DOCUNENT RESOME

2D 100 816 JC 750 048

AUTHOR " Smolich, Robert S.

TITLE William Rainey Harper, Modern Systems Thinking, and
Tllinois Master Planning.

NOTE 18p.

?PRS PRIC® HP=-$0.75 HC-81,50 PLUS POSTAGE

NPSCPIPTORS ¢Consortia; Pducational History:; Fducational

Planning; Fducational Theories; Higher Educationg
sInterinstitutional Cooperation; *Junior Colleges;
. *Master Plans; *Statewide Planning
INPNTIPIF®S sHarper (William Rainey); Illinois

ABSTRACT

The Illinois Master Plan-Phase IIY, which stresses
the urgent need for the state to achieve a corpletely integrated
systea of higher education through consortia or regiomal Collegiate
Common Markets (CCM), is actually not a nev idea, but is in many vays
a revitalization of the philosophies espoused by William Rainey
Harper at the beginning of the twentieth century. A conceptual model
comparing the laissez-faire, or traditional system, with the CCH
delivery system is used as a backdrop for comparing Harper's ideas
with those concepts utilized in the present system of higher
education. Harper recognized the limitations of individualisam in
2aducation which resulted in wvasted resources as each imnstitution
atteppted to be all things to all men. Instead, Harper envisioned
principles such as complementary individualism of institutioms,
coordinated educational planning, interinstitutional resource
sharing, institutional conservation (as opposed to the present
Darvinistic system whereby the weak institutions are weened out), and
campus intermigration, to be key guidelines in the ultimate
1avelopaent of higher education. (AH)
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Recently the President of a West-Central I11inois community college
!Spoon River at Canton) proposed to the Executive Secretary of the State
Junior College Board and to the Executive Director of the State Board of
inher Education that his area district and three others in the same
zeographical sector associate themselves into a consortium, or regional
Ccllegiate Common Market (CCM).1 The basic idea was that, without any
of the affiliating institutions losing their district identities or
sacrificing their local individualism, they might achieve significant
ecoronies by sharing some resources and by cutting out wasteful dupli-
~atior of effort -- particularly in the way of providing high-cost
*aznrical programs with low student-instructor ratios.

The President's position paper, however, went much farther. It
s.11ested that the proposed consortium might, in time, be developed
irts 1 sr.e reqgional syste: of higher education. Might not the associ-
a%i=r irclude senior institutions, both public and private, as well as
ne *wc-year colleqes? Could not all educational units within the
roigr e unified, by a4 common objective related to statewide goals,
teknoqe dntanrated sys5ter?

" snme, tne idea of a reqinnal consortium of public and private

irqeiv,r ey ay neee like a radical propnsal -- or, at the very least,

2/
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25 ¢ startiingly new and creative idea, That the idea is creative, there
cat obhe little aoubt. But new? Jell, not really. The fact is that the
disi. iueds -= ideas which clearlv reflect the modern systems way of think-
iy == e back, in [1linois, far 11to the past. _

4 . ust swta, first of all, tnat the President who authored the con-
5 0tiL eronasal was erely suggesting, in somewhat more concrete terms,
amvs o wna [1linnis soard of Hijher Education itself had earlier recommended
ve oy ocaaeal w3y, In its Master Plan<Phase Ill, published in May, 1971,
=aa a0 nat stressed tne urgent need for the State to achieve a completely
i==a;rates syste of hijher education -- one which would make maximum use
3% a1l elisting: resources, both public and private -- and had suggested,
13 ore ears o tris end, the developiient of proposals for CCM cooperation
adosnaring,

“sniie tne uftiwate objective of a comnon market is the statewide
viieie s of resources, prograss, ard opportunities," said the Board,

§ ey 2€art3 - ay be the first step in many program areas."?

.+ =~a basic ideas of a CCM -- interinstitutional cooperation and
c e aeie s e na pack o uch farther than Master Plan-Phase III. They go back,
~- .i11ia Rairey narper and the turn of the century, or about
ceeosetarteey 0f g saetyry 250, Anile virtually everyone in the community-

s Fino o, wrews tnat Harger was “the father of the junior college,“.
W, i e Loaare tnat tra creative and energetic Biblical scholar who

son dguesity Af Lpicayn from scratch and who served as its first

Lenee v e UK g4 2 motern systers thinker par excellence,
CL e i e e Tl we grynrated, and indeed pronhesized,
\ Co Choec et gme dntageartion which are just now being

