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WHO CONTROLS, WHO WILL CONTROL HIGHER lEDUCATION?

Introduction: Higher Educaticn, like Society, is Pluralist

In the year 1976 we celebrate.the 200th anniversary of the Declaratiog
of Independence. Among the sa%ientﬁfeatureé of our national landscape are the
place ahd role of higher education in the United States——Qastly different from
the formative years of our republic and remarkably different, even, from the
centennial anniversary a hundred years ago. In 1976 higher education has
betome an enterprise of fundamental importance in the life of our country. It
is intimately bound up with all aspécts of nafional development ana future
prospects for aévelopment, and deeply entwined with all the main. streams of
our national life--government, the ecogomy, science and technology, aé;iculture,
labor and industry, racial and intergroup relatiqns, the means of communication,.
th; use of leisure, the arts, even sports and religion. The question of control
over higher education may or may not have been important two hundreé_years ago,
one hundred years ago, even fifty years ago. Now it is. Whoever .confrols
higher‘education shépes not only educational purposes; progfams, and products,
but the future of this country as well.

The United States is a pluralist<socie£y characterized by a federal systeﬁ
of éovernmént; divided powers,'the principle of fepresénfatioh aﬁd.equal access.
America is a society of contending interests. The'United States, in this last
quarter of the 20th century, is also a society in»which many of us find it

difficult to identify a ceuncral theme that sustains the majority of the
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American people as they look to ;heir future. oOther than survival anq personal
gain, there appears to be no over-arching goals for which a clear majority of
citizens or groups are striving. " power in general is shared among various levels
of government and by large powerful groups, butvdepending upon *the particﬁlar |
policy issue or objective one or another group may be dominant for a time, to
be replaced by rivals for power as the issuelor condition changes.

In many waxs higher education mirrofs the greater society. Higher education
is also pluralist; a large number oflgféups and forces contend with each other
for'control nf the‘colleges and universities. It is divérse. One could not
easily identify a single ideglbgy or purpose.wﬂich animates higher education.
In the past of living memory, an institution's own board of trustees has served
as the focus 6f control for a given college or ﬁniversity, with the pfesiéent
as chief administrator and the faculty présiding over the development of
curriculum. Thét is so no longer. “The powerjto control an institution's
destiny, particularly a public institution, ié diffused among many groups and
agencies, each with its own purposes and objeétives-—so many in fact, that we
find it almost impossible to deve;op a ciear %efinition-of purpose for that
institution. Indeed, Qithin many large publik universities or sysfems one
hears the term "multi-purpose” university orbsystem."fhis is the éondition in
which. higher educaticn finds itself: hostage to diverse and often conflicting
demands made upon it by a mﬁltiplicity of géoups wishing to benefit from the 
institution's resourqés, hence wishiné to exert control in behalf of their own
interests. Agriculture, labor, corp.cate busiﬁess, minority éopulation groups,

the professions, political parties, local, state and federal government--sll

seek control of the university to serve their purposes and policies.




"It seems to this observer that with respect to the public systems.of
coileges and.universities, these institutions hardly pc ssess a.life or purpose
of their own; for the waa "public" means that they .are creatures of the general
populaéion and subject to the.population's interests, desires, even fads, as
these are interpeted by legislatures,.governors and other public officials."

One could argue with jusfificatioh that tﬁis i precisely what public
support for an institution of higher education means: since thefe aré diveréé
intérests and needs in society at large, so the public college or university |
must reflect them, and public officials,inclﬁding university officiais,must
recognize and interpret the.public will. The trouble with thislpoinfmof view=-

J

~and I say it as a public official~-is that if institutions of higher educatién
are torn gnd pullea this way and that by powerfql-conﬁending groups, education
suffers. Education is placed'in éontention with various kinds of research,
trainng, employment, and community or public service activfties aseall make
claim/upon the budget. I am well aware of the ar;uments which hold that there
is no absolute line between education and training, that research is necessary
to‘@nricb teaching and is the foundation of education, that community service
aéﬁivities‘can enliven and enrich the classroom curriculum--I have made them
myself. ;The.difficulty is that as these interests and activities fake hold in

;an institution of higher educatién, a variety of groups o£ forces assert the
primacy of their ends and their programs, subordinating_any institutional
objective. The institution'é administrators and faculty are pushed or pulled
in different directions. Their ability tdlgive purpcéé and ide;tity to the
institution is attenuated and education does suffer.

