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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .

What Are Higher Education Associations, and.

Who Needs Them? °

In the United States, assocnatlons are organizations in

which membership is-voluntary. They have been positively

- viewed ds integrators of society (Rose 1955; Smelser 1963),
as socially stabilizing forces (Coser 1956; Lipset 1960), and
as vehicles-for the direct expression of public opinion ** -

(Commager 1947). Less.positively, they have been seen as

. lobbyists for special interests, undemocratic veto groups,
and groups with too much power in relation to politica!.

- parties and elected public-officials (McConnell 1966). All of
these perspectives, except the ldst, have been applied to
higher education associations. The;" have never been

. viewed as being as powerful in relation to public officials
as, say, interest groups representing business, labor, agri-
culture, or the professions.

Colleges and universities are the mstltutlonal members
of'the associations described in this monograph They join
Washmgton-based higher education associations because
they need to have the case for higher education presented
to Congress and to the administration. They need constant,
skillful monitoring of federal govemmenttdeClsnons and

making. Institutions of higher education require that their
autonomy be protected from excessive federal regulation.
They not only must have representation for the whole
enterpnse of higher education, but they also join specific
associations because those associations speak for particu-
lar sectors of education. The associations provide services
to colleges and umversltles—leauershlp programs, lmpor-
_ tant forums, and research results ‘
I
How Has the Higher Educahon Commumty in Washington
Developed, and-How Has It Fared?
The associations in Washington entered the 1960s with a
“traditional perspective’’ regarding their political role.
Their activities reflected the notions-that higher education
was a good in.itself and would therefore have society’s
unquestioned support, that higher education need only ful-
- fill its traditional missions of teaching, research, and com-
munity service as the instjtutions defined them to be sup-
ported, and that these missions were so important that
higher education'should be protected from governmental

they need to be kept abreast of the shifting winds of pollcy :

acmnons in Acnon
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interference as it pursued jts loﬁy aims (King 1975, pp.68-70).

The organization of associations in Washington and the
methods of operation that grew from this perspective
tended to pivehighereducation a small, rarely-influential
voice in federal education policy. The Washington offices
of the associations were quite small and in many cases
directed by amateurs more familiar with campus life than
with the rough-and-tumble politics,of Washington. The
process of influencing and responding to legislation and
decisions of.importance to higher education suffered in at
least three wziys First, the associations tried to avoid even
the appearance of lobbying, so they were passive and- diffi-
dent about articulating the interests and needs of higher
education. Second, when called upon to express their
views on pending legislation, associations referred ques-
tions to their membership’s leaders, the college and univer-
sity presidents. They, in turn, debated the pros and cons of
the issue, sometlmes for a considerable length of time,
before replying. This process was so cumbersome that
. decisions affecting higher education were made while asso-

ciation members were still discussing matters, and higher
educatjon had no impact on the decision (Babbidge and
Rosenzweig 1962). Third, when presidents of colleges and
universities did discuss important issues, they invariably
did not confine themselves to stating their requirements
and recommending the best ways to fulfill them. Instead,
they took up the broad questions of public policy and in
high-minded discussions seemied ready to advise Congress
on how to solve, for example, the church/state problem
(Babbidge and Rosenzweig 1962, p. 111).

The 1960s was a transition period in which the associa-
tions moved from a traditional perspective to ‘‘pragmatic
realism’* (King 1975); thus, while the associations wanted

_to retain much of the traditional perspectwe, the over-
whelming consequence of the major higher education legis-
lation of that period was that associations had’to become
more politically active or be bypassed and superseded by
other forms of representation. The long-time coordinating,
function of the American Council on Education, for exam-
ple, was reemphasnzed and federal relations given a more
slgmﬁcant role in the association's total activities. Mecha-
nisms for cooperation among associations came into being
(the Secretariat, the Morse Federal Relations Group, for
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example), and norms (principles by kWhinl the associations
tried to order their relationships) emergéed in the 1960s.

- These events indicated that the Washington higher educa- )

tion associations were evolving into‘a true community,
trying to act on the beliefs that associations should deem-
phasize disagreement, consult with each other, seek unity

- wherever possible, and emphasizé areas of agreement.

By the early 1970s, the associations had orgamzed a
fairly effective community for- ~-making their views known in
Washington, and they were often successful in presenting

' _a united perspective to Congress when asked to present

views on pending legislation. One such basis for unity was
the communitywide conviction that thé next positive step
in higher education programs was for-the federal govern-
ment to provide support for higher education through sub-
stantial direct grants to institutions in the 1972 Amend-
ments to the Higher Education Act.of 1965. In this stance,
however, the associations and their institutional.members
were almost alone, as most of Congress, a major propor-
tion of the interested publics, and the administration
favored direct aid to students. When the smoke and dust of

that legislative struggle had cleared and it was evident that

the thrust of federal support was to be student aid, the
associations were viewed as having been out of touch.
Although this negative opinion clung to the associations
through much of the 1970s, it bore little relation to reality.
Out of the ashes of the 1972 disaster, the associations
forged awevitalized community: Associations upgraded
their federal relations activities, recruited staff with experi-

