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Foreword

In the final report of the Carnegie (.ouncil on Policy Studies in
,Highcr kducation, entitled Three Thousand Futures: The Next

. = Twenty Years for Higher Education, several conc crns are expressed. )
Among these it is feared that:

, - - - the heavy hand of government may tend *o a homogenization of
policies.and practices that will stifle the new efforts at distinctive styles
and approaches. ’

That eqaality of results by regulauom may gradually come to re-
pl.m- equality of oppostunity in fair competition; the former reduc-
ing and the latter elevating average perfurmance (1580, p. 137).

This fear is a direct result of the increased role that the federal gov-
ernment has been playing in higher cducation over the last two
decades. At first this role was primarily a passive, helping role. The
establishment of studentaid loan programs, the availability of un-
restricted® institutional aid, and tunds made available to help in the
building of new facilitivs. Later this role became more direct as the
federal government made iunds available to promote national policy.
Examples of this type of aid are categorical research grants and stu
dent aid designed te increase =nrollments in specific academic areas.
‘To many it seemed that during the 1970's the federal role in higher -

v - education turned from a helping hand to a clenched fist, using aid as
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a tool to further federaliy-mandated social goals. This was especially
true in promoting cqual ;educational opportunity for minorities, wo-
men, and the hundicapped. ¢

Preyvious examinat'ons of this increased icderal role have primarily
beer in the mamagenent and financing of the institutions. {reat con-
cern has been expressed over the increased number of forms to be
(lled out, expensive managtment vrovedures for accountability, and
the centralization of authority. What has received lesser attention is
tie impact on the curriculum.

-

This impact on curriculum has heea less obvious for several rea-
sons. First, the ‘fesign and implementation of the curriculum is an
institutional responsibi'ity and therefore the federal government has
been carefnl not to establisl: any-overall policies or set of priorities
for the cursculum. Second, the primary purpose of much of the -
federal iction has been directed toward student access or to manage-




\

<~ . ment accountability, and thus the impact on curriculum has been in.
direct, and in many cases anintentional. :

s

However, despite overall intentioms, federal action his had, cither
directly or indirectly, significant influence on the curriculum of higher
education. In this veport, William V', Mayville, rescarch associate with
the ERIC Cleminghouse gn Higher Education, has identified many
of the divect and indirect eftects that federal action has hid on the
cutvicnlm. Dr. Mawville has added clarity 1o this arca by first ex-
» amining the instintional contest for curriculir change. and then
reviewing specitic federal progrinns, sllowing ow over a period of
time, they lave had significant impact ypn stydent choice of cur-
. ricula. ' i e

Especially with the creatioin of the new Dgpartnient of Education,
it is probable that the tederal role in higher education will increase
rather than decrease in the future, It is therefore important for in-
stitwtions 10 be awa + ot this curricular influence wnd to estidblish

L] . . . . .
methods o guide and connol it. Iy his conclusions, Dr. Mayyille
ofters several recommendations that nay help to insure & more com-

. patible: partnership between the higher education” curriculum. com.

]
munity and the tederal government. i

Jonathan D. Fife, Director  *,, °
ERIC ® Cleasinghouse on Higher Education
' ’
=
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- Overview . o

. -, / »
This paper examines federal action that has influenced, citber di-,
rectly or indurectly, the curriculum of higher education. The purpose
- is to better comprehend the process by which educational pol'ﬁ de-
8

cisions are reached by the govetnment and what institutions of higher
ecducation have 1o do with this process. The interaction of higher edu-
Caiion msmuuons witly their cnuronmcm through the instrumen-
tality of curncular initiative would seem a given in a democratic
social structure pledged Yo' institutional autonomy and a laissez-faire L
economic.system. Yet institutions of higher ‘education in ‘the United -
States have not only become increasingly passive since the mid- _
nineteenth century in the area of curricular dcvclopmcnt. but also '
1eactive to extérnal . pressures to reform and rpstructure that have -
little to do with institutional mission or purpese. The nature and
extent of federal action vish-vis the curriculum in higher education,
though still _open to dcbatc. is becoming clearer and can be traced
historically, ° »
Federal influence on cusriculum is typlﬁcd as both direct (legisla-
“tive and indirect (fcgulat{)ry) Fedemal education legislation, dating
", from the Morrill Act of 1862 to the present, has taken three direc-
¢ . tions: ‘expanding: the scope of vocational/technical and scientific
higher education and cxtcndmg the educational franchise to under;
served segments of the* populate. These three l‘cgnslauvc areas ‘are
. examined, as is the recent tendency of federal education legislation &
, to become part of omnibus bills cutting an extremely broad educa-
tienal path. It is suggested that the growing need for national plan-
ning has fostered a greater role for the federal government in the
* higher education sector, precipitated the formation of the new De-
pariment of Education, and had' a profound influence on the cur-
riculum of higher institutions.

Federal regulations are cxumincd_that impinge on the academic
workplace and pertain 1o (1) auditing procedures, (2) threats to aca-
demic freedom by public control of cofuroversial research, (8) civil
rights regulations that cause curricular displacements, (4) and the
.governmental definition of academic progress that threatens special
institutional programs. The increasing control of hrigher education
by tI'nc government is based on federal assumption of responsibility

0
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Alege and university cunicnlum in an arena ol competing interests, .
]

graduate curricalhum in ptivate, and  public institutions. Uninten-

’ [

LY

to ensure educational legislation in the public interest and 1o ensure

accountahility tor use of public money. . ' T
Institations of higher education are susceprible o such curricular |

displacement in the absence of stromg institutional guidelines on the

nature of general education, which, in the past, has givén curricular ~ .

coherence to the undergraduate college. ‘Thus, the (dutemporary col-

none of which has provided a semblance of curricular orderliness.

The vulucrability of higher education institutions 1o cxternal cur- ’
ricular control. both dircet and indirect, is*“due to the politicization
of the higher education sector, the inability of institutions to satis-
factorily define the undergraduate curricilum, the expansion of the
public education ideal (practical/vocational purposes of cducation),
and the lack of institutional resources, )

An examination of recent federyl fulf(!isg patterns in gelation to
degree expectation by field and level (in 1975.76 nd projected 10
1985-86) shows a positive correlation between ficlds receiving sig-
nificant federal support and tendency ofstudénts 1o chose those fickds,
as well as a decline in students nujoring in“selected fields humani-
tes, in particular) that lack federal support. While no cause-and-

effect relationship is necessavily implied, these correlations should be .
studied. . '

» .
It is also observed that the” federal government is increasingly con-

sidered the major spur to cducational innovation, akhough funding
levely for innovation in ndnticntific fields and for encouraging in-

. - - . ‘
stitutional diversity are extremely low. '

1t is concluded that federal support is crucial. to both public and o
private higher education. Without strong curricular leadership by 2
institutions. government funding  priorities “have helped shape in.
stitutional curricular eniphiases and played a role in defiming the out- o
comes for both priv ‘¢ and public higher education. The result has
been the compelling vocational dwust of the contemporary under-

tiomally abictted T beea the decline of general education as a pre-
mise on which to build & colicrent undergricluate experience based
on institutional goal stmements, ‘

- ’,»"

Several recommendations, are offerdd regarding the influence of ;-
government on the curbiculuin of I%hcr education:
o Policy initiatives should be develeped by the federal government  §
that take into acconnt their potential and ety impact on collegd
and wiversity cuniatha, '




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
s

. @ The federal government representatives should study the implica-

tions of fedvial aegulmions for the ciriculum in' concert with: rep-
reseutatives from the higher oslucation community before these regu-
lations are implemented.

e Colleges and universities should take the inigiative in articulating
more forcetally ideas about the purposes of cducation in a democracy
and seek funds that support cuticula 1o realisze these purposes.

o Institutions and the federal government should evaluate whether
serving the public purposes of cduction by encouraging curricula
that will produce needed manpower does at the same time supaort
the national goal ot a welleducaed ditizemy capable of making de-
cisions in the best interests of themselves and the (lunmm ‘¢ society
in which. they live. -

~a
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Dirc& and Indirect Federal Curricular,lnﬂuéncc_:

. T e teg e .a__.,..vu i - .

A
L
]

The m:p.ngt of federal action on Ligher eglucation curruula should
be a concern dt those who spmk lor the higher education cammunity
at the nationaly regional, stte, and Uocal levels. Frederick Lane, a
political scientist B.lru( h College, C.U.N.Y., bchcvcs

There is no facet_of \nmu:m ﬁu;her education: loday that is not ey
vignificantly mﬂurnce(l by goveinihent: who aitends collq(c what s _
studied, . which f:uulu ate lurcd. which public seruice activities are .
undﬂtalnn whai ‘facilities are constructed, and thé quglity of in- . .
strucsional syl other ereaces deliveled (emphasis added) (1978, p

136).
In the ahsence of a- mmmry of education, curricular dcvclopmcnl
din the United States in the past has been a matcet of ‘individual
proclivity dn the part of philanthrppists, college presidents, and _ .
facuhy, and in. the present of realizing social, politigal, am’ econojnic
goals on the p.u" o the federal govenunent. Frederick R olph
v (1977, po 197) gomments tht thve Tast. great msmuuon.nl statgment of
curriculum umformm and synunetry was the Yale Report of 1828.
\hcr that! order and cergginty in higher education institutidns in the '
United States: became more a function of the bureaucracy th: ¢ held -
the Zurriculum together, which burc.nucr.nty became “the illusion ol .
structure in a course of study that was close to bcmg an expression of
chaos” (Rudolph 1977, p. 197) . o
The shaping’ of the prcscm cumculum in institutions of hnghcr
cducalmn can be explained as not the result of intentional planning
and foresight by colleges and univensitics but rather as a consequent
¢ . of external vocial nd cconomic forces, related to natiomal manpower * v |

»needs that often’ were in conflict with stated msmunonal purposcs, .
especially in thc area of curricular dcslgn and mlssion. e .
v “ i

s

Unn/qszly lmle, Manpower N(ﬂb and Curricula -

T gt R

Rcﬂcum;., on the contemporary univenity, Eric Ashby sees u as a o
im of its own 1.,00(! fortunc: ‘ L

It is mow recognized that the smd) of |nt~'lln tual systems supnorls the = . ¥
. whole structure of wmdern socitey. U m\cmlu's, therefore find them- .

' seles ini the nnlmrr.mmg p(munn of hol(hng a monopol\ To enter 4
the professions, to ‘rise in the sofial scale, to acquire power: thege V ‘-
aspiratiohis nowudays are diflicult to fulfill without a higheg education.”

, +Nlmost the only kind of world success which is independent of the uni., -

H v )
" T - . . “',




B 4

[N

-

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

. X &g S

versity mmfupnh « money-making. So gu.uti‘mll\ CACTYONE 110w Wants

a college degrae and the phiase “mass highr education” has come ta

represent, a sml ofhuman right yAshby in McMurrin 1978, p-19).

Given the .lpp.qcm velf- evidence of \shhy s view, it is little wonder

that: students wonkd logk to lll.lhpﬂWt,‘l needs to deterinine their cur-
ricalar ¢lwice. Ahamad 4ml Blaug, editors of The Practice of Man-
powt? Forccasting - (197 s, p. 322) , suggest that manpower forecasting
has not bc(-n HpumH\, wseftil for edpcational decisiogmarking and
on occasion s b been positively misleading. Breneman ( 075, p. 135)

“asserts that in thc United States mi: anpower projections e not used .
for centialized manpower  pignning (the llocation of so m.my stu-,
dents to certiin fields or the allotment of space in universities);
rather, we rely on ‘decentralizbd decisionmaking and rantdom’ sclcc
Stion. Lane. (1978, p. 142) seesthat the connection between umvcl- .
sities and political institutioms hdve alerted the publlc to the 'im-
portafee of American Ifigher education: “The result is what Edgar .
Litt calls the public \ounonal university, one that is supportéd by .
" federal. funds, directed by governmental decisions, and dedicated to
lhc puxlumun of applied knowledge and trained manpower useful to
national political and economic leadeis” (lL.ane 1978, 'p. 142): "¢,

A possible’ scenario for extermad cgiticular control was su;,guu:d by
the cconomist; Richard l-(cemnu (1971). He bchcvcs. the college edu-
catedtmunpower magket ¢an be manipulated 1o achieve social bene- -
fits and suggests that couuniucc of muppower specialists, cdmpnsed
of employers, professional associations, government, and academic
Jdnstitntions, could determine mimpower sllolugc arexap as reflected in
salaries, projected expe nditures. etc. Based on this mlo mation, “man-

- power shortage fellowships could be set up dcslgne( : .tndice ad-,

* ditional students into_ghose fields; alfs, “subsidies give to sm'plus
occupations would be reduced and, |l necessary, special retraining
_prograins established to lielp experignced workers shift jo new fieldfs’™
(p. 115) . Freenfar funlu' believes that it is pmsnl)lc to prcd:ct the

sponse'o[ the miyket to policy but that thechief problem is t- de- .
Vise i rationd! set of priorities sand goals (p. "29) (emphasis added) .