L, e 1 by cotneyp S tatog



Let us see, tnen, how some of the CCM ideas which the [1linois Board
of Higher Education expresses in Master Plan-Phase Il match those which
Je.odarper, perhaps the most brilliant educational organizer who ever
apneared on the Arerfcan scene, enunciated long ago. Such a comparison
a2y help =0 dispel the notion, still current among some, that proposals
*2r ar {1lincis Collegiate Commor Market are either "radical" or brand
oW,

") vake such an analysis, we perhaps may be permitted to construct a
wort3tive conceptual sodel of a CCM, regional or otherwise. Such a model,

1o wien a contrasting description of the traditional or laissez faire

N

s

“¢: ¢f nither education, is shown in the accompanying chart.
~s -nis illustration shows, the most fundamental concept, applying

T2 datn the jaissez.Faire and the CCM systems, 1s that of a Field of Edu-

tational Activity. This field ray be a region within a state, a state as

a anole, 5, perhaons, even a grouping of several states. Within it, of
Siaf3€, "ary *hirgs are joing on besides educational activity, but it is
eyt xind 5€ activity which is the focus of our imnediate interest.

S oszoart iennetant conzeot shown in the chart is that of Institutional

Lot iTiiegoaed Livarsity -- gn oidea which, again, pertains to both the
Daraner Saien gned tha C0M sy5tens, Within the field of educational
so iy wea ey instituticns, both public and private, which are formally
g v mrsyite 1 oariety of nisther educational services -- many
cmorelreary systes 50 LG speak.,
Tt ol aatiziioisy ard cliversity is, indeed, a striking
“ieern el of aducatinnal activity. Presently
Sonaaidoand nrivate institutions, includ-

. co e e it s e lenes s 0 af anich have
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f" established branch carpuses. [t was, in fact, the large number and
variety of institutions of higher education which, back in 1961, nore or

- less forced the [1linois General Assembly to create the Board of Higher
Educaticen and to mandate the development of a Master Plan for coordinat-
iry the ~ultitude of delivery systens. |

nere we —ay note that, were he alive today, William Rainey would
Joubtlessiv aive hear:y.approval to the planning and coordinating work
wnich is now being done by the I11inois Board of Higher Education and its
Four suporainate units, which include the Junior College Board. At the
turr of tre century, as today, the Armerican field of educational activity
w15 “arked oy ireat irstitutional multiplicity and afversity (small, weak
gerxiratioral collejes were particularly abundant); and Harper, whose
anoie life, accordirg to Storr, was "an unceasing pursuit of unity,"3 was
reysites by the lack of system and order which he saw on every hand.

witr cur thousanas of educational institutions," he lamented 1n.
133, tnhare is at oresent no trace of system or order."4

“lenzush he lived ir an aje which championed the laissez faire notion

“eim owereens shguld 2o little ore than keep order, enforce contracts,
11 oarntacns oeiyate oenparty, dHarper clearly recognized the limitations
L€ e draigizuaiis 0 in education,  In 1899, speaking before a group
i tcek, ona presictes tnat, 14 time, the great waste which resulted
S et cineal Litinliciny and diversity would be partially over-
L4 e pizasinn e wjie, state of the uninn of some such agency
srgs 0t cen Licsecy o vna aisargity of New York, to which shall be
cvat ) seseal v iopiiper oF tne aducational affairs of the state."d
b e e, reacticovan the ylticate developrent of a third

S ooty odel -- the ddea of Coordinated




Zducational Planning. As can be seen from the chart, this concept con-

trasts strongly with the corresponding laissez faire practice of "unilateral
olanning” -- the universal practice in Harper's day and stili the dominant
one in =ost fields of educational activity today. In order to shift from

2 *raditional to a CCM syster of educational delivery, the political and
aducational leaders of a field of educational activity must replace
unilateralis with coordinated planning and action. In I1linois, the State
~as been in the process of making this change ever since Master Plan-Phase I
#3s aporoved by tne General Assembly in 1965.