“ence and expertlse in Washmgton became proactive rather

Q

than reactive in anticipating and dealing with federal deci-
sions.and legislation, vastly lmproved communication
among the associations and with the federal government,
and generally and specificaily increased their willingness
and capacity to interact with the federal government. Of
course, many other factors in addition to the events sur-
rounding the 1972 Amendments galvanized the associations
(the new depression 1n higher education, the ever-growing
regulatory presence of the government). But the 1972
Amendments marked a time and an event that indicated a
transition from the fading traditional orientation of the
1960s to the‘pragmatic.realism and-political activism of the
1970s and 1980s. | -

“isociations in Action
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Bythe end of the 1970s, the/associations had success-
fully participated in the 1976 Amendments, the Middle
Income Assistance Act of 1978, and the 1980,Amendments
to the Higher Education Act. In this process, they had
temporarily resolved soine deep-seated dlfferences
between public and private institutions.

The election of Ronald Reagan to the presldency ushered
in a new and, for a time, bewildering political environment *
for higher educatior in Washington. Not only did the new . -~
administration advocate dismantling the fledgling Depart-
ment of ' Education, but aimost all domestic programs, ’
including higher education, were scheduled for subsiantial
cutbacks or terminatiqq. In addition, old.friends of higher
education were no longer in Congress; and the *liberal
consensus, > which strongly supported aid to higher educa-
ticn, seenied to be disintegrating (Finn 1980). For the asso-
ciations, the 1980s have been a period of fine tuning the = .
mechanisms already in place that bring service and give I
voice to higher education in"Washington. Perhaps most
important, the associations have-been crucial in keeping
the structure of higher education support intact in the face
of proposed Draconian cuts in federal financial support to
higher education. The assaciations, through their Action °
Committee for Higher Education, organized an effective
grass roots caulpaign urging parents,.studeits, higher edu-
cation officials, and others to protest the culs in federal
aid. The speed and skill with which the campaign was orga-,
nized and implemented indicated both the effectiveness of
the higher education comnuunity’s organizational‘ machin-
ery and the new realization that the mobilization of a
broader constituency would be part of the future activities _
of the community. ., . ‘ '

As the second half of the 1980s approaches the associa-
tions in Washington can look back upon two solid areas of
achievement. They.have been influential in shaping and
protecting federal support for higher education, and they
have perfected organizationdl and communitywide mecha-
nisms for eft:ectively serving their constituents. Of course,
they have not solved all the problems, nor are they central
players in the Washington political arena. They are faced
in the mid-1980s with an approaching crisis that threatens
the unity and effectiveness of the community. The current
student aid legislation, as its benefits are eroded by insuffi-




- - ¥
: * cient funding and inflation, strikes the private sector as

wv . ~deeply threatening to the economic héalth of mdependent
institutions. At the Same time,’it forcefully commumcates
to the pubhc sector that it appears.to have given away too = -
* “much in the negotiations for the 1980 Amehdments. Public
institutions believe that equal opportflmty for minorities
and the poor is in danger. The private and public sectors
. have already, clashed sharply on this issue, and it may be
that an entlrely new legislative basis for federal support to
higher education needs to be constructed when the current
legislation explres in 1985. < .
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FOREWORD S

For us'here at the Association for the Study of Higher -
. " Education and-the"ERIC Clearinghouse “on'Higher Educa-
- tion, this report represents a different type of monograph
The ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report series is-
‘designed to analyze conventlonal wisdom—<research, liter- *
ature, and institutional experiences—so admmlstrators and
scholars can apply the sum total to their own'situations.
. While including the litérature survey and issue analysis
+  thathave become seriestrademarky, this book differs from )
our usual reports-in that it is partly criginal research and il
- partly literature survey. Harland Bloland contributes
research, ugdating the information available on the subject
done by Stephen Bailey (1975), Lauristen King (1975), and
™ . Lawrence Gladieux ‘with Thomas Wolanin (1976). -
Soongr or later, every individual and every institution
recongeS'that, effectlve policy on a nationallevel, be it
- legnslauve regulatory, or research-oriented, requires uni- .
fied action and coordinated effort. The national higher-edu-
cation community is.no exception. Over the years, various
asscciations have joined other-members of the community
_____toprotect their interests, advance their causes, and enable
" them to operate-more-effectively. The associations covered -
by this report are those that are located in Washmgton-—» —
D.C.. Each association’s national headquarters serves
many functions for its members: stimulating communica-
tion, conducting annual meetings, holding workshops, pub-
lishing reports, and-alerting them to federal and state legis-
lation affecting higher education. The direct mﬂuencmg ‘of
this legislation,-or lI6bbying, has been considered in the
past as vulgar, distasteful, and beneath academic dlgmty
‘In reality, lobbying actually means letting the people in 1€g-
Jislative decision-making positions know the needs and
positions of the higher education community. Furthermore,
associations act as a counterweight to the pervasnve influ-
ence of non-higher ‘education interest groups, whlch by
necessity are competirfg for the same monies.
 Dr. Bloland, professor of higher education at the Univer-
sity of Miami, has long had an interest, both as scholar-and )
practitioner, in the role of associations on higher educa- * .
tion. Ir practice, he is'organization advisor for the State .
and Regional Research Associations Special Interest -
" - Group of the American Educational Research Assoclatron
As a scholar, he_ls known: for his writing on associations,

