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What! Is the ‘“‘Benefits Crisis?”

During the past several years of demands for equal opportunity, of
diverse new student groups becoming prominent in postsecondary edu
cation, and of student activism on the college campus, a crisis developed
concerning the identification, ordering, and documentation of college
benefits. This "benefits crisis" is a large part of the “identity crisis"
outlined by Hodgkinson and Bloy (1971}, and it will be the focus of
this report.

In a recent American Council on Education survey of 63,510 students
who spent four years at 252 colleges and universities, it was determined
that 69.8 percent of the students fett that “much of what is tanght at
college is irrelevant to what is going on in the outside world” (Bayer,
Royer, Wecbb 1978). An earlier attrition study by Panos and
Astin (1968) of 30,570 students who entered 248 accredited four-year
colleges in 1961 provided additional evidence for such a conclusion,
Of the 35 percent who permanently dropped ont of college four years
after entrance, 74.7 percent of them had quit voluntarily. Analysis
of the followup qiestionnaire responses of the dropouts revealed that
“dissatisfaction with the college environment” was reported by both
men and women more oftenn than any other of ten choices listed as
a reason for leaving., A total of 27 percent of all women who quit
said dissatisfaction was a major reason while an additional 19.7 percent
said it was a secondary reason; for the men the percentages were 26.7
percent and 22.3 percent, respectively.

After the last of these surveys was taken, college students began to
experience great difficulty finding jobs, New students as well as par-
ents and the general public now are questioning the benefit of a college
education as a result of thiese job placement problems. Factors such
as the campus urnrest of the late sixties also contributed to this growing
lack of confidence in the benefits of higher education. Public pressure
for accoun.ability continues to mount, and colleges are being asked
to explain some of the educational goals in their catalogs that they
may not have carefully evalnated. Unfortunately, college officials
have often Lieen quite unprepared to provide effective documentation
in response to such demands.

The post-Sputnik emphasis on societal manpower needs above in-
dividual human needs has been changing. Sanford (1970) makes this
point:
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I would like to start by distinguishing between loss of talent as a man.
power problem and loss of talent as a human problem. The manpower
probiem, as ordinarily stated, les In discovering and developing what
are sometimes called the human resoutces necessary for the acaievement
of moie or less agreed [upon] national goals. . . . As a human problcin,
the question §s how do we develop the talents of the Individual so that
he might fulhll himsclf aad gratify his distinctively human needs . . .
Ideally. the two kinds of talent dev:lopment would go together. 1f we
developed everybody's talents as fully as possible, or as fully as could be
instified on the basls of thelr needs, then the work of soclety would gel
done perfectly all right. But, if the two should coine into conftict, 1
would give priority to the humanistic goal (pp. 56-58).

‘T'here is a natural connection between goals and purposes of colleges
and univetsities and the diversity of higher education in this country.
Many experts in the field of higher education would agree with the
contention that the diversity of institutions has been the real strength
of our higher education system. Remnants of the various stages of
ow higher education history still survive in many of our colleges and
universities. For example, numerous colleges still exist primarily for
religious reasons and there are still some colleges that emphasize an
elitist tradition. In addition, some colleges and universities stress
research and the extension of knowledge, while others emphasize
community and social service and maximizing educational opportunity.
Some colleges emphasize general and liberal education, while others
believe the two values of “academic excellence” and “humanistic con-
cern for the individual” are two extremes of a continuum and strive
for a middle ground. And there are also diverse new expetimental
institutions and programs that differ from anything previously at-
tempted.

However, a recent Tak Force commissioned by the U. S, Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare (Newman 1971) found strong
cevidence to convince them that higher education in this country has
lost much of this diversity during the period since 1950 and that
something needs to be done to reverse this trend:

American higher educatlon s renowned for {ts diversity. Yet. in fact,
our colleges and universities have become extraordinarily similar. Nearly
all 2,500 instituions have adopted the same mode of teachlng and fearn.
ing. Nearly all strive to petform the same generalized educational mis.
sfon. The traditional sources of differentiation—belween public and
ptivide, large and small, secular and sectarian, male and female—are dis-
appearing. Even the diffecrences in character of Individual institutions
are fading. It is no longer true that most students have real choices
among differing institutions in which to scek a higher education . . . .
Five out of every seven college students aie now enrolled in public institu-
tions and that percentage will continue to grow . . . . The wuniform
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acceplance of a diverse curriculum Is an indicator of a growing simllarity
of mission: that of providing general academic cducation . ., . ., Almost
all the institutions have the sute geiictal Image of what they want
themselves—and their students to be . . . ., [Thete Is a] confusion of
institutional priovitles . . . . For cvery school with the distinctive char-
acter of Berkeley, Antloch, Novtheastern, or Harvard, there are filty or a
hundied institntions with tinte 10 distinguish them, one from the other.
¢+« It one belicves that an saportant function of the higher education
system I3 to offer alteinative ntodels of caveers and roles, fncluding thaose
which challenge and change soclety, then 1he homogenlzation of higher
education is a sericus problem . . ., . Can cvervotie leavn best in the
internally diverse, comprehensive, all'‘puipose academic tostitutions we
now have? "There is a differeuce between cutering social service and jofn.
ing the Peace Corps; between entering military sevvice and joining the
Marines; between enteting upon a religious carveer and joining the Jesuits,
« +« Today theie s siill considerable Hexibility within higher cditcation,
We still expect that college means a different cyperience for different sti-
deats,  But, steadily, the flexibility, d.Merentiation, and individual respoi-
siveness are slipping away. Only a detcrmined effort can reverse this
trend (pp. 12-27).

The conclision reached by the Newman Task Force that U. S,
higher education is losing its diversity is supported by two recent
stucies.  Martin (1964) usedd interviews and surveys of faculty, ad-
ministrators, and students to study the institutional character of eight
distinct higher education institutions. Each school had characteristic
features in organization, administration, structnre, and function that
set it apart from other schools. However, when Martin compared the
eight institutions, e noted:

Given the range in types of nstitutions and the variety of roles for in-
dividuals within them, it would sccm likely that value differentiation as
a consequerice of role differentiation would be a conspicuous feature of
college and university life and an iutegral part of the diversity claimed
for the system. However, it is precisely this “obsious” ¢haracter that was
not supported by the findings of the Institutional Character sesearch
project.  Benecath diveise structure and fuunctions we found wriformity
in educational assuniptions and sociopolitical valites across major interest
groups and in various Lypes of instivwtions . . . . American higher edu-
cation has been characterized [in this study] by conformity where diversily
is needed, that is, at the Jevel of values (pp. 210-211y,

The second study was done by Hodgkinson (1971 at the reques: of
the Carnegic Commission on Higher Education. Clatrk Kerr, cluir-
man of the Commission, stated in the foreword to the report that this
was “the most comprehcusive study ever made of changes in higher
education in the United States.”” Using data from the U. S. Office
of Educatior. directories of higher education, Hodgkinson (1971) de-
veloped a “statistical history” of changes in higher education over the
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last two decades from which he developed a questionnaire focusing on
specific changes that had occurred on each campus. The question.
naire asked each college president (o estimate how the changes on his
or her campus took place and what the changes meant, After analyz
ing the returns from 1,230 institutions, five of them were selected as
representative of major changes other institutions might encounter
in the future. Interview teams were then dispatched to eachi of the
five campuses to gather data. The campuses were (p. 159):

SUNY at Buffalo~Changed from private to public control with a greatly
expanded mission as a state university,

Southern Colorado State College ot Pueblo~Changed from a 2-year com-
munity tollege to a 4-year state college.

Oberlin College—A college of very high standards with a commitment
1o assist members of minority groups to get an education.

Chicago State College—Changed from an urban teachers’ college to an
urban university.

Northern 1llinofs University—An {nstitution that went through extremely
rapld growth in size and complexity of mission,

One major conclusion, after all the analyses were completed, was
identical to that of Martin and the Newman Task Force;

Taker as a whole, the amount of Institutional diversity in American
higher education is decreasing. This is due pantally to the pervasive
existence of a single status systemm in higher cducation, based on the
prestigious university offering many graduate programs and preoccupied
with research, There are few alternative models to this system now
functioning (p. xv).

Based on this, it scems clear:

¢ The needs of many diverse groups of students are not being ade-
quatcly met in our colleges and universitics, Far greater diversity
exists among our students than among our approaches to students.

® \We need to reevaluate all of the goals and bencfits of different
institutions and programs and try to reverse the trend toward homo-
geneity that has marked our system of higher education during the
last two decades of greatly increasing diversity among students,

® e need to develop a diverse array of new and unique educa-
tional methodoiogies and programs that will have a significantly posi-
tive impact on stu-dents of specific types and from varying backgrounds,

If a private college is to survive in an era of spiraling costs, it must
give priority to specific, meaningful goals and programs that are not

4
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given paramount consideration in public institutions and other nearby
private institutions. In other words, they must become truly unique
institutions, Furthermore, they must effectively communicate to their
potential clientele, to foundations, and to other agencies that could
provide financial aid to them or their students, the special benefits to
be gained from their programs. And in this day of accountability, it
is imperative that they show factual evidence that their unique pro-
grams result, or can result in the benefits claimed,

Although public colleges and universities are not faced with the
possibility of extinction, as are many private institutions, their posi-
tion is becoming quite tenuous in other ways. At a time when costs
continue to “skyrocket,” higher education finds that it has ever more
vigorous competition for quite li.nited state and federal funds from
new and expanding public social agencies that also believe their
mission to be indispensable, such as health, welfare, and the environ-
mient. Furthermore, elementary and secondary education have been de-
manding signiticantly larger funds from state revenue as tocal property
taxes have approached astronomical levels. And with college-bound
student populations projected to decrease in size towards the end of
the decade, per-student payments from the state will have to increase
markedly merely to maintain previous total amounts of state funding
for higher education. In such a climate, public colleges and univer-
sities must succinctly delineate the benefits they provide and show
evidence that such benefits actually occur if they are to obtain any-
where near the funds needed to maintain the quality of their programs
in the years ahead,

All public and private colleges and universities in the U. S, need to
reevaluate their goals and purposes. As indicated by the Newman
Task Force, too often institutions have failed either to order their
priorities or to use proper criteria in deciding prioritics. Not only
has this been a major factor in tlie move toward homogeneity of in-
stitutions during the past two decades but also it has resulted in the
identity crises throughout higher education (in individuals, in the
university, and in society) that was “struggled with” in a series of
seminars funded by the Danforth Foundation and conducted through-
out the 1968-69 school year (Hodgkinson, Bloy 1971).

Another consideration is that there will be increasing pressures on
colleges and universities to incorporate the management and account-
ing principles successful in business and industry. A major part of
such ellorts involves relating costs to outputs, which means that effec-
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tive outcome (benefit) delineation, measurement, and evaluation pro-
cedures will become necessary for higher education institutions.

This report examines the literature of higher education for some
potential answers to the “benefits crisis.” The many possible specific
college benefits (student, postgraduite, and societal) are considered
and criteria are proposed for ordering benefit goals within an institu-
tion. Furthermore, recommendations are provided concerning re-
search literature on college effects and directions for future benefits of
higher education,
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. Hypothesized Benefits of Higher Education

A wide variety of supposed benefits of higher education are seen by
differcit people and groups throughout our soclety. This chapter
examines the vatiety of benefits that have been hypothesized for higher
education. First, the possible student benefits of higher education
are discussed as evidenced in the literature on higher education, fol.
lowed by an examination of proposed postgraduate and societal bena-
fits of higher education,
In this age of great social change and diverse student populations, a
reevaluation of institutional geals shotild involve the creation and the
examination of possible new goals that no one at the institution has

“thought about before but that speak to the new realities in our society.