Obviously, Freemidn'y appxo.uh had already, been used by the gov-
crmnent when the Nitional Defense Education Act legiftation, in.
combination with a projected weacher shortagt’, |ir0n|plcd large num-

* bers ui \lll(ll’ll(\ to choost: teacher education 'curricula ® When it was

L4

*In tlu NDEA “was the National Defe me Swdent Loan (NDSL) .program.
Jhu' tane had a fordiveness elase fog people who datered the teaching field.
This eliise em omaged !m,unnmbm ,of students o select “eduiatio?” pro-
grams,

.
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discovered, and publicly announced, that a surplus of teachers existed,
students hegan 10 shy awiy from education as their future occupation,
presumably shifting to other, more promising fields. Thus, projections :
of underemployment in the humanities and social sciences over the
neyt eight or nine years may also have the effect of causing sludems to
reflect on ghe wisdon of loyalty to these subject areas. C

A response to the marketplace dilemma facing studenss iz fo. in-
stitutions to reflect directly through curricular offerings what many
students wan? to sticdy. For example, in 197475 several member in.
stitutions of the Council for the Advancement of Small -Colleges
(CASC) amalvsed mechenisms such as annual enro'lment figures, selec-
tion of stundent majors, and attrition analyses to determine trerds in
their siudent clientcle — students being referred to as consumers of the
product, cducation. One participant in the CASC Workshop (titled
“"Why Consider Carricular Evaluation and Change”; discovered at
his own institution that “adults and young people think developing
carcer-related skills is the most important single objective gf.a col-
lege education” (Winkelman 1977, p. 5). The implication of such a
study caggests that an institution should offer a major in sociology if
enough students want to go into sociit work; and if there is ‘an
abundance of teachiug perhaps teacher education programs should
be cut back. To cow.plete the market analogy, Winkelman (1977, p.
7) observes that “the experts in commercial activity suggost that the

orgadization which is the most adaptive to the market is the one
which will survive in the strongest position.”

This striking example of the relativity of curricula to marketplace
perceptions ake: it all the more crucial to focus on the federal role
in shaping demands for, college and university graduates in specific
firlds, especially in terms of the implications for fields not receiv-
ing much’ support and in tenins of its eflect on institutional goal
formation.

Rationales /m Federal Influence on Cumcula

A curriculum can be thought of as a fixed sequence of courses thal
prepate a student to pursue a given field of study: or as all the
cow “es a college offers or all thecoursés a student takes in any given
subject. If the college or university curriculum is responsive to federal
priorities, then it might be assumed institutions have articulated their
goals so that they can accede to and are willingly subordinated to
the cunricular direction supplied by the government to the bencfit of

6
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all segments of the higher education enterprise, society being the ulti-
mate beneficiary. )

But, it has been maintained (OFCD 1971, p. 21) that federal sup-
port for education in the United States is not subject to definition in

" relation to a single unified plan. Instead. federal support is repre-

seuied as “a collection of individual programs and provisions, cach
enacted into law to support or accomplish 2 specific purpose” (Grant
and Lind 1978, p. 149). Breneman and Finn (1978, p. 53) observe
that:

The sheer number and variety of programs undertaken by the national
government to support the higher education industry . . . indicates that
- Washington has neéver made a straightforward commitment to support
higher education per se and has refrained from adopting individual
universities as national responsibilities. Aside from the military aca- .
deinies and 1 handful of other exceptions. federal support hag stopped
short of general-purpose subsidies such » those the states provide for
their public campuses. Instead, one -ategorical program has followed
another, each purchasing a patticular service. Although these pur-
chases range from the schooling of low-income students to the conduct
of research in particle physics, and although individual institutions may
amass tens of millions ot dollars a year from diverse federal sources,
Washington's stated purposes remain limited and discrete.

It is a commonplace to think of federal programs coming into
existence to satisfy specific and mutually perceived national problems
or needs that compel the government to act in a' way to deal *vith or
eliminate them, Based on this premise, it would seem reasonable to
conclude that federal support for education yields no overall pattern .
or master plan but.instead is characterized by a kaleidoscopic array
of programs and activities. If this is true. then colleges and univer-
sities, by responding to federal prioritics, have contributed greatly to
their. own lack of curricula direction, assuming Rudolph’s premise
that there is an absence of core belicf about what constitutes cur-
ricular coherence for their students.

The influence of federal action on the curriculum finds its rationale
and is typified by: (1) the nced for direct federal intervention for the
public good, such as funding for purposes of national defense, public
health, or social (extending the cducational franchise) or institu-
tional vitality (promoting diversity and innovation); and (2) the
need to provide accountability mcasures to insure public money is
spent in respounsible ways through federal regulations, often with
broad social implications, to which recipicnts of federal monies must
adhere. . .

"
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Direct Federal Intercession pro bono publico: Legislation
e L LT AT B —

Direct federal action in the public interest led to the creation of
land-grant colleges (the Morrill Act of 1862) and public black colleges
(Mornill Act of 1890), as well as to the formation of a variety of in-
stitutes and agencies, like the National Institutes of Health (1930) .
the National Science Foundation (1950), the National Foundation
for the Arts and Humanities (1963), and the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Postsecondary Education (1973). All of. these federal initia-
tives encouraged curricular innovation and improvement by either
providing resources for specific subject fields or for gemeral areas of
curricular *development, such as interdisciplinary study, international
education, and courses and programs under the rubric of “lifetime
learning,” or “adult education.”

Initially, federal support for education took the form of giving
public land to maintain public schools. the first grant being author.
ized by the Congress of the Confederation in 1785. Two years later,
more federal Lind was given for educational purposes, this timne
under the Northwest Ordinance. In this instince, the U.S. Govern-
nent contracted to sell land in Ohio, where a part of each township
was 1o be set aside tor schools, and additional land used for estab-
lishinent of a university. After that, legislation affecting college and
univenity took four directions: (1) the creation of vocational /tech-
nical programs or institutions to provide such_programs; (2) extend-
ing the educational franchise, originally in conjunction with satsify-
ing the vocational technical needs of the nation; (3) promoting
scientific rescarch, especially for purposes of medical progress or na-
tional defense; and (4) passage of comprehensive laws that signifies
the importance of federal support for all types of programs, and im-
plies the development of national policy toward higher education that
is much more focused than legislation in support of any single pro-

‘gram or activity.

Vocational/Technical — The first federal action with curricular
implications was the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862.* The intent
of the legislation was to establish colleges where “such branches of
learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanical arts” would "
be pursued by the industrial classes (A Compilation . . . 1977, PP
519-520). The act provided 30,000 acres of government land to each

“The exception to this, of course, was the prior founding of the U.S. Military
Acadenty in 1802, and the subsequent establishment of the U.S. Naval Academy
in 1845. Both academies had a scientifically-oriented curriculam: engineering:
at West Point, and marine science at Annapolis.

8
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eligible state (nonsecessionist) based on population as reflected in the
number of congressmen and senators the state had. The curriculum
was meant to cover subjects related to agriculture and the mechanical
arts “. . . in order to promote the liberal and practical education of
the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life.”
The curriculum was also to include other scientific and. classical
studies; and including military tactics (since the Civil War was in
progress, the training of officers was a national priority,*® and these
institutions were mtcmled to snmfy this and other national man-
power nceds) .

The essence of the Morrill Act, then was: (1) the establishment of
land-grant colleges in the states that had not seceded from the Union,
and (2) the provision of educational opportunity at the higher-edu-
cation level for the “industrial classes,” defined at the time as farmers
and mechanics. Implicit to that definition is a distinction between the
professional classes, whose education was presumed to have a different
social function (the training of leaders), and therefore a different
curricular focus (literary), and the working classes, i.e, the urban
and rural workers, whose curricular needs were delineated in the
act to be “practical.”

The population of industrial classes eligible for higher education
in 1862 was extremely small. In 1870, only two percent of persons 17
years and older had graduated from high school; 20 percent of the
population over 20 years old was illiterate (79.9 percent of this num-
ber were “Negro and other”) (U.S. Department of Commerce 1976,
p- 382). Only 7,064 boys graduated from high school in 1870, while
9,598 males obtained their baccalaureate in 1874. These figures mean
many baccalaureate recipients had not finished high school (Jencks
and Riesman in Touraine 1975, p..27). Thus, the land-grant colleges
had a small segment of the population to draw from, or at least who
were qualified for some form of college work.

Futhermore. students were reluctant to L. in their college studies
in agriculture. For example, Minnesota adopted the provisions of the
Morrill Act in 1863 but its first agriculture students did not matricu-
late until 1889 (Madsen 1976, p. 36). Questions besetting programs in
agriculture were: Was the land-grant college essentially a teaching or
a rescarch institution? Were college farms to function primarily as
sources of revenue, as training grounds for future farmers, or as

**Rainsford (1972, p. 9) commented that “With the mounting casualties of
the first battle of Bull Run, Shiloh, and Pea Ridge, and with McClellan in the
midst of the carnage of the Peninsula campaign, the North realized it needed
trained soldiers.”
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demonstration tadilities for the introduction of new techniques? And.
would graduates be willing to return to farms after their taste of the
outside world, or would the new colleges have the etfect of weaning
the futre tumers away from the soilz (Madsen 1976, p- 36). Also,
there was no finmn scientific bise for agricultural experimentation and
development in the US, until the Hawch Act of 1887, which provided
for the establishment ot experimentad agricultural ‘stations. In actu-
ality,-students of every sodal background envolled in land.grant col-
leges and took suhMth;u olien were more of a literary than prac
tical nature, which was a veflection of the training of their teachers
(Madsen 1976, p. 35). This curricular oscillation between notions of
liberal learning andt practical truining set the .st‘&gc for subsequent

ateness of vocational subjects at the undergraduate level.

The Morrill Act of 1862 thus had created institutions to fill the
North’s need lor technically trained "manpower, for training of
soiers, and tor agricultural experts, and was based on an implicit
assunTption that the working classes needed their own-type of institu-
tion differemt trom those that turned out the professional " classes.
Their_creation ¢ be thought of us an initial stage in the develop-
ment of an integrative class culture,

debates within the institutions of higher education over the appropri-

The First "Morrill Act also represented a change in federal policy
from making grants-in-aid to education in general o grantsin-aid lor
specitic types of cducation. Blauch (1935, p. 38) commented that
federal grants were 4 means by which the government cooperated
with the states in activities not mentioned in the Constitution as fall-
ing within ity purview. Some of the purposes of grants identified by
Blauch are: o mitigate inequities under the system of taxation® em-
ployed; to encourage state and local expenditures in the national
interest; and “to make possible the enforcement of a national mini-
mum of cerwin types of activities and results” (p. 38). It has been
pointed out that, historically, federal aid acted to stimulate local
initiative (Wiggins 1966, p. 205). ¢ ‘

‘The Second Morrill Act of 1890 was again directed to “the main-
tenance of agricultural colleges,” this time targeting federal monies
“to be applied only to instruction in agriculture, the mechanic arts,
the English language and the variows branches of mathematical,
physical, maral, amd cconomic scienee, with special reference to
their applications in the indusuies of life, ad to the facilities for
such anstruction”™ (A Compilation . . ." 1977, p. 522), This act also
stated  that distinctions ot race or color would negate the award of

10




money to institutions; if, on the other hand, a state ]ustly and
"~ equitably divided its funding under this act, then such institutions
et up especially for blacks would be entitled “to henefits of this act
and subject to its provisions,” just as if they already has been in.
cludéd under the First \lo;nll Act of 1862 (A Compllauon S
1977, p. 522). : '
The early forms of tederal lcglclauon in the twentieth century also
were primarily vocativaal and occasionally were related to curriculum
support a1n the areas of agriculure, industry, home economics, and
various trade skills. Such legal statutes included: the Smith-Lever
Agricultural Exténsion Act of 1914; the Smith-Hughes Vocational Act
of 1917; the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1918; the Civilian Con.
servation Corps program of 1933 (whose educational services were
supervised by the U.S. Office of Fducation) ; the Wagner-Reyser Act
of 1933 (that created the US. l'mploymcut Service aud ‘gave the
authority for public employment service to the states, but retained
its program of research advising, standard setting, and information
gathering and «‘issemination); the George-Decn Act of 1936 (that
extended federa! aid to public schools for vocational education); the
Barden-La Follette Act (that expanded the program of civilian vo-
_cational rchnbi.itation). the Disabled Veterans Rehabilitation Act of
1943; the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944°; and the George-
Barden Act of 1946 (which liberalized federally appropnatcd funds
for vocational guidance purposes).