-
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pamcularly the Report on the Higher Education Secretar-
iat Community in 1971. For Dr. Bloland, this report consti- -
tutes fore than fifteen, years of study and observations.
hether providing institutional consen3us before a Sen-

ate'subcommittee hearing, defending rights of members in
a bargaining session with a university, or arranging a con-
ference to bring members together, the higher education
agsociations have long proved their worth to their thou- )
sands of constituents. Yet the next few years may be per-
haps the most crucial in terms of deﬁning the role of the
federal government in higher education since the 1960s.

or the foreseeable future, msmutlonal fundmg and policy
making will be intertwined with, federal and state budgeting

and policies. To have any voice in this-important process,

the higher education community must maintain and expand
its contacts in the legislative process. The higher education
community has earned its rightful place in the appropria-
tlons process, but only diligent action will ensure that
hlgher educatlon continues to receive equitable attention.

P
Jo\ athan D. Fife
Seties Editor

" Professor and Director

ER\IC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The, George Washington University

-~
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INTRODUCTION

Although a great many associations represent postsecond-
. ary education, for the past 25 years seven associations. . -
- headquartered in Waslhiington, D.C., have been particularly '
. active and Visible in giving voice to the interests of post- .
secondary education as a whole and representing the most
prominent institutional sectors.of higher education in the
United States (public amd privaté institutions, graduate and _ T
. " resgarch universities, liberal arts colleges, and community
- colleges). These seven associations—the American ‘Coun- ~
cil on Education, the National Association of State Univer-
sities and Land-Grant Colleges, thé American Association
of State Colleges and Universities, the American Associa-
tion of Community and Junior Colleges, the Association of*
American Universities, the Association of American Cui-
leges, and the National Association of Independent Col- ‘
leges and Universities—cover the widest and most com-
prehensive range of national issues that concern higher *-
education. (At aily one time, the community has been com-
prised of the *‘Big Six”’ associations. The Association of
American Colleges represented the independent sector-
_ until 1976, and the, National Association of Independent.
- . Colleges and Universities became chief representative-for
that sector.in 1976.) . .
Based on a-belief that academic i *~titutions must be
apart from the political arena to retamn their autoriomy and
because higher education was associated with the objective
pursuit of knowledge and not dedicated to the pursuit of its
own self-interest, highér education untit the 1960s took the
position that it should be abovg politics and policy making.
But times changed and national ieeds required higher edu-
cation to supply skilled and highly educated graduates for
.the work force. It accomplished this task in part through a
vast array of federal grants, contracts, and aid legislation.
This-government activity *‘served as a magnet to draw dis-
tant association headquarters like iron filings to the field of
_force of the nation’s capital’’ (Bailey 1975, p. iv).
~ Although gill reluctant, higher education associations
-and their leaders were pulled into ever more complicated”

«  and démanding relationships with the federal government,
with each other, and-with their members. This report
traces the developnient of.the role-of higher education -
associations in Washington from the:1960s to the present,

- ~.describing and-analyzing the events, problems, and issues

.

*

Q A4ssociations in Action . - . xix

RIC o 18

IText Provided by ERIC




associated with them. It defines voluntary associations and
indicates why members join, remain,.and/or leave; explains
the various classification schemes that have been used to
make sense -of the bewilderingly large number and types of
national associations, focusing on the Big Six national
higher education associations; describes the policy-making
arena for higher education and the general principles that
guide federal higher education decisiogp making and,three
political perspectives that have oriented Washingtdn repre-
sentatives in their thinking about the role of associations in
national affairs; and tracks the changmg role of the associa- _
tions as they deal with the shifting national political scene.
Although they are enmeshed in almost every issue,

" important event, and educational crisis that higher educa-
tion must confront, Washington higher education dssocia-
tions are an understudied element of higher education. One
consequence.is that this monograph, particularly for sec-
tions covering the late 1970s and 1980s, relies upon such

. everyday sources as the Chronicle of Higher Education,
Change Magazine, ACE’s Higher Education and National
Affairs, newspaper accounts, association annual reports,
and conversations with association leaders. A well-

..  developed, up-to-date, theoretically sophisticated research
literature on the late 1970s and 1980s does not exist, and
it is the author’s hope that this monograph will lay the
" foundation for more extensive research and study.! -

1. A small number of superb studies cover the 1960s and 1970s, hchvcr;
3ee, for example, Babbidge and Rosenzweig 1962, Finn 1978, Gladleux .
and Wolanin'1976, King 1975, and Pettit 1965.

