Ualversity {Undated], p. 3.
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but rather through sensible long-range planning. It
has been this type of voluntary cooperation that has
made the Indiana Conference on Higher Fducation
an integral part of the higher education system in
Indiana.*

A caoperative study is currently being made to
determine the background characteristics of stu-
dents attending post-high-school institntions in
Indiana, the findings to be used as a basis for
fnture planning for higher education in Indiana.
This study, designed to supplement previous co-
operative studies of the Indiana Conference on
Higher Edneation, is being carried out with the
assistance of Indiana University, the Indiana As-
sociation of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions
Officers, and the Indiana Association of Junior
and Senior High School Principals.

Lowell Institute Cooperative
Broadcasting Council

Twelve cultural and educational organizations,
members of the Lowell Institute Cooperstive
Broadcasting Council, co-sponsor the uacional
award-winning education radio station WGBH-
FM and pioneer educational television station
WGBH-TV, Channel 2, in Boston, M. 5. The
Council, organized under the leadership of the
Trustee of the Lowell Institute, was established
in 1946 by the presidents of Boston College, Bos-
ton University, Harvard University, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Northeastern
University, and Tufts College. The original aimn
of the Council was to develop continuing series
of radio programs in the adult education field
from among the resources and faculties of its
members. This objective has been considerably
broadened in scope in the 15 years since the estab-
lishment of the Council.

The cooperating institutions inclnde Boston
College; the Boston Symphony Orchestra ; Boston
University ; Brandeis University; Harvard Uni-
versity; Lowell Institute; Massachusetts Institute
of Technology; the Museum of Fine Arts, Bos-
ton; the Museum of Science, Boston; the New
England Conservatory of Music, Northeastern
University; and Tufts University. Each of the

10 Raymond 8. Bautler. Interinstitutionnl Cooperation in
Hligher Education. School and Saciety 87 :44-47, Jan. 31, 1059,

educational institutions in the group makes teach-
ing facilities available to the FM and TV stations.

Through these two stations for radio and tele-
vision, each of the cooperating organizations is
able to extend its resources und educational facili-
ties and concepts beyond the confines of their
particular environment in the Greater Boston
area.

Funds for the erection of the television station
were donated to the Council in honor of Edward
A. and Lincoln Filene (former prominent Boston
ret1ilers) and by the Twentieth Century Fund
and the Fund for Adult Edueation. Both sta-
tions are owned by the WGEH Educational
Foundation, a Massachusetts non-profit corpora-
tion, and are operated with funds contributed by
friends and by the 12 Council member organiza-
tions. While the Foundation operates with the
advice and cooperation of the Lowell Institute
Cooperative Brosdeasting Conncil, there is no
contractual arrangement between the two or-
ganizations,

Station WGBH-FM provides late aftcrnoon
and evening schedules of educational, informa-
tional, and cultural broadcasts, including news
and news analysis; serions drama; collegiate
conrses: symphonic, instrumental, and vocal
music; poetry; children’s programs; public affairs
disenssions and doenmentaries; and lecture series
on history, the arts and letters, and the social
sciences. Programs are developed with members
of each institution’s faculties and staff. Throngh
the Racio Network of the National Association
of Educational Broadcasters, these programs have
been extended to millions of listeners thronghout
the United States.

Educational series from other sources are also
broadcast regularly over station WGBH-FM.
These sources inciude: British Broadecasting Cor-
poration; Radiodiffusion-Télévision Francais;
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation; and the
radio-broadeasting systems of Japan, Italy, the
Netherlands, Germany, and others. A number
of the Conncil’s programs are prepared for world-
wide broadeast through the facilities of the Voice
of Americu.

Station WGBH-TV presents --afternoon and
evening programs which include adnlt and child
education, news and news analysis, discussion of
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civic affairs, music, che arts, and adult entertain-
ment. As in the case of the radio bro.dcast pro-
grams, the television programs also originate
largely from the members of the Council.

Another aspect of the cooperative WGBH-TV
program is an in-school telecasting service pro-
vided by the 21’ Classroom, an organization
consisting of and financed by over 150 member
school systems in Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
New Hampshire, and Connecticut. Programs for
the 21’° Classroom project are produced by
WGBH-TV and are used each week by over 1,200
elementary schools, 125 junior high schools, and
230 senior high schools. Programs currently
being produced reinforce material taught in the
fields of physical science, natural science, litera-
ture, music, French, and world affairs.

Members of the Council keep in contact with
WGBH-FM and WGBH-TV through coordina-
tors from their officers or staff. Station opera-
tions are reviewed snnually at a meeting of the
presidents of the member institutions.

The following constitute the present officers of
the WGBH Educational Foundation: Trustee of
the Lowell Institute; President of Harvard Uni-
versity; President of Massachusetts Institute of
Technology ; Treasurer of Massachusetts Institute
of Technology ; Treasurer of Harvard University;
Chairman of te Board of Trustees of the Boston
Symphony Grchestra, Inc.; General Manager of
WGEH-FM and WGBH-TV; and a Trustee of
the Twentieth Century Fund.

Minnesota Intercollege Cooperative
Project

The January 26, 1952, issue of School and
Society contained an account of a cooperative ar-
rangement between five Minnesota higher institu-
tions: Carleton College, Gustavus Adolphus Col-
lege, Hamline University, Macalester College, and
St. Olaf College, which had effected an arrange-
ment to “[bring] to each campus an outstanding
creative scholar in a special field of knowledge
who can serve the intellectual interests of the
students, faculty, and community.” **

The initiation of the program was made possi-
ble by a grant of funds from Louis W. and Maud

11 School and Sootety, Jan, 26, 1952, p. 81.
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Hill Family Foundation, which was to be spread
over the first 3 years of operation. A portion of
the funds was designated for Central Planning
Committee operation and support of joint con-
ferences between the five colleges.

In a joint release by two of the officers of the
group announcing the grant, the following testi-
monial to cooperative effort was stated:

The fact that five autonomous liberal arts colleges
are united in this endeavor is in itself significant.
The experiences that the five faculties have already
bad In the exchange of views have been stimulating.
At a time when cultural values are so often sub-
ordinated to immediate and practical needs even in
education, it 1s a source of great encouragement fo
those who believe in the basic educational values of
liberal arts culture that the Hill Family Foundation
has both recognized the purposes of the cooperating
colleges and challenged them to even higher en-
deavors.”

This cooperative project was terminated in
1958, after some 6 years of successful operation.
Two of the five institutions—Carleton and St.
Olaf—are now participating in the Associated
Colleges of the Midwest cooperative program re-
ported later in this chapter.

The University Center in Nashville

Ir. Nashville, Tenn., three adjacent institutions
of higher learning have been cooperating in an
arrangement for expanding the resources of each.
Since the early 1930’s, George Peabody College,
Scaritt College, and Vanderbilt University have
been engaged in a program of mnutual sharing of
facilities and resources, while ot the same time
remaining independent in organization and ad-
ministration. A student may register at any one
of the three cooperating colleges and obtain
courses which fit into his program at the other
two institutions.

At the graduate level, a cooperative arrange-
ment between Vanderbilt and Peabody, adopted
in 1936, provides that a Master’s degree or Doc-
tor’s degree candidate shall take. his major and
write his thesis at the institution from which he
chooses to graduate and that he must satisfy all

12 Charles J. Turck, Prealdent, Macalester College, and Frank
R. Kille, Dean, Carleton College (reported in School and Society,
Jan. 26, 1952, p. 62).
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the requirements of that institution for such de-
gree. He may be permitted to select work in the
affiliated institution without restriction as to the
number of hours; however, his work program for
either degree must be approved by the major
professor and the graduate dean in the institu-
tion from which the degree is to be secured.

Siner: 1936, these three institutions have de-
veloped a cooperative library facility—the Joint
University Libraries project. To date, this li-
brary program has included: (1) *he securing of
funds with which to build a Joint University
Library and for endowing its maintenance and
service; (2) planning and construction of the
building; (3) developing a plan of joint owner-
ship and direction of the building and the library
resources and facilities of the three cooperating
institutions; and (4) the purchase of biblio-
graphical aids.

Financial assistance on the joint library project
was received from the General Education Board,
which contributed $1,000,000; from the Carnegie
Corporation, which contributed $250,000; and
from more than 5,000 friends of the three institu-
tions, who pledged an additional $750,000.

The Joint University Library is situated within
easy access of the three institutions, at t. . point
of intersection of the three campuses. A union
card catalog is maintained by the Joint Univer-
sity Libraries. It covers books in the following
institutional libraries: Public Library of Nash-
ville; Fisk University; George Peabody College
for Teachers; Meharry Medical College; Scarritt
College; Tennessee State Library; medical and
departmental libraries of Vanderbilt University;
and the Joint University Library. As of May 1,
1960, book resources of the three cooperating in-
stitutions totaled 785,282 volumes, distributed as
follows: Joint University Library, 395,578 vol-
umes; College Library of George Peabody Col-
lege, 209,022 volumes; Peabody Demonstration
School Libraries, 12,930 volumes; Departmental
and Professional School Libraries of Vanderbilt
University, 156,230 volumes; and Scarritt College
Library, 11,522 volumes. In addition, there are
many periodicals, microfilm materials, micro-
cards, phonograph records, and related library
items.

In addition to the three-college arrangement
in the Nashville University Center, Peabody and

Scarritt also cooperate with the University of
Tennessee School of Social Work in a reciprocul
program that allows students from the first two
institutions to pursue work at the latter university
as though they were regular enrollees at that
institution.

Recently, cooperative efforts have cen pro-
moted between Vanderbilt, Peabody, and Scarritt
and the City Government of Nashville to correlate
expansion plans of the universities with general
municipal improvements in the area, with the ob-
Jective of establishing an urban renewal project.
Fisk University, Tennessee Agricultural and In-
dustrial State University, and Meharry Medical
College, which form a second university center in
Nashville, are cooperating with the Nashville
City Government in a similar program, It is
hoped to secure designation of these two areas by
the Federal Urban Renewal Agency as urban re-
newal projects eligible for Federal assistance in
underwriting the cost of the program.

Conservation Laboratory—
interuniversity Cooperation

In addition to the combined university coopera-
tion of five State institutions, two departments of
State government and a large number of private
organizations join together each year in the con-
duct of the Ohio Conservation Laboratory. Be-
ginning approximately 20 years ago, this program
has proved to be a highly successful plan for con-
ducting a conservation-education workshop.