When I say educetion let me make cléaf that I define the term broddly as
the process of self-discovery and self-development in any student by the

H

application of discipline to the acquisition of intellectual and personal skills.
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Thgse intellectual and personal skills can be tauéht and leérged. They constitute
the process of being or becoming educated, and they can be acqﬁired, X believe;

by examining a;most any body of>knowlgdge or subject matter. I happen to

believe fhat some bodies of knowledge, such as the liberal arts and ‘sciences,
are_mére effective andgmo;e efficient than other bodies of knowlédge in the
education of the ﬁind and in the development of personaiity, for the arts and'
"sciences speak to the perénnial and great issues affecting humankind. EdQucation
involves the transmittal of knowledge from one geqeration to anéther. Educatioh
is closely connected to reseércﬁ, and may even be baéed upon reseércﬁ, but
education is not research. Education contributes to the socialization of an
individual. Each of the forégoing contributes to education. But fundamentally,
for me, educafion is a process through which and by which the indivi&ual discovers
herself or himself and the surrounding world and learns how to master it. An -
edpqational iﬁstitution; therefore, should carry.the student a distance forward

in that journey of discovery and mastery. When it does not, it is not an
educating institution. ‘

Thus I say when the educational institution is subject tc strong contending
pressures and forces, and wheﬁ coqtrol passes to external agencies, it loses its
purpose and identity and educaf&onr;uffers. For example, we know fhat in prder
to support faculty research many "multiversities" economize at the Ffreshmen
and éophomére level with enormous classes taught basically by gradﬁate assistants.
Sometimes these young teaching assistants are'éxcéllent; more often they a?e not;
Sometimes an introductory or second level course in economics or bidlogy with
300 studenfs is excellent; usually it is not.

All of us in hiéher education have been told that wé have lost the public’s
confidence. In a gross wéy this is true, yet in the. autumn of 1975 higher |

- education enrolled the largest number of students in its history. Some 11




million people, at least, éppear to have sufficient confidence to'pay the
tuitioh. But if we have lost the public}s trust, may that fact npt be attributed
to a loss of sense of purpose in the college or university? And may it Aot
also be attfibuted"to lack of assurance that the educational experience is
really what the catalogs éromise? . .

My argument thus kar amounts to this: ‘the public institution or éystem
of higher educatisn seeks to serve a variety_of groups and interests as these
are magifested. These interests aré often in conflict because resources ére
finite. The forces behind thesé interestslseek control of the institution
or system. The university reséonds to these forces in some way, usualily by
allocating resources across the broad spectrum of activities. In so déiﬁg,
purpose becomes diluted, pregrams beéome weakened, promises appear unmet.
Groups continue to vie with cne anpther‘for control.b So the cycle continues.

it may bé, then; that a discussion of the central purpose of higher
education and of its. institutions was never more neede.. Indeed 1 ~hink that
one cagﬁot discuss fhevquestion of control of higher education apart from the
question of purpose. The tlreshold question is: Control for what? This
brings us directly back to the proposition that who or what is in control_‘
establishes the ends of an institution ¢x system and the means by which those
ends.are to be achieved. Thus those saméﬁforces also control the effect of

’ o

the institution or system upon society.