ERIC 13
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+ HIGHER EDUCATIONASSOCIATIONS, AND SOCIETY

Highe. education associations belong to a category of orga-
nizationscalled ‘*voluntary associations’’; they are groups
.« of persons organized to pursue interests common to their

members. Membership is neither mandatory nor assumed

by birth, and the groups-are organized separately from the -

state, although in many instances government bureaus and .

dep ents organize associations to fulfill an agency's ~ a

goals (Sitls 1968, p. 363). '
Memters of higher education associations might be indi-*

viduals, institutions, or other associations. Individual

-members frequently are part-time, nonsalaried, voluntary

participants in the association’s affairs, whereas in the col-

leges and universities they represent, they are full-time,

salaried staff members. Most national higher education

associations have a central, full-time, salaried administra- "

tive staff, ~ - . . &,

) The voluntary association has.been viewed as a™‘tangen- ‘
. tial” organization: ) ’ .
It is a group in continuing patterns of interaction that
functions as a *‘bridge"’ between persons in two or more . -

institutionalized groups or subdivisions thereof. The °
word ‘‘tarigent’’ is appropriate because it suggests a set
of relationships-that are in a sense peripheral to that
defining the central functions of the insginltionalized :
groups (Truman 1955, pp. 40-41). : .

Thus, for example, the relationships among professors that
constitute the basis for organizing alearned society are °
tangential to the professor/student/administrator relation- .
. ships central to the research/teaching functions of a yni-
versity. ) .
‘ . The distinction between university and association is ' oo
actually more ambiguous, because associations, particu-
larly in recent years, have engaged in myriad teaching
activities. They sponsor workshops, institutes, and short o
courses year round, and they engage directly and often
competitively in seeking funds for and in conducting
research studies. Nevertheless, the distinction is useful,
and in this report associations are viewed essentially as
“‘tangential’’ to the *‘basic organizational units,” universi-
ties.and colleges. ~

) _
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Most zeneral studies of voluntary associations where the.
empkiasis is on the community voluntary associations have
iocused on determining how the associations relate to the
social-and political order. They have been viewed, for 5
example, as a basic means for integrating the society (Bab-
chuck and Warriner 1965; Rose 1955; Smelser 1963). Some
have extolled the virtues of multiple, crosscutting, or over-

* lapping memberships in associations as major sources of

restraint, stability, and-cohesion in democratic systems
(Coser 1956; Lipset 1960). Others have viewed associations
as purveyors of conservative bias in pluralist societies
(McConnell 1966; Schaitschneider 1960). ~

The most compelling broad concern regarding voluntary
associations has been their role in building.and maintaining
political' democracy.. Voluntary associations, for example,
are seen as significant buffers, mediating between the over-
whelming power of the state and the weakness and vulner-
ability of the individual (Nall 1967, p. 279). One espccially
lively controversy in this area has turned on the question
of whether or not the governing structures of associations
must themselves be democratic for tl.e larger system to
sustain democracy (Lipset, Trow, and Coleman 1962;
Michels' 1915). )

De Tocqueville, whose name tends to come up in discus-
sions of assogiations, saw them as the primary means for
the creation of a democratic expression of public opinion
(Commager 1947, p. 279). Associations, in the literature on
organized interest groups (particularly pressure groups and
lobbies), are viewed as providing far greater leverage in the
pursuit of interests than would be possible through individ-
ual or unorganized group action (Hrebener and Scott 1982;
Moe 1980; Wilson 1981), i

The literature that stresses the relationship of associa-
tions to democracy is not all optimistic, however, and
associations are often viewed negatively as being undemo-
cratic veto groups, as preventing the expression of legiti-
mate opinion by individuals and unorganized groups, as
eroding the broad representation of political parties, and as
being too powerful in relation to elected public officials.
Each of the broadest of these concerns has its counterpart
in the study of higher education associations.

Studies of higher education associations démonstrate
that association participants feel considerable ambiguity
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about the virtues of multiple and averlapping memberships
and-activities. On the one hand, some are convinced that - .
gach type of higher education-institution and each major .
part of colleges and universities (faculty, presidents, stu- .
dents, trustees, and so.on) need special representation - . -
nationally, and pressure to organize Washington-based ’
associations for more specific and stronger representation '
issnever absent. : AR .
~An-equally firm belief exists; however, that multiple and ‘
overlapping memberships are a major problem for the - R ’
- national system and are likely to result in exprbitant costs ]
.. or the institutions that support them financially. These
costs include dues, duplication and fragmentation of effort,
and the creation of ruinous competition among types and
parts of institutions of higher education, reflecting James. ' >
Madison’s views on the evils of factionalism rather than
those of the mid-twentieth- century advocates of a benign )
plyralisin (Coser 1956; Lipset 1960). ' ’
The voluntary asscciation as a buffer between the state _
. and the individual (institution) finds expression inhigher + g -
education.in the preoccupation of institutional leaders with The ..
the problems of government regulation. The associations . associations
have played an important and aggressive role in tempering have played
what has been seen as unwatranted federal incursions upon .
institutional autonomy, phrticularly in the.1970s (Bailey an ~".np0rtant T
1978). The buffering role is further expressed in what some and aggres-
associations and professional organizations do withregard  ¢jpe role in
_to accreditation and in the peer system of reviewing pro- B v
posals for federally funded research to further guarantee t.empenng o 00