Originally Ohio State University was the only
collegiate institution in the program. Later, when
it was believed practicuble, the other four State
universities we»e brought into the program. Un-
der the plan, each of the five State universities
lists the offerings of the ccaservation laboratory
in its respective summer session catalogs. A stu-
dent may register for the workshop at his own
school and pay the regular registration fee. All
students are taught together as one class, and
grades are reported at the end of the session to
each parent college registrar. All institutions co-
operating in the program share the instructional
costs and thereby provide an opportunity for
education that each of them alone would not be
able to offer.
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Interinstitutional Program of
Teaching by Television

This project represents perhaps the first at-
tempt at utilizing television for simultaneous
classroom inshruetion in higher edueation on an
mterinstitutionnl basis.  In 1956, the proposal
was submitted to the Fund for the Advancement
of Edueation with a rvequest for financial assist-
ance to help support the experiment. A grant
of $200,000 was snbsequently made to the Oregon
State System for Higher Edueation for experi-
wentation in 1957-58 and 1938-59.  This grant
wits matched by funds from the State Iigher
Edueation System,

A divector was appointed for the project, and
committees were established at eacl of the par-
ticipating institutions to determine what conrse
offerings might be presented by television. A
project. coordinator was employed to work with
the different institutions in the selection of courses
and to oversee the administrative and produection
aspects of the project. Other staff personnel in-
cluded a research director, assigmed to the project
on a haif-time basis, and reporting direc'ly to
the project director. Responsibility of che re-
search director consisted of the planning, con-
ducting, and analysis of the basic research re-
quired in connection with the project.

At the start of this experimental plan (1957)
Oregon State College and the University of
Oregon initiated their tirst {wo conrses for broad-
ast over a closed-cirenir television hook-np be-
tween six State-supported college and university
campuses.

In 1957-5% these same two offerings, one
United Srote v and the other in elementary
chemistry., were uade available again.  Also, the
Schools of Edueation at the State College, the
University, and the Oregon College of Education
planned a 3-term series on basie education.  One
instruetor from each institution was responsible
for 1-term presentation.

In an effort to increase “face to face™ comtact
and allow students the opportunity for questions,
the professors visit each campus to meet with en-
rolled students. Tiis feature is thought to be
one of the major henefits of the plan.

Initially, a low-wattage educational television
station was constructed to serve four participat-

Do

ing colleges on opean-cireuit. televisic 1. This group
consic‘ed of three State schools anw a private in-
stitution—Willamette University.

During 1958-59, kinescopes were made aval-
able to the other three State colleges for use in
similar course areas. Gradnate and other offer-
ings were planned for mehision in the total pro-
aram as soon as feusible.

In a statement, on the apolicability of this pro-
gram to other institutions, Chaneellor J.:hn .
Richards of the Oregon System of IHigher Edu-
cation has written:

The importance of this project need not Dbe
stressed.  The problem of increased enrollment and
shortage of qualified facenlty will soon affect all
higher educational institutions, The program ander
way in the Stite of Oregon may point the way to
interinstitutional cooperation as oue means of solv-
ing the problem.”

On the basis of the 2-year period of experi-
mentation, o tentative evaluation of the television
project has been attempted, covering such areas
as: feasibility of interinstitutional television in-
struetion (technical, administrative, and finan-
cinl) ; effectiveness of interinstitutional televised
instruetion {comparison of student achievement
in televised and conventionally taught courses;
comparison of student achievement in televised
conrses between classes at the originating and
receiving institutions) : and student and faculty
attitude toward interinstituiional television in-
struction.

In sunurary . .. 18 n resnlt of two years of ex-
perimentaion in teaching of courses hy television on
an inter-institntional basis, it can be said that tech-
nically. operationally and administratively such =2
program will work. Students will accept this method
of teaching on much the same bhasis they aceept
conventional teaching, and televised instraction ap-
parently does not legislate agninst them from an
achievement point of view. Faculty members indi-
viite some reluetance toward televised teaching but
tend to agree that experimentation shonld be carried
out in television to determine its potentinl as an
educational tonl. Current plans and commitments in
Oregon will assure continned experimentation in
inter-institutional television instruetion for another
three-year period to search out answers to certain ™~

17 An Inter-1lnstitutional Program of Teaching by Television
(Oregon System of Higher Education). Case Book: Education
negond the High School.  Washington: U.S. Department of
eaith, Hdaeatlon, and Welfare, Oflice of Edueation. Vol. 1,
Case No, 17, p. 1-2, Apr. 1, 1958,
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questions raised through the operation of the pro-
gram to date. and, to determine further the potentlal
which television holds for the Oregon State $yitem
of Higher Educnution.'

The University Center in Virginia

I 1946, as a result of a grant from the General
Education Board, the Riclunond Arex University
Center was formed, with 9 urea institutions as
members.  Since that time, 21 institutions have
Lecome aftilinted in the e.fort and 4 other Virginia
institutions have requested admission. The mem-
bers of the University Center are: Bridgewater
College, College of William and Mary, Hampden-
Sydney College, Ilampton Institute, Longwood
College, Lynchburg College, Mary Baldwin Col-
lege. Mary Washington College, Medical (ollege
of Virginia, Presbyterian School of Christian
Education, Randolph-Macon College, Randolph-
Macon Woman's College, Richmond Professional
Institute, Sweet Briar College, Union Theological
Seminary, University of Richmond, University
of Virginia, Virginia Military Institute, Virginia
State College. Virginia Union University, and
Washington and Lee University. In 1958 the
name of the Center was changed to the University
Center in Virginia, Inc,

Programs currently operated through the Cen-
ter are: Visiting Scholars Program, Visiting
Scientists Progrum, Visiting Lecturers from Cen-
ter Institutions, Cooperative Professors Progrmm,
Evening Courses for Adults, Cooperative Library
Program, Faculty Research Grants, Center Film
Library, and Center News Bulletin. Drojected
programs include: Pool of Portable Scientific
Equipment, Cooperative Music Program, Porta-
ble Asian Studies Exhibits, and Glasgow Honse
Conferences. Brief descriptions of selected proj-
ects of the Center follow:

Research—Grants are made from a common
pool of financial resources for the promotion and
conduct of research by faculty members of the
participating ‘nstitutions.
1rs.—By cooperatively schedul-
ing visiting s rs for appearances at a munber
of institutions aring a 2- or 3-week period, the
quality and quantity of such programs has im-

Visiting N

1 Glenn Starlin and John 1. Lallag, Inter-Institutional Teach-
ing by Television in the Oregon State System of Higher Educa-
tion. Eugene, Oreg., Oregon University Press, 1960, p. 60,

proved. Under this program a report in 1957
showed that 142 scholars had given 705 lectures
since the advent of the program. In some spe-
cialized instances the speaker has been scheduled
at Glasgow House, which is the Center's head-
quarters in Richmond, with interested students
and faculty converging on the Center for a specific
evening progrir,

DProfessors—To offer a  hroad
choice of courses to all students, several joint
appointments of faculty have been made to pro-
vide instruction in areas of education where the
demand is small. In this way a college with lim-
ited funds is able to afford a portion of a special-
ist’s time. By the use of this technique, all of the
colleges are atforded an opportunity for currien-
lum enrichment,

Cooperative

Adult Education—Throngh cooperation with
the publie schools, the colleges offer a coordinated
program of adult education for the Richmond
area. .\sa result, the area now enjoys the advan-
tages of a program wherein each college limits
its offerings to fields of strength, rarher than
providing an agglomeration of mediocre offerings
presented in competition with other agencies.
This coordination takes place through the serv-
ices of the Center Council on Adult Education.
Due to continued improvement in the qjuality of
the program, the enrollinent of adults in the
various offerings more than doubled in the 7-year
period from 1950 to 1957.

Library Affairs~—Tarly after the formation of
the Center, one of the first programs embarked
upon was one of library coordination. The suc-
cess of this plan has been in the publication of a
['nion List of Periodicals. microfilming of certain
local newspapers, the acquisition of 4,000 volumes
of a research library, and vurious studies into
feasible areas for fanture coordination.

Joint Film Library—Upon the recommenda-
tion of &« committee, a joint film library was es-
tablished but did not appear to be too successful.
The cost of operation was found to be greater
than the income produced from rentals. A new
approach to the matter of financing has been
studied.

Nupvey of INuwmanities Courses—\ group was
organized to investigate all courses in humanities
being offered in the 4-year colleges and universi-
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ties of Virginia. Certain recommendations were
made for improvement of these offerings in mem-
ber institutions. '

Cooperative Use of Radio Station.—The gift
of a well-equipped radio station tc one of the
participating colleges brought about a study and
plan for cooperative use of these facilities.

Roster of Virginia-Born Professors.—Realizing
that retired professors in other parts of the
country who had been born in Virginia might
return to that State to live, the Center staff has
assembled a list of former professors. These
teachers are encouraged to continue teaching
part time in the institution of their choice among
the Center members and thus provide a partial
answer to the growing shortage of competent
teaching personnsl.

Area Calendar of Events.—Another Center ac-
tivity involves the compilation of a master calen-
dar of all cultural and educational events of a
unique nature. In this way all students and
faculty are apprised of the opportunities taking
place in the Richmond area during a given period
of time. )

These are the programs of the Center to which
effort has been dirccted. As the opportunity for
further study is presented, it is expected that a
broadening of the benefits of interinstitutional
cooperation will be realized and the value of pro-
grams increased. Among the types of additional
cooperative arrangements being investigated is
the contemplated joint purchase of a nuclear re-
actor. Only through a program such as that
conducted by the University Center would a pur-
chase of this type be possible for most small
colleges.

While the Center was initially supported by a
foundation grant, the member institutions have
more recently assumed the underwriting of the
operating budget. Some of the specialized proj-
ects have become self-supporting, while founda-
tion assistance continues to be a source of partial
support for other projects. Each participating
institution contributes annually to the support of
the Center budget, in amounts ranging from $400
to $3,000, hased on the size, ability, and extent
of participation of the institution in the Center
programs.

Applications for membership in the Center
come before the Board of Directors. All agree-
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ments are informal, and no contracts are signed.

Staff personnel of the Center include an Ad-
ministrator, an Assistant to the Administrator,
2 Secret.ry to the Administrator, a Film Li-
brarian, and a Secretary and Bookkeeper. Com-
mittees composed of institutional representatives
have a significant role in the operation of Center
programs. These committees meet periodically
in Richmond to transact any matters of business
pertaining to the University Center which are
of concern to them.

Plans call for the Center to continue in opera-
tion indefinitely.

University Center in Georgia

Some years ago several higher education insti-
tutions in the Atlanta, Ga., area conceived the
idea of a cooperative undertaking. A program
which looks forward to the eventual development
of a university system based upon the plan suc-
cessfully followed in Toronto, Canada, was in-
stituted in 1938, and has made significant
progress in this direction since that time. Par-
ticipating institutions in the program are Emory
University, Georgia Institute of Technology, the
University of Georgia at Athens, Columbia The-
ological Seminary, Atlanta Art Association,
Georgia State College of Business Administra-
tion, Oglethorpe University, and Agnes Scott
College.