Another important activity is the examination of goals that were
rejected in the past as being no! reletint but which may be relevant
(in the original or a modified form) today. Also necessary is a re-
examination of goals that have always been considered essential, plus
the goals listed in college catalogs to which only passing attention
may have been given,

Student Benefils

A multitude of specific benefits can be hypothesized for students
enrolled in college. "Thousands of lists of higher education objectives
have been created over the years: in course syllabi, in college catalogs,
in state master plans, in the publications of professional associations,
and others. Although there undoubtedly has been much overlap and
redundarncy across such lists, the variety of possible goals is immense,

Almost all research on the benefits of higher education focuses on
the benefits to students, as opposed to focusing on postgraduate bene-
fits to individuals and benefits to society at different levels (Lenning
‘et al,, forthcoming). Various people and organizations have attempted
to develop overall taxonomies of college outcomes fer students, and
these taxonomies will be the topic for this section, Some of the
taxonomics consist of broad constructs while others are more extensive
lists of behavioral objectives, ic., objectives defined in terms of
specific observable changes, behaviors, or impacts.

A logical place Lo ascertain proposed benefits of higher education
would be the reports of recent U, S. Presidential Commissions. How-
ever, such reports generally bypass discussion of the nonacademic

7
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benefits of higher cducation. The rommissions apparently considered

‘those benefits to be so self-cvident as to require little discussion.

The Newman Committee stressed the importance of institutions
focusing on their educational missions and their academic programs
in the light of those missions and mentioned two special tasks to which
new institutions should devote themselves—professional training and
scholarly research; but the commission report itself never reaily
focused on missions when the problems of higher education were
discussed. The same perspective on the goals and benefits of higher
education was taken by the 1ccent President’s Task Force on Higher
Education that wrote Priorities in Higher Education (Hester 1970).
At the beginning of their report, the task force expressed belief that
a discussion of college goals was unnecessary because:

Amerlcan public and private institutlons of higher education constitute
collectively a natlonal asset of incstimable and unique importance to the
Amnciican people.  Only through higher education can individuals falfll
many of their basic personal aspirations. and only through’ higher edu-
catfon can the nation achieve many of its fundamental national goals
~Intellectual, cultural, sclentific, and economle. Among the first prioritics
for a goveriment concerned with individual and national development
Inust be the preservation and strengthenting of this prime national asset
(rp. 1-2), :

‘While these committees did not concern themselves with clarifying
the purposes either of igher education or of different types of institu-
tions, they did believe that lack of such goal clarification was a con-

- tributing factor to problems at the institutionaf level:
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In recent decades our insiitutions have been subjected to mounting
pressutes to grow in size and complexity and to respond to the needs
and futerests of new groups within and beyond the campus. These new
conditlons have created much uncertainty about Institutional purposes,
functions, and priorities in the minds of students, faculty members, ad.
ministrators, trustees, alumni, and members of the public.

Most colleges and universities today nced thorough analyses of their
Putposes and of cach progiam of study and research and non-academic
service the Institutions perform. Not all institutions should place the
fame emphas on teaching. research, and pubtic service. Policy for each
institution should be carefaty thought out and deliberately implemented
in the allocation of resources (pp. 14:15),

‘There was a Presidenttial Commission (Zook 1947) that did concern
itself specifically with “'the task of defining the responsibilities of col-
leges and universities in American democracy and in international
affairs,” but that was over twenty-five years ago. Student benefits of
higher education mentioned by the committee were (pp. 5-89) :

8



® A fuller realization of the meaning of demouracy in every phase

of living, and an alleglance to democracy.

® A knowledge of and concern for international understanding and

cooperation, i.e, “internationalmindedness.”

@ Development of creative Imagination and trained intelligence.

¢ Dévelopment of a {ull, rounded person.

¢ Discovery, training, and utilizazion of individual talents,

¢ Liberation and parfcction of intrinsic powers; the furtherance of

individual self-realization.
. ¢ Developing strength of character, firmness of conviction, mtcgmy
: o! purpose,

@ Development of kunowledge, understanding and Mseriminating

judgment.

¢ Development of freedom of thought and conscience in action.

. Development of free men who will not only insist on rights and
~ - libesties but willingly assume the corresponding responsitilities and
- obligations.

¢ Development of self- understandmg, self-discipline, and setf-reli-

~ance
- # Development of ethical principles as a guide for conduct in one's
personal and civic life.

¢ Development of sensitivity to injustice and inequality.

¢ Developrient of insight into human motives and aspirations,

¢ Develapment of discriminating appreciations of a wide range of

human values, both spiritnal and material.

'@ Development of a spirit of democratic good wil, tolerance, com-
L promsse and cooperation,

® Development of a desire to use the benefits of education for public
-~ and social service rather than primarily for personal and private

- profit, i.e,, the development of high social aims.
© @ Endowment of students with specializedt information and tech-
nical skills.

® Development of human relations, social sensitivity, social versa.

~tility, and the ability to deal with people in a friendly and considerate
manner,

¢ Development of an active appreciation of different cultures and

other peoples, and the admission of possible worth of human values
and ways of living we ourselves do not expect.

® Development of reason, logic, and 4 practical orientation,

¢ Development of a realization of the rich advantages of cultural
diversity:
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¢ Development of a sincere desire for peace,

® Development of leadership.

e Development of additional nonintetlectual, nonverbal aptitudes
such as artistic ability, motor skill and dexterity, and mechanical apii-
tude and ingenuity.

¢ Development of a recognition of the interdependence of the dif-
ferent peoples of the world and one’s personal responsibility for foster-
ing international understanding and peace.

9 To understand the common plienomena in one’s physical en.
vironment, to apply habits of scientific thought 10 both personal and
civic problems, and to appreciate the implications of scientific dis-
coverics for human welfare,

¢ T'o understand the ideas of others and to express one's own
cliectively.

¢ T'o atwain a satisfactory emotional and social adjustment.

¢ ‘f'o maintain and improve onc's own health and to cooperate
actively and intelligently in solving community health problems.

¢ To understand and enjoy literature, art, music and other cultural
activities as expressions of personal and social experience, and to par-
ticipate to some extent in some form of creative activity.

¢ To acguire the knowledge and attitudes basic to a satisfying
family life.

® To choose a socially useful and personally satisfying vocation that
will permit one to use and to fulfill his particular interests and abili-
ties.

® To acquire and use the skills and habits involved in critical and
constructive thinking.

¢ Development of those traits of character and personality that are
required for success in any occupation.

¢ Keeping intellectual curiosity alive and stimulating a zest for
learning.

¢ Training in specialized, marketable skills at the semiprofessional
level.

® Training research workers, consultants, teachers, doctors, and
other professionals.

As has been true of later Presidential Commissions on Higher Edu-
cation, the final report of President Eisenhower's Conimittee on Educa.
tion Beyond the High School (Josephs 1957) did not focus on the
objectives of higher education; however, the American Council on
Education (ACE) (Dobbins 1956) submitted a report to the Eisenhower
Committee on this topic.. Most of what ACE proposed had been cov-

10
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cred by the 1947 Coramisslon report, but they did add the following
objective:

Students must be inspired to continue their educational development
to ensure the fullest satisfaction for themselves and their greates: potential
service for the nation (p. 8).

About the same time the Educational Policies Commission of the
National Education Association (NEA) also published a report that
dealt with the objectives of higher cducation (Wells 1957). "I'his com-
mission formulated some goals that overlap yet in some ways are
unique [rom those goals already mentioned:

® To help all students to realize the dream of individual oppor-
tunity.

¢ To draw out the latent talent of youth.

® To provide rclevant opportunities for able youth to mature in-
tellectually, -aesthetically, socially, vacationally, and morally.

"® To develop capabilities to contribute immeasurably to their own
lives and the national welfare.

® To help students to acquire knowledge pertinent to a wide range
of career interests,

¢ To develop a decper understanding of human experiences.

® To communicate knowledge of and an appreciation of our heri-
tage of beauty in all its forms.

¢ To develop feelings of responsibility and desires for the preserva-
tion and enrichment of our cultural heritage.

¢ To promote the concept of the "wellrounded man” and “iatel-
ligence-in-action.”

An early study that developed a comprehensive list of specific goals
for students was begun in 19438 and explored the goals of all four-year
colleges and universities holding membership in the Northwest Asso-
ciation of Secondary and Higher Schools (Clapp 1946). A number
of specific benefits were listed for each of the following nine areas:
intellectual attainments, health, personality adjustment, general ethical
character, Christian character, aesthetic interests, citizenship respon-
sibilities, vocational and professional preparation, and preparation for
home membership. It was found that the objectives considered most
important were for developing intellectual characteristics and develop-
ing ethical character, rather than for knowledge in subject-matter
fields. In addition, all specific ¢ 2jectives were considered of less im-
portance than the general objectives of which they were a part.

Many of the student benefits listed in the Clapp study (1946, pp.
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10-31) are ruch more tpecific than those stated by the commissions
and have been reproduced in Appendix A. Some of the {tems are
definitely outdated, and certain terms no longer mean what they ap-
parently did in the 1910s (e.g., Clapp’s “personality adjustment” ap-
pears to be mainly what today we would call “social development).
Furthermore, society has changed so much since 1943 that certainly
there are new specific goals for students that should apply today. And
much mote recent studies of college outcome objectives have been
conducted. Yet none of the more recent studies has developed or
ullized nearly as specific institutional objectives as didd the Clapp
study. To measure ontcomes-——measurements that are needed for
accountability to occur and for management information systems to
be applicable-—college objectives must be made more specific and be-
havior oriented. Of all the studies reviewed, the Clapp study comes
the closest to meeting such a criterion.

Another famous classification of educational benefit goals did not
focus strictly on higher education. The authors felt that their classes
of objectives were applicable to elementary and secondary as well as
higher education. This classification of cognitive and affective goals
was formulated thirough a committee structure, and the authors
{Bloom 1956; Krathwolil, Bloom and Masia 1964) referred to it as a
“taxonomy of educational objectives.” They believed that evaluators
could readily formulate beliavioral objectives applicable to any of the
areas and customized to the local situation (see Appendix B for their
taxonomy).

Probably the most well-known study of college and university goals
is the survey conducted in 1964 by Gross and Grambsch of 68 PhD-
granting institutions! A list of 47 goals they felt would apply to
universities was sent to 4,494 administrators and 2,780 faculty at the
68 insticutions, They were asked to reply as to the emphasis they felt
cach goal was actually given at their university, and the emphasis they
felt should be given to each goal. The 19 student outcome (bene-
fit) goals are listed in Appendic C along with how each ranked out
of the total 47 goals (1=high, 47= low). Many of the goals not listed
were management and institutional status oriented, and emphasized
“mean” rather than "end” results (Gross, Grambsch 1968, pp. 13-16,
28, 29),

After studying the results, the authors concluded that:

1 As reported by Uhl (1971, p. 5}, it was announced in the February 1, 197),
{ssue of The Chronicle of Higher Education that the Ford Foundation was pro-
viding funds for Gross and Grambsch to do an updated study of university goals,

12



Students as a group were not felt 10 be particularly important when
respondents were asked about the actual goals of the universitles, nor is
there evidence of any strong feeling that 1his stale of affairs iy unfortu.
nale, except in the case of cultivating the student’s Intellect and developing
hls obectisity, both af which, according to our respondents, would recelve
more emphasis, The perceived and the preferred student-oriented goals
which rank at the top relate to the intelleciive/academic capacities and
development of the student; the Renalssance concepl of cullivating the
whole man {s apparently no longer esteemed as an ideal. The findings
suggest that preparing students for useful careers or for high status and
leadership and developing their citizenship abilities, consumer (astes,
characters, or overalt potentlal (well-roundedness) are not—and should
not be emphasized {p. 33}

An additional finding was that administrators and faculty generally
ranked the goals in the same order of priority. In addition, the
authors did not find any relationship between institutional size and
the way the goals were ranked. The same was true of location, except
that persons at rural universities and metropolitan universities had
‘somewhat different goal preferences.