Recent lcgislation in support of vocauonal/tcchmcal pfograms in-
clude the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-210), which gave
increased support to vocational education, including support of resi-
dential vocational schools, vocational work-study programs, and. re-
search, training, and demonstrations_ in vocatiapa) education: and the
Education Facilities Act of 1963 (P.L. 88.201), which made available
grants and Joans for classrooms, libraries, and laboratories in public
community colleges and technical institutions as well as undergradu.
ate and graduate facilities in other institutions of higher education.

The Vocational Education Act of 1965 and its completing amend-
ments i 1968 greatly augmented subsidies to vocational schools.
Unfortanately. this encouraged the rapid development of technical
and wocational schools by sector, “setting them apart from the com-
munity colleges, who then abandoned -their all-purpose curricula and
often entered into competition with them” (Touraine 1974, p. 107).

*Sor: ¢ cite the G.I. Bill as the tuming point in masuvc federal support to
higher education by student funding.

1!
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Expanding the Educational Franchise — Frederick Rudolph ob-
served that the-ultimate question for cwrriculum designers in America
was whether or not the muy was 1o be governed by an elite, and
how far the concept of equality was 1o be carried out in providing
courses of stily appropriate not just for the few but for the many

(1977, pp. 14:15). He suggests that by deliberate action the American

people expanded .their concept of who was to be given the op-
portunity for education and on what levels: so that in the nineteenth
century the primary level was to be availuble to all; in the carly
decades of the twenticth century the secondary level was to be in-
clusively avialable; and since World War 11, higher education was to
be available to all who chose to pursue it.” '

Rainsford (1972) sees the changes in the pattern and function of

-education toward mass education ay occurring because of changes in

the philosophy of the government: :

Beeause the American government today is democratic and popular,

public education is concerned principally with equalizing opportunity

and creating minimum  standards, Te s primarily directed to the

strengthening of mass education so that the benefits, of cducating 122y

be spread more widely (p. 23).
The federal government has had a long-standing iaizrest in extend. .
ing the educational franchise o underserved ponuto ioms. 'iiis point
ts barne out by passage of the two Morrill Acre aust sithsequenit degis-
lation in the area of vocational curriculum evelopn-eni et uopost
to agricultural research, as well as sv.densaid legisiation. wrst pro
videa in the Education Amendments of 1558 aod then augaented i.;
the Education Amendments of 1965 wnd 1472, Pecens souries of in
Auesice that reliste to inclusivity of student clizntele and e govern.
ments role have been identificd by Wolanin ane Cladicuy (1976,
pp- 132t the Cainegie Commission repo-t. Qualite and in: guality:
New i-ves of Federal Responsitality for Higher Edusairon (1968),
the Alice &ivlin report. Toward « Leng-liauge Plan jor Vedeonl b
nancial Sup .t of Higher Fducation (1909), indd the report Wl the
Newnun ‘Task Force (19773 1o the Secre ry of Fealth, Edaation
and Welfar:

.- To these inust be added the Second Newman Report: Nedanal
Pulicy and Higher Education (1973) and Financing Postsecendars

Fducation i the {:uted States, published by the National REHTTI
soin on the Finanuy of Postsecondary Education, an i maruaiod by
the Education Amendments of §972, :

T'he Second Newman Report, among other things, stressed the need
for diversity to accommodate new kinds of students in higher educa-
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tion. It was observed that a variety of different institutions had
SPruig up: open universities, sir.gle-purpose institutions, experimental
subcolleges, ethnic colleges, urban lcarning centers, cooperative pro-
grams, off-campus internships, and others. This flowering was seen as
a positive development. The problem was that few students enrolled
in prog'ans at these institutions. The importance of encouraging the
divc.rsity has-to do with_ fostering entrepreneurial experimentation to
provide vitality to both the public and private sector. These new ia-
ditutions often had to develop new curricula to serve the new stu-
dent clientele, especially in the basic skill/developmental studies
area. The new cwiricula fed to a proliferation of degree titles to re-
flect the emphasis on individeally-designed degree programs often in-
corporating nontraditional, nondisciplinary-based learning experi:
ences. :

In light of this emphasis on student-centered institutions, Financ-
ing Postsecondary Education articulated what has been called the
“new meaning” of higher education. A rationale was developed for
inclusivity of student clientele that prompted a redefinition of what
kind of institutions would best serve all students. Thus, the collegiate
sector was expanded to include occupational schools (trade and'
technical as well as proprictary) and .other “postsecondary institu-
tions” (for example, foreign language schools, professional modeling
schools, real estate sales schools) . This extension of institutional cater
gory reflected the language and intent of the Education Amendment
of 1972, in which the term posisecondury education was coined. The
Commission on Financing Postsccondary Education provided a work-
ing definition of this concept: '

Postsecondary education consists of foimal inetruction, research, public
service and other learning opportunities offered by educationa! institu-
tions that primarily serve persons who have completed secondary edu-
cation or who are beyond the compulsory school attendance age and
that are accredited by the U.S. Office of Education or are otherwise
eligible to participate in federal programs (National Commission 1973, .
p- 20). (See also Trivett 1973.)

The Commission alse observed that institutional di\‘ﬂsity and
flexibility are “pivotal” objectives: "Without its accomplishment, stu-
dent needs go unattended, access is quantitative achievement, and
instructional quality has no Heme™ (National Commission 1973, pp.

. $79-350).

Scientific rescarch -— The creation of the National Science Founda-
tion in 1950 wshered in the modern era of federal-education relations
(Carnegie Foundation 1975, p. 7). The legislation crcating the NSF

13
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called for the initfation and support of rescarch in m.nthcm:mcs.
physical, wedical, hiological, cm,ﬁccl.ng, and other sciences.

One sign of the prominence science, mathematics, and public health
received in federal funding priorities was illustrated 'in 1968, when
Representative Edith Green of Orggon presented a report to the
Scuate, titled The Federal Governwient and Education, Chapter 6,

_ "Curricolume Suengthening,” began with a recitation of governsuent
expenditures in 1962: $74.3 million went (0 strengthen n(? modernize
the curriculum on all levels. Ouly $9.2 mitlion went to higher educa:
tion, but of this otal, 63 percent went to improve’ iristruction in
science and mathematics.

@he National Science Foundation veceived $5.1 million for four ’
programs. “Two million of this went for course-content improvement N
progranis and provided support for commissions wliose mission was_

"to revitalize, on a national u.nlc, cducation in such ficlds as physics,
chemistry, and carth suiences,” and to support individual institutions
that wanted to experiment with new ways of teaching science to adapt
their programs to contemporary necds.

Another area receiving federal monies for curricular strengthening
was the Public Health Service. 'Two million dollars was divided '
among R7 schools of public health, nursing, and enginecring to ex-

pand, create and strengthen pr. ‘essional griduate programs related to . -
public health problems.

Fifty-five percent of federal’ funds went to the National Science
Foundation, 23 percent to (Ile ()lﬁcc of Education, and 22 percent to -
the Public Health Service. . .

Research funding, which has a direct bearing on what is taught at
colleges and universities, totalled 8613 million in 1963. As the study °
noted, “federally sponsored rescarch obviously his an educational im-
pact upon colleges und universities, but it alvo miry be regarded as a
service performed for the Government, since the Government bene-
fits directly from the results obtained, as well as indirectly” (p. 48).

In 1963, the Health Profession’s Educational Assistance Act (P.L.
88-210) provided furids to expamd teaching facilities and for loans to
students in the healeh professions. In 1964, one willion dollars was
made available to colleges and universities 10 support thirty-three
sunner institutes; in the sance year, £ million was allocated by the
National Science Foundation to 287 colleges to organize 415 summer
institutes for the study of science wnd mathematics.

The Comprehensive Health Manpower Training Act of 1971 (P.L.

32.257) amended Title VI of the Public Health Service Act by in-
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creasing and cxp.m(lmg provisions for heaiid manpower training and
training facilities. Alvo, the Nurse ‘I'raining Act of 1971 (P.L. 92- 158) .
amended Title V1L of the Public Health Service Act by increasing
and expanding provisions for nurse training facilitics.

. According to Hoblw (1978, p. 19),just as the federal ;,overnmcm
by funding incentives, encouraged development of airricula related
10 the aerospace programs in the national interest, it now is rcpeat-
mg that process m the medical field in the area of family practice.’

A case in pmnt v the Health l’?lcmons Educational Assistance
Act of 1976 (P.L. 91-181), which cofitinues the succession of legisla-
tion in the public health field. Significantly, this statufe mandates
that all medical schools must give a certain percentage of residency
training to” primary care (pediatrics, family medicine; and internal
nfedicine), Furthermore, plmrm.uy school students must take a pro-
gram called “clinical phagmacy,” which includes four specific cur-
ricular compunen(s Also, dentistry schools must have their students
P uuup.ntc in a six-week program of clinical training in a remote site
or in a medically underserved area (Hobbs 1978, p. 61). Thus, the
government continues to have a direct influence on curricula in the
medical wea in what it construcs to be in thc best interests of the
general public. ' s

-

Comprehensive Legislation. — The advent of comprehensive legis-
lation . has been traced to the - National Defense Education Act of
1958 ¢Wiggins 1466, p. 203). Here the government began to act not
just in response (o social “forces and educational needs but as a
change ageint as well. Passed after the launching of the Soviet's Sput-
nik, the NDEA legislation, like the First Morrill Act, was linked t¢
‘national detense and the creation of practical curricula to deal with
immediate manpower needs, - §

The Nationidl Defense Education Act (P.L. 85. -865) ;.,avc assistanee
to state il local school systems for strengthening instruction in
science, nnathenstics, modern loreign languages, and other, critical
subjects; funds were also availuble for foreign language institutes and
advanced foreign language study and lr..mlm., provided by collq,cs
and ‘universities: and federal monics were to go toward vocaticnal
education dor teclmical occupations needed for national defense.

. In support of a comprehensive federal role, John H. Plullnps then
prosident of Teachers College 2t Columbia University, spoke in 1963
before the House Committee on kducation and Labor: “Education for
the modern world can’t be simply o matter of sperial émphasis at «
%pcu.ll time. It must be undertaken and reviewed s i comprehensive,

15
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complex, broad undertaking” (Federal® Government 1968, p- 181).
Total hanpowtr problems must be taken into account because mis-
sion-oriented funding is inefficient: “lacking any. centralized coordina
tion, or concern for overall manpower needs as rhey relate to edu-
cational resources, the diflerent agencies compete .for basically the
same people” (p. 131). L0 .

There are those whu see federal ‘initiative, particulatly in a com.
prehemsive package, as a challenge to institutional initiative and’
prerogatives. Jn Senator Moynihan's (D.-N.Y.) view, since the 1950's
higher education has accepted federal support it did not lobby for ami
"had not the power to commnn,” in contrast to elementary and-

secondary school teachers “who fashioned themselves :nto an aggres:

sive national lgbby" (Moynihan 1975, p. 128). He believes that higher
education has yet to establish that it iv interested in and capable of
influencing. legislative or. budgetary ouscomes (p. 195).

Two pieces of legislation, the National Defense Education Act of
1998 and the Higher Education Act ¢f 1965, are singled out by
Moynihan to support his thesis that the higher education community
played no part in shaping the 1958 NDEA legislation. In 1965, Con-
gress approved the “equal opportunity grants,” or federal scholarships
for undergraduate students.

Once again higher education palicy was deploved by the national gov-
cinment to serve external politizal needs. in this case to press further
to fill out & centeal thene of the Kennedy and Johnson administration
- that gf equality. For the space of eight years hetween these two bills
the dit:ﬁ‘ﬁpn of federal policy toward higher education was all bui re-
- versed, going from’ excellence to universalism. . . Higher education was

4 means of obtaining goals elsewhere in the political system (emphasis
addeg) Moynihan 1975, p. 153),

" Moynihan observed th:t in FY 1975, of the. money authorizeds by
Congress over half went to support higher education — “and every
pennty will go on specific conditions for specific purposes and' will be
specifically accounted ior” (1975, p. 153). '

With the passage of the Highér+Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89
329}, Congress began to concentrate its primary educational funding,
excluding that in support of scientific research and programs, on fi-
mantcial assistance to disadvantaged groups who were underrepresented
in the higher education population to enable them to achieve upward
social mobility. Typical of comprehensive legislution was the array of
educational issues addressed, This act provided grants for university .
community service programs, college librury assistance, library train.
ing and research, strengthening developing institutions, teacher train.
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ing programys, and undergraduate instructional equipment. It also
authorized insured student loans, ‘established -a National Teather
, Corps and provided graduate teacher training fellowships.