The governing body of the University Center
is the Board of Trustees, which consists of 12
members . the presidents of the 8 member insti-
tutions, the Chancellor of the University System
of Georgia, and 3 retired members.

Academic policy for the University Center is
determined by the Council of Presidents, con-
sisting of the eight presidents and Chancellor of
the University System. The Council of Presi-
dents has established the Advisory Faculty Coun-
cil, consisting of faculty representatives from
member institutions, as a means by which respon-
sible faculty opinion may be secured on the
desirability of academic proposals.

The Center currently employs three staff per-
sonnel: the Director, appointed by the Board of
Trustecs, on a one-third salary basis; the Union
Catalog librarian, on a full-time basis; and a
sccretary, on a half-time basis. The librarian,
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who is located at Emory University Library, em-
ploys several student assistants on a part-time
basis.

While the University Center idea was proposed
as early as 1930, it was not until 1938 that it
actually came into being. The General Education
Board made initial grants of $2,000,000 to Emory
University and $500,000 to Agnes Scott College,
institutions which lacked the tax resources of
the State from which to draw support, that they
might be equipped to do their part in the develop-
ment of the Center.

Since 1938 sizable grants have been mads
directly to the University of Georgia and to
Georgia Institute of Technology by the General
Education Board. For the fiscal year 1961, the
Center had 2 modest operating budget of $21,600,
which was underwritten by the participating in-
stitutions, together with some support (6 percent)
from outside s:urces.

Principal activities of the Center have in-
cluded: research in the humanities, basic social
sciences, and basic natural sciences; grants-in-aid
to college professors for the purpose of improving
classroom teaching; a visiting scholars program;
2 union catalog of 2,500,000 volumes; Atlanta
area teacher education service; a joint program
for training teachers of speech correction; estab-
lishment of a commission to study the teaching
of English in Georgia; and interinstitutional
agreements between member institutions of the
Center. Besides the obvious tangible results of
these programs, numerous benefits of an intan-
gible nature have grown out of the activities
promoted by the Center.

Three-College: 3-2 Program in
Engineering

Progress Reports for March 1960 contained an
announcement of & new cooperative venture
among three North Carolina institutions of
higher learning using an established program
idea. Under the arrangement, Duke University,
North Carolina State, and Methodist College
(Fayetteville, N.C.) will coperate in  “3-2” pro-
gram in engineering. Students who u.iend Meth-
odist College for 3 years may then transfer to
State or Duke for 2 years, earning a B.S. degree

from Methodist College and an enginesring
degree from Duke or North Carolina State.’®

The 3-2 program in engineering is a widely
established cooperative arrangement in many
areas and involves a great number of higher
institutions. Duke University, for example, has
such a program in effect, not only with Meth-
odist College, but also with other institutions, in
North Carolina, Washington, D.C., Illinois,
Florida, Vermont, and South Carolina. The
Methodist College project is reported ns one of
the most recently established arrangements.
(Methodist College is a new institution, having
begun operation in 1960.)

This type of program ensbles the student to

combine with his engineering training an en-

larged program of humanities and social studies.
Moreover, he is afforded two undergraduate
experiences, an opportunity to pursue the first
part of his higher education in a liberal arts
atmosphere, and a longer time in which to deter-
mine his particular area of specialization in engi-
neering.

Western Reserve University. Case
Institute of Technology. and the
Cleveland Museum of Natural History

A recent issue of Zoward Higher Education,
a publication of the New Jersey State Depart-
ment of Education, carried an announcement of
a cooperative venture being entered into by three
Ohio institutions. The article describing this
new program stated :

Western Reserve University, Case Institute of
Technology, and the Cleveland Museum of Natural
History last month announced plans for an expanded
program of cooperation in the flelds of geology and
astronomy to begin July 1. The new program will
provide for sharing of staffs and facilities in scien-
tific flelds by these three institutions, with a conse-
quent improvement in operations thus permitting an
expansion in instruction, research, and community
service. The agreement provides for Joint appoint-
ments in geology and astronomy, the exchange of

18 Progress Reports, General Conference Commission on Chris-
tian Higher Eduecation, Nashville, Tenn., No. 24, March 1960,
p. 4. (For additional information on 3-2 programs. see Henry
H. Armsby. The Three-Two Plan—An Education Experiment.
Higher Education, December 1833, p. 61-64; Trends in EHn-
gineering Education 1959-1959, Washington: U.8. Government
Printing Office. 1981).
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facllities and collections for the greatest possible
communlty benefit, and the exchange of courses
among students.’

By means of this project, the resources of the
community in astronomy and geology are being
fully utilized. Duplication of the physical re-
sources and facilities of Case Institute of Tech-
nology in astronomy and those of Western
Reserve University in geology have been avoided.
Case Institute of Technology has assumned leader-
ship in teaching and research in the field of
astronony and Western Reserve University, in
the field of geology. Informal programs for
the general public are being provided by the
Museum of Natural Ilistory. <Certain items of

instructional equipment and geological collections-

have been transferred from the universities to the
Museum of Natural History.

After 2 years of preliminary negotiations to
establish such a program, a written agreement,
effective as of July 1, 1960, was entered into by
the three institutions concerned. The agreement
15 to remain in effect as long as the three institu-
tions feel that it is meeting its several objectives.
Any institution may terminate the agreement by
written notification to the other two institutions
at least. 6 months prior to the effective date of
such termination.

An interinstitutional liaison committee con-
sisting of three representatives from each of the
two universities was appointed to provide an
official channel of communieation between the
two institutions and to be responsible for the
coordination of the programs, including the mak-
ing of arrangements and recommendations in-
volving the exchange of any instructional per-
sonnel between the cooperating institutions.

The program has been substantially aided fi-
nancially by a donation in excess of $100,000, to
be used on a matching basis over a 5-yuv.t period,
for faculty salaries.

Maine Cooperative Project
in Educational Television

A eooperative eduecational television project is
now in the early stages of development in the
State of Maine. Currently involved in this proj-

W Toward Higher FEducation. Treaton, N.J.: New Jersey
Stiate Department of Bdueationr. Vol I, No. 1, March 1960,

ect are Bates College, ('olby College, and Bow-
doin College, which have entered into a joint
agreement to operatc Channel 10. The three
institutions will share the cost of operation
equally. The station, which is scheduled to begin
operation in the fall of 1961, will reach 54 percent
of the State's population. It will have its own
staff, which will report tc a Board of Trustees of
nine members, three froin each institation.

Interinstitutional Cooperation
on a Larger Scene

The primary purpose of this chapter has been
to stimulate interest in the development of inter-
institutional cooperative arrangements in higher
education by presenting to the-reader concise de-
seriptions of representative programs already in
effect. The emphasis here has been on local area
and State undertakings; however, in order to
indicate the broad geographic scale on which it
is possible—and, apparently, feasible—to under-
take cooperative relationships in higher educa-
tion, five regional programs are reported below.'

Writing on regionalism in higher education in
1937, Dr. O. J. Hagen, then a member of the
Board of Regents of the University of Minnesota
and president of the :Association of Governing
Boards of State Universities and Allied Institu-
tions, observed:

We are just beglnning to awaken to the fact that
reglonalism as a concept has much significance for
us. . . . Many colleges and unlversities are distributed
without much rhyme or reason. They overlap, they
duplicate, they compete. . . . Almost every one of
these Instltutlons trles to do its work just as though
there were no other Institution near it. .. .

The regional concept in interinstitutional co-

17 The reader may question why the five programs which fol-
low are selected for extensive description while the programs of
the Southern Regionnl Education Board, Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education, and New England Board of
Higher Educatfon are not. The reason for this {s that thls
report secks to call nttentlon to cooperative programs negotlated
between or nmong institutions dircetly by the board of control
and administrations of the Institutions Involved, rather than
through nn intermediary agency such as the board or central
office of an interstate compact in higher education. This Is not
to dlsregard, however, the excellent stimull to interinstitutlonal
cooperntion. both direct and Indirect, that have been provided
by the Interstate compaet organizations In each of thelr regions.

1 Quoted In Cooperation and Joordination in Higher Educa-
tion, by Arthur J. Kleln and Franklin V. Thomas, Washington,
D.C.: American Council on P}ducuthm. 1038, p. il
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operation in higher edneation has attracted in-
ereased attention since the pronouncement by Dr,
Hagen nearly a quarter of a century ago: it has
grown and expanded as additional vegional co-
operative efforts have come into existence and
snceessfully proved themselves,

Southern Regional Training Program
in Public Administration

An early venture in the pooling of higher edu-
cational resources on a regional busis is the
Southern Regional Training Program in Public
Administration,  In 1944, a plan for a program
of graduate (raining in publiec edministration to
serve the Sonthern Region w presented to the
Gieneral Edueation Board, which made an initial
grant to establish sueh a program. In the first
vewr of operation—I19+—ti—-the University of
Alabama, University of Georgia, and University
of Tennessee were the participating institutions.
In 1945, the University of Georgia withdrew from
the program and was replaced by the University
of Kentucky.

Under the Southern Regional Training Pro-
gran, compensated internships in public agencies
—Federal, State, and local—are made available
to graduate fellows. The internship is followed
by a 9-month program of course work at the three
cooperuting institutions, upon the successful com-
pletion of which the student is awarded a Cer-
tifiente  1n Public  Adnunistration, conferred
jointly by all three institutions, This progrun,
when supplemented by a Master’s thesis done
under the supervision of one of the three untver-
sities selected by the student, culininates in the
conferring of the Master’s degree.

The 9-month program of course work is carrvied
on as follows: During the fall quarter, the stu-
dent pursines a public administration-political
science enrriculum at the University of Alabama.
A related program of study is carried during the
winter quarter at the University of Tennessee,
and, during the spring quarter, at the University
of Kentncky. :

The governing committee for this program con-
sists of fonr vepresentatives, one from each of the
three nniversities and one from the Tennessee
Valley Authority. The governing commnittee
meets in April to select those students who will
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participate in the program. Selection is buased
on test results, undergraduate college records, and
statements  from  personal references.  Before
being assigned to a smmmer internship program
with Federal, State, or local ngencies, the students
are given a week of orientation at the University
of Alubama, The program is headed by an Edu-
cational Director, who is located on the University
of Alabama campus.  Applications for fellow-
ships are submitted to the Educational Director.
- Durving the internship period, the Eduoeational
Direetor visits the students for individual con-
ferences,

Grants from the General Kdneation Boarvd fi-
nanced the cost of operation of the program until
1951, at which time the States of Alabama, Ken-
tucky, and Tennessee began underwriting the
cost pro ratu,

Two basie concepts nnderlie the establishment
of the Southern Regional Training Program in
Public Administration: (1) Iiprovement of the
quality of public service in the Southern Region
throngh the training and development of a junior
management corps; and (2) Iinprovement in the
quality of edneational offerings and instruction at
cich of the participating institntions through the
operation and maintenance of a cooperative re-
gional gradnate training program.