Several later studies have used slightly modified versions of the
Gross-Grambsch questionnaire at other types of colleges or with addi-

~ tional institutional groups of respondents. The Danforth Founda.

tion (1969) surveyed admiuistrators, faculty, and students at 14 small
private liberal arts colleges with limited resources. They found that
much more emphasis was placed on teaching and student-oriented
activities at the private colleges, while much less emphasis was placed
on research-related activities than had been true in Gross and
Grambsch’s sample. All three groups generally agreed about the
ranking of goals, and there were marked differences between perceived
and preferred rankings for all three groups (as had been the case at

~ universities) .

Swarr (1972) gave the Gross and Grambsch questionnaire to faculty
and administrators at four New York State public colleges. He focused
on mean scores rather than ranks. 1When he compared his results with
those of the two carlier studies, he discovered that state-college goal
perceptions were similar to those for the private colteges in the Dan.
forth study. Swarr also found that administrators were perceived to

- have the most power over setting and achieving goals and were more

satisfied with the actual goal emphases than were the faculty.

Stead (1971) gave a slightly modified form of the Gross and
Grambsch questionnaire to five different groups at Michigan State
University: undergraduate students, graduate students, faculty, ad-
ministrators, and trustees. Findings were as follows: the trustees rated
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all goals as being more important than did the other four groups; a
general relationship was found between an individual’s hicrarchical
position in the university organization and his attitudes about its
goals; “means” as well as “ends” goals were important to all groups:
all groups [elt that goals should be given greater emphasis than what
was perceived to be the actual current emphasis; of the 13 goals on
the questionnaiie related to the expected qualities of Michigan State
graduates, six of them tended to be in the top third for all groups,
five in the middle third, and two in the lower third; there was con-
siderable agreement concerning which goals the university should
emphasize the most.

In December of 1967, Nash (1068) sent a goals questionnaire to
administrators (usually the academic dean) at all 2441 accredited
and unaccredited two- and four-year colleges and universities. For
cach of 64 goals derived from college catalogs and reports of college

~presidents, each respondent was asked to react as follows: we em-

phasize strongly; we emphasize moderately; mixed feclings among ad-
ministrators; we do not emphasize but favor it as a goal; we do not
emphasize and are against it as a goal; do not know. Fach respoudent
was also asked to rank the three goals emphasized most by the ad-
ministration at his institution. Tl iollowing goals were among those
most frequently emphasized:

¢ To provide a basic liberal education and appreciation of ideas
(ranked 3rd and “emphasized strongly” by 75 percent of the colleges).

® To induce students to develop all of theft human potential—in-
tellectual, emotional, social, esthetic, and moral (vanked 4th and “em-
phasized strongly” by 75 percent of the colleges).

¢ To develop moral capacities, ethical standards, and values (ranked
7th and “emphasized strongly” by 62 percent of the colleges).

® To provide professional training, teaching skills, and other tech-
niques dinactly applicable to a carcer (ranked I[1th and “emphasized
strongly” by 55 percent of the colleges).

When the institutions were split into ten college types, the first two
goals listed above were “strongly emphasized” by two-thirds or more
of the respondents at nine of the ten college types.

A factor analysis of the goal responses was also conducted and five
factors emerged: Factor 1-—Orientation toward research and instruc-
tion (colleges that had a large undergraduate student body and that
were sclective or were aflfuent had higher scores on this factor):
Factor 2—Orientation toward instrumental training (public 2-year
colleges, unaccredited 2-year colleges, larger colleges, colleges with-low
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income per student, and colleges with larger numbers of students per
faculty member had higher scores on this factor); Factor 3—Orienta.
tion toward social development of students {(women's colleges, private
colleges, smaller colleges, and colleges with fewer students per faculty
member had higher scores on this factor); Factor 4—Democratic
orientation (women's colleges and public institutions had higher scores
on this factor); Factor 5--Orientation toward development of re.
sources (public colleges and universities, colleges with large under-
graduate student bodies, less selective colleges, colleges with lower
numbers of books per student, colicges with lower income per student,
and colleges with larger numbers of students per faculty member had
higher scores on this factor) .

A much more complicated type of analysis was conducted by Pace
and Baird (1966) at ~ine colleges of three different basic types. They
related 11 different college attainments (benefits) as perceived by the
students to different campus curricular environrients (student peer
perceptions measured by the College Characteristics Index) and to

student personality characteristics (as mcasured by the Allport-Vernon-

Lindzey Study of Values, the Heston Personal Adjustment Inventory,
sections of the California Psychological Inventory, and the Stern Ac-
tivities Index). It was found that the environmental measnres were
more related to perceived attainment than were the measured per-
sonality characteristics. Pace and Baird also discovered that the im-
pact of a subculture on perceived attainment depended more on the
college in which it was located than on its presumed similarity to other
subcultures of its kind. The relationship found between environ-
mental categories and perceived benefits is shown below (Pace and
Baird 1966, p. 223):

Environmental Press Objectives Relevant to the
Press Characteristics
Intetlectual, humanistic, Acquiring a broad cultural and titerary
aesthetic education

Understanding different pbilosophles and
ways of life

Developing an enjoyment and appreciation
of art, music, and literature

Group welfare Social devetopment, getting along with
others
Effective citizenship
Scientific, independent Specialization for further professional,

scientific, or scholarly work
Critical thinking
Understanding science and technology

Practical, status- Vocalional training
orienied
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Concerning the constriiction of a goals questfonnaire, the Educa-
tional "T'esting Service made use of the Focus Delphi technique (dis:
cussed in the following chapter) to force as much consensus as possible
among students, faculty, administrators, alumni, parvents, and leaders
of communit' groups connected with diverse collegiate institutions
(Uh1 1971). The Institutional Goals Inventory that tesulted from thie
study included some possible student benefits not previously mentioned
in this section: critical thinking development for all arcas of life;
concern for others; transmitting a particular religlous heritage; ex-
posing students to all viewpoints; a concern for the college’s welfare;
lasting friendships; skills in self-directed study; abstract and theoretical
formulation and defensc; respect for political and social institutions:
finding a proper marriage partner; in-depth knowledge in a specialty;

" retraining for new occupations; strengthening religious faith; mutual

trust and vespect with others; relaxation and fun; respect {or knowl-
edge for its own sake; understanding the value of dissent in a demo-
cratic society; respect for onesell; realization of one's strengths and
abilities; awareness of social problems, preparation for service to the
community; learning how to change our society; ctealivity; knowledge
of religious significance in all activities; and analyzing and synthesizing
knowledge from various sources.

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education is also
developing an i{nventory, which they have tentatively called the In-
ventory of Educational Outcomes and Activities (Huft 1971). Specific
student benefits in the preliminary draft of their inventory are listed,
defined, and measurement techniques suiggested under the following
headings: cognitive attributes of students; affective attributes of stu-
dents (specific attitudes, values, and perceptions); and tangible at-
tributes of students (dcgrees ecarned, certificates received, earning
power, grade-point average, awards and recognitions, affiliations with
social and special interest groups, legal violations, physical and mental
health, a:d social sophistication).

Brown (1970) not only presented an outline of student benefits but
suggested measures available today that could be used as indicators of
whether or tot the beneflit occurs. His taxonomy of student benefits
is as follows (pp. 27-28): !

1. Whole Man Growth
A, Learn to feel {e.g., compassion, love, concern)
B. Learn to retain facts
C. Learn to think (i.e. logic, methods of analysls)
D. lecamn to decide (i.e., philosophy of life, value systeins, methods
of analysis)
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E. Leam to act (eg., dn, create, communicate)
F. Learn to learn

1. Speclalized Man Growth
G. Choose a carcer

H. Galn admission to next stage in career development (e.g., medica)
school)

I.  Develop skills nceded to fulfill carcer, carn a living for scll
and family. and to help fill society’s manpower needs.

The following quote from Lenning, Munday, and Maxey (1969) in.
troduces several additional criteria of college siudent benefits:

Few people would quarrel with the notlon that, among other objectives,
students should demonstrate a greater knowledge of subject matter. niore
skitl in use of language, and increased reading ability—to read with comn-
vrehenslon, to apply thelr readiags to new situations, and to recognize
writers’ styles and hiases. Further, they should be able to analyze and
wlve problems. to make inferences, and to think critically (p. 145).

Wright (1971), Yamamoto (1970), Sanford (1967), and Jahoda
(1958) would emphasize positive mental health and its many com-
ponents as a potential college benefit. Heath (1965, 1968) would
emphasize growth in maturity and its many components, while Madi-
son (1969) and Brawer (1978) would emphasize personality and its
wide array of components. Similarly, Hutchins (1936) would em-
phasize the “higher learning”; Morris and Small (1971) the “good
life’’; Stupak (1971) “love” and “the agonies of the soul that learning

- will bring”; Albrecht, DeFleur, and Warner (1972) attitudes; Martin
- (1971) values; Lass and Wilson (1971) learning to use freedom wisely;

Sanford (1970) [recing students from authoritarianism; Maslow (1968)
self-actualization; Travelstead (1970) honesty and forthrightness, dedi-
cation to a cause in behall of others, and skills of the artisan or crafts
man; Withey (1971D) life-styles; Heath (1961) adventurousness; Mel-
nick (1971) remediation; Banks (1970) black consciousness: Merideth
and Merideth (1971) women's liberation,

There are other possible sources of expected benefits to which
reference can be made. Many state commissions on higher education
have published state plans for higher education that list goals and
expected benefits, while some colleges have prepared official repotts
outlining noteworthy goals for their institutions, ¢.g., Oberlin College
(1971).  Another possible soutce of expected benefits (one that gives
detailed. breakdowns of goals) is the National Assessment Program
(e.g.. Committee on Assessing the Progress of Education 1969; Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress 1971). Still another source
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the following quote is from a statentent on the goals of engincering
education published by the American Society for Engincering Lduca-

tion (Walker 1968):

Additlonal support for the vicwpoint that there Is an important need for
breadth in the education of fulure engineers is found in the oplnions of
vracticing engineers surveyed.  When questioned, about one-half of the
engineersing graduates indicated that thelr undergraduate expetlence did
not provide enough liberal or general educatfon. A similar view was
noted in the commenls of eugincering wanagers and personnel represen-
tatives. . .. ‘Therefore, it {s recommended that (a) the engineering student
should be sufficiently exposed to the new facts and theories olfered by the
soclal scivnces to help him understand the farge social problems of his
thine; (b) he should be persuaded in college to set a course of life-long
study In this arca; (¢) he should be itnpressed with the importance of his
role In the ultitnate solution of these problems: (dy he should wnderstand
-and appreciate the vital mutual infuences which have been operating
since the Industrial revolution between technology on the one side and
the more stowly changing institutlons of socicty ori the other; (e} the
youthful ideatist should be persuaded that engincering offcis him a field
“of opportunity for the exercise of his enthusiasms and fulfillment of his
highest goals for Lumanity . .. fand a comprehensive nationwide] study
niight reveal that the problemt of prosvlding adequate work in humanities
and social science §s not peculiar to engineering: that it avises wherever
a student is preparing to become an expert in a specialized feld (p. 11y,

There is an additional taxonemy that was developed in a different
mannet than the others reviewed and provides a summary for this
section.  Lenning and associates (forthcoming) spent five years scarch-
ing the literature for studies that explored the relationships of non.
intellective factors to various types of college benefits. One of the
noteworthy results of the project was the development of a criterion
classification system with broad categories and subcategories of success

~as defined by various publics.. For each criterion arca specified, a

number of research studies relating the criteria to other variables were
found. Some of these studties attempted to predict the criterion while
others were concerned only with trving to provide insights and to
broaden the level of understanding of the criterion. The taxonomy
resulting from tlie project is shown below.