- Wiggins dcscrit‘)es the Higher Edication Act of 196% as “the culmi- -
nation of effort in the federal responsc to the growing needs of higher
education” (1966, p. 218). From 1965, .starting with the Arts and
Humanities Act, federal legislation became.much inore targeted as it
pertained to, ‘until then, essentially urisuppo'rted curricular areas in
higher education. The act provided grants and loans-for projects in .
. the credtive and performing arts, and for research training, :gn(f" .
scholarly putlications in the humanities. The Intemnational Education :
Act.of 1966 (P.L. 89.6:98) provided grants to”institutionl of higher '
cdocation for the establishinent, strengthening, and operatibn of
centers for reseirch and training in international studies and the
R international aspects of other fields of study. The Adult Education
Act of 1966 (P.L. 89.750) authorized grants to states to encourage
and expand educitionai programs for adults, including training of-
- teachers of adults und demonstrations in adult education. Then the ° ,
' . Education Prolessions Development Act of 1967 (P.L. 90-35) amended  °
the Higher Education Act of 1965 to improve the quality of téaching .
and help meet perceived critical shortages of mlcq‘uatdy' trained

education personnel, - i

R v

5
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With this targeted legislation has also surfaced a fundamental mis-
understanding within tHe government itself over the. purposes of the’
legisketion. A recent t‘xumplc'_o«'urrcd when a House .appropridtions
subcommitice acaiised the National Endowment for the Arts of or- K
chestrating and presiding over the pancls that review- proposals for
endowment fumb, and of failing 10 formulate a» national policy in™
cither the arts or the humtnities. Spokesmen for the arts and humani-
ties endowments rebutted that thessulx'ommittee had failed to under-
stand that the endowmenty' purpose is not to forge ‘national policy"
for supporc to their respective areas: “The distinction here is more
than semantivs,” {the NFH endowment maimaipc(l] - - . "The differ-
ente i absolutely crucial o the philosophy of government and the ," '
.o concepts of cultural pluralism and academic freedom so precigus to

our mat.omal tradition” (Coughlin 1979, p. 17).
. Subscguent legisiation with anvienlar-influence related to (gd'cral
\ commitment to a* compreponsive  program of action includes the
Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (P.L. 90-575). It authorized *
programs o assist disadvantaged ollege students through- special _
mium“ling and sunmner ttorial programs (a reflection of their unique ‘ S
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Llll’l’l(ll'.ll’ nec(ls) and' Pro;.‘nms 10 :isvist colleges to combiné resources

for cooperative uxes, nulmlmg closed-circuit television and computer

- networks. 1hws, with 4 tiew dlientele secking a higher education it

~ Was necessary 1o develup curricula to accommodate students who

b . might B lagkingin the basic skiils of reading. writing, and.mathe.
. Imatics necessary for suceess in college.

. - The Edm.mun Amendments ol M72 have been described as a °

. Vinning point in federal nlm.umual legislation affecting higher edu-

Yoo cation. Brestablishied anrassistant searet ary responsible for educatnon

’ . within the Deparinent of Health, Educnionahd Welfare, created a *
National Instite ot Education, provided general aid to institutions
: of higlier education, st up federalsmiaching granis for sate student |
. Cooancentive grants, establishied a Nhtional Conunission on  Financing
Postsecondary Education, ‘cﬂ as State Advisory Councils on Com-
.- " munity-Colleges. a Burcan of Occupational and Allult Education and
- state grants for the design, establishment and conduct of postsecondary
. occupational education. and set up it bureau-level Office of Indian.
Fducation.” 1w alvo prohibited sex bias (Lide INX) in admission to
' vocational.s professional and -gradwate schobls, .uul public institutions .
of umlcr;,r.ulu.ltc education, ‘ .
. +  As Thiilon and Laufer (1975) point o, the prm-iu’uns of the
' 1972 Amendiments foY the first time extend stullent assistante to in
dividuals avending proprictavy institntions, thus “legitimizing these
_schools ashona’ fide members of the postseconday community” {p:
'44). In this way, the curriculuin of higher education received even
. more cncouragement o refledu the mqnp;uiohal motivation of ity new o
we clientele. And with the move away from categorical funding of in- .
. atitations in the-carly stventies, students, who were receiving more
federal monics than ever, became the chief fm(c for cutricular shifts
toward vocational subject fields and away from any residual institu.
tional conviction apout wlat wis the most sml,ﬂblc education for the
recipient of a baccalimreage degree in o democricy.

The Scranton Gommission had advised Presidert \won in 1970
that: "Govermment sand 1o higher” education has heen direcied pri- .
marily to institutions ratlier than students: whatever the consequences :
of this strategy may lave been, they luve not included an increase in
muhm intfluence over' growth and priovitics of the university. Federal
financiilaid programs should be refonned to give a much larger pro-
portion of aid directly to students in order 1o rediess this imbalance"
(quoted in *Hamilon and Lanfer 1975, p. 43) .

A portent of this shift. with significant implicarions for curricula
and _instructional delivers systems, appeared in 1975, when then

.
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Sehator Walter Mondale proposed o Lifetime Learning Act. Although
not funded, it signalled another torce for change that has the po-
tential for altering the contoutd of higher education and having im-

mense: carricular effect. The rationale. in Mondale's words, for nis

proposal was that educarion is “a 10l for continuing development.”
The social groups most affected by thie proposed legislation would be
senior citizens, women unctmployad and undcrcmployc(l and growing
mnjgrs of parttime students. Two reasons in suppoit of the bill
were: (1) \ollcgcs and univensities have underutilized facilities duz o
emoliment atienuation of the taditional college age groups; and (2)
extending the mluutmn.nl iranchiw 1o unsérved and underserved
groups. The legistation Mmlcl (1) comdhnae existing efforts toward
lifetime learning by all federal agencies; (2) provide support to train
teachers to work with adulis; (3) provitle impetus to curriculum de-
velopent, convert fadilities to accommadite adults, and develop and
adisscminate television cassettes and other media; (4) study barriers
that prevent liluimc learning from becoming a 'barrier; and  (5)
ev: aate existing fprograms. i’ this rounuymnd abroad to dctcrmu\c
whether they woild be used as mmlcls.

ll.umltun and Laufer (1975, p. 15), rcfiect on the role continuing
cducation or lifetime learning is likely to play in gover nmcm.al policy

toward hy 'hcr education n the futine:

The new \mmmﬂ wiven to career education are challenging the' su-
premacy of hberal”and graduate fuaditional? education and are thus
caming consternationn withig certain ‘conners of the higher education
mmmunm The basic need fon survival has tempted mahy traditional
istitgtions of highér edvicarion 1o offer career education programs in
competition. with vo.ationally-oriented institations. The net effect of
ficree compenition for audents may eventaally lead o a contradiction
betwter educational programs and institmional goals. Oue may ques-
ton whether o not it s viable for the comtimention of a diversified
ssstem of hugher education, capable of .mmlmz i tunes of national
ermergenoy, o shiftoas educatonad foous purcl\ as a result of economir
marhetdenrands and palitcal whins, - :

A step wis taken toward focusing federal pnli« y toward higher edu-
cation in relation_to other ulm.nmu.nl sectors in the interest of com.
prehiemite cwonlittation ol ‘Tunding pnuntws in 1969 when, during

the hearings lemc the spedial Subcominee on Education of the .

* Committee on Exu ation and Labor i the House, a Dcparuncm of
Fdacation il \l.mp(mc wis pmlmwd unda Titde V5. The ration;
ale had 10 do with efadiency of adminstation and funding, as well as
the natiopal interest: adequate 1ecognition was needed of the (unda-
mental impm tance in the tederal stacune of the agency that must
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carry out federal policy in educational training: federal programs
should be (I('slgn('(l to elininate duplication of effort and conflicting
policies and procedures when public money is to be spent for_the
assistance of training and retraining of persons for employmcm, and
when encouraging Yprogiess” in the arts, sciences, and humanities;
and

the federal govermment “should; develop a consistent and effective man-
poser policy which would encompass both short-term and long-term
natonal needs for education and training, and would be administered
st strengthen public and private resources available to meet these
needs without interference in or disrup(inu of the rﬂponsihililics of
state and lotal ~chool systems versas private and pablic institutions

tHearings 1971, p. 15;

‘The wording of the Department ol Education Organization Act of
979 atnns the sentiments ot the 1969 proposal and makes explicit
it conmmitment 10 “equal access,” 10" institutional “diversity,” and to
cquitible peographic dispension of federal education programs. It also
reaffiny the prevogative ot the states, the federal government per-
torming a supplementary and complementary function, and stresses
that centralization will imcrease accountability ot federal prograims to
the President; the Congress, asd the public. and will also reduce un-
necewsary and duplicated burdens and constraints, including unneces-
sary paperwork, on thow who receive tederal funds. ‘

Phe bill explicidy torbids the Secretary of Education or lis desig-
nee "o exeraise any dirediion, superyvision or control over the cur-
ticulumn, program of instruction, adinuistiation, or personnel ol an
educationa! institution . , . except (o the extent aulhonzed by law"”
(emiphasis added) . '

I'he supporters of the i:tluc.mon Dcp..umcnl bill included the
Nationa! Education Association, the American Association of Com.
munity aed Junior Colleges and two major national student groups.
Their argument was that a separate cabinet-level department would
give education a strongef, more unified voice at the highest policy-
making levels. Twenty-five state college presidents also endorsed the
idea, teasoning that “without a separate department education policy

-1y being made by detanlt” Representative Eilenborn, opponent of the

bill, said, "We already hive too much federal control, with rules and
regblations reaching aight into the clissroom™  (Coughlin 1979, p.
13). It is to these rules and regulations that the discussion now
tuns.

Dudvecr Fedeval Inteveession: Public Armunmb:hly Measures

The second ey, .luuuul.ll)lln) for usc of public moncy, has been
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the object of much contraversy and, while less direct, has had no less
influenice on the curriculum. Federal regulations and their enforce-
ment in the educational domain have always provided consternation
to educators,”who frequently view their institutional role as trans-
mitting culture and exploring new frontiers of knowledge, not as pro-
viding a laboratory where the new democratic society can be forged.

A recent assault on tederal regulation of colleges and universities
wis made by a coalition of academics and businessimen, one of whom,
Paul Scabury (1979), expressed the concern that it regulatory pat-
ters were not clanged, then “the federal government will simply
begin 1o cmploy universities as a device for social engineering” (p.
10) . Stanford University President Richard Lyman commented that
federal requirements for accountability constituted “overkill” and
cost the university “more than is reasonable” (Jacobson 1979, p. 4).

On the issue of the cest to colleges and universities of compliance
with federal regulations, Stephen Bailey saw federal regulations as
attempts “to achieve a variety of social ends only marginally related
to the educational objectives of colleges and universities” (Magarell
1975, p. 1). Bailey (1975, p. 1) identified a number of such regula-
tions that have the potential to interfere with the ongong academic
enterprise: equal employment opportunity, equal pay, affirmative ac-
tion, nondiscrimination by age. occupational safety and health, mini-
mum-wage and fair-labor standards, uncmploymem insurance, Social
Security, health-maintenance organizations, pension security act pro-
visions, wage and salary controls, and environmental protection.

The most common criticism by institutions about federal regula-
tions accuwes the government ol trying to control the postsecondary
sector, which has been characterized as autonomous, diverse, and de-
cctﬂmw& There are several reasons for concern: (1) criteria of
federauditing procedures e helieved unsuitable to describe the
nature of academic work; (2) outcries of obstruction of academic
trecdom are heard, paiticularly in natters touching on controversial
research arcas; (3) civil vights regulations (Title IX) have caused
colleges and universities who are awarded federal noney for - cur-
ricular support to receive governmental sanctions in the form of fund
cutotts and endangered institutional auonomy: and (1) a challenge
iy pereeiyed o federal agencies defining academiic progress. This area
of govermuciual action will be relerred to as an indirect influence on
the curriculum.

Federal Auditing Prace dmu -— The literature of higher education
is replete with studies of the elfects government spending has had on
educational institutions. Such effects include what is perceived by the
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higher education community to be overregulation, which stems from
such things as federal auditing procedures that beset federal grant
recipients who find it difficult to account for time as a function of
govermmental cost-accounting requirements (see Roark 1979). The
National Science Board, the policymaking body of the National
Science Foundation, sees auditing procedumes as the most, difficult
problem facing ageucies that support scientific studies and the uni-
versities that do the research because ol the growing body of legisla-
tion and regulation and expanding requirements for recordkeeping
and reporting. O particular concern are laws that stipulate elaborate
and cumbersome scientific review procedures, as well as regulate the
use of hurnan subjects, ammals, dangerous drugs, and chemicals in
federally financed research projects (Roark 1978, . 9).