Associated Colleges of the Midwest

In 1958, with the aid of a Fovd Foundation
arant of $525,000, 10 midwestern liberal arts
colleges launehed a broad cooperative plan to
improve their edueational and financial con-
ditions. The 10 institutions are located in Illinois,
Towa, Minnesota, and Wisconsin and include
Beloit, Carleton, Coe, Cornell of Iowa, Grinnell,
Knox, Lawrence, Monmouth, Ripon, and St. Olaf
Colleges. The organization, an outgrowth of the
Midwest Athletic Conference, is known as the
Associated Colleges of the Midwest, or ACM.
The aim of ACM is:

. .. to achieve steady improvement in the quality
of their educational programs through strengthening
and making the best use of their available resources.
The assumption is that they can accomplishh some
things collectively that they cannot do as well single-
handedly. Although ACM will conduct joint studies
and experiments and certnin joint operations, each
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member college will retain full independence of con-
trol over its own affairs.”

Cooperation in many of the following areas is
expected as a result of this 10-college affiliation:
standardization of admissions procedures and
scholarship qualifications; pooling of library re-
sources; establishment of a joint office for student
recruitment; sharing of faculty; expansion of
cooperative arrangements for faculty recruit-
ment; promotion of joint purchasing, research,
and fund raising.

The Board of Directors of ACM is composed of
the presidents of the 10 member colleges. The
staff of the organization is headed by a President.
Other staff personnel are: a Prcgram Director,
a Language Project Coordinator, and three Sec-
retaries. The central staff office is located in
Chicago; office of the Language Programs Coor-
dinator is at Beloit College.

In cooperation with the Argonne National Lab-
oratory—a leading center for research into the
peaceful applications of atomic energy, operated
for the United States Atomic Energy Commis-
sion by the University of Chicago—ACM has con-
ducted a research program for faculty members
and a semester program for advanced students in
biology, chemistry, and physics.

One of the more recent cooperative projects to
be undertaken by ACM is a federally financed
3-year $250,000 experimental program to improve
the teaching of foreign languages in this coun-
try. Funds for conducting this program will be
made avsilable by the U.S. Office of Education
under the Language Development Program of
the National Defense Education Act.

The purpose of this project is to experiment
with strengthening the undergraduate curricula
in modern foreign languages so that future lan-
guage teachers will be prepared to play an effec-
tive role in the new language programs being
developed in the Nation’s high schools. ACM
will coordinate language classes and experiments.

A cooperative insurance program has been ini-
tiated by ACM, to review the insurance needs and
rescurces of the member institutions and to secure
improved insurance coverage at lower cost. This
project has also assisted in making improved and

1 Aggoclated Colleges of the Midwest. Science, 120 :886,

Apr. 3, 1859,
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less expensive insurance available to other non-
profit organizations in the four-State area.
Other ACM activities include: a comparative
survey of library resources, facilities, and opera-
tions; programs for the enrichment of campus
life; coordination of student aid programs; and
the pooling of information on students, faculties,
college operations, and budget and financial ad-
ministration.

ACM was launched with financial support
from the Ford Foundation, other donors, and the
member institutions. Additional support has
come from the Lilly Endowment, the United
States Steel Foundation, the Alfred P. Sloan
Foundation, the Johnson Foundation, and the
member institutions.

Associated Rocky Mountain Universities

Another of the recent regional (interstate)
efforts to enlarge and iraprove higher education
opportunities through interinstitutional coopera-
tion is that of the Associated Rocky Mountain
Universities, Inc. (ARMU), an organization
composed of 20 higher education institutions **—
18 public and 2 private—in the 8 States of
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. Formally organ-
ized in the spring of 1959, ARMU is primarily
concerned with the development of new, and the
optimum utilization of current, resources in the
fields of science and engineering. All member
institutions offer graduate study in science and
engineering, the criterion for membership. The
presidents of the 20 participating institutions
constitute ARMU’; Board of Directors. Five
members of the Board comprise the Executive
Committee; an Executive Director heads the
staff personnel.

Two regional organizations which played sig-
nificant roles in the establishment of ARMU are
the Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education (WICHE) and the Rocky Mountain

2 Arizona State University; University of Arizona: Colorado
School of Mines; Colorado State University; Univeraity of
Colorado; University of Denver; Idaho State College; Uni-
versity of Idaho; Mourana School of Mines; Montana State
College; Montana S:atc University; Unlversity of Nevada;
New Mexico Highlands University; New Mexico Institute of
Mining and Technology; New Mezico State University; Uni-
versity of New Mexico; Brigham Young University; University
of Utah; Utah State University; University of Wyoming.
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Science Council. Other agencies, such as the
Nacional Science Council and the National
Science Board, were frequently called upon for
suggestions and counsel during the formative
stages of organization.

Instead of embarking upon a specific program
immediately following its inception, ARMU’s
Executive Committee agreed that considerable
time should initially be devoted to making a
thorough exploration of the total program possi-
bilities of the organization. This adopted modus
operandt thus enabled the Executive Director to
visit the member institutions, talk with the Board
of Directors, faculty members, and others con-
cerned, and establish contacts with private foun-
dations, government agencies, and national or-
ganizations prior to the institution of & formal
operating policy and program.

Actually, recommendations for specific ARMU
programs were not received from the Executive
Director until the spring of 1960, at the annual
meeting of the Board, at which time five major
program areas were approved for intensive de-
velopment. These areas were: interdisciplinary
research on materials, research in weather modi-
fication, studies of natural resources problems,
studies concerning pre-college science instruction,
and special administrative functions.

One special aspect of ARMU’s envisaged total
program involves the establishment of centers for
advanced studies, “centers which are sizable ag-
gregations of facilities and staff and serve higher
education in a wide geographical area. . . "%
Such centers are expected to be autonomous in
nature, with degrees earned by students at the
centers being awarded by the student’s “home”
institution. It is anticipated that the facilities of
the centers will be quite highly utilized during
the summer months.

From the very outset, ARMU has addressed
itself to the fundamental question: What is the
best deployment of the educational and research
resources of the area? As stated in its First
Annual Report, issued July 1, 1960:

The pooling or sharing of programs, facilities, and
professional talent—Iin selected flelds and in special
ways—appears to constitute the most powerful icv-
strument at hand for providing, for the many who

u Associated Rocky Mountain Universities, Inc., First Annual
Report, July 1, 1960. p. 9.
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should have them, research and educntional oppor-
tunities which are truly commensurate with the
times.

Thus ARMU signalizes a commitment, a dedica-
tion, to the more imaginative use of human and
other resources In the interwoven causes of educa-
tion and advancement of knowledge. In pursuit of
this goal, the leaders of 20 universities have acted
together to construct a new organizational frame-
work for collaborative effort, one to elevate reseirch
and education to the new needs.™

ARMU'’s programs in operation in the immedi-
ate future will attract considerable attention from
workers in higher education for the purpose of
appraising the merits of these programs and of
endeavoring to determine the possibilities of a
similarly structured mechanism for other aca-
demic and research fields.

Committee on Institutional Cooperation
["Big Ten"” Institutions and University
of Chicagol '

At a meeting held in December 1957, presidents
of the “Big Ten” universities (Illinois, Indiana,
Towa, Michigan, Michigan State, Minnesota,
Northwestern, Ohio State, Purdue, and Wiscon-
sin) adopted a resolution setting up a special
committee consisting of one representative from
each of the 10 institutions to develop basic plans
leading to further interinstitutional cooperation.

In 1958, the University of Chicago was in-
vited to place a representative on the committee,
and the new committee chose as its formal name,
“The Committee on Institutional Cooperation of
the Council of Ten and the University of Chi-
cago.” Following the securing of a grant from
the Carnegie Corporation of New York for the
purpose of studying existing cooperation and
the possibility of additional cooperation among
the 11 institutions, the committee set up a staff
office on the University of Illinois campus at
Urbana. Under the grant from Carnegie Cor-
poration, C.I.C. will be able to continue its oper-
ations through fiscal 1963. At that time, other
financing, possibly from the participating insti-
tutions, will be necessary to maintain the
program.

® Op. cit.. p. 1-2.
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In the spring of 1960, the Committee was re-
organized and the headquarters moved from
Urbana to Purdue. DPresent staff personnel in-
ehide a Director, employed on a quarter-time
basis, and an Associate Director, employed on a
full-time basis. A major expansion of functions
of the Committee was announced in connection
with its reorganization. In the future it will aid
cooperating institutions in joint. planning in con-
struction of facilities. A University Facilities
Research Center will be established at Purdue.

Chief functions of the new research center will
be: a clearinghouse for information about edu-
cational facilities among the 11 institutions; a
central repository for materials gathered from
national sources; and the conduet of research and
the dissemination of results on atters of common
interest.

Recent cooperative undertakings include a
broad graduate training program in bioclima-
tology, programs in geography and landscape
architecture, and a study of the seven colleges of
pharmacy in the member institutions.

Studies which C.I.C. has completed to date
include: State [nstitutional Relationships; Co-
operative Programs; [legional Cooperation in
Higher Education in the United States and Its
Meaning for the Midwest; Regional Cooperation
in Higher Edueation: Aid or Hindrance: Sab-
batical Leaves; DRequests of C.1.C. Institutions
for .dssistance in the Dewelopment of New or
Erpanded GGraduate Programs; Degrees Awarded
by Schools in C.1.C.; Where C.1.C. Schools Get
Their Students; Langunge Aren Programs; and
Higher Education and the Lobbyists.

Memoranda have been issned by the C.LC. un-
der the following titles: Summary of Colleges,
Schools. Departments. and Graduate Fields of
Specialization in C.1.C. Universities; Origin and
Control of Teacher Fducational Programs in
1., Universities; Policies on M ovie Rights and
Related Subjects; and Status of Librarians in
(.1.C. Institutions.

Miscellaneous reports of C.I.C. include: Digest
of Membership and Functions of Western Con-
ference;  Faculty  Athletic  Committees and
Boards; Resident Tuition Fees in C.1.C. Institu-
fions: Student FEconomics; and Swummer Session
Salary Practices.
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Interuniversity—Atomic Energy
Commission Cooperative Projects

A variety of cooperative activities in the field
of nuclear technology have been carried on be-
tween a number of higher institutions, widely
located geographically, and the United States
Atomic Energy Commission. Among these co-
operative projects are the Oak Ridge Research
Participation Program, the Argonne National
Laboratory Sponsoring Institutions Program,
and the American Society for Engineering Edu-
eation—AKC Summer Institutes on Nuclear
Energy.