Student Benefils Taxonomy Extracted from
The Many Faces of College Success and Thetr
Nonintellective Correlates: The Published Literatuve

1. Academic Benefits
A, Grades
B. Persistence
C. Academic Learning
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Il Benefits Viewed as Iatellectual Development
A. Development of an Intellectnal Outlook and Attitudes
B, Devclopment of Cognitive Creatlvity, Originality, Abstvace
Thiuking. and Analytic $kills

1L, Benefits Viewed as Personality Development and Adjustment

A. Developtient of Maturity, Responsibility, Autonomy, Flexibility,
and other I’ersonality Change

B. Development of Optimal Psychological and Physical Health

C. Development of Sclf-Confidence, Solf-Acceptance, and an Ap-
propriate Sclf-Concept

D. Adjustmient to and Satislaction with the Collegiate Evviron-
ment

1V. Benefits Viewed as Motivational and Aspirational Development
A. Development of Self-Appraisal Habits, Realisim, and Appro-
priate Aspirations
B. Development of Motivatlon to Succeed
C. Vocational Development

V. Benefits Viewed as Social Development
A, Development of Social Awareness, Popularity, Social Skills,
and Interpersonat Relationships
B. Development of Leadership Skills
C. Development of a Respect for Others and Their Views
D. Participation and/or Recognition in Extracurricular Activities

V1. Benefits Viewed as Aesthetic Cultural Developnient
- A, Development of Aesthetic and Cultural Interests, Apprecia-
tions, and teclings ’
B, Development of Aesthetic Creativity and Artistic Skills
VIL.  Benefits Viewed as Moral, Phitosophical, and Religious Developmens

A. Development of Altreism, Huamanism, Citizenship, and Moral
Character

B. Development of Attitudes, Values, Beliefs, and a Particular
Philosophy of Life

VI, Other Types of Student Benefits
A, Desvelepment in Basic Educational Skills
B. Developmnent of Stiident Power
C. Miscellancous Criteria

Private Postgraduate Benefits

As one would expect, students primarily attend college because of
postgraduate benefits they want to receive.  As an illustration of this,
Baird (1967) tabulated data for a national sample of 18,378 college-
bound high school seniors wlio had chosent their most important goal
in auwending college from a list of 10 goals, The list contained the
following goals: to learn how to enjoy life; to develop my mind and
intellectual abilities; 1o secure vocational or professional training; to
make a desirable marriage; to carn a higher income; to devetop moral
standards; to become a cultured persory; to develop my personality: to
develop a satisfying philosophy; and none of these. The top three
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goals were 'to secure vocational or professional training” {51 per-
cent), “to develop my mind and intellectual abilities” (34 percent),
and "to earn a higher income™ (7 percent). Furthermore, it was
probably the case that "developing the reind and intetlectual abilities”
also was aimed at postgraduate concerns.

The American Council on Education study referred to carlier sug-
gests that emphasis on postgraduate benefits persists through college
for most students. Not only did over two-thirds of the seniors sur-

veyed report that “much of what is taught at college is irrelevant to

wht is going on in the catside world” but alvo 37 percent of them
agreed with the statement that “the chief benefit of a college education
is that it increases one's earning power.” Nuuacrous studies have
found thiat most Americans think of a college education in terms of
job training and the income it makes possible (Sugarman 1969) .

In spite of the fact that views of college seem to have changed some-

“ what over the past few years, the following statement about faith in

O
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postgraduate benefits of college, made over 20 years ago by Havemann
and West (1952), probably still applies to a majority of our popula-
tion:

Yet most of us, despite statistics whi.h secem to be a prima facie vote of

- confidence, view our colleges with extremely mixed emctions. Many
adults believe that girls go to college simply to find husbands, On the
other hand they will argue all summer with a daughter desirous of
marrying the necighbor boy, who is established as a first Yeutenant in
the Air Force, rather than “completing her ecducation.” Many fathers
are absolutely convinced that boys learn nothing iu college but how to
paddle the younger fellows in the fraternity, play football and basketball,
and write home for more money, Yet if a male off-spring shows inclina:
tlons to go direct {rom high school to a job, these same fathers exhibit
a distress which is a pitiful thing to watch, Parents who have never
been to college ordinarily send 1heir children with half a hope that it
will be the key to a new and better world, but with half a fear that
it will mercly turn them into sociat butterfiies. Parents who have been
through it themselves sometimes send their children in the earnest con-
viction that it is their greatest hope for a happy, useful, and prosperous
life. But often they merely feel that, since they themselves lived through
it without permanent damage, the children can probably do the
same (p. 4).

Almost all of the hypothesized studentoriented benefits in the
previous section could also be considered postgraduate benefits. The
goal would be that such effects either would persist through the years
following graduation (Freedman 1962, 1967; Nelson 1954; Newcomb
et al,, 1967) or that the effects while in college would stimulate even
more change in the years following college (Bender 1958; Freedman
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and Berelter 1963; Nelson 1056). This {s perhaps the reason that
specific postgraduate benefits were not listed by the Presidential Com-
missions, by Clapp (1946}, or by Gross and Grambsch (1968), etc.,
even though only a very few of the student benefits alluded to post.
graduate benefits.  Onc exception, the NEA Educational Policies Com-
~ misslon (Wells 1957), did specifically mention “increased stature after
graduation,”

A number of studies have explored the effect of cotlege on income,
However, few alumni studies »f other types were noted in the litera-
ture. Colleges and universities should heed the following statement
made by Freedman (1962) :

In the long run the best evaluation of the meaning of a college cduca-
“tion is likely to result from studies of alumni. What arc college graduates
like~five, ten, twenty, and thirty years after graduation? How have they
been Influcnced by college experiences? How do college graduates differ
from high school graduates? How do they differ from individuals wlho
have had a year or two of college? What differcnces exist among gradu-
" ates of various kinds of colleges, for example, privale vs. pubtic, denomina-
tlonal vs. nonsectarian, large vs, small., cocducational vs. schools of one
sex?  Knowledge of such matters would, of course, be of great value in
understanding what colleges do te and for students and in formulating
educational goals and procedures (p. 847)

 With society ch'mging as rapidly as it is, flexibility is an especially

importanl postgraduate goal for higher education in this country, As

~ Walizer and Herriott (1971) reported in their paper on student com-
. petence in a learning socicty (rather than a performance society), “an
. individual can no longer be certain that roles, pmicu!arly occupa-
- tional roles, he initially prepares for will adequately see him through
- his life-cycle” (p. 1). In fact, the chances are good that new roles
requiring new coping strategles will continually be required, whether
- the person is a college graduate or not. And the person will need to
be ftmctiomng in a number of different roles concurrently, e.g., on the
job, in the iome, at the club, in the church, ete. The college environ-
ment for a young person just out of high school provides a miniature,
~ but distorted, low.risk model of the world Le or she will have to face
~after graduation.” Thus, all of the benefits of college that pertain to

success in that environment also apply to the postgraduate world, only
more so and in different relationships. The truly important conse-
quences to the student of the changes brought about by the college
do not occur until after graduation.

Axelrod et al. (1969) pointed out an additional reason why adapt-
ability is so important for the college graduate, The postgraduate
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world is such an impersonal world, and it has "an awesome potential
for either Utopia or disaster” (p. 11). Iuto such a world the graduate
enters, and he must somehow retain and assert his individuality.

What are some of the postgraduate benefits, dependent on a com-
bination of the student benefits ontlined in the preceding section, that
are distinctively limited to the postgraduate period of a student’s life?
We have already mentioned several:

® A desirable marriage

# Higher income

® Status and stature, which imply both power and prestige.
Additional benefits to individuals that are uniquely postgraduate in
nature are:

® Getting a good job. ‘Tollett (1970), for example, spoke of higher
education as “a form of industrial apprenticeship.”

® Job success and security

¢ Job satisfaction

® Being an authority in one’s field

® Being cifective in raising a family

o Having a satislying home life

® Making wise¢ nse of adult avocational opportunities in this age of
increasing time for leisure

® Being known as an effective and respected citizen and leader in
society

¢ Happiness and satisfaction during retirement years.

There are probably other such benefits that have come to the
reader’s mind, and many more uniquely postgraduate benefits for in-
dividuals probably have been proposed in the thousands of commence.
ment addresses given across the country over the years. For example,
when Logan Wilson wanted to have a “Higher Education’s Varied
Objectives” section in a recent new book (1972), he included several
commencement addresses he had made that discussed such things as
“education for adversity” and “education for adequacy.”

It must be kept in mind that a major benefit of higher education
at one level may be the access it provides to another level. For
example, students who could not gain entry to a four-year college or
university can gain this access through graduation from the arts and
sciences program of a two-year community college. Similarly, a stu-
dent’s entrance to many of the top graduate and profcssional schools
as well as whether or not hic will receive a scholarship or fellowship
are dependent on his completion of and success in his undcrgraduate
program.
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Onc other point should be mentioned. “Private postgraduate bene-
fits,” as distinguished from “social benefits,” includes more than just
individuals.  As discussed by Balderson (1970), it includes group
benefits that also contribute to the social benefits of higher education,
such as:

® Private benefits of higher education accruing to business firms
and other private organizations

® Private benefits of higher education accruing to the immediate
family of the alumnus.

The relationship of such nonindividnal benefits to student benefits
has received even less rescarch attention than has the relationship of
individual postgraduate benefits to the benefits experienced as students.

Social Benefits

Just as little rescarch has dealt with the private postgraduate bene-
fits of higher education, with the exception of the financial return to
the individaal, the same can be said for the supposed social benefits of
higher education.  Most studie that examined the financial benefits
to the individual also explored the effect of higher education on the
long-term national cconomy, i.c,, on the gross national product and
per capita income. Such an index is often equated with socicty’s
standard of living. One reason for this research emphasis is that such
a benefit is casily quantifiable in terms of dollars while other supposed
benefits have clusive characteristics difficult (o measure and quantify.
Another reason is that “standard of living” is an especially basic con-
cern of humnan beings.

In the past, there has been almost a universal feeling that society
benefits in many ways from higher education. Yet during the last
decade, when stuclents started to “come to college witl the intent of
learning how to make life good to live ‘rather than' how to live the
good life,” (McGehee 1969), questions were asked about the real social
benefits of higher education. One of the reasons, in addition to the
increasing outcry for accountability in a time of increasing costs and
inflation, is a controversy that became prominent concerning the rela-
tive benefits to society and to the individual (Orwig 1971; Balderson
1970; Bowen 1972). The controversy is outlined by Orwig:

Public support of higher education is frequently discussed in terms of
the private benefits that accrue to the individual and the public benefits
that accrue to the lare r society, Typically, those who are impressed with
the private benefits are interested in a public sitbsidy only as a Jast resort
and then only in the form of aid to students, On the other hand, those
who find the public or soclal bencfits of greater importance advocate
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Economists, by tlie nature of their profession, must give primary em.
phasis 10 pecuniary or nonpecuniary benefits, the latter to be estimated
in mounelary terms; however, there are many nonpecuniary benefits in
our society that cannot be estimated in monctary terms.
(1973) provides a more moderate view and
the other side of the issue:
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public support of higher education . . . . When, lowever, the goal of
equal educational opportunity is acknowledged as legltimate and desir-
able, the decislon-making wnodels ate tendeied tnore complex and the
cotrclusions conccining inancial suppoit become less clear,  Segal has
concisely characterized the resulting issue as “equity versus efficiency (1969) ,”
und Decker distinguishes between 1he “egalitarlan® and “elitist” views
of hwman capital formatlon (1967). On the one hand, it s possible
to locus on the availability of the opportunity for higher education fo.
different parts of soclety or, o1t the other, to be concerned with the return
on investment {n educatlon as an indication of the capacity of different
Individuals to benefit (rom higher educatloun,

Because the weighc of quantlfiable cvidetce clearly docunients the high
rate of return to individuals who invest in higher educatlon, it s common
to find economists focusing on the capacity of individuals to benefit from
education , ., Becker (1961) determined that Investinent tn a college
education yielded an average amwal rate of teturn of 18 percent. Froms
this finding It {s argued that higher education should be provided to those
who are willlng to pay the full cost of obtaining {t. Because public sub-
sldlzation results in below-cost priciug, it upsets the market mechanlsms
that result in an efficient allocatlon of resources and js therefore con-
sidered undesirable. Friedinan (1968), for example, maintains that “it
is eminently desirable that every youngster, regardless of s parent’s
income, soclal position, residence, or race, have the opportunity to get
higher schooling—provided he is wilting to pay for it cuscently ar out of
the higher income the schooling will enable him to earn .., . But the
high rate of return to higher education may also indicate underlnvest
ment {n this activity (pp. 332-339).