the degree of autonomy that higher education associa- un‘warranted
tions seek. ' oo ) i

In the literature and in everyday higher education associ- j:e(feral.
ation life, the question is not so much whether genuine INCUrsions

democratic governance structures are required for democ-  WPON
racy to survive. Instead, the focus.is on whether the asso- institution al
ciation is democratic enough internally to satisfy an indi-
vidual institution’s sense. that its concerns are listened to autonomy.
and its interests are sufficiéntly and clearly represented to
the federal government and-to the public. The focus invari-
. ably reduces to some version of Michels’s “IrodLaw of
Oligarchy"’ (1915), that is, to the issue of what to do about
the perceived inevitability that a small group of persons
eventually takes control over the decision-making appara-
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tus of the association, no matter h(}w formally democratic
and egalitarian the association. This question is a seriopus
one for association life, for higher education associations
are organized democratically, with strong presumptions of
equality among members, regular elections of officials, and
decision-making power in the hands of the membership.,
This question is submerged among the institutionally
based associations, perhaps because association leaders
>~ and staff members in those associations take great pains to
. allay members’ apprehensions concerning oligarchical
inevitability. But the proBlem surfaces from time to time in-
the charge that some types of institutional interests are |
promoted with greater zeal and-more association resources
than others. The grand umbrella association, the American .
Council on Education, is particularly visible when such
-»  »  complaints arise, and it expends considerable time and
effort in persuading members that such assertions are
groundless.
Among the learned societies, the *‘democracy versus Iron
Law” controversy is pervasive, continual, and often on the
surface. For members of learned societies, it takes the form
of a persistent belief that a ruling oligarchy, unfairly selected
and maintained, dominates decision.making in the associa-
tion (Somit and Tanenhaus 1964). It is especially difficult in
learned societies to deal with the issue of oligarchy becruse
the disciplinary learned sociefies, in the midst of their formal
egalitarian democratic organization, are in fact comprised of
highly productive scholarly elites whose leading figures do
indeed populate the offices and committees of major associas
tions and dominate the journals and presentations at annual
meetings; leaving in their wake a nonpublishing, almost non-
participating proletariat. The two classes are concentrated in
quite different types of colleges and universities. What gives
the notion of olizarchy its particular bite in learned societies
is the Conviction that the same elite who get elected to offices
_ and monopolize conventign presentations control the disci-
. : pline as well as the association and determine, perhaps ,
-unfairly, which kinds of résearch are appropriate, what ’ .
should be published in association journals, and who should
) participate in the annual meetings. Here ‘he problems of
) democracy and the Iron Law of Oligarchy are seen as con-
necting directly with the reward system of higher education,
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particularly with that system’s legitimacy (Bloland and Blo- -
land 1974).

More 1mportant for this monograph is the role of associa-
tions in giving veice to and in representing higher educa-
tion, particularly in Washmgton D.C. But first, let us look
at how associations are created and grow and why people
join'them and stay in them or get out.

Al e -

» -

The Formation of Associations - -’

Considerablesinterest has beer’ expressed in recent years in . N
the life cycles of organizations (Kimberly, Miles, and
Associates 1980) and in the significance of orgamiatlonal
envirofiments for the creation; growth, maintenance, and
" general survival of organizations (Aldrich and Pfeffer
1976). Assqciations are subject to the same structural and‘
operational limitations as any other orgamzatlon so much
of the literature on orgamzanonal life cycles and environ-
-, - ments is of interest for several reasons. First, the envuon-
*.> mental conditions at the time of the organization’ $ cre- |
ation so influence itd character and structure that many of
the central attributes of that orgamzanon continue to sur-
. vive long after the environment has changed (Stinch- . 0
combe 1965). .
Second, the creation of assoclatnons does not occur in A
. regular, predlctable patterns. ““The formation of associa- )
tions tends to occur in waves'" (Truman 1955, p. 59), and . . -
higher education associations are no exception. At some
times, many associations are created; at other periods, few - .
are formed. The same Statement i$ true of the move to the '
nation’s capital, which poses a problem for those hlgher
education associations already in.Washington. They see
the prohferataon of associations as fragmenting the higher N :
education community and creating conditions in which fed-
* eral administrators and members of Congress may hear -
only a babel of voices from higher education, attenuating 0
the effectiveness of the higher education community as a ‘
whole in Washington.
What causes associations to be formed? Those interested
in the formation of interest groups emphasize three societal .
processes: complexnty (proliferation), disturbance (Hrebe- /
ner and Scott 1982, p. 110), and entrepreneurship {Kim- ] .