One of the problems of higher institutions in
assuming their proper roles and responsibilities
in developing atomic energy curricular programs
is the shortage of adequately trained instructional
staff to teach courses in nuclear energy. To
remedy this situation, AEC sponsors institute
programs at universities and AEC laboratories
to give faculty members specialized knowledge
in. atomic energy techniques. Moreover, during
summer periods and sabbatical leave periods,
AKC employs faculty personnel fromn higher in-
stitutions to give them practical experience for
later application in the teaching of courses in
nuclear energy.

Financial grants made by AEC to colleges and
universities for the purchase of expensive equip-
ment and nuclear materials help to insure the
adequacy of the practical aspects of specialized
training in various areas of nuclear study. AEC
scientists are available to higher institutions as
lecturers, consultants, and resource persons.
Other aspects of the AEC—higher institutions
cooperative projects include: graduate fellow-
ship programns in the life sciences and nuclear
technology, AEC research contracts with col-
leges and universities, and AEC sponsorship of
certain highly specialized, advanced courses in
miclear techniques.

Oak Ridge Research Participation Progrom.—
The Oak Ridge Institute of Nuclear Studies is a
nonprofit corporation of 36 southern universities
located in 15 States, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico. The Institute was chartered in
1946 to advise and assist in arranging curricular
and methods programs of education, research,
and development in nuclear science and atoinic
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energy. Specific programs are administered by
the Institute, under contract with the Atomic
Energy Commission, and with the cooperation of
Ouk Ridge National Laboratory and other in-
stullations.

Under the Oak Ridge Research Participation
Program, university faculty members may par-
ticipate in pure or applied research at Oak Ridge
lnboratories. This program is of mutual bene-
fit—to the participant and to the installation
where he is engaged in the research. Benefits
realized by the participant are passed on to his
university through the application of the knowl-
edge gained to his campus research and teaching
program. Areus of research included in the par-
ticipation program are: biology, ceramics, chem-
istry, health physics, mathematics, metallurgy,
pliysics, reactor physics, solid-state physics, re-
actor engineering, chemienl engineering, and
shielding. As of 1958, fuculty members from 115
colleges and universities in 38 States and the
District of Columbia had participated in this
program.

Argonne National Laboratory Spoensoring In-
stitutions Program.—The Argonne National
Laboratory, a major center of atomic energy
research, was established in 1946 by the Uni-
versity of Chicago, and is operated by that. insti-
tution under contract to the United States Atomic
Energy Commission. The work of the Labora-
tory is about evenly divided between basic re-
search in atomic energy and applied research in
reactor development. Research areas include
physies, chemistry, biology and medicine, chemi-
cal engineering, electronics, high energy physics,
mathematics, metallurgy, radiological physics,
reactor engineering, remote control engineering,
and solid state science.

Since its establishment in 1946, the Laboratory
has shared its facilities with research scientists,
faculty members, and students from the colleges,
universities, and other scientific institutions in
the Midwest.

The Associated Midwest Universities, an or-
gunization composed of 29 universities, the Mayo

Foundation, and the Battelle Memorial Institute,
was establisired primarily as a couperating group
to work with the Argonne Laboratory in facili-
tating its use by qualified personnel and students
from the cooperating (and other) research and
educational institutions. Member institutions of
AMU are located in 12 midwestern States. Rela-
tionships of AMU to Argonne National Labora-
tory are quite similar to those of Oak Ridge
Institute of Nuclear Studies to Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory.

Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter have been presented descrip-
tions of selected interinstitutional programs and
arrangements operative at local, State, and re-
gional levels. Some of these have been in effect
for a number of years and others have been of
more recent origin. Some of the agreements
reported have been between two higher education
nstitutions or between one such institution and
another community agency or enterprise; in other
instances, the cooperating institutions have num-
bered as many as 30. In every case, the institu-
tions involved have recognized the value of
cooperative effort in the development of new pro-
grams and in the reinforcement of those already
established.

Such programs and arrangements as those
delineated have been established and proved to
be successful in practically every aspect of college
and university administration and operation—
administrative services and programs, faculty
relationships, student services and programs, and
curricular and research areas, including educa-
tional television and other recently developed
processes and techniques. In the foreseeable
future, it appears likely, therefore, that colleges
and universities will be breaking more and more
with tradition and will increasingly engage
in new and different collaborative ventures.
Whether these efforts will be great enough or
soon enough to meet successfully the challenge
of the times is open to conjecture and debate.
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CHAPTER III

Planning for Interinstitutional Cooperation in
Higher Education

OOPERATIVE EFFORTS of any type

obviously do not happen by chance. They
are, as a general rule, carefully planned and
thoughtfully examined before they are initiated.
In view of the traditionally individualistic and
local character of higher education institutions,
it is understandable that the planning of inter-
institutional programs has seen greatest fruition,
thus far, at the local, State, or regional level.
The probability that such areas as a metropolitan
region, a State, or a cluster of neighboring com-
munities will become the laboratories for further
developing cooperative planning in higher edu-
cation is strengthened by the impetus of the
increasing movements toward city and regional
planning. Though essentially based at the insti-
tutional, State, and regional level, therefore, the
outcomes of greater development of interinstitu-
tional higher education programs have signifi-
cance to the entire Nation.

The purpose of this chapter is (1) to show
how advance planning favorably influences efforts
to promote the establishment of more adequate
cooperative arrangements among area higher
education institutions, and (2) to demonstrate
the relationship between informal cooperative
programs and relatively more formalized ar-
rangements. A specific case study, reported
below, has been employed to accomplish these
purposes.

Interinstitutional Cooperation in
the Washington, D.C.. Area:
A Case Study

In 1959, the Division of Higher Education of
the United States Office of Education ~nonsored
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a Conference on Interinstitutional Cooperation in
Higher Education in greater Washington, D.C., to
explore the need for further cooperative undertak-
ings, the oxtent and understanding of such need,
and what steps should be taken to move ahead
in establishing an adequate program. Confer-
ence personnel included representatives from the
U.S. Office of Education, the Retired Professors
Registry, the National Bureau of Standards, and
six Washington area universitiess—The American
University, The George Washington University,
Georgetown University, Howard University, The
Catholic University of America, and The Johns
Hopkins University (School of Advanced Inter-
national Studies).

Inception of Conference

This conference grew out of a suggestion by
the Washington Higher Education Group, a
local association of individuals in the field of
higher education, that some inquiry be made in
the Washington, D.C., area of the possible advan-
tages to be gained from closer cooperative rela-
tionships among the higher education institutions
located there. It was further suggested that the
initial effort in this inquiry be made by the U.S.
Office of Education. Accordingly, the Office
established exploratory communication with rep-
resentatives of the several institutions in the
aren, and with representatives of certain other
area organizations and agencies to sound out these
persons regarding the proposal. The representa-
tives of the higher institutions were drawn largely
from officials administratively responsible for
academic affairs and, particularly, graduate pro-
grams. A favorable reaction to the proposal re-
sulted in the calling of the conference.

3
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First Conference Session

At the outset of the first (October 20th) con-
ference session, a summation of past and current
efforts in interinstitutional cooperation in higher
education was presented to the group; this
presentation included information on areas of
cooperation, types of cooperation, and several
specific cooperative programs currently in opera-
tion in the Nation.

In a subsequent discussion by the conferees,
consideration was given to such topics as coop-
erative planning, statewide cooperation by reason
of legislative action, areas of voluntary coopera-
tion, and coordination of related cooperative
arrangements within a metropolitan area.

Later in the conference session, expressions of
interest in interinstitutional cooperation in higher
education were registered by representatives from
the various institutions and organizations. As
reported in the Conference Minutes, “There
seemed to be some hesitation on the part of the
institutional representatives to express [such]
interest . . . until an exploration is made of what
is now being done cooperatively in the Washing-
ton Metropolitan Area.”

Possidle Types of Cooperation—In the dis-
cussicr. of the Conference much attention was
drawn to the several types of cooperative rela-
tionships which were felt to be needed or which
might be valuable in the Washington Metropoli-
tan Aren. The group felt that the needs in Wash-
ington were both qualitative and quantitative,
and that, in considering possible ways of coop-
erative relationships, aims as well as facilities
available should be studied. For example, inter-
est was expressed in seeing universities give more
credit to students for courses taken at the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards Graduate School.
Cooperative relationships in educational tele-
vision and a common calendar of activities and
courses were suggested, and concern was shown
over the problem of the institutions in the Wash-
ington Area finding available places for their
students to do practice teaching.

It was felt that more cooperative relationships
could be established between the institutional li-
braries, the Library of Congress, and other
Government libraries in the Washington Metro-
politan Area. The observation was made that

the New York City Council on Higher Education
(a formally organized voluntary cooperative
higher education agency) is looking into the ways
and means by which it can put the New York
City libraries to more effective use; also, that one
of the Peabody-Vanderbilt cooperative relation-
ships is a joint university library which is located
on the Vanderbilt Campus; this facility is espe-
cially valuable to graduate students and for
special projects.

Study Proposal—A major question taken up
at the first conference session was the desirability
of a study of what is being done cooperatively
by the Washington Area institutions, what is
planned in this respect for the future, and what
needs will not be met by present or future plans.
It was suggested that the study be based on what
institutions are presently doing and what they
feel might be done to their own advantage. The
services of staff members in the State and Re-
gional Organization Section of the Office of Edu-
cation, Division of Higher Eduecation, were
requested and provided for the study.

Possibility of Foundation Support.—The group
also explored the necessity and feasibility of a
formal organization as a vehicle to obtain funds
from various sources to aid interinstitutional
efforts. Some support was indicated for the idea
that more foundation support would be available
if there were more evidence of formal coopera-
tive activities and specific projects to which a
foundation and other agencies might give sup-
port rather than informal cooperative activities.

Patterns of Organization Necessary—Although
considerable interest was expressed in possible
development of more formal organization of one
type or another, the conference discussion brought
out the need for more factual information before
wise action in this direction could be taken. The
institutional representatives particularly felt that
the proposed status study was the best basis for
deciding what organization should be formulated
to best advance interinstitutional cooperation.
Beyond this the conference developed the sug-
gestions that a committee be set up to work with
the Washington Board of Trade and that work-
ing relationships be established with the Wash-
ington Center for Metropolitan Studies.

Conclusions and Outcomes.~—1In brief, the major

results of the first conference session were that:
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(1) It would be to the interest of the area and
its educational institutions to explore further the
possibilities of interinstitutional cooperation.