Besides the costs and benefits accruing to the particular people being
educated, there aie costs and benefits of education which accrue to
soclety as a wihole. In other words, when an individua) obtalns schooling,
the rest of soclety might reap some benefits and might fncur some coss
as well. Some of these benefits are shared. i.c., they accrue both to the
person being educated and tu others In society, Others accrue more to
tociety and less directly to the Individual. Tt is traditionally alleged
that the more-educated soclety is a better functioning democracy. ‘This
allegation might provide only slight conciete benefit to one Individual
who has been educated. On the other hand, it has been argued that
education, partlcularly of females who latér becomne mothers, provides
beneiits to subsequent generations of children. There Is evidence that
children of more-educated mothers become ultinately more successful
than children of lcss-educated mothers, controlling for a large number
of other factots. In a sense, this is a soclal return because the benefit
{s accruing to one other than the person being educated. Furthermore,
the moiher tertainly gels some benelit out of both traiuing the child
and observing later success (Solmon 1973, 1-2).

Solmon
Chambers (1968) expresses



People are moved to pay for schooling chiefly by selfish reasons—to
get entry fnto a “prestige profession” or business where they may profit
from the wants and misfortunes of others; to be able to outwit their
less fortunate fetlows {n the soclal and economic competitions of life.
As for women, they go to college primarily to find a husband well-ptaced
financially and socially. ‘T'hen there are others, men and women, to
whom college s a “four-year loaf” In a country-ctub atmosphere—-a
pleasant way to waste Uime while gaining maturity . . . . To a limited
extent, education beyond the high school scives atl the purposes just
mentioned; but all these occupy only a small fraction of the total view.
The Individual may benefit from higher education . . . but his private
galns are far outweighed by the gains that concuriently accrue to the
whole soclety . . . through (in (he ringing words of Daniel Coit Gilman)
“less bigotry in the Temple, less suffering in the hospital, less fraud In
business, lcss folly in politics.”” °This is the basic argument for [lrce tax:
suppotted public higher education, Its benefits extend to every citlzen
+ + . hence its costs shoud be equitably apportloned to all by means of
a ax sstem adjusted to public obligation—not a private privilege or a
private caprice . . . {and] it {s too important to the public to be left in
any Jaige measure to the vagaries of an untegulated private pricing
system . . . . How the public weal may be damaged by the ascending
of the older private-privilege view is often well illustrated by noting that
many a student’s ethics mayv be distorted and even his choice of career
untowandly Influenced Dby his knowledge that his education is being
obtained at great expease to himsell or his family~perhaps that he will
be saddled with a debt upon graduation (Chambers 1968, pp. 90-01).

Certainly most of the postgiaduate benefits to individuals and to pri-
vate groups, such as the family or business organizations, become or
result in societal or public benefits when considered in the aggregate.
And of course all of the private postgraduate benefits extend from the

enrolled student henefits.

some other social benefits that are worth noting:

O

It Is perhaps immodest for one who is a product of the higher educa-
tional sistein to extol the virtues of his own group. However, at a time
when thie social benefits from higher education are being doubted or
denied, it scems necessary to spell out these henefits. There is no intentlon
of claiming perfection for college-educated people. They are human.
Somie ate narrow, some sclfish, some ignorant, some dishonest, some
immoral. Moreover, some of their aileged good works arve undertaken
for selfish reasons or for personal gratification. Nevertheless, it cannot
be denied that as a group they contribute to socicty enormously in ways
that do not result in personal compensation.

1. Social benefits from Instruction

1. Improving the allocation of labor by helplng students to find
carcers that match their aptitudes and interests—the sorting
function,

2. Improving citizenship. i 'uca:d people are better informed,
mose consclentious, and moi. - ctive than uneducated people.

3. Reducing arlme.  Ciime rates among the educated are low.

4. Providing volunteer social, political, civic, and intellectual leader-
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ship for a myriad of organizations such as Boy Scouts, PTA,
churches, lodges, ailistic organlezations, school boards, lospital
boards and auxiliarles, cooperatives, labor unlons, professional
socicties, public commissions, etc. An enormous awount of vol-
unteer or ininimally compensaled work is done by educated
people.

5. Providing millions of persons who entet professions having
compensations below rates in comparable occupations, ¢.g. teach-
ers. rministers, social workers, nuwses, and public officials. Many
professional occupatlotis pay lower wages than occupations re-
quiring no college cducation,

6. Improving the home care and tralnlng of children,

7. Providing a large corps of persons who can bring humane values
and hroad social outlook to guvernment, husiness, and other
practical affairs,

8. Enhancing manners and refinement of conduct and beauty of
surroundings and thus adding to the graciousness and reducing
the tensions of social intercotirse,

9. Providing the leadershlp in charting new courses for soclety,
For example, the current drive lo improve the environment
originated among the educated group and is now spreading to
the whole population and is thus becomlng politicatly feasible.

10. Speeding thie acceptance and diffusion of new technology, and
new ideas, and new ways of doing things.

1. Contributing many new ideas which improve business or govern-
meuntal efliciency but which are not patentable, or the advantages
of which arc quickly eroded by imitation.

12, Providing a great reservoir of technical skill and versatite leader-
ship which is the base of natlonal military power.

Socinl benefits as a center of research, scholarship, and criticism

It would scem unnecessary to belabor the social benefits from these
activitles. Through research, the colleges and universities provide
knowledge which is regarded as a goed [n itself, and they huild the
foundation of our technology (broadly defined;: through scholar:
ship, they prescrved the cultural heritage and Interpret it to the
present, discover values and meanings, and distill wisdom out of
past human experiences; through criticism, they present {deas of
use in shaping the future, Through these activities, which are
complementary to instruction, colleges and universitics contribute
to society far more than their cost.

Who knows the value of keeping Shakespeare alive, of Veblen's
critiques of American society, of developing the scientific knowledge
underlying hybria seed corn, of discovering DNA, or of inventing
the electronic computer?

Social benefits as a versatile ponl of talent

Colteges and univeisities provide a pocl ol 1alent availakle to society
for a wide varicty of problems as they emerge, and whun are avail.
able In emergericics. The standby value of this pool of talent mst
be enormous.

Social benelits as patron of the arts

Colleges and universities are the principle patrons and promoters
of the arts, both by employing artists, staging the perfaiming arts,
and by educating oncoming generations to appreciate the arts. Most
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of 1he artisiic activity of 1he soclety ocaurs on campuses or radiates
oul fromn them,

V. Social benefits from the Community College

The Consmunity College is often theught of as strictly an instruc-
tlonal center having no function hut to educate and train young
people. As such it has importam social bencelits. But i1 too pro-
vides-or should provide—benefits that flow [rom its position as a
center of learning, h is a cultural center for its community, it is a
patron of the arts, a center of discussion, a place for individual
consultation and guidance, a humane influence, and a pool of talent
10 help with community probletns. A community college is of great
value to a community aside from the credit Fours of instruction
it generates.

Some additional social benefits (many of which are implied by the
above) have been cited by others, and these are listed below:

o International service, understanding, cooperation (Eisenhower
1962; Henderson 1968; Schiver 1967)

® Agents of cvaluation, criticism, and social change (Cheek 1969;
Haug and Sussman 1971; Kenniston 1968; Minter and Thompson
1968)

¢ Prescrvation and enrichment of our cultural heritages and values
(Greeley 1969; Gross and Grambsch 1968; Wells 1957)

¢ Providing solutions [or the nation's problems und the problems
of mankind (Wells 1957; Paulsen 1970; ULt 1971

¢ Trained imelligence and moral character for our nation (Dobbins
1956; Henderson 1968)

® “College keeps kiils off the streets in an age where we do not
have enough useful work but have not admitted the [act” (Langdon
1969, p. ix)

® Create aml carry out design for new society, e.g., model cities pro-
gram (Brown 1970)

® Provide benefits, botlt psychic and real, to the surrounding com-
munity and its citizens (Brown 1970; Fink and Cooke 1971; Knowles
1971; Gross and Grambsclu 1968; Sundberg 1970; Wilson 1972)

o Showing what is wrong with our society (Wolfe 1971; Uhl 1971)

¢ Changing the distribution of power and wealth in America (Wolfe
1971)

® Developing community responsibility (Morgan 1960)

® Refining the values by which people live, exploring the various
vahie systems for common ground. and sythesizing from all cultures
(Blanshard 1960; Fenderson 1963; Uhl 1971)

® "Enable us to make use of techinolugy, control it, and give it

27

O

RIC

B A v 7ext Provided by ERIC



direction, cause it to serve values we have chosen” (Reich 1970, p.
358)

¢ Encouraging the cconomic advancement of the nation (Becker
1964; Henderson 1968)

o Contributing to the future health, level of culture, and general
welfare of people (Henderson 1968)

® Preparing individuals for civil and social awareness and participa:
tion at all levels of soctety (Henderson 1968)

® To assisi: in ecltorts to achieve and maintain world peace (Uhl
1971)

o To provide new generations of scholars, scientists, and other
professional workers (Uhl 1971)

¢ To help students learn how to change society (Uh} 1971),




Proposed Criterla for Determining
Relative Benefits

Setting priorities is important for any kind of decisionmaking. If the
decisions are to be effective and useful, they must be based on valid,
straightforward criteria for determining what is most important,
Higher education is no exception to this rule, but past efforts to order
priorities in higher education have too often ignored it.

Before a proper attempt can be nude to set prioritics—whetler it
be for higher education at the national level, at the local college level,
or at the individual student level—the possible alternative goals from
which one wishes to choose must be listed, The previous chapters
covered a large number of goals meant to stimulate the thinking of
college officials (and others concerned with colleges and their pur-
poses) concerning the possible college benefits from which an institu-
tion can choose, The problem remaining is to decide on valid,
straightforward criteria for ordering such goals on a local institutional
level. In this chapter, five such criteria are delineated ana discussed,
and they also appear to be applicable at state, regional, and national
decisionmaking levels:

1. When deciding between two potential benefits, priority should
be given to benefits at the higher level in the “benefits pyramid” or to
benefits that most aflect the higher levels.

2. Priority should be given to benetits for which there is documen.
tary evidence such outcomes occurred or are occurring at particular
institutions or in particular programs.

3. Priority should be given to benefits for which there is docu-

~ mentary evidence the benefit could occur or be maximized if new
programs or methods were instituted.

4. Priority should be given to benefits that make the institution
appropriately unique or that lend themselves to suitably unique
methodologies and programs.

5, The most important benefits should be submitted to expert
opinion, logic, and the expressed needs and wants of concerned publics
who have a vested interest. The proposed benefits that receive a
consensus among these groups should be given priority.