Q syociations in Action : ~ S
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berly 1980; McClelland 1965 Sallsbu_ry 1969‘ Schumpetér
1934, 1947).

First, as societies grow and become technically and
socially more complex and specialized, associations are
created to represent those specialized interests. The more
speclahzed and-differentiated the interests, the greater the
increase in associations to represent those interests.

Since the late 1800s, American higher-education has
grown and diversified in spurts and jumps related to wars,
depressions, prosperity, changes in public policy, and
other socictal changes. The uneven growth patterns have
been accompanied by wneven proliferation of associations,

" with the increasing complexity and specialization of the

higher education system-producing an environment partic-
ularly conducive to the formation of new higher edugatlon
associations. Higher-education interests divide along such
dimensions as academic level (graduate schools, two- and
four-year college$), academic emphasis (liberal arts col-
leges, professional schools, vocational and technical insti-
tutions), religious and nonreligious differences (Catholic,
Protestant, and secular institutions), and sources of sup-
port and control (public versus private, local, state, or fed-
eral support). And it seems, each type of higher education

institution has.an-organized association to serve its special-

‘zed needs.

In addition, size and specialization have increased within
higher education institutions, both in administration and
among the faculty, encouraging the establishment of appro-
priate professional associations and learnéd societies to
articulate the shared concerns of each institutional group.

Second, the disturbance theory assumes that the various
parts of society naturally seck a state of stable relations
with the environment as a whole and with other relevant
associations. Changes in the society, however, ranging
from innovations in.technology to business cycles to
changes in the federal law, produce environments in which
some groups become newly disadvantaged and othérs
advantaged. The advantaged may seck to consolidate their
new positions and the disadvantaged to return to their for-
mer statuses through the organization of formalized inter-
est groups that seek to mobilize resources and become
influential (Hrebener and Scott 1982, p. 11,.




Third, entrepreneurial theory explains the formation of
associationsas the result of the drivé and ambitipn of one
or a few persons to construct a viable association.” The
entrepreneur is a ‘‘person who exploits . . . an untried pos-
sibility by launching a new enterprise” (Wilson 1973). The
entrepreneur takes risks and is willing to endure uncer-
tainty and to postpone immediate gratification for success
in achieving long-term goals. Such a personhas a solid .
sense of purpose and a long-term perspective. The entre-
preneur’s fasks are to discover or construct a distinctive
place in.the sun and to identify for the organization a rec-
ognized jurisdiction (Wilson 1973, p. 204). The entrepre-
neur must recoghize the appropriate *‘environmental

_ niche” in which the association can fit snugly, that is, to

organize far the association that ‘‘set of combinations of
necessary resources to sustain a specific organizational
population™ (Brittan and Freeman 1980, pp. 318-19).

. Inthis formation of associations and establishment of orga- °
nizational niches, an entrepreneur is-immeasurably aided if

he or she has the support of motivated-and interested cadres,
that is, of small groups of people Who are willing to work

" hard.to set up the organization and torun it.

Association Membership: Why Members Join and

". Why They Stay or Exit

For the institutional representatives to the national associa-
tions, salient questions arise concerning membership. Why
join any particular national higher education association?
Why remain a member? These questions are particularly
important in periods iike the present, when institutions
must be extremely conscious of the costs and berefits to be
derived from membership. Are the benefits of membership
sufficient to justify the cost of dues? Are the benefits of
multiple memberships complementary or-repetitious? Does
the membership payment account for a substantial, visible
item in an institution’s operaticn budget?

Two theoretical perspectives have dominated systematic

. inquiry into why prospective members join associations

and why members remain in them: the pluralistic moael
and the collective action model (Olson 1971).

The pluralists claim that people join grt;ups in order to
support group goals, while Olson counters that people

s
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Join in response to privute (selective) beneﬁts that are
typically nonpolitical (Moe 1981, p. 531). .
The pluralistic perspective (probably that of most presi-
dents, of universities and colieges) asserts that institutions )

.join and stay in associations that reflect their institutional
interests; institutional members assume that the role of the
association’s leadership is to produce and sustain a set of
coliesive goals-that the appropriate institutions can and will
support. Rationally, if the association does not reflect the
interests of the institution »-thdt coliege or university w1ll
drop out of the"gssociation.

Olson, howej 1 asserts that ratiohal prospective mem-
bers would not join an association merely on th® basis of
sharing an association’s goals (Olson 1971). He argues that
most association goals arein the ﬁom. of “collective
goods,’” which means that they involve a *'good”’ that, if
obtained, would benefit everyone in the relevant-class of -
persons or institutions involved and not just those who are
members of the association. Therefore, he argues, power-
ful reasons explain why potcntlal members would ration-
ally choose not to partlclpate in the collective action of
joining and partmpatmg in an association. Two in partlcu-
lar are strong arguments against pluralism.