Thomas Hartlett, president of the American Association of Uni-
venities, commented that universities “should investigate reporting
possibilities that would permit us to.account properly to the Ameri-
can people under rules that are more consisent with university orga-
nization and the research process.” Bardett then alluded to a Senate
bill that would permit universities more flexibility to try different
accounting procedures  (Roark 1979, p. 10).

For their part, auditors of the U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion sund Welfare claimed that universities could not adequately ac-
count for $86.5 million in federal research funds, The government
claims that because ot inadequate university documentation, it is not
powible to verity the expenditures, even if properly spent (Roark
1979, p. 10). A plan being considered by H.E.W. would result in a
comprehensive nnual for resolving audit disputes between uni-
venities amed the government. At issue, among other things, is a pro-
viso that if univessities do not comply with federal auditing pro-
cedures, they would lose 10 percent of their future grants and incur
9 percent interest on repaymests. Only about 200 of the lurgest grant
recipients are routinely andited.

*\ spokesman for the universities noted the difficulty of adapting
“commercially based accounting procedures to the peculiarly un-
disciplined avena ot the university,” and suggested that this problem
“cannot be resolved by the imposition of disciplines and sanctions”
(Roark 1979, p. 10).

Rosenzweig (1978, p. 29) sums up the situation in general: “Uni-

versities no longer hold a preferved position in their relations with

the govermment; they have lost their immunity t» the burdens that all
other businesses bear in an increasingly regulated society.”
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Acadeniic Freedom — Outcries of a federal threat to academic free-
dom come as the price tor much needed funding for expensive and
often controversial sientific rescarch projects. The restrictions on re-
combinant DN.A research, which first took the form of self-regulation
among scientists at the behest' of NIt (Nution:‘ll Institutes of Health),
was, in Rosensweig’s opinion, the result of Can odd coalition . . . of
groups . ... consisting of local politicians, environmentalists, other
sientists, the remnants of the New Left, and no doubt some just
plain concerned citicens”  (Rosenzweig 1978, p. 30). The outcome
was o take the question of scientific research that had the potential
to have power sodial consequences (tor exan:ple, genetic engineering),
and place it in the public domain for resolution.

Civil Rights Regulations — The affirmative action arca (Title IX
of the Education Amendments of 1972) often results in curricular
impact. For example, in 1975, the U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfine moved to cut off funding to all Maryland univer:
sities because it claimed the State of Maryland perpetuated a seg-
regated systenv of higher education (Winkler 1975, pp. 1, €). Thus,
the State was accused of violating the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The
action followed days after u coulition of civil rights organizations
charged H.EW. with failure to enforce equal opportunity laws. The
issue in Maryland centered in the historically black Morgan State
College, which was to be made a university and contain the Center
for Urban Studies tor the state. Subscquently, Maryland reduced sup-
port to Morgan State’s urban studies program and permitted a com-

petitive program to start at the University of Maryland, College

Park. Not only was there a civil rights issue, but the question of
duplication of programs and ineflicient use of funds was also in-
volved. .

According to a H.E.W. spokesperson, 'its Office of Civil Rights had
required ten states'— Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mary-
land, Mississippi, North Carclina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and
Virginia — to submit proposals for ending the scparate-but-equal
dagtrine in their colleges and universities, a doctrine made explicit
by the Morrill Act of 18%0. The smne spokesperson noted that the
essence of the plin called for defining different academic roles and
programs for individual state institutions: “This differentiation would
give students incentives to choose a college by the type of program it
offered rather than by racial composition of its student body. By
assigning them unique functions, the predominatly black colleges were
to be enhanced” (Winkler 1975, pp. L, 6). At stake for Maryland was

>
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the loss of $30 million in H.E.\V. money plus several mnlhon dollars
in funds from other agencies.

. Recently, in May 1979, a federal |udgc extended a temporary re-
straining order barring H.E.W. from cutting off funds from the Uni-
versity of North Carolina. The university sued HEEW. in April

. 1979 for threatening to withhold some $90 million in higher educa-

tion assistance from .the state. At issue was curricular duplication in
black and white institutigns. In a related issue, a federal appeals
court approved the construction of a new veterinary school at North
Carolina State, an ewentially white institution. The plaintiffs, who
represented North Carolina’s first black college, argued that “[veteri-’
nary medicine] is clearly a program that would greatly enhance a
[black] institution” such as North Carolina Agricultural and Techni-
cal State University, which is near North Carolina State (Mlddlcton
1978, pp. L, 11, 13).°

Title IX also has called attention to specific curricular areas such
as the type of athletic programs available to men and women. There
are many factors that may be assessed in determining whether dis-
crimination exists, among which are opportunity to receive coaching
and academic tutoring and whether the.sclection of sports and levels
of competition truly accommoate the interests and abilities of both
sexes (Shulman 1977, p. 2).

Traditionally, women's athletic programs have been more closely

linked with physical education programs and not to big-time, money-

raising activities of male athletes. This means women’s programs have
emphasized “instruction, student participation, and lifetime sports”
(Dunkle quoted in Shulwman 1977, p. 3). Thus, the expense of run-

.ning men’s and women’s athletic programs differs considerably. The

implications for curricular chuange in athletic programs for both sexes
\ . .

.

*A number of state legislatures, in a\\n"allempl to retain financial control over
state institutions and agencies that in recent years have gotten an ever-increas-
ing proportion of their support from federal funds, have considered passing
laws that would place federal funds in the state general fund to be spent only
when appropriated hy the state legislature. Such a law was passed by the Penn-
sylvania State legislature. In opposition to this approach are the American
Council of Education and 31 other national and state organizations, who have
urged the Supreine Coutt to rule against state interference in federal-aid pro-
grams. The organizations argue: “Fducation and research, traditionally left to
the discretion of universitics and federal agencies operating under carefully
structured federal review procedures {c.g., outside pecr review of research and
training grants), may possibly be subject to political witrusion by state legisla-
tion (Chronicle of Higher Education 1978, p. 9).
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to be in compliance with Title IX guidelines are significant (see
- Marmion, ed., 1979, entire issuej.
Academic Progress — The issue of the government defining aca-
demic progress has centered on the Veterans' Administration's in-
sistence on clove monitoring and quick’ reporting ‘of a veteran's col. \
lege attendance patterns as well as the V.A.'s development of a class . \
contract-hour figure by which veterans could ﬁithcr qualify for or. be .
disqualified from their educational benefits allowance. John Worth-
ner. Vice President for Student Affairs at the University of Delaware,
suggested that “attendance is not always related- to competence or
completion of a veteran's program. Also, veterans in graduate study
1y not be required to attend every class; and then there are pro-
grams that involve clerical training and work-study” (quoted in .
Fields 1975, p. 9). Thus, the V.A. could terminate a course or pro-
gram set up especially for. veterans, based on the V.A.'s notion of
what comstitutes bona fide learning as measured by class-contact hours.
Fields (1975, p. 9) comments that standards of academic progress
are in themselves vexing to new institutions — the type the Com-
mission on Financing Postsecondary Education wished to support in
" the interests of providing an educational delivery system diverse
enough to accommodate the nontraditional learner. Such institutions
may .not initially set up criteria for measuring academic progress and
therefore may not be able to meet V.A. guidelines, which could
seriously impair the development of nontraditional prozrams estab-
lished to serve veterans (this outcome applies to other adult students
as, well)® '

!

Summary

—

There is evidence of federal influence on the curriculum by both
direct (legislation) and indirect (accountability regulations) means.
The implications of this influence for institutions of higher education
as well as their vole in furthering this process are important to con-
sider. The Carnegic Commission (1972, p. 31) suggests that an es-
sential step to finding constructive and lasting solutions to educa-
tional question$ is to examine “the academic principles that have
evolved-over the centurics, often through bitter battles, particularly

. against external authorities,” to determine the degree to which they

*Harold Orlans et al. (1973, p. 537-538), writing under contract to the Na-
tional Academy of Public ‘Adminisiration Foundation for the Veterans' Ad-
ntinisiation, recommend that nontraditional programs for veterans be measured
by total course hours instead of hy the hours sitting in class, with benefits re-
flecting the total credits received.
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should be followed, defended or revised in the future.” The next
chapter examines some forges for curricular change that have given

inpetus to governmental action and subsequent institutional action
or reaction.

[
-
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Institutional Contexts for Curricular Changc.

e —_— ./

One question for the federal government after the American Revo-
lution was whether it should channel ity financial support through
staie governments and be directed to the support of local institutions.
Supporters of American federalism were quick to suggest .a national
system of education supported and controlled by the central govern-
ment (Rainsford 1972, p. 16). During the revolutionary period the
political basis of government, and consequently the function of educa-
tion; started to change: the federal and some new state constitutions
provided for the separation of church and state; in this way “polities
became Jess the prerogative of religious leadership and more the con-
cern of all citizens who had now to be educated to their new re-
sponsibilities” (Rainsford 1972, p. 15). What type of cyrricular out-
come at what type of institution was suitable to prepare the citizens
for their place in the nascent social system in the United States?

Early Colleges and the Curriculum

In the United States the early colleges were sectarian, the cur-
riculum centering on Christian character formation, aided by com-
pulsory chapel, and the study of Hebrew and Greek, to facilitate
translation of the Bible from the original language. The issue over
the inclusion of practical subjects was given focus when the Yals
Report was published. It has been said that the Yale Report =2t the
tone for higher education in the U.S. until the 1850's (Hofstadter
and Smith 1961, p. 275; some maintain until the 1870's (Rudy 1965.
P- 5) ). The Yale Corporation and faculty in the publication of their
report were replying to members of the Connccticut state legislature
who faulted the classical college curriculum, belicving instead in the
social efficacy of vocational or “practical” studies.

The education at Yale, as explained by the president of the col-
lege, Jeremiah Day, dealt with “intellectual cultuce,” having as its two
goals the development of the ‘discipline and furniture of the mind*
and “expanding (the mind's) powers. and storing it with knowledge"”
(Hofstadter and Swmith 1961, p. 278). )

From pure mathematics, a student learns the art of demonstrative
reasoning. In attending to the physical sciences, he becomes familiar
with facts, with the process of induction, and the varieties of probable
evidence; in anctent litevature, he finds some of the most finished
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models of taste, in Englivh reading, he learns the power of the lan
guage in which he 15 to speak and write; by logic and mental
philosophy, he is taught the art of thinking; by rhetoric and oratory,
the art of speaking: by frequent exercises on written composition he
acquires consiousness and uccuracy of expression;, and by extempo-
rancous discussion, he becomes prompt, fluent, and animated

This view leads Day to conclude that “specializing” or studying
language alone, or thematics alone, or national br political science
alone cainnot satisfy the “proper symmetry or balance of character”
(Hofstadter. and Smith 1961, p. 279).

Such an’educational approach was especially suited for leaders of
a pastoral, agricultural society, where there was no social necessity for
the majority of people to obtain a higher education — only their
leaders needed to be educated, In this comparatively tranquil con-
text, people carried out their daily tasks and lived their lives with no
¢xpectation of or preparation for radical change in their vocational,
social, or economic status. Thus, the occupatjonal differentiation
needed to support the incipient indusrial state that was the U.S. in
1828 and an educational system to accommodate this differentiation
were not in place or apparently needed. The effect of this curriculum
wis to produce a leadership most of whom would have no technical,
business, or scientific skills or appreciation.

Elcclmrs and the Drmm'rahzamm of the Curriculum

But in the e.nrly decades of the nincteenth century, industrial
growth, an expanding population, and national self-consciousness
called for enlarging the educational franchise to aid national as well
as regional development. Such extension of educational opportunity
led to a movement toward institutional diversity. By the middle of
the nineteenth century the nced for scientific and technically-trained
specialists to complement an industrial economy had forced re-
trenhement and retreat on the part of general educationists. The need
to preserve some ingredients of the classically prescribed curriculum
in the wake of clective options and major concentration yielded con-

- cessions to various forms of a Rumanities mix, which was very de.

pendent on institutional climate of opinion.

Charles Eliot, who assumed Harvard's presidency in 1869, sought to
institutionalice the old educational ideal of liberal culture; however,
in an address Eliot delivered in 1891, he had significantly terspered
his advocacy: In the comparative seclusion [of the college] the young
man learns something of what has been done and thought in - the
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world, béfh‘ll'cr he takes part in the world” (Hawkins 1972, p- 283).
‘Thus, libersl culiure became a vague idea that eventually yielded to

vocational neceessity. 2 T

An integral past of the proccss'({f the dissoldtion of curricular
symmetry wag the instituudNahzation of the eléctive system at Har-
vard by Elior. This systein acled to/undermifie the traditional con-
cept that certain subjects possessed initrinsic’ values' that gave
higher placg in the acagdemic hierarchy th practical or
utilitarian subjects. —7 ) ' ' .
" Selected Commentary on Curriculug in This Century _

P

With the secularization of bhigher education in the nineteenth
century came’the, ultimate fro€ing of subjest fields from value-laden
necessities or the need to harmonize all knowledge, especially new
knowledge, with theological or philosophical belief. In-this century,
reaction to the professionalization- of the-undergraduate-eurficulun
has led to discussion of the place of values in higher education so
the young adult student can maintain a perspective when confronted
by a rapidly changing technical and scientific knowledge base, This
philosophy means higher education is charged with producing re.
sponsible citizens not just for a democracy but for a world collapsed
in space and time antl expanded in social, cultural, and economic
differentiation. '!