Priorities in higher education usually are decided by the last cri-
terion; however, the other four criteria should be considered first. It
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may be that public consensus is so great concerning « particular need
that it completely overrides the first four critesia. This makes con.
sideration of the first four criteria even more necessary. I{ this is so,
policymakers could say, “although the present consensus is that bring.
ing about such benefits will be oo costly or break up too many tradi-
tions, at least we know for the (uture that this goal can meet unique
needs important to our constituents and that instituting certain
changes could bring the goal to fruition.” Or they might be able to
say, ““there is absolutely no current evidence that higher education has
or ever could produce suchi a benefit, but the need expressed by our
publics is so great that we must try 10 bring it about.” Communica.
tion of such opinions could result in consensus being changed at a
later date,

The “Benefits Pyramid” Criterion

As discussed carlier, the tentative benefits of higher education nat-
urally fall into three categories: student benefits, private postgraduate
benefits, and societal benefits. They are listed in the order of guantity
of research performed in each atea; however, the order would be re-
versed if they were listed according to level of importance as seen by
our socicty. Furthermore, many societal beuefits greatly depend on
the aggregate of postgraduate benefits, which, in turn, are dependent
on the benefit to these same persons when they were students. 'There-
fore, particular upper-level benefits could not occur if related lower-
level benefits failed to materialize. The relationship among these
three types of hencfits can be visuatized as a pyramid composed of
three levels, with the societal benefits level at the peak, the post-
graduate benefits in the center, and the stndent benefits level forming
the base.

The societal benefits level is at the apex, but it is undrrgirded and
held up by the postgraduate benefits level, and the studeirs benefits
level forms the foundation for the whole pyramid. Fven such sacletal
benefits as social research, inventions, and the development of new
knowledge depend on the lower levels because the scientist and the
researchers were probably trained in the university.

Some potential benefits are located at more than one level. For
example, if intellectual curiosity is increased at the student level, it
plus other college student benefits might result in intellectual curiosity
increasing even more at the postgraduate level. Of course if this is
prevalent among college alumni, it could furtlier result in a variety
of benefits for society as a whole, Most of the student benefits will
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Le limited to the basc of the triangle, but there are many possible
effects such benefits could have on postgraduate success that are passed
upward to benefit society.

Most student-level effects on the societal apex happen indirectly
by way of the postgraduate level, but occasionally the effects are direct.
Therefore, to make the analogy of the pyramid cor.plete, there would
have to be connectors extending out from the base of the pyramid to
its apex. Changes brouglit about by or in college students in recent
years have had an increasingly direct effect on socicty. For example,
the social protests of the 1960's, which many would claim restlted in
a more concerned and a better society, were spurred in large part by
college students who took action at that time for what they believed to
be of benefit to society,

A major hindrance to the use of the “benefits pyramid” criterion is
that hardly any empirical research other than in the economics area
has related student benefits to the other two levels of benefits. One
of the reasons for the lack of research, in addition to the research
problems associated with measuring effects on students (interaction,
and other confounding cflects, dvopout effects, natural maturation,
extra-envirommental effects, masking eftects, unreliability of measures,
ceiling and foor effects, regression effects, abstractness of constructs,
etc.), is that it is extremely difficult to control adequately for differ-
ences in post-college experiences. It is always possible that postgradu.
ate and social outcomes noted are in reality the result of postgraduate
experiences rather than the experiences obtained as a result of college
aitendance. Such a problem is no excuse, however, for the notable
lack of research in this area. Furthermore, theory, logic, subjective
self-reporting and informal observation can provide some useful input
for the operation of this priority-setting criterion.

Documented Current Benefils as a Criterion

If it can be shown empirically that higher education has a certain
impact on specific campuses or through particular programs on these
campuses that doesn’t occur on othier camptses, we may be able to
produce such an impact if desirable and if we are willing to provide
the needed conditions to precipitate the benefit. There may be changes
that would make the impact even greater, but at least we would know
that such an impact is possible as a condition of higher education.

In this age of accountability, documentary evidence as a criterion
for ordering priorities of higher education is a necessity. Years may
pass before empirical acknowledgment and measurement are possible
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for some clfects commonly accepted as important Lenefits of a college
education,  Yet, the pressure for continuing cflorts to develop such
measures will probably not abate despite bleak forecasts of success
in this area. Attempts to improve on present measurement instru-
ments and techniques undoubtedly will coutinue. No matter what
the hypotliesized henefit, student and alumni self-reporting and ob-
servations by other concerned persons can be utilized. In this regard,
more colleges should be making use of effective self-reporting and
observation techniques for gathering data. Such data arc the only
possible empirical evidence a college can currently gather to examine
whether it is providing certain benefits that are not yet measurable.
Furthermorce, such data ave useful in a supplementary way for benefits
that can currently be measured.

A number of reviews of the rescarclt literature on college outcomes
have appeared during the last several years (.\xelrod et al., 1969; Feld-
man and Newcomb 1969; Freedman 1967; Gurin 1971; Hausman
1972; Kenison and Gerxon 1972; Lenning and Johnson 1972; Solmon
1973; Solmon and Taubman 1973; Strumpel 1971; Walizer and Her-
riott 1971; Witliey 1971b). General findings across colleges and types
of students have been that studeuts tend to decrease in religious in-
terests, authoritarianism, dogmatism, stercotyped thinking, and con-
ventional attitudes as a resuft of the college cxperience; and that they
tend to increase in sophistication, complexity, flexibility, independence,
liberalism, relatisism, tolerance, rationality, open-mindedness, sen-
sitivity to aesthetic experiences, and aesthietic and cultural values.
(These impacts seem to survive after graduation in most cases, and a
leveling off generally occurs starting with graduation.) Having at-
tended college also seems to have postgraduate cffects in the following

. areas: occupational orientations, memberships in organizations, poli-
tical involvement and leadership, utilization of lhealth and insurance
services, size of family, attitudes toward their children, educational
achievements of children, introspectiveness aud sense of well-being,
and financial income (which in turn has been shown to affect gross
national product and society’s standard of living) .

Walizer and Herriott (1971} summed up the research on college
outcomes by saying:

The evidence seems conc'usive that the college experience develops in the
technical stratmin of individuals those personal systesn characteristics
fndicatlive of what we have {dentified as coinpetence in 2 modern. leat:
ing society (p. 6).

Conversely, the oldest review in the group (Freedman 1967) con-
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cluded that little impact on students was noted, although it was
enough to greatly affect American society:

tWhile the tmpact of the college experlence on an individual student
is not likely 1o be large. higher cducation does exeit a profound influ
ence on American life. Large scale social evenls or social movements
are based on stight shifts of altltude or oplnion in individuals (p. vi).

Care must be taken in interpreting general hindings like thosc above,
Difterent students change different amounts, and a number are usually
going in directions opposite to the trend. Furthermore, interactions
among different students and campus environments could result in
difterent effects. The differential effects of specific environments on
specific student types needs to be emphasized more in the research of
the future, It is encouraging that recently there have been increasing
numbets of attempts to show empirically that specific college benefits
are occurring in purticular institutions and programs,

Another problem of interpretation was well illustrated by Sanford
(1968):

At a mintmum, assimilation of the values of a college culture may in.
volve lillle more than a shift of adclescent loyally to a new and larger
group, Often there {s merely an cxchange of lraditional values for
prevalling ones, conscicnce thus changing jn content but not necessarily
in slructure nor in its connections wilh the rest of the pecrsonality, We
aoliced at Vassar lhal if, after sharlng In the culture of the college, a
gradiate marricd a man who shared her outlook, she relained the social
responsibility developed eartier.  If, on the other hand, her marriage
meant moving into a comnunity with values quite diffcrent from Vassar’s,
she was more likely to fall back on 1he sorl of values she had learned
before going to college (p. 75).

There are a variety of research methods and techniques for over-
coming problems in the measurement and evaluation of college hene-
its.  Anyonc desiring more information on this topic should see Astin
(1970a; 1970b), Feldman (1969, 1970, 1972), Feldman and Newcomb
(1969). R. 'T. Havtnett (1971), Lenning (1973), and Withey 1971a).

Documented Potential Benefits as a Criterion

Experimental coileges and experimental programs have existed for
a long time, but interest in them has increased during the last few
years (Berte 1972). Such nontraditional and innovative institutions
permit the tryout of new methodologies, new materials, and new en-
vironments, Some special needs for innovation were outlined by the
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charges against American Higher Education leveled by the Hazen
Foundation Committee on the Student in IHigher Education (Kauffman
1968, pp. 18-15).

Since experimental programs are by their very nature new ap-
proaches in creating college impact, they have the potential to provide
cvidence that desirable benefits not represented in current rescarch
literature might occur if certain changes ave made in more traditional
institutions and programs. In traditional colleges that are already
experiencing specific benefit impacts, such experimental programs
might suggest ways to increase that impact.

Sanford (1967) presented a vivid example of what innovative
methodologies and programs might be able to accomplish:

< o« we were struek by the relatively high tevel of instability or "upset-
ness” of the seniors, who were examined in the spring just before
graduation.  Shocked out of their comfortable adjustments to college,
they were now fociused upon the outside world, with its unknown denrands,
and upon the need to make decisions and commit themselves—often [or
the first time—in ways that scemed {rreveesible, Under this styess, they
sceted to us unusually edhicable, open 1o knowledge of the world and of
themselves. Educatory at Bowdoin Collegz were so struck by these obserya.
tions that they started a whole new plan of general ceducation (or senioss,
designed to lake advantage of this special openness (o leatning. In our
own farther woik in undergraduate education, we have asked whether
this helghtened educability could not be induced earlier than the senior
year (p. 186).

Case descriptions of innovative institutions and programs abound
throughout the literarure of higher education. Examples are provided
by Berte (1972) and Lichtman (1971, A common problem, how-
ever, which hinders the maximum development of the programs and
hinders the generation of useful documentation for officials at that
colicge and for other institutions, is the lack of continual, ongoing,
formal evaluation programs. The seriousness of such an omission is
well itlustrated in the case study provided by Suczek (1972).

Evaluation research is an important part of efforts to develop in-
novative proceclures, programs, and methoclologies, and equally neces-
sary is a theoretical framework:

In otder to plan an cducational program for encouraging change, we
must know more about the entering student and about the factors in the
college emvivonment that can influctice him. Then we must %ave a
theory which 1elates all these factors. Once the program is sct up, we
must be able to measure various changes in individual students (Sanford
1968, p. 19), :

34

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Let us restate our argument hriefly,  Planning of the total educational
environment must be guided by a theoretical framework., The personality
theory we have presented in this chapter is an cssential ¢lement of this
franicwork, ‘T'o procced without it is like embarking on a voyage without
‘a compass; and education {s the greatest—and most dangerous—of all
voyages (Axelrod et al, 1969, p. 25).

Conceptual works that illustrate the directions we need to go in
theory development for college cflects have been provided by Perry
(1970) and Walsh (1973), Comprehensive theoretical models are
needed that explain the diflerent kinds of college impacts, but little
has been done in this area.

Another type of documented evidence that might suggest possible
benefits if changes were made is emphasized in a comprehensive re.
view of literature on nonintellective correlates of college success
(Lenning et al, forthcoming). The anthors suggest if certain pre-
college experiences or particular student background characteristics are
found to be related to the desired criterion of college success, analysis
of these relationships may promote new ways that colleges could lhielp
students to improve who lack that college success variable.. For ex-
ample, if students witlt high family emotional support experience one
type of college sitccess more than do students with low family emo-.
tional support, college officials could make special arrangements to
provide substitute emotional support to those students for whom it
has not been supplied.

The “Unique Institution” Criterion

Jacob, in his noted study on college cffects during the late 1950
(1937), concluded that colleges generally had little or no cffects on
their students.  However, he did comment that there were a few "“high
potency” colleges that seemed to be having significant impact.  Un.
doubtedly there were special factors at those few unique colleges that
were conducive to student change.