Agencies of Control

It may be useful at this point to discuss the persén;, groups and agencies

N

which share in the control of a public college or university\pr system. For

N\

private institutions, depending upon the laws of a given state, “there will be

less‘invclvement by state government surely, but to some degree théykare subject



to the same forces. Starting frcq'within the institution itself, there is the

governing Board of Trustees, in sbme cases elected but usually aépointed by the,
. - governér or the legislature. The board appoints a chief executi&e officer
.whO in turn appoints fhe senior administrative and academiq-offiéers, usually
confirmed by the board. The academic departments make fhe first (and offenv
the last) decision on curricular matters; tyey also recommend in the hiring,
retention, and promo£ion of teaching faculty. Normally, an institution will
have one orymore divisional, school or college-wide committees with power to
affect curriculum. If the facﬁlty is unionized and works under a collectivé
bargaining aéreement, th; union'officers_and paid stéff constitute another
source of power over the ihstitution. Iﬁ some places, the studen£ body is
much more involved with.matters of governance and curriculum than they were
a quarter-century ago, although this involvement has not been as widespread
as student pfedictions in 1970 suggested. For many colleges, the élumni continue
in varying degrees to he influential, probably more in.athletics than in
| scholarship.
/ Moving outward from thé internai governance of the public college or
i univer;ity, we may findlsuéer.boards with governance or state—wide'coordinatiné
/ powers and théir professional staffs. In addition, many agencies ;f state
f government are directly or indirectly concerned with higher education: the
state educatioqal‘agency with its leadership and stgff, the budget office, the
attorney-general, the department of justice, the civil service commission, the
human relations commission, and others. The adﬁinistrétive apparatus and
policies of state govermment will typically control the actﬁal operation of public
institutions in such ﬁatters as personnel, purchasing, library acquisitions,

\ -
supplies and equipment, facilities and security. In the legislative branch,




both the education and appropriations committeés of each house and their
professional staffs are becoming increasingly involved with higher education.
If the college or univers1ty is owned or supported by local government, either
county or city, then the appropriate offic1als at that level are still another
layer of control.

Adding the ievel of federal government to the state and local, we now find
all three branches exercising both direct and indirect control ouer the
institutions of higher education to a far greater degree than nostiof us would
have imagined possible a decade ago. Federal policy takes the form of an
executive or legislative program for higher education whose elements affect
student enrollnent‘through student aid, construction of facilities, hiring,
retention and promotion policies;.continuing education and community sexrvice,
certain areas of curriculum,(particuiarly science, and basic and applied research.
It is not too strong to say that federal objectives, supported by federal fu.ds
and administered and distributed by the federal departments, now permeate higher
education. As we know, many agencies of the executive branch have relations ‘
with and impact upon higher,education.' In addition; the federal courts have
become.much involved in the affairs of colleges dnd universities as cases have
beenbroughtbefore them:for adjudication which raise constitutionai issues or
which require interpretationAof federal legislation or administrativeppolicies,
and there isievery indication that the courts wiil be more involved in the
future.

Finally, there are external but non-government forces acting upon institutions
of higher education, including the media and notably the press, political
parties, national and state religious organizations, business corporations,
trade unions, national and state associations and philanthropic foundations

making contributions and grants for specific purposes as well as general support.

Indeed, any organized group in any field of endeavor which sees the college or




university as performing a service for its members will have some impact upon
the institution and may'seek to exert some degree of control. As colleges and
universities increase their continuing and professional educat?on services 'to
adults, the institutions will increasingly find themselves under pressures to .

perform more services for a particular group. Competition for resources will

occur, at which point the question becomes: who will establish the priorities
- 7
ki ‘ /

for controlling those resources?
“ L

The institutions of higher education, then, particularly those in the public
domain - {though much of_what has been said applies to the independent sector),
are subject to a pattern of internal and external controls which seems to me
to resemble nothing so much as a narble cake. There are, to be sure,lsuccessiQe

a2
layers of authority both within the institution and external to it. Neverthe-

' less, the powers exerCised by a college executive, board, or committee are :

circumscribed by authority held elsewhere in the total system of higher education.
Furthermore, administrative,~curricu%ar, personnel, and financial decisions are
so interconnected that it is often difficult to find the responsible authority.
Thus I say that the governance of an institution is'diffused and "marbleiZed"I
Let me suggest that a symptom and a. symbol of this:diffused authority can be
recognlzed in the committee structure of a major university or coilege today!
The number of persons and groups who must be consulted by the decision-maker
would have staggered the mind of a college president just one generation ago.
Think about this for a moment. 'Is there anyone in the.college communi ty
who is not touched by a decisionkto eliminate or develop a degree-program,.to
create a new graduate or‘professional school, to open or close an extension
-.nter, to raise stafr salaries by five per cent or not to raise them, to under-