Writing in 1939, Alexander Meikeljohn saw thati the “require-
ments” of the oller curricular system were not completely destroyed
but had lost their power ta supply direction: |

Side by side svith them the “subjects” of an “elective” ‘jchcruc have
claimed znd tuken a place. And the theory of this newer system, or
lick of systeny, is one which serves to make ali subjects equivalent in »
teaching value and significance. Physics may be substituted for art,
literatue for engincering, au elementary language for the philosophy of
religion. “Any subject properly taught,” we are told “will equally well =
with any other serve the purposes of a liberal education.” It is in ~
beliefs such as this that one sces how the essentil incoherence of a
weial order can bring into confusion and bewilderment the activities

f its teachers” (Meikeljohn 1932, p. xii). ‘

Dressel and De Lisle (1969, p. 76) expressed the opinion that cur-
ricular review and development “surely represent a key element for
response to pressure for change.”” They observe that faculty and their
myriad deparuments have a vested interest ‘in preserving the “tra-
ditional” curricular puatterns of their disciplines; furthermore, cur-
riculur studies of professional groups usually reinforce the ideal of
specialization and indirectly discourage innovations that interferc
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with this goal. They note it took over 200 years to lvosen the grip of
the dlassical curriculum, even tllough the breadth requirement still is
justified as an ctlort to unnpcm.ue tor the lack of curricular cohesion
by “sampling if not covering all worthwhile knowledge™ (Diessel and
De Liste 1969, p. 76) . .

One of tht: major attempts at cyrriculum organization and reform
in this century was contained in the 1915 General Education in a

Free Society. piblished by Harvard Univensity. The net result was po

core courses were developed. The division of social sciences, sciences,
and humanities was represented by twelve courses to provide the
sudent-with breadth, David Reisman in 1975 observed that Harvafd's
requirements were “minimal, not much mere than a mild expectation
that a student will take several courses oruside his own area of
spcculuauon (quoted in Rudolph 177, pp. 259-260).

In September 1974, l)c.m llcnry Rosovsky of Harvard’ announced
the beginning of a new “core” curriculum aw that university. The
rationale behind this new attempt at general education iy uncertain.
As Rosovsky explained, “At lhc moment to be an educated man or
woman doesn’t mean anything It may mean you know all about
urban this or moral that. But there is no common denominator”
(Rosovsky 1979, p. A-3). General survey courses of up to 2,600 titles
were abandoned in favor of 80 to 100 new courses. From these, stu-
dents choose eight or ubout one- .quarter of their undergra-uate pro-
gram. - . ’

The most recent Harvard approach is a step ‘in the direction of
addressing what Dressel and De Lisle believe is. ghe heart of the aca-
demic matter. They had concluded in 1969 that critics .of higher
education focused on instructional deficiencies and institutional cli-
mate, instead of the curriculum, which they suggest i&cludcs “a
statenent of objectives und a rationale for the experiences provided.”
They further maintained that faculty as individuals should no: rep-
resent the basis for x compreliensive curricular design. Rather, “the
student may become -— as indeed he [she] should -— she focal“con-
sideration in curricular planning,” which wend’ they hoped their
study would reinforce and augment (Dressel and De Lisle 1969, pp.
.77, . -

This studentcentered focus scemd to have evolved. The demo-
cratization of subject fields is now accompanied by. the democratiza-
tion of yudent dientele who, in theory, and according to federal
legislative intent, has equal access to and equal choice of an exlrcmclv
diverse rauge of p‘n.nc and public institutions.

A
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In 1934, Rexford Tugwell, profewor of econoniics at Columbia

University, wrote about education in an individualistic society: R

The 1ransition nf the elective wystem was reaily a gro\s th, in education,
of the system of democricy and laissee-faire The business of university
authoritiee was that of enriching and enlarging their_offerings.so that
wove kinds of pmplr could go there and pursue their own educational
aims in their own wavy. /¢ was an abandonment of definttion of pur-
pose. of aim. And this atiitude of laiwsea-faire has dominated education ‘.
to this day. Only now are questions heginning to be raised [abom this)

.« there is real questitn whether the educational system is a social
instrument or whether 1t is.an individual one. The question still awaits
an answer (Tugwell and Ke\'nrlmg, eds. 1934, p. 49).

L

Who, -then, decides what gives coherence to the curriculum? It
wonld appear that the studént develops his or her own curricular co-
herence haved on the spectrum of cvurses available at the institution’
of his or her choice. Since the government is pledged io support in-
stitutional diversty, to reflect the egalitarian nature of the student
clientele, instindional purposes, in turn, mirror their students’ cur-
ricular interests. But if institutions are not providing diregtion or
coherence but are just ‘providing courses, specialties, nd degrees,
what delimits the range of course or institutional priorities?

L4

Summarv N

It could be argued that the icderal government has pravided the
curricular direction lor institutions of higher education through fund-
ing patterns that have been traced in federal legislative history. There~. .
iy i consistent trend toward: vocational or preprofessional educa-
tion at the undergraduate level; a commitment tr, scientific research:
extending the educational franthise in both pnv.itc and public sec-
tors through funding students instead “of institutions, and through
legitimizing diversity of educational delivery systews o the higher
caucitional level All of these curricular trends provide direction to
institutions, and will be cxplorcd as o function of recent federal
funding pn’)rmcs in the next chaper.

o




Impact of Federal Funding
On Curricular Direction -

.

. 2 '

. We have examirfed federal legislative patterns as they relate to
curriculum. We also have looketl at institutional vulnerability to ex-
ternal curricular influences in the absence of institutional clarity

‘about the purposes of ihe educational experience, especially for un-
dergraduates. ‘
*

This' chapter examines the influence federal funding has had on
recent curricular direction. It is shown that the funding levels -for
vocational education, scientific research, and student financial aid are
much higher than funding for any other educatiénal purpose, despite
rhetorical commitment to’ perceived nteds such as adult education,
foreign-language training and area studies, and the need to encourage
institutional fnnovafion and divensity. It is argued that there is a

* vocational intention that pervades the undergraduate curriculum and
that reflects projected manpower needs in areas such as engineering,
medicdl rescarch and the health professions, as well as other scien-

tific research. This argument is demonstriued by comparing federal
funding data to data on number of graduates by subject field and de-#

_-gree level in 1975-76 and projected to 198G-87. It is concluded that -

,k curricular “vocationalization™ has contributed significantly to the de-

cline of the liberal arts idea and the minimizing of the importance of
general educatipn and has had a profound influence on the entire
curriculwin in institutions .of higher cducalion.‘

*
-

Early F'unding Sources for Colleges and Univernisties

o —— ~———

It is always useful to recall, as Alice Rivlin did in her compre-
hensive 1961 study of federal fancing of higher education, that the
LS. Constitution does not mention the word “education.” Thus, sup-
port of education in the U.S. essentially has been carried out by the
states, localitics, and private citizens,

Curti and Nash. (1965, p. 28) ohscrve that state financial support
was not 2 'main factor in the establishinent of the colonial colleges
(excepting William and -Mary). Governments helped Harvard and
Yale to some’extent, and King's (Columbia University) only slighuly,
but contributed virtnally nothing to other cglleges. This meant that
phifanthropy became the wmajor source of funding for most of the

) ~ v o
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. carly colleges as well as the potential source of external influenee_for

.

change. . : Lo T .
. Each of the original thirteeh stites pursueil unique approaches to
establishing academic institutions according to - the educational cli-
mate that prevailed in their tenitory, Fhe carly history of higher
education in this country 1eveals Redgling colleges, based on the
British college model at Oxtord and Cambridge, that turned for fi-
nancial support to philanthropists, especially those in Europe ( al-
though seyeral colleges. such s the College of Rhude Island, sought

support from philanthropists in southern colonies due to lack of their
home state’s support). o : -

'
‘According to Rainsford (1972, p. 16), when American independence
was achieved, there was a Rrowing urge to develop new public sym-
bols of nationalism and natioual culture. At-the time ‘there was de-
bate over the central govermmuent's participation in and support. of
righer education. ‘I'he central issue hinl 1o do with where sovereignty
resided in the state-federal relationship: To what extent should the
. educational system of the U.S. be state-oriented or national?

The belief is still widespread that the states and local governments
determine types and levels of support for their ¢community needs. In
this vein, it is maintained that there can be no overall federal policy
towyrd higher cducation and no ability to influence’ the curricular

+content and thrust of institutions. James Gallagher, former Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Planping, Research and Evaluation, Office of
Education, spoke to this point:

. 1
" No person or agency is it a position to speak for American education,
 There is no single UN, educational system. Educational insuitutions are
controlled in 1971 Iny over twenty thouwsand school communities, the
- fifty states.and private organizations. Fach has its own performance
' criteria as has the federal Office of Education. Thus the goals of the
educational process vary aeeording to the standpoint of these defining
them (OECD 1971, p. 21).. ,

Yet there are those who challenge this point of view. In speaking
of the 1970, Gibson “(1972, p. 29) describes a crisis of purpose® that
afflicts colleges and universities due to the "power-of the treasury to

P S —

*Holmstrom 1976, p. 2° descrihes the crisis of purpose as due'to “our failure
to develop a consensus about the role and value of higher education.” In the
abvence of convensus, federal funding patterns assume special significance as in-
dicatots for institational progrianming. “
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employ univenities aud profesors for rewunh and edicational pro-

prans mitited by the tederal government.”

This aiss of purpose has been abetted by tederal garnering of tas
resources, which las monde i difficult for states 1o increase their al-

ready high support tor education. In the ten years between 196465

and 7T, direas expenditaes for education by state and local
govermments have rennined ot 38.3 percent. "There-was a slight m-
Crgase in state suppun for hizher educaticn {one filth of the education
budget in 1904-75 to ouc-fomth in 1974:75). This means federal ex-
pendinmes for education become crucial and assume an importance
(llsprupmuo".uc to their levels relative o towal state support fog
education. -
Federal expenditures for all ot education (Iurlng 1975-76 were more
than twice the $57.2 billion expended in 19%7.68 (mot allowing for
inflationary erosion) . Federal support lor higher education rose fiom

$14 billion in 196165 10 S17.1 billign in 1974-75 excduding research
funding.

lumimg In{lmnrn on Public and Pricate Institutions

Both prn.nc aid pul)lu (ollcgcs have become increasingly depen:

_dent on tederal resources to supplement and sometimes support the

miain thrust of their institutional piograms and mission. But tlie most
sighihcant tend influencing the curticw im toward practical subjects
has been that of envollent shifts away from the private scctor.® The
National Center for Education Statistics (¥Frankel 1978) notes that
two decades ago: public ‘institutions amolled nearly 56 percent of col-
lepe degree seekers; now that figure is 76 percent. Private institutions
recerve 6.7 peseent of the cost of education from the students them-
sclves: only 7.8 percent comes from federal, state, and local govern-
ments. Public institutions receive 20.6 percent of the cost of edication
from students, while 70.2 pereent is from federal, state, and local gov-
ernment. Gifts to. private institutions acconnt for only 12.8 percent
of the cost of education, While business gifts 1o universities rose 23.3
percent in 1977.78 among 67 college and university samples, the in-
stitutions reporung the largest mnount of corporiate suppoit wee
public unmiversitics — for example, the University of lllinois with
S12 4 million aud the University of Michigan with $10 million.
Since the Morrill Act of 1862, public institutions have attempied
to address the practical needs’ of society. With more and more stu-
dents attending public colleges and universities, tb trend toward

'Rtl\rs;'Aer'—'h—i‘l:'"k(?l‘y thsputes this finding. See “Fewar Private Colleges: No So.
ancAnalyst Charges.” m Chronicle of Higher Education July 23, 1979, p. 1).
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vocational and preprofessional education at the indergraduate level
receives considerable reinforcement, Private colleges, still dependent
on student tuition and fees to pay most expenses, are forced to com-
pete with thespublic sector for students, and in many cases this
competition takes the form of developing courses and programs that

prepare students for the practical fielils traditionally nurtured in the

public institutoons. Swsan Nelson (1978, po 105) suggests that the
private sector is not an independent sector hnancially and that cur-
rent public policies play a crucial role in financing private higher
education. She concludes that “this financial dependence calls into
question the operation dependence — in terms of administration and
educational offerings — ot the private scctor.” Essentially, in both
public and private institutions, federal dollars have been a determin-
ing factor in shaping program direction.