For s¢i11 another CCM concept, we have, from the chart, Complimentary

individualis~, which is designed to replace what Harper aptly called

e darious intenendance. " fn a CCM system of educational delivery, the many
4ifferent institutions, public and privafe, will all strive, through care-
ful1ly cefining their respective missions and scope of activities, to become
corolimentary individualists. That is to say, rather than all trying to
£ouer tne save éround.and do the same things, each institution will, as
«ne "1linois Soard of Higher Education says, "develop those areas where 1t.
11~ be suerlative and distinctive."6

Tne sard adcs that the very condition of institutional multiplicity
»n 2iarsity favors this kind of cosplementarity. "The fact that differ-
are inzeis,tinns do different things well and no institution does all
ir:3 suzeriatiyely,’ it says, "makes it appropriate to develop one
s4a73%ianal  3rketslace 2ron, the -any campuses."’

as an 5o 5urc tnat the systers-minded Harper would have appreciated

cne eemace et oen o0 iy own tive that virtually all the colleges and
i, eesiving agnr ceta . o c5eer the whole field of human knowledge,"
aire wma dealic fnopes Tt toas io the smaller institutions no single



Jiscipline receivea "even decent attentibn." Harper exclaimed: "Why do
intelligent —en continue thus to sin against reason and God by bringing
shae and reproach upon a cause so holy as that of higher education?"d

And ajair, scholarly investigator of the 01d Testament that he was,
Harper, who onze said that ' the forms of thought of the ancient Hebrews
~ade 3 deep i:pression upon ry ind,"9 made a probhesy. The time would
come, he oregicted, when educational institutions would “cultivate
inti;itaalis -," anc when “one institution will gfve a large measure of its
strenjtn ind eneryy to the development of a departinent of history or
oclitics, anotner to physics and chemistry, and another to the biological
scierces ...." 19 The foolish and wasteful practice by which each insti-
titior tried to be all things to all men would, in the enlightened future,
Se changed by “the establishment of colleges for particular purposes."]]
Zlosely allied with the idea of complimentary individualism is the

orocosad ~CM concept of Productive Interinstitutional Rivalry. Though

the syste-s way of thirking de-ands that institutions compliment, rather
*han directiy ccrpete with one J.uther, it in no way implies that they

re Lo L2

jvar the oppcrtunity to grow soft and self-satisfied. Every

- d

ir3titution, reqarciess of its scope or mission, can be encouraged to
5%riva €5 ard achieve escellence in "doing its own thing," so to speak.
arslassre or aroductive irterinstitutional rivalry will then result from
Ly ie3tisaisn atte-pting to accorplish the goal of excellence faster
e nessar srae o toer 2orplicentary institutions within the same system.

Leolaans argar, Lotk i 1953, thought so0.  Under a system of

Cen i oartaey dregittse, re 3aid, the whole syster would profit from
mrneantao oy L e irimers cigaiey,”  Iv tite, he believed, this kind of
ety e e e ez b s Tpetty jealousies and rivalries
ari o ood . remes e wrs i e unnn educational work."12




Geie down-the list of CCM concepts shown in the chart, we see that

the neat one is Interinstitutional Resource Sharing. The very sine qua non

of the Collegiate Common Market ideal, the practice of this concept is

Jesigned to overcome one of the chief evils of the laissez faire delivery

syster -- wasteful duplication of resources.

Today, in [1linois, it {s particularly urgent that institutions at
111 levels of higher education learn to avoid this kind of waste. As
Master Plan-Phase [l points out, it is now abundantly clear that finan-
cial resources available to higher education will be far less plentiful
in the 1970's than they were during the heyday of the post-Sputnik era.
Yer, e«cellent progress and growth can still be made -- not, though, by
e«panding facilities and other resources, but rather by making more

axtensive and efficient utilization of existing resources.

In line with this critical need, the Board of Higher Education has
svi:ested a large nurber of ways by which consortia of cooperating
institutions, whether associated on a statewide or on a regional basis,
~iynt significantly reduce waste by sharing some resources. It notes,
€:r a«aple, that great econorics could be achieved through the cooper-
1tive sharing of computers, library books, anq even instructional personnel.

dnile these ideas ~ay sound brand new, Harper spoke in almost identica)l
ter~s “ore than seQen decades ajgo. He, of course, did not use the term
“.5llenigte Comron “arket,” but he did suggest that the colleges and
arisarsiting 'of 3 nenqgraphical district” might well associate with one
aresree, and snat the -e-bers of such associations could profitably share
yry oresocurces,  ne observed, anong other thinqs.’that "there is no
rav35e ahy A qreat soeialist in 2 oarticular departuent might not be the

Gorgaet 6f Sae e taroe iostitations,13 thus securing for the small



college “privileges which today are far beyond 1ts reach." Again, sound-
ing much 1ike the I1linois Board of Higher Education of today, he said
that one key advantaje of a consortium of small colleges and a_lakge
unfversity would be “the loan of books and apparatué to the colleges by
the university."14