take a large-scale renovation of an important building, to build or not to

build a new library, to reorganize student services, to change the percentage

iy



of students offered admission, to accept a million-dollar grant for réstrictéd
.purposes? The‘impact of these kinds of decisions has é ripple effect spreading
out from the immediate éroup or lgcation, to the far corners sf £he institution,
student body, faculty and staff. Think also about the number of people in the
‘éommuhity'exterﬁal to the college or university who are affected by these
institutional decisions. Thus the circle of control, of thosewho seek control,
is gradually and inevitably enlarged.

Of course, the size and complexity of higher education hé&e a éreat deal
to do with the.queétion of céntrol. The figufes of growth in the'years siﬁce
World War II are well knowhf and I will not rehéarse them here. We wouid all

agreé that higher education has been enrollment-driven, especially during the

i
past two decades. The growth in agencies of control throughout this period,
moreoverr, has had as much to-do with increased enrollment as with the fepreéen-
tation of new interests, forces, agd policies in higher education;. The shift:
in percentage of‘eﬁrollmené from private to public‘in;titutions has_océurféd
during this period. As public syétéms.have expanded to aqcommodate miliipns :

ofwnew students, state, local and federal government havé gfeatly increaSed

the span of their involvement and depth of control.

“

. Issues Facing Higher Education

i

As prelude to the final remarks of this papér on the question of who should
control an institution or a system of insti£9tions, let me list tﬁé issues
- higher education faces:in .the coming .decade.. . These isédes,.I’believe, will: form
the arena in which the struggle for control takes place. What fcllows is the
view of an educational éractitioner who makes no claim to omniscience in the

art of discerning the futvre.
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There are, it appears to me, seven cateéories of‘issues which must be
addressed and resolred during the next few years. They must be resolved.in
order that higher educétion be improved. They mnst be resoived, else higher
education may well decline even more in public esteem, with disastrous results
both for the colleges and universities and for society in general.

First is the categorynof issues revolving around4enrollment—-stabilization
in the late 1970's, decline in the 1980‘s-—issues reaching into the.last
decade of this oentury. Can the decline in the number of traditional 18-to 22—
year-old undergraduate students be compensated for by an increase in adult
education, as many faculty and administrators hop;?. Or by greater participation
rates of hitherto Underrepresented groups, or by generous new educational
leave polic1es built into collective bargaining agreements,  or, by re—certification
and re-licensing polipies in.the professions? on the other hand, what are the-
implications of the reversal of the'enrollment-driven expansionist economy in
higher education? What will happen to faculty and facilities as they are no
longer needed? | | ’ |

Since t?e answers to these questions are vieWed as life and death matters
in‘the minds and emotions of tens of thousands of college and unipersity employes;
we can expect them to attempt to beoome directly and fiercely invoived in the

. decision process out of which solutions will arise.. In the end, hno&ever, no
matter what polic1es campus administrators make about these questions, the
broader dec1sions are likely to be made by govermnment, and ultimately py the

'~ courts.- - 'Thus+-in this crucial category of ‘enrollment, oontrol is‘passing from*u- 2
the oampus to other.levels. |

Second is the cateéory of access and equal opportunity, both for enrollment

and employment. Included here are the issues of open admissions (related of

course to enrollment policies), testing, remedial and retention measures for
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\student, recruitment of underrepresented groups into faculty and staff,
affirmative action, "reverse discrimination”, and the question of what equity
‘means in a period of declining financial support for higher eudcation. These
issues originate locally .as questions of academic policy to be decided by
academic committees. But since they are part of broader social and political
issues currently being considered in tne larger society, they cannot be solved
by the academic community alone. These gquestions reach to bedrock precisely
because access and equality-of opportunity have not yet been solved in tne
larger society. Because higher education is a major employer, the matter of
who works or does not work in the college or university is critically important

 to the bersons affected. One cannot imagine that these matters will .be negotiated
by the college or university acting by itself. All levels of government w1ll be .
drawn into the discussion and, agaln, certain questions w1ll doubtless be
decided by the courts. For. this category of issues, then, dec151on—mak1ng
uauthorlty resides in both the 1nst1tutlon and government ‘with the latter '
assuming an 1ncrea31ngly 1mportant role.