(2) An intensive study should be made cover-
ing the kinds of cooperation which now exist and
what additional cooperative activities could be
undertaken to the advantage of the institutions
concerned.

(3) If there were a possibility of funds in the
Washington area being made available for such
a study, this should be capitalized upon for pur-
poses of more intensive study of the area’s needs
and programs. If such funds, however, were not
found to be readily available, and if area insti-
tutions so desired, the study could be undertaken
in cooperative relationship by an committee made
up of faculty members of the institutions of
higher education in the Washington Area and
staff members of the Office of Education.

(4) A report should be made by each institu-
tional representative of the Conference to his
President, and another meeting set up with Presi-
dents or their representatives in about a month
to explore whether or not there should be some
continuing action taken at that time.

(5) Office of Education, Division of Higher
Education staff members should continue to pro-
vide sponsorship of this activity and assume the
responsibility of communicating with the repre-
sentatives present. They also were assigned re-
sponsibility to furnish conferees with a report
of this Conference and set up the next meeting.

Current Cooperative Projects in Higher
Education in the Washington
Metropolitan Area (November 1959)

Prior to the convening of the second session of
the Conference on Interinstitutional Cooperation
in the Washington Metropolitan Area (Nov. 23,
1959), an effort was made to identify specific
examples of cooperation now existing among the
institutions of higher education in this area, by
way of giving the conference representatives a
clear and accurate picture of the current situ-
ation. A summary of the data submitted by the
different iustitutions in response to the inquiry
directed to them for this purpose is shown in
the table on page 31.

In the identification of cooperative projects in
higher education being carried on in the area,
it was the intent to denl in specifics, as may be
observed by examining the classification format
for the data summary: I. Official Title of Co-
operative Project; II. Institutions Involved in
the Cooperative Project; and III. Person(s) in
Charge of Cooperative Projeci. However, it soon
becaume evident that the programs in effect did not
ensily lend themselves to this type of classifica-
tion. For example, in table 1, category I, relating
to titles, it will be noted that only 3 of the 18
projects summarized have been assigned official
titles as such. This is doubtless due, in part at
least, to the informal nature of most of these
activities, from the standpoint of their concep-
tion, organization, administration, and operation.
The three instances in which cooperative projects
have been specifically titled—the Greater Wash-
ington Educational Television Association, Inc.,
the Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies,
and the Washington Semester at American Uni-
versity—represent more highly formalized en-
deavors.

The information in categories IT (identifying
institutions) and III (relating to persons in
charge of programs) was much more readily
identifiable for proper classification. Even here,
however, some evidence of the informality of
procedures was found in that there was one in-
stance of divergence of information received from
different sources concerning the institutions par-
ticipating in a specific project.

Three of the 18 projects were in the area of
administration and the remainder in the area of
programs. Seventeen were identified prior to
the second conference session. One : iditional
cooperative arrangement—the Washington Se-
mester at American University—was added dur-
ing the open discussion.

Two facts which stand out in special relief in
connection with this exploratory survey were
noted as possible points of departure for later and
nwore detailed study: 1. Whether or not the in-
formal nature of the cooperative projects noted
was, in faet, advantageous or an impediment to
successful achievement of their objectives. 2. The
apparent absence of a central source of informa-
tion concerning specific instances of interinstitu-
tional cooperation.
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Interinstitutional Cooperation in Higher Education
In the Washington Metropolitan Area—1959

I. Officinl Title of Cooperative Project

a.

o,

.

.

II. Institutions Involved in Cooperative

Project

III. Person(s) in Charge of Coopera-

tive Project

Noue or not identified

None or

Greater

None

(Coordinn-
tion or public relatlons matters
of mutual concern—meetings
monthly)

not identifled (Equaliza-
tion in assignment of “teaching
beds™ to, and certain services to
be administered by, medical stu-
dents of area universities train-
ing at D.C. General ITospital)

tJoint agrecment in assignment of

academic rank to D.C. General
IHospital staff officers working
with junlor aund senlor wedical
students of area universities)

None or not identifled (Concerned

with (1) patient ¢are and (2)
post-graduate training of resi-
dents and interns at Mt. Alto
Hospital)

None or not identified (A “keeping

in touch™ on matters of mutual
concern)

Washington Educational
Televigion Associntion, Inc.

0Oil Purchase Agreement

None or not identified (Interchange

of graduate students for special
course work)

None or not identified (Individual-

ized, selective Instances of Mas-
ters’ program students at Catholic
U. receiving permission to secure
engineering courses at T'niversity
of Maryland

None (Joint graduate seminars—

held on one campus—attended by
stndents from hoth universities)

(Alternation of specialized
sraduate courses hy the cooperat-
ing institntions)

H.

b,

IIoward U.—~George Washington U.

—@Georgetown U.—Catholic U.—
Maryland U.-~American U.

George Washington U.—~Howard U.

—-(teorgetown U.

George Washington U.—Howard U.

—Georgetown U.

Howard U.—George Washington U.

—Georgetown U.—American U.—
Catholic U.

Howard U.—George Washington U.

—Georgetown U.—American U.—
Catholic U.—Maryland U.—(also
(1) 17 area public and private
school systems and (2) area cul-
tural organizations.)

Georgetown U.—George Washing-

ton U.—American UJ.—Catholic U.

Georgetown U.—Catholic U.

. Catholic U.—Maryland U.

George Washington U.—American

u.

George Washington U.—Maryland

U.

38

a.

b.

[

Sde

University Public Relations Per-
sons

Deans of Medical Schools and the
Public Health Officer o. D.C.

“Deans’ Conunittee of Mt. Alto
Hospital” (3 Medical School
Deans and M. .rger of Mt. Alto
Hospital)

Deans of the University Law
Schools

Board of Directors 4Dr. Arthur
Fisher, Chairman). Meetings
average two a month

Business Managers of the Uni-
versities

Chairman, Department of Anthro-
pology, Catholic U., and Direc-
tor, Institute of Languages and
Linguistics, Georgetown U.

. Not identifled

Deans of the Graduate Schools

Deans of the Graduate Schools
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11. Institutions Involved in Cooperative| I1I. Person(s) in Chnrge of Coopera-
I. Official Title of Cooperative Project Project tive Project
k. None or not identified (Utilization|k. American U.~S8chool of Advanced; k. Not identified
by graduate student of American International Studies (Johns
U. of the African Studies pro- Hopking U.)
gram of S.ALS8.)
l. None or uot ldentified (Arrange-|}. American U—School of Advanced . Not identified
ments for graduate language pro- International Studies (Johns
graat students of the cooperating Hopking U.)
institutions to secure Chinese and
Japanese language offerings at
American U.. and Arabic and
Indonesinn offerings at S.A.LS.)
m. None or not identified (Arrange-|m. Americnn U.—Catholic¢ U. m. Not ldentifled
ment for graduate students at
Amerienn Ui, to secure courses in
Physical Anthropology at Catholic
U.)
n. Washington Center for Metropolitan | n. Howard U.—George Washington U. 1. Director of the Center
Studies —Georgetown U.—Catholic U.—
Awmerican U.—Virginia U.—(also
enltural, industrial. and research
! organizations)
0. Nome or not ldentified (Combining|® American U—Catholic U.—Howard|o. Not ldentified
of choirs for special Christmas u.
program with D.C. National Sym-
phony Orchestra)
P. None or not identified (Evaluation;D- tloward U.—~other area universities | p. Not identified
of gradutte programs of Howard
U. by representatives of other
area institutions. ns requested)
¢. Washington Semester at American! . American U. and some 80 other col-|q. Denn. School of Government and
University | leges and universities throughout Public Administration
i the conntry,

Second Conference Session

The second session of the conference met on
November 23, 1959. Following presentation of
the summary of information on current coopera-
tive projects itemized in the preceding table, two
major areas of discussion were agreed upon: (1)
What are the general reactions of the Washington
institutions to the plan to further interinstitu-
tional cooperation? and (2) What is the possibil-
ity of effecting an agreement to move into greater
1ntermshtut10na1 cooperation in tho Washington
area?

Reactions of Representative Institutions to
Furthering Interinstitutional Cooperation.—In

general, the institutional representatives present
showed interest in planning for further inter-
institutional cooperation. It was suggested, how-
ever, that decisions made in this conference not
be considered commitments until presented to the
individual institutions for approval. Much dis-
cussion centered on the role of the Washington
Center for Metropolitan Studies, an agency iden-
tified in the snrvey of current projects as being
formally organized and having as its main ob-
jectives research, graduate training, and citizen
orientation, Consensus emerged that the activi-
ties of the Washington Center for Metropolitan
Studies would not conflict with the activities of
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the group for interinstitutional cooperation but
would serve instead as an aid to them.

Proposed Steps Toward Development of a Pro-
gram of Interinstitutional Cooperation in the
Washington Area.—Members of the conference
pursued further the question whether continued
informal cooperation would be sufficient to meet
higher education demands in the area or if a
poi:it had been reached or was approaching where
more formal cooperation was necessary. It was
noted that formal programs frequently develop
by a series of informal actions when cooperating
institutions in an area have recognized that in-
creased structuring of procedures and programs
is advantageous. The emergence of such inter-
institutional programs as The University Center
in Virginia and the Harrisburg Center for
Higher Education are illustrations of this
process.

After considerable discussion, it was the de-
cision of the institutional representatives that
they should move into this (cooperative) activity
gradually and that need or readiness for formal
organization was not yet clear. They did feel
that it would be appropriate at this time for each
institution, using its own means of selection, to
designate representatives for a steering committee
to explore the possibilities of interinstitutional
cooperation. The activities of the committee were
to include exploration of the extent that inter-
institutional cooperation could be developed on
an undergraduate as well as a graduate level;
that additional collegiate institutions in the area
might be involved in these discussions; and that
noncollegiate education institutions such as the
Smithsonian Institute and the Pan American
Union might be brought in later on.

Members of the conference also discussed the
possibility of a national conference on interinsti-
tutional cooperation and felt there might be some
merit in it. On the basis of an Office of Educa-
tion report of the current status of cooperative
programs in higher education, it was observed,
a national conference might be planned.

At this time, the participants of the conference
agreed upon the following resolution:

1. That a steering committee be established to con-
tinue to explore the possibility of interinstitu-
tional cooperation;

2. That each institution interested in interinstitu-

tional cooperation appoint a representative to
the steering committce—method of selection of
the representative to be left to the discretion of
the institution;

3. That the committee be a continuing one rather
than a changing onc;

4. That the first meeting of the steering committee
meet at the call of the representatives of Ameri-
can University.

Since the accomplishment of these two con-
ferences, a more deliberate program of informal
meetings of particular groups of officials of col-
leges and universities has been established. For
example, the presidents of the institutions meet
informally once a month. Business officers, grad-
uate deans, registrars, and like groups also gather
periodically. A recent development, moreover,
is a joint proposal for interinstitutional coopera-
tion in graduate studies for which foundation
funds are being sought.