Primary Fr(‘lera‘l‘l"unding Areas

In 4 recent report to the National Center for Fducation Statistics,
Hans Jenny (1979, p. 5) identified several major issues he belicved
are of national import 2z the scrutiny of tederal policymakers: access
to- postsecondary education; free choice by students among institu-
tions; diversity of institutions and educational programs; adequate
development of wience and scientific manpower; satisfactory supply
of properly trained medical personnel; optimal medical science de-
velopment: and . adequate and appropriate supply of scientific and
technological manpower capable of addresing itself to the changing
technical and social problems that the nation will face over time.

At present, the bulk of federal funding commitment to higher edu-
cation clearly goes to students from less fortunate social and cconomjc
backgrounds and to scientific research, which means funds go to large
research univenities.® The 1980 appropriations for highier education

*he 1962, 38 percent of federal research funding went to ten universities: the
University of California, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Columbia
Uiiversits. the University of Michigan, Harvard University, the University of
Minois, Stanford  University,  the University of Chicago, the University of
Minnesota, and Conell, University. Fifty-nine percent of the rescarch funding
went o 25 universities, [while 90 percent was concentrated in 100 institutions
(The Fraoral Gorernmeyt and Education 1963, p. 49). In 1977, over 80 per-
ceng of ull research find\went to fewer than 100 universities (Roark 1978, p.
N In the area of sciwntif\ research, diversity has not been achieved, if in
fact it is a goal. Rivltin (1961, p. 47) comments that the federal government
could have radically altered this existing pattern .during World War 11 if it
had consciously soucht to <ot up research ficilitios in new places, but in the
mterest of getting quick results it decided not to.
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showed the two largest budget categories as student assistance to the
“economically disadvantaged (in the form of basic opportunity grants,
supplemental opportunity grants, college work-study, national direct
loans, and state student incentive grants) totalling $2.4 billion in the
House version and 31.7 billion in the Senate; and occupational-vo-
cativnal education, totalling $879.9 million in the House version and
$8749 million in the Senate. Federal research spending at approxi-
mately 450 najor colleges and universities comes to $5.5 billion,
which is 20 percent of the total federal research commitment (Roark
1979, p. 1) . .

Comparison of Federal Funding Categories
With Subject-Field Trends by Degree Level

There is a positive correlation between federal levels of support in
certain fields and interest in them. Similarly, there is a positive correla-
tion between federal lack of support and decrease of interest in certain
subject fields. "T'his finding suggests that student choice of major may
be uffected by national manpower projections and federal funding
emphases.

Federal funds for research ind development in colleges and uni-
versities, including rescarch, basic research, and applied research,
totalled 39.21 billion, including. federally funded research and de-
velopment centers adntinistered by colleges and universities (Frankel,
ed., 1978, pp. 83.35). The fields showing the highest funding levels
were life sciences (52,69 billion), cngincering ($2.3 billion), and
physical sciences (S1.19 billion) . Under “husic research,” the levels
wete: life sciences — §908 million; physical sciences — $718.4 mil-
lion; environinental sciences — $389.7 million; and engineering —
$266.4 million: the funding levels in the “applied rescarch” category
were: cugineering — $2.03 billion; life sciences — $1.78 billion; and
physical scicnces — $475.9 million.

Fellowships, traineeships, and training grants had the highest levels
in the categery under Public Health Service (Health Resources Ad-
ministration, $46:44 million and National Institutes of Health, $165
million) . Next were Department, of Justice (Law Enforcement Ad-
ministration, $39.4 million). Office of Education (Special Education
Manpower, $38.8 million), and National Science Foundation ($28.9
million). '

According to the National Genter Tor Education Statistics (NCES)
(Frankel, «d.. 1978, pp. 33.35), the number of bachelor's degrees
awarded in the health professions (with the exception of first-pro-
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~ fessional degrees in fields such as medicine, dentistry, podiatry,
optometry, osteopathy, and veterinary medicine) shiows the most
“noteworthy increase in the past 11 years, going from 15,848 in
196566 to 53,958 in 1975-7v, a 240.5 percent increase.”” Engineering
degrees are expected to increase between 1975.76 and 1986-87 by 48
.l percent, from 46,331 to 68,560 NCES observes that these trends are
consistent with job market absorption of graduates in these fields.

Engineers and health professionals had: the lowest unemployment

rate (Frankel, ed.. 1978, p. 33). . )
Students majoring in social sciences, psychology, and the hu:
manties had high . underemployment rates. NCES comments that
while their degree projections are not based empirically on_market
conditions, their projections indicate that social sciences and hu.

manities will decrease as a field of interest to students, while psy- \
chology will ulso decrease but by a lesser amount.
- Decreases are anticipated in social sciences (5 percent — 129,864

to 123.350), foreign languages (21.3 percent — 15471 to 12,180), and —
- mathematics and statistics (7.4 percent — 15,984 to 14,800) . A large
decrease is expected in the humanities — “field of letters” (50 per-
- cemt — 51,515 in 197576 to 26,000 in 1986-87). Frankel comments
that this area has already lost considerable ground, decreasing 29.7
percent since 1970-72, when it peaked at 28,253, ’
Fields cxpected to show moderate inrreases between 1975-76 “and
1986.87 are public affairs and services (38.9 percent — 33,238 to 46,
160) . architecture and environmental design (27.8 percent — 8,146
to 11,690), and communications (42.4 percent — 21,282 to 30,300). A

larger increase is anticipated in computer and information sciences
(111.4 percent — 5,652 to 11,950),

The master’s degree category shows education the largest field of
award, taking 41 percent of master’s awarded 1n 1975.76. This figure
is considered due to the need for” public school teachers 10 have that
credential to qualify for higher salarics.

Fields showing a high level of increase in award of the master’s
from 1975-76 10 1986.87 are public”affairs (17,106 to 26,680, health
professions (12,556 to 22,100), and business and management (39.890
to 64,130). The only field cxperiencing a decrease in enrollment at
the master’s level is social sciences (from 16,819 in 1975-76 to0 a pro-
jected level of 10,400 in 1986-87) . The master's degree recipient stood
an 85 percent chance of not being underemployed to the bachelor's
degree recipient's 76 percent. !

At the doctoral level increases are projected in most fields between
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17576 and 1986-87. N(?és projects an increase of 92.6 percent in
computer and information sciences (244 to 470). %ducation’ docto-
rates are expected to increase 50 percent (7,769 to 11,660) . Engineer-
ing projections show the -greatest projected decrease, 11.4 percent
(from 2,821 to 2,500). '

Medical degrees nearly doubled between 1960-61 and 1975.76- (6,940
to 13,426), and they are expected to increase 31.8 percent by 1986-87
(17,690). Law degrees inore than tripled between 1960-61 and }975 ,
76 (9429 to 32,293). Small increases are projected to 198687 (158
percent or 37,380) . While dentistry is projected to remain about the
same through 1985-86, other health professions are expected to in-
crease by 42.6 percent, including optometry, chirapractic, podiatry,
osteopathy and veterinary medicine. There have also been‘trcmcr}‘dous
increases in the fields of pharmacy and chivopractic health treatment.
(Frankel, ed. 1978, p. 35).

The direction of federal research funds is toward the life sciences,
enginecring, and physical sciences. In disciplinary choice the medical-
related fields, a priority area for federal research funding, along with

- Jefense, show the largest gains in stuaent enrollment at the bacca-
laurcate and doctoral (M.D.) levels. Engincering graduates, in one
of the fiekls receiving most federal monies — life sciences and physi-
cal sciences being the other two -— are expected to practically double
(48 percent increase) between 1975.76 and 1986-87. The field show-
ing the most precipitous decline is that ol “letters,” which is ex-
pected to show a decrease in number of baccalaureate graduates of
50 percent by 1986-87. The conclusion that there is a vocational trend

~at the bachelor's level in both public and private institutions is
strongly reinforced by these statistical data, and correlates positively
with federal funding patterns based on national manpower needs.

In what ways are institutional and program (curriculum) diversity

being advanced by these federal funding paterns?

Institutional and Program Diversity

Fedeval Role in Supporting Institutional Diversity — In 1972,
James Perkins, writing as chairman and chiel executive officer of the
International Council for Educational Development, looked at the
organizational structure of liigher education institutions in terms of
‘requi'rements society imposes on education; namely, (1) protection
of academic freedom, and (2) the geed for continuous change and
innovation. He'ﬂw\thm academic freedom as an issue is almost
nouexistent as one noves beyond the university and into the public
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_sectors of control: regional, national,- and international groups as
sumie that universities are responsible for academic freedom and can
defend it. So it is the joint efforts of trustees, administration and
faculty to safeguard academic freedom.

In Perking' view, the idea of innovation and change must come
from ¢xternal stimuli because of the forces of inertia within the in-
stitutions themselves. The academic depariment reflects consensual -
views and those who make the consensus are unlikely to encourage
anything to upset it once arrived at. Departments are relatively
impervious to external forces for change: “they have become special-
ized in theis fields of knowledge 1o the point where faculty from
other departments find it very difficult to recommend changes, even
when (hey have a vague feeling that changes are in order. Profes-
sional specialization frequently acts so deep that faculty in one
specialty are not in the best position to see into the next academic
channel” (Perkins 1972, p. 9-10) . Deans, in their role as a buffer be- -
tween' administration and faculty, can promote innovation and
change only by proceeding with extreme caution. (Perkins recom-
mends rotation of department chairpersons as a way to erncourage
the process of innovation.) Finally, college and university presidénts,
while they should be in touch with unew requirements and new ideas,
often abdicate their academic leadership by spending most of their
time pursuing fund-raising activities. Perkins concludes .that the ex-
ternal agencies have. much more potential as innovative forces:
“Private foundations have been vigorous agents for innovation; how-
ever, their available funds are getting smaller, since the budget for
higher education is increasing faster than the income of foundations,
.« » The effect of these developments will be to shift the sources of
innovation from foundations to federal agencies” (Perkins 1972, p.
11). .

The Fund .for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(FIPSE) came into existence in 1973 to strengthen institutional pro-
gram diversity and to assist institutions to devglop innovative courses,
programss and structures. Title X of the Higher Education Amend-
ménts of 1980 gives statutory authority to FIPSE, which among other
“things will provide assistance to: (1) encourage the reform, innoyation,
and improvement of postsecondiry education and provide equal edu-
cational opportunity for all; (2) 1 to create institutions and pro-
grams involving néw’ paths to carecr and professional training, and
new combinations of hcademic und cxperimental learning; (3) help
to establish institutions and progrums based on the technology of
communications:” (4) promot¢ changes in the internal structure and

0
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operations that can help clarify an institution's priorities and pur-
poses; (7) introduce reforms in graduate education and in the struc-
ture of academic professions; (8) help create new institutions and
programs for examining and awarding credentials to individuals aryl
introduce reforms in current institutional practices to abet this goal.

Chester Finn (1978) comments that colleges and universitiés have
been the prime bencficiaries of FIPSE program funds for curricular
and pedagogical innovation, but suggests a danger inherent in the
process of such categorical grants:

Categorical programs differ from general institutional support in sev-
eral essentialy, the most important being that colleges and universities
cannot count on the funds. Instead, they must apply for them, agreeing
in their proposal to do whatever it is that Washington ‘wants done, be
it teacher training, remedial instruction for disadyantaged students, or
the development of a new sophomore year humanities curriculum.
Agency officials evaluate theve applications, accepting some, denying
some, and negotiating changes in others. Once a grant or contract is
approved, funds may flow for one year or several years, but only in
a few cases. such as the annual land-grant payments, are they regular
and predictable.®* This makes categorical payments a valid and ef-
fective means of attaining limited objectives, be they the government’s
or the college’s. But the programs are usually complicated and cum-
bersome to administer, and their proliferation invites increased federal
-regulation of higher education. Moreover, they confer uneven fiscal
benefits on individual colleges and universities, and these differences
may be wholly unrelated to the academic quality, competitive position,
or econoniic condition of the recipients.

®*And these are predictable only because Congress has consistently re-
stored them to presidential budget submissions that omitted them.
Small categorical programs in higher education are frequent targets for
Office of Management and Budget examiners (Finn 1978, p. 120).

The 1980 funding level for FIPSE is S13 million. By comparison,
one program, Comprchensive Assistance to Undergradiate Science
Education (CAUSFE), a part of the Division of Science Education Re-
sourcés Improvement (SERI) of NSF, waus funded at $13.3 million in-
1979. Compared to FIPSE, this money was ‘divided among a small
number: 72 of $07 proposars. FIPSE received between 1,500 and 2,000
proposals, of which 350 to 400 were funded (Hendrix 1979).