The third category of crucial 1ssues 1s that of financing higher education,
1nclud1ng federal, state, and local fundlng, aid to private 1nst1tutlons,
establishing tuition levels, student aid, and 1nst1tutlonal budgete |
Institutional compensation, personnel p011c1es, and the deveiopment-of faculty

'“and staff unions are elements in.this category. Eudget—making,.more than any -
other single adm@nistrative task, is political in nature. The budget determines

.+--what happens. on avcampus} it is-at once a-statement of ijectiveeyxa declaration:. i .

of prioritiee, and a definition of the means by which institutional goals and
priorities are to be met. It is a'ﬁpower" document and;utherefore, power is
exercised by ail who participate in ite formuiation. fForkpublic rnstitutions

and systems, the budget process is so important that it begins, not on campus,

1 Yy
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but in the state agency responsible for establishing budget guidelines. Within
that framework, the campus discussion. takes plaee; when recommendations Have
been winnowed dow: into a single document, the state agencies take over. )
The budgetary process is a preeminent example of how eontrol has shifted
from the institutional level to external agencies.
Budgetary and financial.éhestions are going to be decided by legislatures.
For public higher education, they always were; but just a few short years ago,
the debate was simple--or at least there was very little debate. 1In the period
of enrollment growth, budget requests were customarily met. Not so any longer.
The question of what share of“the state budget higher education is to receive
is how'strongly.contested in the . state budget offices and 1egieiatureé. All
the major issues are raised: the\purpose and mission 5} the ihstitution or
- system, whether .access and service are avallable to.t}*o people, whether students
... are- rece1v1ng thelr money's worth, whether the institutions are. properly tralnrng
'¥-~yeung people for productlve employment,-or merely “educatlng" them, whether’the
taxpayer should pay for. research, whether faculty—are working. hard enough,
whether they are paid enough“cr teo much, and whether (and to what extent)
student aid should be funded by the state treasury. A'further-question which
hboth legisTatures and coordinating boards.must resolve concerns the correct
share of the total higher -education budget to-be allocated to those segments
reeeiuingfstate aid—-state ﬁnivereitiesq stateicelleges, community colleges,
&and independent inst;thtione-. ‘
2 rxxzrrcIn:matters-of;budget;-it;is:cleari;legislative boéiesvhave;thehfinalk..t« VR
authority, althouéh some goverhors have itemrveto and can delete funds. To
a large ertent, the amount appropriated by the legislature also determines

tuition level which of course has bearing-on the access question.. Since the

budget of any institution of higher education has so many claims made upon it,

1y
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employes of the institution as well as outside groups may attempt to influence

-£he legislatuie in the direction of their intarests; So, for example, facuity. -~

vunions“or-other employe unions will seek to persuade the legislature to - :.A-

appropriatefbudgets sufficient to fund pay increases, and they will seek to

persuade caordinating and governing boards to'allocate a large share to théir

segment o? %nstitution.

| Thefﬁudget fuels other deciaions. -n the last analyéis, therefore, those

who éstablish the funding levels and‘set p?iorities within the budget determine

how the institution will function. To the extent that those decisions are now

made :by‘ legislative committees and their staffs, and by the governor's buéget

director and staff, control over the institution’s deatiny ﬁas passea out of

the ‘hands of the instiéﬁtion's officers and faculty. I th;ék this has been a

clear-tendenéy during the past decade. _ / |

The fourth. broad category of issues concerns. the missions of institutions. %~

'a-bruaystéms.u'TheSe;"together—with-thefbuagatu deterﬁine'#he_boundaries'for*the"“r'"~

academic programs, research. and éublic service. They %gtablish the nature af

the cllentele to ba served and the degree of 1ndepende7ée which a 51ngle

i

1nst1tutlon can expect to exercise wlthln a state—w1de plan or s-ate system.