In addition to providing an arrangement for the sharing of resources,
orograms, and opportunities, a CCM system of integrated higher education,
as the chart shows, wiil attach considerable importance to what is perhaps

an even nore significant concept -- Campus Intermigration. Always impor-

tant, the idea that within a field of educational activity students should
enjoy the advantage of moving freely from campus to campus (and without
loss of credit!) as they pursue their educational goals has assumed new
urgency with the recent publication by the Carnegie Commission on Higher

Sducation of Less Tirme, More Options: Education Beyond the High School

{4sGraw-Hill, 1971). Among other things, the Commission recommends that
"coportunities for higher education and the degrees it affords should be
available to persons throughout their lifetimes, and not just immediately
1€ter hign schoo],"ls

The [11inois Board of Higher Education is taking this and other
Carregie Commission recommendations seriously. "Ideally," says the Board,
‘she student in the I1linois integrated system, whatever his age, whatever
ni3 educational backqround, would have access to the resources of the
ertire Syste."‘.”]6

Jn the sare subject -- the need for permitting Students to migrate
freely frorm campus to campus -- #illiam Rainey Harper spoke and wrote

al=cst passinnately. The artificial barriers which laissez faire institu-

~isng erected tn prevent student intermigration, he said, represented



"loss and injury . . . which it 1§ impossible to compute," adding that the
“foolish independence and selfishness" of such institutions "seem wholly
unworthy of the higher cause in which universities are engaged."17 This
Jreat waste, he went on to say, "could be reduced, if those who suffer it
were to cooperate 1ntelligent:l,y.“]8

Another exfremely Importanp concept of the proposed CCM model is that

of Institutional Conservation. In the harsh Social Darwinistic world in

which Harper 1ived and worked, the fierce struggle for "survival of the
fittest" was supposed to "weed out" the small, the weak, and the "unfit,"
and to the untimate benefit, ostensibly, of the system as a whole. Under
the conditions of the more humane and sensible modern world, however, no
field of educational activity can afford to sustain the economic waste of
letting any of its institutions, whether public or private, succumb to the
law of the jungle. A basic 1dea of the integrated-systems or CCM wqy.of
thinking is that all institutions, regardless of the dominant source of
their support, can be conserved -- indeed, not only conserved, but

strengthened.

lLike most other states, I[1linois now has a rather large number of
private schools which, for some decades now, have been subjected to the
weeding-out form of "progress." In publishing Master Plan-Phase III, the
30ard of Higher Education noted that included among "the most urgent of
critical factors" whicn signalized "the great need to utilize more effec-
tively all e«isting resources available to the State" was "the almost
universal financial and enrollment shortages of the private colleges and
universities,"19

Thus, s3aid the %nard at another point, Master Plan-Phase III "accords

irterinstitutional orograms a high priority throughout the State. In this



context, the private sector must be strengthened if it is to be a viable _ 3
partner in this cooperative endeavor. w20

Like the [11inois Board of Higher Education, William Rainey Harper,
who in his own day was sometimes unjustly accused of designing to create
a Rockefeller-like "educational trust" with his affiliation plan at the
University of Chicaco, valued and wished to preserve small, viable colleges,
whethér public or private. In the words of Eells, Harper "believed
strongly in the small college, and was perhaps the best friend that it ever
had."2] And, to quote Goodspeed, Harper, in establishing the Chicago
affiliating and cooperating plan (which represented, perhaps, the best
example of an educational common market that ever existed in this country),
Harper aimed not to destroy or "take over" the small colleges of the
Middle West, but rather "to assist them in raising their standards, to
add to their prestige, and to strengthen and upbuild them, "22

From Harper's own writings, it is clear that he recognized that.
"regional common markets" represented one significant way to utilize and
thus to preserve at least the more viable of the multitude of small
colleqes which.dotted the landscape at the turn of the century. A cooper-
ative "relationship entered into by the colleges of a certain district,"
ne said, "would dignify the work of the small college and secure for it

a place side by side of the institutions under state contrql."23

But svall, weak colleges were not to be saved merely for the senti-
~ental sake of saving them. The real goai -- the thing which Harper
held always uppermost in mind -- was to create something which in his own
tive dicd not e«ist at all, and which is only now coming to exist in

I11innis and in a few other states -- a truly integrated system of higher

acducation,

-
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"The association of the colleges of . . . a geographical district
with eich other. and the close association of such colleges with the
universities," he said, speakinj very much as an ardent CCM advocate,
"will contribute toward a systém of higher education . . ., the lack of
which 1s sadly felt in every sphere of educational activity.“24

It Hay seem paradoxical that Harper, an intellectual prodigy who
earned his Ph.D. from Yale before he had turned nineteen, who delighted
in the study and teaching of Hebrew and several other éncient languages,
and who dedicately pursued one of the most esoteric of all fields of
scholarship (Biblical criticism), was, at one and the same time, a modern

systers thinker par excellence. And yet, that he most certainly was.