A primary concern of the Newman Task Force (Newman 1971) was
that we wnust reverse the trend toward homogeneity of institutions in
the U. S, Whether or not a private institution prospers and continues
to exist may be determined in large part by how unique it is and how
unigue its offerings ave to prospective students.  Continually trying
to emulate a public university or other private colleges in a given area
conld easily sound the death knell for any particular private college.
In fact, the Danforth Foundation hias concluded that a private college
today does not deserve to exist unless it is truly unique in certain
respects (Danforth Foundation 1969):
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« o« ln the years ahead the privaie college of Hmited resources which
deserves to continue must be able to make a case for {is existence by (a)
serving a reglon and a cllentele which would not be served were the
college no longer to exist and (b) using the best possible policles and
practices of management (p. 1),

If two proposed objectives for an institution are of equal weight,
the one adding the most to the unigueness of the institution should
be rated higher. The decision may be to emphasize hoth goals, but the
main effort should be to emphasize the goal that will contribute the
most unicqueness,

There are several ways particular institutional goals could con-
tribute to an institution’s uniqueness, ‘The goal {tself may be unique,
or a goal may appeal to a certain type of student the college desires (o
attract. Even if the goal itself is not unique, it may lend ltself to
methodologies or programs appropriately unique for that institution
and will build on the instituion’s strength. It is commonly acknowl.
edged that goals can be reached in different ways; therefore, if an
institution can create unique methods or programs to meet the goal
and if the goal greatly appeals to students, it should be given priority.
Differentially relevant goal statements connected with unique student
populations to be served and unique programs and methodologies
should logically result in unique institutions.

Administrators'’ knowledge of competing institutions, their own

creativity, and stimulation obtained from reports and studies of experi-

mental programs and methodologies will provide the basis for rating
varlous goals according to the “uniqueness” criterion. Higher edu-
cation in the past has been noted for being traditionalist, since faculty,
alumni, and other concerned publics of the college often resist marked
change. Therefore, if innovations are to succeed, it will be important
for the college officials to develop an effective promotional campaign
well grounded on principles and documentary evidence to appeal to

“those publics.

The “Consensus” Criterion: Expert Opinion, Logic, and Expressed
Needs

Rather than higher education bringing about reforms in society (a
purpose envisioned by many educators), higher education has tended
to become stagnant until forced to change or reform by opinions out-
side the institution. The recent four-year follow-up survey of college
students conducted by the American Council on Education (Bayer,
Royer, Webb 1973) has the potential for bringing about the next
largescale change in the cbjectives for institutions throughout the
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country, An overwhelming majority of the students surveyed appeared
to condemn colleg: s for not putting enough emphasis on helping them
to develop as whole persons, and they expressed a strong desire for
such ald.

Expert opinion and public opinion have brought about much
change in higher education emphases over the years. Certainly a

- college is wise to consider testimony (opinions and theoretical formu-

lations) made by experts in the field, which is typically based on
broad experience and an intimate knowledge of the literature. Such
opinlons may he obtained from speeches, books, journal articles, or by
hiring sitch people as consultants.

The college officials’ own logic and their in-depth knowledge of the
local college :nd its various constituents, its overall philosophy, and
its capabilitics constitute the second important consideration for this
criterion. No matter how appealing a proposed program might be,
if it is so costly that an institution’s resources will be overtaxed, logic
will prevail. Inctuded in the logic of local officials should be the
priorities or reasons suggested by the four criteria previously discussed.

The third consideration consists of the expressed needs and opinions

of the college’s constituents. These groups are diverse and have
vestedl interests in tlie college and its goals and it is important that

~ the college trustees and the college officials listen to them. If there

seems to be much consensus among students, faculty, alumni, parents,
or the local community, strong pressures will mount, Fven if such
public opinion is based solely on emotion and the college officials or
trustees bave factual evidence to the contrary, the logic of the situation
may force the officials to concede the point,

Usually such consensus among all of an institutior s publics will not
exist. Not only will there usually be serious disagreements among
and within a college’s faculty and lay publics on different institutional
goals, but also there are wide disagreements among the experts in
higher education. 1In this regard, there needs to be more consensus
among the experts if the lay public and college officials are to receive
any real guidance concerning meaningful college objectives.

An iterating survey-feedback technique called the Focus Delphi has
been developed to help groups reach a consensus and some people see
this as an important tool for ordering priorities in the area of college
objectives (Fludspeth 1970; judd 1972; Kohler and Pangallo 1972;
Parden 1972; Unl 1971; Weaver 1971). The technique was used at
the Educational Testing Service to develop its Institutional Goals
Inventory Uhl 1971, pp. 6-7).
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The Focus Delphi rests on the assumption that often more than the
presentation of evidence and ensuing discussions will be required to
arrive at a consensus.  After the initial presentation of evidence and
rationale, the constitutents are polled. The results of the poll are
communicated to the constituents after which another poll is taken.
This procedure is repeated for a specified number of times or until a
consensus is achieved.

Part of this effort should be to get good feedback from all of the
institution’s constituent groups that also will be appreciated by them
and place a positive image of the institution in their minds, The re-
mainder of the effort should be devoted to keeping constituents in-
formed and motivating them to be supporters of the institution’s
goals, programs, and policics.
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Conclusion

Among the many concerns of every collegiate institution, there
should be wwo fundamentally overriding questions, which also should
be the crucial concerns for higher education at the state and national
levels: (1) What are the appropriate objectives and priorities for this
{ustitution? and (2) How can we best achieve these objectives? The
first question has heen the major topic of this report and can be para.
phrased as follows: What are the real henefits toward which our in.
stitution should be striving and which ones are the most important?
The question of which are the most important will be discussed in
this concluding chapter.

The situation during the last several years has in some respects been
analogous to a ship adrift with an inoperable rudder; the problem is
to find some way to vepair the rmdder before the ship founders on the
shoals ahecad. A report by Cheit (1978) indicated that "stop gap”
measures have resulted in a fragile stability, and that long term meas-
ures are needed if the woubled colleges and universities in this coun-
try are to avoid the hiazards of capsizing.

Much of the literature on higher education in the past has tended
to extol the virtues of higher education and circumlocute rather than

- focus on specific ontcomes, Furthermore, numerous people in higher
education may have never really thought through the wide array of
outcomes toward which institutions can strive and from which they
must choosc. Colleges must carefully pick and choose their objectives
if they are to remain relevant and solvent. No one institution can
hope to adequately achieve all the goals outlined here; the institution

" will be "spread too thin” if it does not concentrate its efforts on
specific missions especially suitable for that institution.

The lack of emphasis on ontcomes has not been limited only to post-
secondary editcation, but also has been noted at the elementary and
secondary level. For example, Goodman in his study focused on all
three levels of education and reported that

A very limiled amount of research and writing that deals specifically
with cducational outpuls is available. White there is evidence that the
subject has been on the minds of cducators at least from the beginning
of this century, no substantial body of theory of end products, or thcir
influences upoen individuals and socicty, has been forimulated for the
lcarning entetprise to dale.  In fact, discus ion of cducational output
appcars only spotadically in the literature, with much of what has been
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done in the field coming after 1950. When the subject {s approached
by serious educational thinkers and wrltcrs, thefr comnients often (ake
form as briel mentlon, almost as afterthought (Goodmian 1971, p. 153),

Goodman's study is onc of the few that has attempted to produce
an in-depth analysis of the identification of educational outcomes and
their classification, Goodman favors a dimensions approach for «lassis
{ying and studying educational outcomes. Each outcomes costruct
can be located, The dimensions suggested by Goodman inctude the
following: Instructional—noninstructional; obscrvable behavioral
change—change not observable in behavioral ermis; economic—non-
cconomic;  measurable—nonmeasurcable;  immediate—~long-range;
quantitative—qualitative; ete,

Other sources that discuss the formation and/or classification of
educational objectives descrve mention. Panos (1967) comments that
“determining the criteria relevant to the educational process is equiva
lent to defining objectives of higher education.” Panos maintains

“that a classification scheme should be used to organize the global con-

tent of abstract statements of educational goals into research interest
areas, after which criterion performances should be specified for par-
ticular studies being conducted. Baker and Brownell (1972) cmpha-
sized the importance of people from all parts of the institution and
from the surrounding community being involved in goal formation
and setting prioritics; while Coleman (1972) stressec that the form of
goal verb use:l could be the most significant factor in determining goal
priorities. Other sources providing detailed discussions that relate to

~the formation, classification, and evaluation of educational objectives
~ include Bloom et al. (1956); Enthoven (1970); Gagné (1967); Krath.
- wohl, Bloom, Masia (1964); Mager (1962); Popham et al, (1969); and

O
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Tyler (1950). :

Whatever methodologies are used in the formation, classification,
and evaluation of educational goals, the following idea expressed by
Katz and associates (1968) should be considered:

We need 10 go beyond surface meanings. Definitlons of the goals of
education that list the development of character, or the production of
genllemen or “wetl-rounded” individuals are ofien, In spitc of thelr
individualistic cast, definitions of desired socialization, aimed at the
production of reatiable and predictable people for business and social
purposes.  Moreover, throughout history, schools and eachers hasve served
not just to educate people. but also to control them (p. 418).

Although mucl of what has been said here is applicable to higher
education planning at the federal and state level, the focus tliroughout
has been on the local institution.  The suggestions offered supplement
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the recommendations provided to the federal government by the first

three follow-up papers developed by the Newman Task Force on

Higher Fducation (Newman 1973a,b,c), and there is little if any

overlap. Moreover, like the Task Force papers, possible solutions -

have been suggested to the henefit crisis that should be both useful

and realistic, and should provide a framework for administrators in
- setting priorities and implementing them.
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Appendix A: The Clapp Report (1946)

1. Intellectual Attainments
1. Is able to express himself effectively:

\I_O}(JI-&

a. in written English (42, 22, 0} *
b. in public speaking (87, 5, 2)
¢, in oral conversation (29, 9, 8)
Is acquainted with basic facts, principles, theories, and tech-
niques in certain areas of the culture of the race:
a. biologlcal sciences (38, 5, 4)
b. social sciences:
(1) history (43, 15, 0)
(2) cconomics (39, 3, 4)
(8) sociology (39, 6, 4)
physical sciences (41, 7, 0)
. mathematics (38, 5, 8)
. English literature (88, 12, 5)
. American literature (39, 6, 4)
. literature from other nations (29, 4, 8)
. philosophy (34, 17, 8)
classical languages (26, 4, 8)
. modern languages (38, 5, 8)

=m0 a0

. Ihs a specialized knowledge of some one of the above culture

areas, apart from vocational requnrements (major study) (34,
20, 6)

. Has ability to utilize libravy facilities efficiently (87, 11, 4)
. Demonstrates ability in rigorous scholarship (85, 12, 8)

Gives evidence of intellectual integrity (40, 31, 1)

“Understands the significance of knowledge organized as exact

sclence (40, 17, 8)

. Has developed the intellectual qualiues necessary for leaden

ship:

.‘\

“a. initiative (35, 16, 8)

b. self-confidence (36, 18, 2)

‘ 'The numbers in parentheses reptesent, respectively, the number of schools ac-
s tepxing the objective, the number of schools who view it as a major objective, and S
* the number of schools that did not accept the objective at the time of chc study T

but lntended to sometime {n the future, ; ; L




¢. resourcefulness (87, 20, 1)
d. progressivenes: (34, 14, 4)
9. Has learned to think clearly and to detect logical fallacies
(40, 80, 8)
10. Has developed the scientific way of thinking (preciseness,
objectivity, impartiality) (42, 26, 1)
11, Has developed imaginativeiess and resourcefulniess as means
to creative thinking (41, i4, b
12. Has developed a variety of intellectual interests (89, 18, 5)
13. Is open-minded in his consideration of controversial questions
(40, 25, )
14. Has developed intellectual curiosity which leads him to go
beyond mere requirements (40, 25, 4)
II. Health
15. Is physically healthy (35, 9, 4)
16. Knows how to play numerous games, including some useful
in post-college life (81, 0, 4)
17. Is intelligent with regard to kinds and amounts of food and
drink and the laws governing their use (30, 7, 6) :
18. Is able to avail himself of the services of experts for the main.
; tenanice of health (29, 6, 8)
19, Practices and promotes the observance of proper habits and
regulations with respect to sanitation (28, 12, 6) ;
20. Has learned to conserve encrgy and avoid overtaxing the
' physical organism (28, 4, 8)
21. Is able to administer first aid (28, 1, 12)
22. Is physically tougheied and able to undergo physical hard-
ships (13, 0, 6) :
I11. Personality Adjustment
28, Knows how to evaluate himse!f and others properly (87, 15, 5) -
24, Is able to adapt himself to new circumstances {36, 14, 4)
25. Has the ahility to make decisions and to abide by the conse-
quences (36, 18, 8) ,
27. Has the disposition and ability to conform to convention when
it is fitting to do so (34, 12, 4) ,
28. Has poise in dealing with individuals and groups (34, 13, 7)
29. Knows how to perform social courtesies (83, 11, B) -
- 30. Engages in recreational activities or hobbies of a type different
from his vocation (27, 2, 10) ' . e
- 31. Has numerous friends and is an accepted member of oneor

‘more social groups (26, 5, 10) -




32.
33.