‘Missions cannot be consadered apart from avallable flnanc1al resau;ces; nor

can they“be conszdered apart from state or even national policy on enrollment

and accass—questzons, Thusy,by»their very natura,‘decisions on the miéaion:

of a college.or nnlver51ty'or system are not left to campus authorities.

_H.Agaln,.tAe-power -to make de0151ons lies. outside the 1nd1;1dual rnstltutlona.g,.xv.t-.

Category five centers around the issue of edupational quality: .improving

.the‘educational experience, modifying and chaaging‘academic programs to‘meet

néw’conditions, responding to new student or societal demands. . Both litérally:

and figurativeiy the question may be asked, how does a college or university

15
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create a curriculum for the.2lst Century? Significantly, of all the questions
discussed to this point, only these have beemr left wholly to faculty authority.
In many ways this‘is thé’cgntral‘isSue, with-all the- others-merely being
mechanisms to achieve satisfying learning experiences for every student enrolled.
A sixth set of issues: how will institut@ons retain independence in-the
face of accelerating government intervention, fgderal government, state govern-
ment, the courts, coordinating boards and local governﬁent?- Or; as a prior
consideration, should a col;ege or university retain indepéndence? If not,
what are the épnsequences for education? I fear we in higher education have nct
adequately. examined tﬁis issue}.neither~state officials, legislators nor academic
adminiétrators. ’ .
Examples of Io;s of control by the in;titution’é officers and facﬁlfy over
the institution’'s cgntral-direction and basic academic development.abouhd,-;%

v

I have tried to show. On matters so diverse as ét.x?nt aid, which affeéts
. .

access, affirmative action, which affeéts'the.composition'of'faculty and staff
and therefore curricﬁlum, and basic research; the fedefal government is ﬁow'
intervening and making policy, controling both the'institutiops of higher
education and state governmeﬁt- An especially appealing debate on this issue,
for this bicentennia; yea;, can be found in the wri;ings of Daniei Webster
and Thomas Jefferson on the famous "Dartmouth College case,” which led to'a
seminal decision of fhe‘Supreme Court in fhé early years of the Nineteenth
Century.. I commend Webster's argument and John Marshall's famous opinion to

-

your close attention.
The seventh issue embraces all the foregoing: how does an educational
institution plan for the future, and who does that planning?f Who sets the

objectives and boundaries of the plan? Who is in control of the process?

Who participates? It is obvious that all of the issues describea-above are
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cloéely interrelated and can be separated onl§ theoretically. 'In practice,
« administrators and faculties, boards, legislatures, and state agencies do not
"' - -separate these' issues into neat little boxes, where problem A is solved this~- -
month, problem B next. The.issue of state-wide planrning in public systems has
'become far more impoftant during the last few years as the evidence ‘of financial
stringency has presenfed itself to state authorities. In thg days when there
was enough money to support basically what institutions wanted to do, planning
was not so necessary. In 1976,.it is necessary, and both public insfitutions
and private are‘ihcreasingly required to conform to state plans that they
themselves do not determine. They ﬁay participate; but they'do not have.the
final authority;
State plans for higher education limit. Institutions, for reasons that
'are'wellékpown, are not' fond-of bging'limited. Multi-purpose institutions - --
. wishlto remain so. Tﬁey'want.to be free to expand. . Many~smailer institutions'. .
"aspire'fo multifpurpose“statnsg 'Faculties who obsérQé the coming enrollment:- = -
decline want to increase the ‘number and véfiety Of—thei; degree prbgrams in*‘"‘”"::
order to attract more studenfs and_thus prevent their own demise. All of this
is to be éxpected. Higher educatioh is now in_the‘situa;ion whefe the str;ggle
for control betweenitﬁe ins?itﬁtiops and their éonstituencies on ége cne hand
and thestateauthoritie; én the other is accelefaiing-. In my view, this
increasinéaconflict ié inevitéble, unless government;i'authdrities at bofh
federal and statellevels recognize thét thé-losé-of institutional self-control
‘*"‘is:bad;forLQducation;*and'unless;the ipstitutions-recoééize_the'primary'dutf'*““~“~?-
of govermment to establish priorities.and fo aliocate resources to achieve |

those priorities.