And, like his counterparts of today, Harper conceived of a system,
not as a rigid and mechanical thing, but rather as a set of responding,
¢lexible, and orderly growing parts. Noting that a true educational
systen "will secure results which no institution of 1tsiown strength
could secure,"25 he maintained that the very fact that it is a system
“carries with it the idea of growth, and growth means change."26

Thus we come to a final element of the proposed CCM model -- the

conceot of Creative Flexibility and Orderly Growth. In a well-conceived
7Cv syster of educational delivery, there will be no cumbersome |
bureaucracy or other rigid organizational structure. Instead, there will
he participating institutions flexibly adapting to new environmental
canditinns and pursuing planned, orderly growth. And the bonds relating
ther ints a whole by no means need to be formal lines of authority, as

ir the typical nrganizational chart. Instead, as Harper sugges ted, the
ties car be "spiritual, and a§ such stronger than merely formal connections

=nutd onssibly becore. "¢/

-11-



In the contrasting laissez faire delivery system, as can be seen from
the chart, the Social Darwinistic weeding out of the "unfit" ultimately
leads to the survival of overly large, rigid, and frequently highly dis-
liked institutions -- institutions which, much experience shows, tend to
breed student depersonalization, alienation, and sometimes outbreaks of
campus disorder. To prevent the development of such monsters in I1linois,
the Board of Higher Education has established enrollment planning maxima
for each of the State's thirteen public senior institutions of higher
learning, and also has limited their enrollment increases to not more than
1,000 students in any one year - a provision which should help to revive
the small private colleges while also expanding the already highly important
role which the two-year community colleges play in the entire system.

But while institutional size is to be limited, the Board puts no
intrastate restriction on the geographical scope of possible CCM fields
of educational activity. Ultimately, as has already been noted, the Board
hopes to convert the entire State into an integrated Collegiate Common
Market.

Similarly, back at the turn of the century, William Rainey Harper,
while recommending relatively small associations of institutions "in
certain geographical districts," recognized that the basic ideas of
cooperation and sharing could be realized, theoretically at least, on
almost any scale. Thus it was that he proposed what is perhaps his most
a~bitious example of systems thinking -- the establishment of "a national
Jniversity.”

3y a "national university," Harper meant, not an institution which
would be in competition with state and private institutions, but rather a

consortium nf scholars and investigators drawm from the fifteen or twenty

©
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really first-class universities which he believed this country capable of
supporting. These scholars, while retaining their positions with their
respective universities, would form a federation in Washington, where
they would make "proper use of the great scientific treasures of all kinds
which have been there collected."28 Representing the nation's most dis-
tinjuished faculty, these scholars would teach as well as carry on research.
. Students fror all parts of the United States, though they could continue
-0 be students of their respective colleges and universities, would be
ser-itted to study at the national university "whenever it is to their
advantage to do so." Such a plan, said Harper, “would lead to unity of
affore" and would "secure a system in our work, the lack of which all
sorcede. 29 ‘

“oday, educagors ay or may not agree that a "national university"
xou13 be 3 desirabie innovation. But almost every sincere worker in the
fia': 3¢ nijner education can agree with Harper on one final point.

‘I> is our duty," he said, "to see that . . . four/ work is performed
jr 3ucn a "anner as to produce the greatest possible results with the
ta1st oossible was ze, " 30 |

That was the very thing which the Spoon River College President had
ir  i~: wnen ne recently proposed that his own area district and three
tnars ie sps--Central [1linois associate themselves into a regional
“niiaviate Smpuon “arket. His proposal may well be the beginning of the
L1t ate deyeinoent of a wholly inteqrated system of high education for
“he 5%4te -- 3aretning which #illia Rainey Harper, as ardent a systems
rircor 23 “he Merinar aducational world has produced, would have been

vuonnifian to k.0 e take olace before his untimely death in 1906,

.
ViR e e g cing e,
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