[s tactful in his dealings with people (26, 9, 7)
Is cheerful and pleasant (18, 38, 9)

1V. General Ethical Character

31

35.

36.

Y2

88.

- 80,

o
41
12,
43,
44,
:

48,

Has developed a socially acceptable and personally satisfactory

philosophy of life or system of values (38, 84, 5)

Accepts and lives according to certain ethical and moral con-

cepts:

a. Honesty in the performance of school work (36, 80, 8)

b. Honesty in financial dealings (37, 80, 1)

¢, Responsibility in the care of personal property of others
(88, 25, 1)

d. Responsibility in the care of public property (36, 22, 3)

e. Chastity (34, 28, 2)

f. Kindness, considerateness (34, 17, 2)

g Self-control (36, 20, 5)

h. Respect for personality (36, 26, 2)

i. Gooperativeness (36, 19, 5)

j. Dependability (36, 25, 4)

Is free from narrow partisan bias and tolerant of the rights of

others to their opinions and actions (36, 24, 5)

Recognizes a social obligatien to produce and to work for the

general welfare (36, 25, 8)

e V. Christlan Character

Attempts to apply Christian principles to the solution of social
and economic problems (27, 24, 2)

Attempts to solve personal problems in the light of Christian
principles (24, 21, 2)

Commits himself to a personal decision of loyalty to Christ or
to Christian principles (22, 18, 2)

Is religiously motivated to live according to the concepts of
the good life as learned from various sources (22, 19, 1)
Accepts responsibility for the promulgation and spread of the
Christian gospel (20, 12, 8) ;

On religious grounds, practices regular church attendance
(20, 13, 2)

On religious grounds, practices observance of a weekly sab-

bath (17, 11, 8)

On religious grounds, practices simplicity in dress and llvmg |
(12, 3, 8)

On _religious grounds, practices abstincnce from the use of

- intoxicating liquor (12,8, 1)

55



8.

49.
50.

51,
52,
53,

54,

+ Aceepts the doctrinal positions officially held by the scliool or

its supporting religious group (11, 9, 1

On religlous grounds, practices daily or regular Bible reading
(11,6, 2)

Has a religious experience of conversion (8, 7, 2)

On religious grounds, practices abstinence from the use of
tobacco (6, 5, 2)

Undergoes baptism or some other ritualistic observance
6210

On religlous grounds, practices abstinence from social dancing
(5, 4, 0)

On religlous grounds, practices abstinence from attendance at
theaters, movies, ete. (5, 4, 0) ,
On religious grounds, practices consclentious objection 10, -
bearing arms (8, 0, 0)

VI, Aesthetic Interests

55.
56.

57.
58.

59,
60,

- 6L
62.

Is acquainted with and appreciates the beautiful in poetry and
in prose literature (36, 8, 4) ‘
Has 1 sense of what is pleasing and in good taste in dress,
manners, and speech (33, 8, 6)

Has learned to appreciate and enjoy good music (82,8,8
Has the knowledge and attitudes which enable him fo enjoy .

“the world of nature (28, 2, 9)

Is acquainted with masterpicces of painting and sculpture
27,2, 9) : ‘

Is able to take part in the creation of vocal or instrumental
music, alone or in a group (21, 1, 10)

Is able to participate in dramatic productions (21,0, 11)

Is able to engage creatively in drawing, painting, sculpture, or

~writing (20, 0, 15)

VI1. Citizenship Responsihitities

63.
64.
- 65,

66.

67,

Has a philosophically grounded view of citizenship—ap.
preciates the organized state as a social institution (41, 23, 1)
Has an appreciation of the world-wide effects of this nation’s
policies (88, 11, 5)

Makes proper use of the sources of political information (news.
papers, magazines, radio, etc.) (87, 11, 6) '
Is willing to abide by the decisions of duly cosstituted authori:

ties (37, 20, 4) o
Respects and sceks to protect the rights of political, racial, and e
_cultural minorities (87, 20, 5) : : e




68,

Malatalns the principle of free speech (86, 20, 4)

69. Has philosophically based opinions as to the place of force,

1c.

7L

72

78.

T4

including war, in the settlement of controversles (35, 13, 6)
Respects the natural resources of the country and promotes
their conservation and wise use (35, 13, 5)

tas knowledge and philosophically based opinions on union.
ism and collective bargaining (85, 12, 6)

Exercises his right of franchise; registers and votes at each
eléctior. (84, 13, 8)

Is capable of exercising his rights as a citizen to work toward
new and different laws and decisions (34, 14, 6)

Views democracy as equality of opportunity to try rather than
as equality of ability to achieve (83, 15, 7)

75, Accepts civic responsibility in matters of conimunity welfare!

jury duty, voluntary service in war and peace, Red Cross, ete,
(81,15, 7)

"VIII. Vocational and Professional Preparation
76, Has the requisite knowledge and understanding to enable him

1.

78.

79

" 80,

to choose a vocation in accordance with his abilities and apti-
tudes (39, 29, 0)

Seeks a socially useful as well as a remunerauve occupauou
(86, 26, 5)

Is prepared to do general graduate work in liberal arts sub-
jects (36, 11, 8) :

Has received, as part of his B.A. or B.S. course, vocational or
professional training adequate to permit immediate entrance
into his vocation or profession (35, 20, 2)

Has received pre-professtonal training sufficient to permit him

to enter graduate professional w ork in:

a. Education (34, 17, 2)
b, Medicine (23, 7, 4)

s Nursing (22, 9, 4)

g. Religion or theology (22, 11,8)
e. Engineering (18, 6, 5}

f. Law (18,5, 4)

b. Pharmacy (17, 3, 6)

, ~ h, Forestry (12, 8, 5)
o l\ Prcparauon for Home Membership

, 8! Has received adequate instruction to hciluale mental and.

personaluy adjustments in marriage 27,87



82.

83.

84,

85.

86

87

88.

89.

90.

91,

Views marriage as a permanent relationship and plans accord-
ingly 127, 17, 5)

Knows how to maintain an attractive and well-organized home
(26, 5, 7)

Is able to plan intelligently for children and to provide a
wholesome environment for their physical, mental and social
development (25, 8, 6)

Knows how to find help, through literature and counselors,
in solving family problems as they urise (25, 5, 11)

Has the knowledge and attitudes to enable him to choose a
mate wisely (28, 8, 11)

Knows how to budget his funds and gauge his purchasing
power (21, 3, 12) '
Knows how to buy wisely and secure quality in his purchases
(21, 2, 12) '

Has received adequate instruction to facilitate physical ad-
justments in marriage (20, 5, 11)

Is able to do home accounting: checkbook, budget, and in.
come tax accounts (18, 2, 15)

Is able to adjust to the single life, if necessary or advisable
(17,4, 1)




Appendix B: Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives (Bloom 1956; Krathwohl,
Bloom and Masla 1964)

1. Cognitive Domain
A. Knowledge
1. Knowledge of Specifics
a. Knowledge of Terminology
1. Knowledge of Specific Facts
2. Knowledge of Ways and Means of Dealing with Specifics
a. Knowledge of Conventions
b. Knowledge of Trends and Sequences
¢. Knowledge of Classifications and Categories
d. Knowledge of Criteria
e Knowledge of Methodology
8. Knowledge of the Universals and Abstractions in a Field
a. Knowledge of Principles and Goneralizations
b. Knowledge of Theories and Structures
B. Comprehension
1. Translation
2. Interpretation
3. Extrapolation
" C. Application
D. Analysis
1. Analysis of Elements
2. Analysis of Relationships
8. Analysis of Organizational Principles
E. Synthesis
1. Production of a Unique Communication
2. Production of a Plan or Proposed Set of Operations
8. Derivation of a Set of Abstract Relations
-~ .. F, Evaluation
11. Affective Domain -
~ A. Receiving (Attending)
. 1. Awareness
2. Willingness to Receive
3. Controlled or Selected Attention
© - B. Responding - 5
1. Acquiescence in Responding -




2. Willingness to Respond
3. Satisfaction in Response
C. Valuing
1. Acceptance of a Value
2. Preference for a Value
3. Commitment
D. Organization
1. Conceptualization of a Value
2. Organization of a Value System
E. Characterization by a Value or Value Complex
1. Generalized Set
2. Characterization
1. Psychomotor Domain




Agpendlx : Survey of Educational Goals
ross and ‘Grambsch 1964)

Perceived Preferred

Rank Rank
1. Produce a student who, whatever else may be
done to him, has had his intellect cultivated to the

“maximum 14 3
2. Proctuce a wellrounded student, that is, one
whose physical, social, moral, intellectual, and

esthetic potentialities have all been cultivated 21 17
3. Make sure the student is permanently affected
(in mind and spirit) by the great ideas of the great

minds of history 30 15
4. Assist students to develop objectivity about
themselves and their beliefs and hence examine

~those beliefs critically 28 8
"B, Develop the inner character of students so that ‘

- they can make sound, correct moral choices 38 12
- 6. Prepare students specifically for useful carcers 13 32

1. Provide the student with skills, attitudes, con-
- tacts, and experiences which maximize the likeli.
~ hood of his occupying a high status in life and a

- position of leadership in society 28 33
8. Train students in methods of scholarship and/
-or scientific research and/or creative endeavor 6 2

-9. Make a good consumer of the student—a person
‘who is elevated culturally, has good taste, and can

~ make good consumer choices 47 45
10, Produce a student who is able to perform his
citizenship responsibilities effectively 20 14

11, Provide special training for parttime adult
‘= students, through extension courses, special short
- courses, correspondence courses, elc., 37 38
12. Educate to his utmost capacitics every high
achool graduate who meets basic lcgal rcquire- ‘ ,
‘ ments for admissxon : , 39 87

61




13. Accommodate only students of high potential
in terms of the specific strengths and emphases of
this university

14, Involve students in the government of the uni-
versity

15, Emphasize undergraduate instruction even at
the expense of the graduate program

16. Encourage students to go into graduate work

17. Provide a full round of student activities

18. Protect and facilitate the students' right to in-
quire into, investigate, and examine critically any
idea or program that they might get interested in

19. Protect and facilitate the students’ right to ad-
vocate direct action of a political or social kind

and any attempts on their part to organize efforts
to attain political or social goals

I A et Provided by enic [REEENE

40

45

44
18
27

17

41

39
46
44

27
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