"'Approaches to the Problem of Control

o~ .1~.GOVernmeﬁtal authoritiés have or .should.have. the wider pubiic interest in. ....
- ..«view.. They therefore make broad public policy to advance that public interést:ﬂ L
in such areas as mission assighment, ngrall scope of an institution, access,
equal employmept opportunity, and level of funding. Within that policy frame-
work aad funding level, institutions should be free to organize their resources,
to create programs in pursuit of assigned missions, and to be administered by
their own officers and faculties‘rgther than by those outside the ihstitugion.

Only in--this way will institutions regain a sense of identity and purpose

=
'

and keep from being homogenized. .. . - e B S O
The. issue-of control can be considered froom £wo points of view. Let
me express them-in-polagized»fasﬁion to ‘sharpen the argumeﬁt: .Institutions do
not_want.tq;iecognizexfhe'prerogative oﬁ_go&e:nmeht;_nor QQ they often agree .. ...
with a state authority's pérceptiqﬁ of_public;inferest; af ﬁhé;géme'time,
—— gbvernment_doés:gqtjtrust theﬁihstitutipn to'meetfstate or-na;ién;;;pélicies.:acqx;uf
or to»exerciseu;estréint in. the ?acefof declipénglfihanciél ;esburce&,-~A§ a~ -,

result, government at all levels becomes more active-and, some would feel, -

bmore iggrQsive._-QutSi@g,interes§§~in£iueﬁce_§nd'te§t_the_instigqfiqgs;Fj~_wé:
Institutional.personnél grow.aﬁéré,ucynicélL énﬁThon~c§opeéé£i§e.iiEdQ;;tibnal
planning_is;fitfulg¢dgpartmentalfimperialism_yéxes}~académi¢~prqgramsJAéteriorate,
and.the;infagrity of;the;equaﬁional enférpfisé-éiminishéé;
How-are we to grapple with all of these;issuéé?; Hcﬁ are we'ﬁo fesolve_
‘nn»-the-question~of contrbl?- AqnumberQbf;apb;oqch¢s~sugge§£.theﬁéélvesun:-a.u.:ufrzuguns
First, state government-muét make itsgrespohsibility clearifo éli céncernea-_
for o&erall assignment~6f mission,.for ievel'oﬁ funding, for stafé poiicy on
access and equality of oppoftunity. ?heSéiarg political iésues aﬂd m;st be
decidea by elected répreseﬁtativés. If the.bubiic islnot content with fhe wvay

they are decided, the public can elect a new. administration and a pew,legislature}'
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Second, state government must make clear that state-wide planning is fully
" within its authority and must declare how such planning is to beiorganized and
carried forward. Again, this is an issue which transc:nds a single institution
or a single system. Allowance must be made for participation: but there must
be clarity on the decision-making authority.
Third, within a framework of state policy (and federal policy where applicable),
institutions should be free to devclop their own answers to their needs. Within
the limits_of the budget, once established, institutional officers should be
.regarded as responsible and'capahle of administering that budget without |
undue.interference. ’ ) ) -

\

They should be evaluated and held carefully accountable at appropriate periods.
If they'are not capable, they‘should be~ removed. i
. Fourth, Wlthln the framework of state—Wide policy on planning and on the
mission and scope—of the institution, the development of academic programs
and student services should be the faculty s responsibility. Such freedom -
alloWs for very serious problems, for example, scarce resources conflict with
expansionist faculty interests, and the faculty instinct for self-oreservation“-

 takes the form of proliferation of courses and degree programs. Most of us in
.state government have been wrestling with this proolem in recent years. I am;
nevertheless, comvinced that. faculties must be:respOnsible_for academic policy 1
and curriculum deyelopment If they cannot learn how to'accommodate to'current