Summary and Conclusions

Interinstitutional cooperation among colleges
and universities exists, or should exist, for the
purpose of providing improved, expanded, and
more economical opportunities for the clientele
of higher education. To insure the maximum
success of such cooperative endeavors, adequate
planning, periodic evaluation, and subsequent
modification as required are highly essential.
This is particularly true for the more formalized
programs, but it also holds for informal arrange-
ments. The implication here is not that the pro-
grams should be “planned to death,” but, rather,
that the necessary attention be devoted to explor-
ing, structuring, initiating, and maintaining
them. Following the formal establishment of
Associated Rocky Mountain Universities, Inc.,
for example, its Executive Committee agreed
that, prior to the recommendation of specific pro-
grams for the agency, several months should be
utilized in a complete exploration of all program
possibilities.

A reference to the discussion topics from the
case study reported in this chapter will serve
further to illustrate the significance of adequate
planning in the establishment of cooperative pro-
grams: “possible types of cooperation,” “study
proposal,” “possibility of foundation support,”
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“patterns of organization necessary,” and “pro-
posed step. ioward development of a program
of interinstitutional cooperation. . . .”

Planning for interinstitutional cooperation in
higher education can also assist in coordinating
such programs with those of other elements in
the local, State, and regional matrix. The report
of the Washington, D.C., Conference on Interin-
stitutional Cooperation has been employed, not
only to demonstrate the usefulness of such tech-
niques in planning for cooperative programs in
higher education, but also to emphasize the fact
that the planning should not be done in isolation
—that is, within the strict environment of the
colleges and universities concerned—but that it
should give due concern to establishing appro-
priate relationships between the anticipated co-
operative program(s) in higher education and the
programs of the various other agencies within
the particular milieu. Thus, the Washington,
D.C., higher education institutions, in the process

of exploring and thinking through their own
cooperative possibilities, centered much discus-
sion on the role of the Washington Center for
Metropolitan Studies, arriving at a consensus
that the activities of the Center would not con-
flict with those of the higher education group,
but would serve instead as an aid to them.
Finally, not only is planning inore likely to
insure the success of the undertaking, but each
of the institutions involved will be better oriented
to the program through the participation of its
representative or representatives in the planning
process. In the case of the Washington, D.C.,
Conference on Interinstitutional Cooperation, the
heads of the different participant institution=
were enabled to become properly informed re-
garding the substance and outcomes of the meet-
ings, through the reports carried back to them
by their institutional representatives. On the
basis of this information, appropriate further
action could then be planned and initiated.
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Helps and Hindrances to Cooperative Projects

EPORTS of interinstitutional programs in

higher education, generally speaking, dwell
chiefly on the scope, procedures, and outcomes of
projects. Information or insight on the reasons
for success or failure of the enterprise is seldom
given. From a review of sources used in pre-
paring this report, an attempt was made to iden-
tify significant factors which, individually or
collectively, enconrage or deter cooperative
arrangements among higher edw-ation institu-
tions. These factors are identified and discussed
without. specific examnples or illusirations because
of some of the negative or critical observations
that are advanced. Further research and study
will be required to discover the degree to which
such influences need to be present, either alone
or together, to assure the successful operation of
a cooperative prograin.

Factors Conducive to Cooperation
Administrative Leadership

Administrative leadership is perhaps the single
most important element in stimulating and effec-
tuating interinstitutional cooperation. It appears
in every instance where successful programs have
been developed. As used here, the term leader-
ship means a willinguess on the part of an insti-
tutional administrator to do the following things:
(1) examine closely the purposes conceived for
his institution by its constituency, hoard of con-
trol, administration, and faculty; (2) explore for
gaps in the program of his own institution and
admit the presence of weaknesses when found:
(3) recognize and accept the strengths of a
“rival” college in the same locale: (4) develop
a feeling of mutual trust with other institutional
leaders and discuss with them the respective
strengths and weaknesses of each program offered
within a particular arvea; (5) plan with them for

the educational and social betterment of the
larger community or service area; (6) be agree-
able to sharing the resources of his own institu-
tion, as well as using the resources of others;
and (7) initinte as well as encourage carefully
conceived plans of interinstitutional cooperation.

In order for cooperation to be completely suc-
cessful, the wholehearted support of institutional
leaders would appear to be essential. To accom-
plish this end requires a willingness on the part
of the administrator to admit that perhaps his
institution cannot or ought not to. try to do all
things unilaterally and that competition which
serves to wesxen rather than strengthen the in-
stitutions involved is both detrimental and unde-
sirable. 'Without this awareness and without the
willingness to provide true educational leadership
for the larger task, cooperative efforts are not
likely to succeed. :

Geographical Proximity

Another significant factor in the establishment
of cooperative arrangements between two or more
colleges, or between a college and other commu-
nity resources, is that of geographical proximity.
This factor is especially operative in respect to
those arrangements which include exchange of
staff, students, physical facilities, or material
resources. The geographic nearness of institu-
tions to each other can also greatly stimulate the
joining of forces in various areas of study in an
effort to produce increased and improved educa-
tional opportunities for all. It should be pointed
out, however, that, while nearness often fosters
cooperation, in some cases it may do just the
opposite. Once again the administrative leader-
ship of the institutions involved becomes a primne
factor responsible for success or failure. It
should also be noted at this point that, although
the proximity of institutions is conducive to
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cooperative ventures, separation by distance does
not necessarily preclude the successful initiation
and development of such undertakings.®

Recognition of Service Areas

One of the fields often overlooked by educators,
both public and private, is that of fotal com-
munity service. In this connection, Sanford
states that “Institutions with broad vision have
geen in the inter-institutional agreement an op-
portunity to unite all the agencies for higher
education within the area behind a program of
greater service.”? It seems rather incongruous
for two or more colleges located in the same area
to meet their individual obligations only to a
particular segment of society. Actually, through
study and exploration, colleges and universities
have been able to discover and to institute essen-
tial areas of study which had not formerly been
included within their offerings. As a result, the
student clientele are given an opportunity to
pursue programs suited to their interesés as well
s their needs. In many cases, only through
cooperation between institutions has this been
possible.

From another point of view, much benefit may
accrue through recognition by higher education
authorities that, in the institution’s attempts to do
too many things, it may not be doing any of them
well. It is at a time like this that the seed for
cooperation can {ake root. Then, those concerned
can meet and decide upon specific areas of com-
petence which each coll ze should develop, and
set about cooperatively building the strongest
programs possible in specific areas, using the
joint resources at hand.

Threat of Invasion or New Competition

The threat of invasion by a new institution
may stimulate the development of interinstitu-
tional cooperative plans. This also is a relatively
frequent observation, though, understandably,
specific mention of this as a prime moving factor
is seldom set forth specifically in the literature
or institutional reports. For example, when the

1See, In chapter II, “Interinstitutional Cooperation on &
Larger Scene.”

*op. cit. D. 45.
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need for 2 new program in a particular locale is
recognized, and it becomes evident that none of
the existing local area higher institutions are
planning to meet this need, the establishment
of a new institution may be proposed. With the
realization of this fact, the established institu-
tions, which have been thus alerted to the pos-
sibility of more competition for students, staff,
and funds, may then look more favorably on
interinstitutional cooperation as a means of meet-
ing this need. This approach, although essen-
tially negative in character, often motivates
college and university personnel, working coop-
eratively, to attempt heretofore untried ventures
or to accomplish that which was previously
thought to be impossible.

Threat of Outside Conirol

Plans of cooperation may also be established
as a defense mechanism by colleges in a particu-
lar area. For example, State or local bodies may
indicate the necessity for devising new measures
to meet particular educational needs, in which
case State or local agencies would find it desirable
to exercise certain control over the activities of
the institutions involved. An awareness, on the
part of educational leaders in the area concerned,
of the existence of such a situation—in the in-
cipient stages of its development, if possible—
establishes in their own minds the particular
educational needs and, further, can result in the
development of a cooperative mechanism or
arrangement to meet these needs. With the suc-
cessful implementation of the cooperative ar-
rangement, the threat of outside control is
diminished, if not entirely dispelled.

External Influences

In some cases, forces from outside the immedi-
ate collegiate environment have been responsible
for the initiation of cooperative undertakings
between institutions. For example, State legis-
lative committees have, in a number of instances,
promoted a cooperative spirit between institu-
tions of higher education by their insistence upon
more efficient utilization of plant and other re-
sources. In such cases, agreements are frequeutly
made for such purposes as the joint use of spe-
cialized equipment and plant facilities, exchange
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of staff, and standardization of record keeping.

The actions of accrediting agencies have at
times caused institutions with poorly staffed de-
partments to seek cooperative agreements with
other institutions for the use and exchange of
faculty and even laboratory facilities. In other
instances accrediting organizations have been
able to persuade college authorities of the desir-
ability of cooperation with another institution
as & means of bolstering an inadequate program.

Special study commissions, statewide and re-
gional survey reports, and regional education
boards within a State have also had an effect on
cooperative planning among colleges in a State
or regional area. Due to their acquaintance with
the higher educational needs of a particular
State, such commissions are frequently able to
point to specific program and curricular areas
which might possibly be strengthened through
cooperation of higher education institutions
within a State. Regional education boards en-
compassing several States and interstate study
groups, in like manner, can serve a similar pur-
pose for a broader geographic area. The rela-
tively wider knowledge of needs of all such
agencies as compared to a single college or uni-
versity may result in the recommendation that
a particular college or university not initiate a
new program which can more economically and
better academically be undertaken by students at
a nearby institution. By the same token, they
may encourage the cooperative advancement of
new programs, where such are deemed necessary.

Factors Deterrent to Cooperative
Arrangements

There are also certain forces which act as de-
terrents to the development of cooperative
arrangements. In some instances these represent
the negative side of factors already identified as
helps; for example, a strong drive for institu-
tional autonomy as opposed to a positive spirit
of cooperation. Some of the more significant of
these restrictive influences may be identified as:

(1) Unilateral institutionalism.—This situation
results when a single college believes that it can
do all things well by itself. For example, a col-
lege board, administration, and faculty may con-
tinue to add courses, physical facilities, and

personnel, within narrow financial limitations,
in order to maintain or enhance the reputation
of the institution, even though a cooperative
arrangement with another institution would have
served the student clientele needs better and
more econoinically. There may also be operative
a narrow sense of institutional purpose, in which
the college or university envisions itself as estab-
lished to serve one particular group only.