First, the most significant obstacle to collcctlvc action is
perhaps the “‘free rider” problcm, which seems to be

4

4

inherently involved in receiving éollective benefits. Each .
participant knows that if the collective good is supplied,
any particular person (or institution) will recéive the bene- °

fit as well as those who are members of the association.
Thus, why cooperate with the others? In'fact, why join the
association in the first place" “
Second, if the memberskip is large enough; it becomes
apparent to each participant that an individual contribution
to collective action wili have no perceivable | consequence
in obtaining the collective good. Although this generaliza-
tion has exceptios (for example, large members may.get
so much benefit from a collective good that they find it
worthwhile to contribute, even independently, and, if the_
groups are small enough, every member can see that his or
her individual contribution will make a difference), these
principles logncally so discourage rational collective action
based upon the glue of group interest that prospective
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members will (or should) join associations only if they are
- offered something-more than shared political.and organiza-
tional goals (Olson 1971). Rationally, the incentives for
joining and staying in associations must be a result of the
associations’ ability to offer tie members *‘selective bene-
fits,” that is, *‘tangible private benefits (.g., newsletters,
attractive insurance rates, travel discounts, etc.), which -
can be given to association'members and withheld from
those who are not”* (Moe 1981, p. 534). Thus, those mem-_ .
bers who join associations fo get selective benefits. may,
. - and often do, continue to stayin the associations even if ’
they do not support the organization’s goals—so long as
the selective benefits continue to attract thém. m
Although Olson’s critique of the; pluralist explamation of . .
why people or institutions join and stay in associations is This .
persuasive, his argument is flawed as well, Basically, its gxplanmtion
restrictive assumptions, that prospective members are m eans th t‘
always driven by rational economic self-interest and have ‘;a ’
at their command complete information, do not conform to leader. Shlp .
, what we now know about how people operate in everyday  pust pro'w'de
) . life. The concept of *‘perception of efficacy’” hasbeen . 4
' offered as.an alternate explanatidn. Individuals may join a 'nf‘?tur € of .
groups if they subjectively calculate that their participation —polttlcal and )
makes a difference in achieving the group’s goals or politi- nonpoliﬁcal
cal outcomes, even if it appears from others’ perspectives . X
that no such conclusions are warranted or justified by the lnducemenls
objective situation (Moe 1981, p. S36). " tothe
This explanation means that leadership must provide a *members to
< mixture of political.and nonpolitical inducements to the .. 4 e _
members to maintain the organization. It also mgans that in mamtqm the
actuality people join and stay in organizations because of orgamzatwna
the association’s provision of selective benefits for mem- : )
bers and because of the association’s abiiity to make avail-
able collective benefits for.memnbers and others as well.
This emphasis on the role of leadership in an association
urites the importance of the entrepreneur.in the formation of
- associations with the significance of the entrépreneur in
attracting and keeping members. This leadership fole is illu-
minated by a conceptualization of interest groups called.
“exchange theory” (Salisbury 1969). This theoretical postare ¢
conceives of association leaders as akin to business entrepre; ™
neurs,-people who initiate activity bf form organizationsand o
‘offer “‘products’ (incentives/benefits) to “customers”’

‘ l: l{[lcxssociarioné in Action ) —— - 5
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(potential and current members) for a “price”’ Goim‘ng and

staying in the association) (Salisbury 1969, p. 1). ~ ,
Three basic types of incentives figure into the calculus of

prospective and actual members: material, purposive, and

solidary (Wilson 1973, chap. 3).

e .
» . . !

' Material incentives

Material incentives correspond to Olson’s nonpolitical
selective benefits that induce individuals to join and stay in
organizations——newsletters, insurance, advice, and infor-
mation, for examplé. But material incentives can also refer
to the tangible, political benefits that accrue.to members as
a result of the association’s successful attempts.to achieve
legislative-change and favorable federal, judicial, and.’
administrative decisions. < .
Although higher education associations rely on all three
types of incentives, material benefits are predominant, visi-

. ble, and important. Higher education associations provide.
Newsletters, training programs, conferences, journals, and

information. They organize and pursue activiti¢s intended
to influence members of Congress and the executive and .
judicial branches of the federal government. )

The conflicts that arise internally in a utilitarian associa-
tion (one that relies upon material incentives primarily)
relate to the distribution of the material benefits. During
the late 1960s, for example, some association members in
the American Council on Education complained that they
did not share adequately with the Big Six in Washington in,
the distribution of executive and legislative information
gathered by the Council (Bloland and Wilson 1971).