_'conditions, the budgetary facts of:. life in'. the next five years Wlll instruct
them. But the power and au*:hority of the faculty in this area ought not to

be- weakened This 'is not 1ust a matter of academic tradition._ Itis,directly,
the faculty's Job. if they do it well, the chanr s are the institution will
thrive. When'academic planning is notAdone well, carefully, with sen:itivity
for current conditions, the state authorities oan and should offer assistance,

but such authorities must not substitute. tnemselves for the faculty in the process.
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~ Fifth, both state government anqhthe educational institutions must‘
bfind.an identity .of interest .in keeping the.federal.government within..

strict bounds. I have not thus far said much about the influence of the

federal government--all three branches--in the afEairs of higher educa-

. tion. That would require another paper. Perhaps;%any of ns would aéree
that the federal government's inflgence in higherjeducaticn has on.the
whole been beneficial. But I think there is an agalogy to be drawn be-
tween federal interference with State.responsibiiitie5 and actians, and
state interference with institutional resoonsibiiities znd actions. There
are certain 1ssues about whlch much usefur ai scnssion hias occnrred regard-
ing the federal role-( medlcal and health education, vocatlonal educatlon,;

- _the appllcatlon of TJtle IX and Equal Opportunlty Commlsslon regulatlons,
and student'flnanc1al ald. -Yet the proper *e’atlonshlp between federal ands
.state agenc1es in. the ﬁleld‘of higher educQtlon in general has yet -to be
lresolved.. The hlgher educatlon constltuenc1es mlght well ponder this"

I
'questlon mnore deeply than they have, for federal pollcy w1ll follow upon
.federal dollars in pursuit of federal or natlonal objectlves. Not a few
educators and off1c1als belleve the federal government is now too 1ntrus1ve
1n the -affairs of colleges_and universities, adding'yet another la&er fo

controlnto'that of state government. 'How many of us ‘would be willing. to

jpredrct that the federal role ten years from now will be less than 1t is 1n

e e 1916?: And what are we: w1lllng to predlct for .the year 2016-our trlcen—- P

tenn1a1°

At ‘the beginning of th1s paper, I observed that one of the dlfflcultles

of  higher educatlon has been the penchant of 1nst1tutlons to attempt to be
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all things to all people. I regard the rise of the "multiversity” as a
mixed blessing, and I deplore the willingness and tendency of many smaller
colleges; and universities--particularly those in the public sphere--to

become something which they are not by embracing all manner of new interests

- and groups. Serving the public in new ways--a proper objective for a publicly

supported institution-—should not be taken as license to enter into'compe-
tition on alIl fronts with neighboring_institutions. Indeed, if institu-
tions would narrow their scope, if they would focus and cla:ify their pur-
psoes: and.objectlves, it is just posslble»that they would perform-at a much
higher level. they would perhaps, prov1de-better quallty educatlon. Status‘
and respect come with the quallty of education. prov1ded, w1th that quallty
attested to by students and alumni. If 1nst1tutlons of h1gher educatlon
perform well, public confidence :in them rises:- With a rise in public con;-

fldence, the questlon of control produces less tensionhwithin the ranks.

Perhaps one solutionilies,in a return to*a smaller and more focused or

' specialiced kind of'institution of higher education.__Diminution is‘lihely
" to occur, Qhatever we do, because of iong—term trends in.the'birthrate and
‘changing;attitudesbof the young towards college. Why not, then, make a
.virtue‘of necessity, and sharpen the focus of colleges and‘uniVersities°"

thy not let dlfferences emerge and bulld upon those differences to achieve

the hlghest quallcy w1th1n a narrower range of programs and services?

'

I am not suggesting that the struggle for control of educational in-

stitutions and'systems will go away,'or even that it will be ameliorated,

" although I would hope the latter, at least, could provertrue. I am'sug-"

gestlng a clarlflcatlon and recognltlon of the respectlve roles of state

agencies, boards, and the officers and faculties of the educatlonal

D S <
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institutions. Out of ‘such clarification and recognition can come the pos-—

sibility of partnership in the governance of puﬁlic colleges and univer-

sities. Out of partnership can grow workable solutions to the immensely
“‘difficult problems higher education faces in the next decade, and,pe;haps,

. for the remainder of this century as well.