(2) Nescience—This constitutes an unaware-
ness or indifference, on the part of college and
university personnel, of the possibilities inherent
in cooperation with other institutions, or a re-
luctance to explore such possibilities.

(3) Sperial interest groups—Alumni and .
“friends” of a college may wish to retain without
modification the old rivalries and competitions
between their alma mater and other institutions.

(4) Adminisirative policy and procedure.—
These can be so restrictive in language, intent, or
execution that they prevent, or reduce to a mini-
mum, opportunities for cooperation. They may
also tend to reduce individual interest in explor-
ing the possibilities of cooperation with another
institution or community resource.

(5) Legal barriers.—Statutory provisions may
prohibit an institution from participating with
other institutions in cooperative agreements or
activities. Where such legal difficulties exist,
changes in the law will probably be necessary
before interinstitutional agreements can be ef-
fected. While not clearly legal in nature, political
factors may deter collective approaches to higher
education problems, This is seen, for example,
in some cases where legislators develop intense
loyalties to particular institutions in a State sys-
tem of public colleges and universities.

Summary and Conclusions

The trend toward coordination of higher edu-
cation institutions, including the promotion and
development of cooperative arrangements and
programs, has been fostered in great part by the
radical changes which higher education has
undergone during the past century or more. The
demand, on the part of society, for improved and
expanded higher education offerings and facili-
ties has caused these institutions to look more
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and more toward the possibilities of interinstitu-
tional cooperation and coordination as 2 means of
satisfying this demand. Yet, as pointed out
above, the factors which influence cooperative
arrangements are not all positive in character.
Indeed, in any given situation there is likely to

be a pull and tug between conducive and deterrent
elements, and the fina) - -cess or failure of any
effort to establish - coo;wi. ive venture will be
primarily dependent upon i 2 extent to which
the negative elen. mts are ¢ .minated and the
positive elements re: »ined.



CHAPTER V

Principles and Guidelines for Establishing
Interinstitutional Programs

ROM THIS REPORT, based on selected

llustrations of interinstitutional cooperation
in effect among colleges and universities, comes
an indication of the promise further collective
efforts hold for extending collegiate services
to the Nation. There are good reasons for co-
operation; there are many possible areas of
cooperation. Pioneering efforts have identified
and delineated specific methods by which coop-
erative ventures may be undertaken.

The success of these programs, some involving
only two colleges and others encompassing the
efforts of as many as 30 institutions working to-
gether, is shown by the length of continuous
service many of them have eujoyed. At the same
time, recognition of their success has prompted
the more recent introduction of new programs
similar in nature, as well as others of different
character.

In Chapter I of this report were presented
several factors which are generating need for
and consideration of interinstitutional coopera-
tion to extend services and overcome difficulties.
It was pointed out that cooperation is becoming
increasingly necessary in order to meet the de-
mand of rising college enrollments, that the
likelihood of restricted finances in the years
ahead should prompt administrators to look at
interinstitutional cooperation as one means of
effecting economies, and that the anticipated
shortage of trained faculty personnel may force
institutions of higher learning to consider new
methods for the proper and adequate utilization
of staff resources. It was suggested that each
of these factors, alone, provides sufficient basis
for considering interinstitutional cooperative
arrangements and that, taken together, they pro-
vide substantial evidence of the need for embark-
ing on such plans.

The validity of identifying these factors as
influencing interinstitutional cooperation is ap-
parent from the description of the illustrations
of joint programs described in chapters II and
III. Both the bilateral and multilatera] projects
show repeatedly the intent of conserving institu-
tional resources and promoting effectiveness in
meeting mutual goals.

Existence of these pressures for innovative
approaches to extending higher education serv-
ices, however, does not automatically insure
initiation and success of collective cooperative
programs. Not every higher education institu-
tion may be in a position to join with another
for cooperative purposes, and some may be un-
aware of the conditions under which cooperative
plans may best be instituted. Factors which
encourage or restrict the formation of such en-
deavors, which were identified and discussed in
chapter IV of this report, need further review
and analysis. As this is being done, greater
utilization can be made of concepts already
known and practices that have been tried and
tested in existing cooperative arrangements. Ob-
servations of the practices, outcomes, and success
of projects that have already been attempted sug-
gest some tentative recommendations relative to
the establishment of further interinstitutional
cooperative endeavors.

Effecting Heightened Cooperation
Between Institutions

Voluntary cooperation among higher education
institutions takes many forms, encompassing a
variety of arrangements, undertakings, agree-
ments, contracts, and other relationships, both
implicit and explicit, and ranging widely from
the highly informal to the highly formalized.
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This report has pointed out the informal char-
acter of nmiany cooperative arrangements. The
informal arrangement may be implicit in nature,
with no recognized need for a written contract,
agreement, or other document. Such arrange-
ments are often successful and complete for the
purposes set for them. In other instances, how-
ever, some greater formalization of plans may
be required before an interinstitutional program
can be undertaken and developed fully. In any
case, policy and operational provisions of in-
formal arrangements should be adhered to as
closely and as conscientiously as are those of
programs consummated by formalized, written
agreements.

The formalization of cooperative programs can
proceecd along any of several lines, depending on
the wishes of those involved in establishing the
program and the conditions which underlie the
specific situation. Obviously, the greater the
scope and complexity of the cooperative venture,
the greater the need for explicit, written state-
ments covering the terms and provisions of agree-
ment, Formal contracts committing institutions
to participate in joint efforts with others repre-
sent a common procedure for consummating these
undertakings. In the case of the 20Q-College
Study of College Admissions Practices, for exam-
ple, the colleges have contracted with each other
and ‘he U.S. Office of Education to participate
in the program. Sanford’s study? of interinsti-
tutional agreements in higher education was
essentially an analysis of formalized. written con-
tracts, understandings, and connections estab-
lished between colleges and universities for the
purpose of improving and enlarging their educa-
tional offerings.

It has often been said that “nothing succeeds
like success.” In this connection, promoting in-
creased cooperation between higher education
institutions may be significantly aided by a
greater knowledge, on the part of those respon-
sible for establishing and maintaining coopera-
tive programs, of the techniques of planning,
programing. administrating, and operating of
specific successful cooperative undertakings. All
too frequently, agreements have been worked out
with little, if any, knowledge of the structure
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and function of cooperative arrangements de-
veloped elsewhere. Administrators, board mem-
bers, faculty, and others concerned should find
it of value, and should be encouraged, to acquire
and study examples of documents and related
statements establishing and describing formalized
interinstitutional cooperative projects. These may
prove highly useful for guideline purposes, prior
to the introduction of such programs in new situ-
ations and involving new institutions

Some Tentative Principles

It is hoped that higher education administra-
tors and staff members are willing to investigate
the various possibilities which cooperative pro-
grams present for their particular institution.
Moreover, it is hoped that the interested and
informed administrator, staff member, and others
concerned will feel the desire, if not the compul-
sion, to initiate essential and fessible programs
of this type when it appears reasonably certain
that such action will bring about an improved
overall program. With these thoughts in mind,
the following principles concerning the introduc-
tion of plans or programs of interinstitutional
cooperation are suggested: (1) Using such pos-
sible stimuli as geographical proximity or in-
volvement in like education programs or services,
institutional leaders should make a determination
of the colleges or universities which may feasibly
establish a cooperative arrangement. (2) A
meeting of representatives of all interested col-
leges or agencies should be held as early as pos-
sible to explore areas of possible crcperation:
is not so important as inclusive representation at
where the initiative for this meeting originated
it. (3) Ixpressions of willingness to share the
college’s resources ag well as to share the resources
of others should be recorded. (4) Plans for the
introduction of any contemplated cooperative
arrangement should be formulated tentatively
and reexamined in later meetings of representa-
tives of the institutions. (5) Lines of communi-
cation should be open to all institutions in the
new venture; communication within institutions
likely to be participants should be encouraged,
particularly in regard to the preliminary develop-
ment. of the program. (6) The roles, responsi-
bilities, and commitments of each participating
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institution must be clearly delineated. (7) All
participants must be kept abreast of the progress
of the program. (8) While the possibility of
failure should be recognized throughout the ven-
ture, strive to dispel every such possibility. (9)
Following the mauguration and development of
the first cooperative effort, there should be con-
stant objective, concrete, and complete appraisal
of the arrangement in all of its aspects. (10)
From experience gained in the first venture,
possibilities of and principles for embarking on
additional programs of interinstitutional coop-
eration which offer promise of improving and
advancing the total higher education program
should be developed.

Concluding Statement

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that
large, grandiose schemes are not required for
successful interinstitutional cooperation. In fact,
it may be better to begin in a relatively simple,
informal way to introduce such programs. In
this regard R. H. Eckelberry has written:

We have heard & great deal in recent years about
the need for cooperition among educational institu-
tions. Everybody agrees that this is a fine idea, just
as everyone is against sin. The actual practice of
cooperating lags far behind its acceptance in theory.
One of the reasons seems to be the belief that co-
operation must be a large-scale affair; that institu-
tions have first to work out r broad general policy
and plan of cooperation before any specific coopera-
tion prograins can be initinted. This idea is dis-
proved by the facts of everyday experience. Many
groups and agencies—families, churches, civic or-
ganizations, schools, and so on—find it possible and
desirable to cooperate in specific projects without

reaching agreement as to ultimate objectives or gen-
eral plans of operuation. In spite of the fact that in
some cases they have irreconcilable differences with
respect to basic philosophies and long-range objec-
tives, they cooperatively participate im particular
projects. As they gain experience and confldence,
they are likely to find additional projects on which
they can work together. Cooperation is much more
likely to proceed from the specific to the general than
from the general to the specific.®

In its report, The University and World Af-
fairs, the Committee states: “Improved mecha-
nisms for cooperation among the universities, and
between universities and other agencies (includ-
ing those of government) that contribute to and
draw upon their resources can greatly assist the
difficult process of relating individual efforts
to nationwide needs. A healthy pluralism de-
mands not only a diversity in the programs of
individual universities, but also the active coop-
eration of universities in a concerted approach to
problems that face the nation as a whole.” 3

In this report the need for increased inter-
institutional cooperation in higher education has
been stressed. Ideas for cooperative plans have
been offered, along with evidence that in some
areas these ideas have been and are being suc-
cessfully put into action. In the final analysis,
it should be recognized that the growth and de-
velopment of such programs rests in the hands of
leaders in the field of higher education.

2R. H. Eckelberry. Inter-university Cooperation.
tional Rescarch Bulletin, 33 :5, 1954.

Educa-

3The Committee on the University and World Affairs, The
University and World Aflairs, 1960, p. 168. (Published by the
Ford Foundatfon, 477 Madison Avenue, New York 22, N.Y.)
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