FIPSE has just published new program guidelines that include an
emphusis on curricular development to aid programs that have as
their goal learner-centeredness. This goal used to”signal programs to
serve the nontraditional student. Now nontraditional students are

_considered a constant in higher education institution and are no
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Cintevuational studies™ ;and (1) promoting cultural understanding.

A

longer being spoken of as a sepatate entity. The curriculum for
these studerits takes the form of experiential learning (internships, for
example) that.are an integral part of the college or university cur-
riculum, including emphases that facus on blacks and women, among
other minority groups. (These programs or courses act to mainstream:
this clientele to prepare these students for socioeconomic advance-
ment, and include curricula with a cross-cultural basis, including
foreign language and atea studies)

The new organizing framework for FIPSE program grants is:
quality programs for all postsecondary stuclents (of which nontra.
ditional students are one segment), the full-time workerlearner
(thus, programs and courses for part-time students) - active modes of
learning (experiential learning), and knowledge and abilities (in-
cluding scientific literacy, and values and personal development).
There is also concern for programs that focus on lealership de-
velopment for administrators .vho must identify and deal with ob-
stacles that stand in the way of “learner-centered’ innovation, and
tacit assumption that the student is the change agent in postsgcandary
institutions, which the academy should not only recognize but\accom-
modate. ‘The question arises as to whether at its present funding /
level FIPSE can achicve its objective on a large envugh scale.

Federal Role in Promoting Curricular Diversity — A fypther com-
parison is suggestive of the difference beiween the intent of educa-
tional reform as mintored in federal funding support and a\embodicd
in legislitive intent. .

The Higher Education Amendments of 1980 show a new Title VI
focusing on foreign studies and language de&elopmem, with a rfum-
ber of categorics under which funds will be made available.® Funding
for interpational education m 1960 was $83.5 million and rose to the
highest level in 1968 at $272 million. The 1978 estimated funding is
$97.4 million. The National Center for Education Statistics shows

' <
*Grants and contracts are authorized in the following categories: {17 language
and area centers and programs (“for the purposes of establisliing, equipping,
and operaning @aduate and undergraduate centers and progranis for the teach-
ing of any modern foreign Linguage, for instruction in other fields needed to pro-
vide a full understanding of the areas, regions, or countries in which ‘such lan- w
guage is commonly used, for research and traiqing in intemational stddigs, and
the international aspéets of professional and other fields of study”); (2) centers
for advanced international studies; (3) strengthening undergraduate programs in
inh-rlulit_m.ll stuclies (', . . 10 imtilmi‘mn of higher education, or continations
of such institutions. to assist them in ‘planning, developing and carrying out a
comprehensive progiam to strengthen and improve undergraduate instruction in
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that the number of students receiving bachelor’s and master's degrees
in foreign language sty has dropped steadily since 1964, and should
continue to do su through 1986-87. Only the doctoral level will show
a slight increase over 197576 levels. This could be interpreted to
mean that graduate students would be "the prime beneficiaries of
federal funding in the foreign langnage arca, a further indication of
the decline of the idea of general education and the place of language
study in the undergraduate experience. This impressioh is reinforced
by the “practical” rationale of the Title.®

A recent President’s Commission on Foreign Languages and Inter-
national Studies commenied that the number of American students
“studying foreign languages has declined so sharply in the past decade
that the U.S. has developed a “scandalous incompetence” in foreign
languages which is harmful to the conduct of foreign policy (Strength
Through Wisdom 1979). The proposal made by the Commission
would cost $100'million, and would include an incentive grant to in-
stitutions in the amougt of $20 million — $65 a year for each student
enrolled in language courses. The President’s chief domestic affairs ac

_ vnsor..Stcw.nrt Eisenstat, said he expects the néw Department of Edu-
: «.auon to “take the recommendation to heart.” Eisenstat said the.
~Commissiop proposal would be given *‘carcful consideration in the

budgetary process” (Feinburg 1979, p, A-3).

The Commission also asked for federal spending for advanced uni-
versity' programs in international stud: s, both in the US. and else-
where, and recommended that universities restore their foreign lan-
uage requirements for undergraduates, but acknowledged that the
Governmen: could not tell institutions to do this! ' '

It is a fair :1ssnmption that some funds from FIPSE will find their
way to support cirickl rxgn(leavors in the international-education/
foreign language area. Iv i3 noteworthy that the President’s Commis-
sion used the incentive of federal funding for students taking foreign
languages as a prod to stimulate the initiative of colleges and uni-
versities, who increasingly hiye made decisions to eliminate programs,
such as_foreign langnage study, based on economics (not enough
styglents majoring in the sybject) rather than educational piemises.
*The Congress' ritionale for cmphw«i:iug this area is that the well.being of the
United States and its citicens is affected by policies of other nations; therefore
the US. must provide its citizens with access to the information that will en-
able them to muke informed judgments abotit intevnational policies and ac-
tions. So the, purpose of this l«-;J,TZTauun is to support educational programs that -
will increase the J\.ul.dulm of such mformation to students in the United
States.
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o In summary, the absence of an institutional point of view in the
curricolar area leads, ineluctably, to external curricular influence
based on governmental legislation and subsequent funding patterns
in support of that legistation. -
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Conclusions

€

This study hay examined the effects of federal action on the cur--

riculum in unstitutions of highcr cducation in the United States. It
- was suggested that federal influence in the United States has taken
two forms: (1) overt action in the form of legislation, which has in-
tensified in the higher educatign arena since the 1950's; and (2) regu-
‘ﬁlwm intituted to- superintend the spending of public money in

e interests of gosernmemal a(xountablhty. which also has intruded
on curricular decisions at colleges and universities.

An examination of federal funding patterns showed that the di-
rection of federal spending has supported the vocauanal/practlcal
ends of education, assuciated with public higher education since the
Morrill Act of 1862, by the formation and encouragement of new
types of ‘institutions, ynd by legislation that has supplemented vo-
cational/technical programs ‘at these institutions. Such legislation in-
cludes scientific rescarch fer.national defense (both basic and applied)

and for civilian purposes, especially in the publ:c health field; and the
pursuit of an equalitarian social system using student financial®assist..

ance to foster sucioeconomic well-being of educationally disenfran-
chised citizens.

General Observations

Becawse both public and private institutions are susceptible to ex-
ternal influences, caused by financial dependency on governmental and
corporate support, as well as lack of a coherent institutional curricu-
lum, esi)ccially at the undergraduate level, tne federal government has
in essential ways exerted a disproportionate influence on and defined
the nature of the higher education enterprise. This is true even though
the federal govermment funds at levels well below, that of the state
governments. ‘To an increasing degree,, it is the federal government,
through its agencies, that acts to stimulate curricular innovation and
bring new types of programs into being, as well as suggest rieeded
curricular emphases by legislation int the public interest,

A study done by Richard Johnson (1978,.p. 51) for Change Maga

"zine showed that most postsecondary institutions — the exception
being comnunity colleges — look upon small elite liberal arts colleges
as the primary innovators. It is especially significant that_Johnson's
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study showed institutions that receive research funds and that have
high student-aid enrollment are least likely tq be labelled innovative.
. . . . \ ST .

Thus, the very institulions that need to'take the ‘most initiative in

aurricular innovation are viewed by themselves as the most con-
servative. '

¢ Governmental influence in the \Jnited States has been in the in-
terest of satistying social and political prerogatives, ‘and with the
politicization of the higher education commumty, sitisfying such
prerogatives through curriculum is all the more likely. Gibson (1972,
P- 29) maintains that universities have capitulated to nationa.
special interest groups and that higher education itself has become
one of these groups, competing with other sectors for public money.
A lgok at the budget of the federal government for higher education
and the way it is distributed among the departments and bureauracies
of the'government shows thase entities themselves are special intercst
groups — thus necessitating centralization to promote efficiency and
effectiveness of funding efforts. ’

It was pointed 2t that the reason for the splintering of institutional
identity can be found in the dethronement of the “idea” of the uni-
-versity set apart from society, which somehow establishes a curricular
coherence that ultimately is in the best interest of socicty (as with the
curriculum defended by the Yale Report) . Society here is, by defini-
tion, purposeless and institutions. of higher edudiion are the agents
of purpose.

This dethronement is captured in Clark Kerr's idea of the con.
temporary American university being a'“multiversity”; thus, the unity
of the univensity derives not from its function but from its adminisira.
tion. It can develop vnly to the extent that it can “respond to vary’ing
dermands, accept the coexistence of basic and applied research, train
scientists and high-level professionals (as ‘well as middle-level tech-
nicians), and combine teaching and research” (Touraine 1974, p-
256) . The plentitul and often’conflicting areas that constitute the new
multiversity are not to be reconciled but ‘coordinated. Thus, the role
of the administrator supercedes that of dean and’ faculty in maintain.,
ing institutional stability, accountability o the public, and institu-
tional compliance with national goal statements for education, and the
president takes on the role of corporate executive.

This view means that there can be no essential definition of pur-g
pose from within' the university. As Touraine (1974, pp. 125-127) ob-
.serves, the university then becomes subject to political (external) -
definitions of purpose. making the academy and its programs subject

.o
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-to shifts in federal funding priorities, which ate often unpredictable

and at odds with institutional objectives — if they have been articu-
lated. | ' :

There are some constams to federal tudding priorities. There has
always been an impliciv and explicit vocational thrust o federal lgg-
islation. The production of engincers, agricultural experts, doctors,
and scientist, wnd the corresponding undergraduate currienhim ‘to

prepare these future professionals, has always heen encouraged by

federal afwell as corporate- money. Even student aid to the disad-
vintaged and middle-income, nopulation is given in expectation that
these students will become |+ ductive members of the labor force, or

||p\s.mlly mobile, not that they will be educated according to an in

Stitution’s outcome statement, Hence, the most telling result ot federal -

influence on the college and university vurriculum has been the cro-
sion of the liberal ans idea and the profcssionalization of the ‘under-
grndu‘ne ulrruulum

But curricular dupl:ucmcnl away ffom humnmsuc gduls can also be
understood as thetfailure of the instinaions themselves to develop
goal.statements and implement unrruul.n;rrcfomn totally apart from
federal legislative: priorities and funding. This can be interpreted as
much as a failire of insututional will as a lack of institutional re-
sources. v .

It is often asserted that the federal government canuot, and at the
very least, should nat orchestrate curvicular relorm. Since institutions
‘of higher education have not tiken the initiative, the federal govern.
ment undoubtedly will continuc to supply direction by fiat.

Daniere (1973, p. 151) comments that the major challenge for post.
secondary education in America concarns the “establishment of new
curricular and carcer structures in higher cducation, *structures that

will respond more flexibly to the changing needs of the labor market -

v . and to the changing aspirations of students.” Yet flexibility has not

scemed 1o be the response ot either the government or the institutions

& in the main arena of postsecondary institutions. The movement has

been toward wore control in the imcrcsts of conserving scarce financial
resources. !
George Kaplan. (1978, p. 87) suggcsts th.n the Carter Administra-
tion and Congress need to create a “balance of respect and anthority
thava tional federal policymiking system dictates™; and looks to the
new Deparument of Education o bring “pcrm.mem order dut of to
day's “adhocracy.”” : .

Hamilton and Laufer (1975, p. 45) look to long-range institutional
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planming in concert with long-ringe federal and state . planning for
change to provide the stability needed to reach “ascribed goals.”
What are processes to ensure a stable and informed governmental

commitment in the hest inferests of United States postsecondary in-
stitutions?

ARecommendations ‘
- | .

It is vecommenc~d that: , . ‘

e There is necd for the development of policy ifiitiatives on the part

of the federal government that take into account their potential and_
actual impact on college and university curricula. ‘

o The federal government should think through the implications of
federal regulations for the curriculum in concert with representatives
from the higher education community to a greater extent than has
been the case before these regulations are implemented.

o Institutions of higher. education: should: evaluate the influence ‘of
federal funding on their curriculd, especiully at the undergratluate
level, to determine if and how institugional goals arc being served.

o Colleges and universities should take the initiative to articulate
more forcefully their ideas about the purposes of education in a
democracy through their lobbyists and seek funds that support cur-
ricula to realize these purposes. !

o Institutions of higher cducation should evaluate whether they are
relying too heavily on federal initiatives to défine their educational
mission, .

o Institutions and the federal government should ponder whether
serving the public purposes of education by encouraging curricula
that will produce ngeded manpower. does at the same time support

the uational goal of a well-educated citizenry capable of making de- .

cisions in the best interests of themselves and saciety.
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