Purposive incentives

If an association relies primarily on its stated goals or pur-
poses to attract and keep members, it is using purposive
incentives. Purposive benefits do not aid the individual
association members directly, but they aid the association
collectively (Hrebener and Scott 1982, p. 19). Some of the
stated goals of higher education associations seem to indi-
cate that these organizations do rely on stated goals to
appeal to members. The stated goal for the American
Council on Education, for example, is *“to advance educa-

K +
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tion and educational methods through comprehensive VOl-
untary and cooperative action’"(ACE 1969, p. D).

Purposive incentives.are often somewhat vague, as is
advancing education through cooperation, causing some
problems for the organization. The stated goals have to be
ones that separate the association from other groups but do
not create conflict among the members (Wilson 1973). Pur- ~

_ posive incentives are important to higher education associ-
» , ations, but they are not as significant in the actual oper-
ation of associations as material incentives.

~
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" Sohdary incentives -
Solidary incentives are also mtanglble they refer to such
‘ benefits as the warmth, congeniality, and enjoyment that
may result from participation in the association (collective
incentives) and the specific rewards of election and/or
appointment to office and honors (both selective incen-
tives). Higher education associations provide such incen-
tives, and they may be important for the membership.
Organizations.may change over time, from-primarily
using one type of incentive to emphasizing another. ‘For
many years the Association of Arierican Universities was ‘
a fairly small organization whose institutional representa- o>
“tives, the presidents of prestigious universities, knew each ,
other quite well. Meetings of the AAU were reportedly *
convivial affairs in which presidents, who ordinarily hiave
no one on the home campus to whom they can bare their
souls, let their hair down and tatked freely:about their
problems to their understanding fellow presndents In
recent years, however because presldents stay in office for
shorter periods of time, the turnover in AAU membership
reduced the pqssi,bilities for the old, strong solidary incen-
tives. The singular pressure to which the 50 most presti-
gious research universities were prone changed the associ-
.ation from a major user of solidary incentives to an organi-
zation emphasizing the provision of material benefits for its
members, as evidenced most directly by the leaders’ deci-
sion to become actively engaged in federal relations. ‘
Thus, higher education associations, much like other .
organizations, relv on leadership to provide a variety of
incentives to attract and retain members. These incentives
can be characterized as selective and collective, polmcal
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i and no,npolmcal tangnble and intangible. In fact the role of
leadershnp in associations has been iliminated by seeing .
the relatlonshnp between leaders and members of associa-
tions in terms of the Washmgton higher education associa-

" tion world.
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'THE WASHINGTON-BASED EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
COMMUNITY AND ITS ENVIRONMENT

" The higher education association world is comprised of a
. wide variety ofnational, state, and local organizations. At
"the national level, higher educatiori associations with . .

+ offices at One DupontCn'cle in Washmgton D.C., number -
‘approximately 60. The precise number is difficult to state .
because associations’ jurisdictions overlap and because
higher education has numerous definitions. As a result of
the sheer number of associations and the number of inter-
ests they represent, the Washington hlgher education"com-
* munity appears endlessly fragmented and anarchic. '‘Prob- .
ably no other segment of American Society has so many
organizations and is yet so unorganized as higher educa-
tion"’ (Babbidge.and Rosenzweig 1962, p. 92).

. Demystifying Variety and Fragmentatiom
Classification Schemes. . — -
.Those who write about the presence of higher education _ '
-associations in Washmgton are pressed to make sénse out
- of *‘the bewﬂdcnng variety of education interests in the
Washington area” (Bailey 1975, p. 6) by. dividing the asso-
ciations' and placing them in meaningful categories..None _
-of the classification schemes are satisfactory, however,
because the system itself is not tidy: Interests, ; purposes,
. members, and activities overlap, combine, and divide i in
ways that defy neat, orderly categorization.
Nevertheless, classification schemes are necessary as 2
i basis for di cussmg associations and the national System in
. ~Washington. Associations can be grouped by their primary
. interests and purposes: (1) institutionally tied associations
(for example, the Association of American Universities),
which seek to advance educational institutions-as a whole -
or parts of them (the Council of Graduate Schools, for
example); (2) learned societies (the American Sociological
Association) and research associations (the American Edu-
cational Research Association), which séek to advance
knowledge in the disciplines in a general area; (3) faculty
organizations (the American Association of University Pro-
fessors), which attempt to enhance the autonomy and the
occupational state of academic faculties; (4) special task
associations (accreditationt associations), which are-orga-
nized to perform specific functions for higher education,
such as accreditation; and (5) student orgamzatlons (the

Natlonal Studcnt Assocnatlon) (Bloland l969a) 3 Y
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FIGURE 1 -
WASHINGTON-BASED EDUCATION
ASSOCIATIONS:
TYPOLOGY AND EXAMPLES

® Umbrella organizations
American Council on Education )
Committee for Full Funding of Education Programs

¢ Institutional associations
American Association of Community and Junior
- Colleges
Assocnatlon of Independent Colleges and Schools

[y

® Teachers unions
National Education Assocxatlon of the Umted States
American Feeration of Teachers
American Association of University Professors

® Professions, fields,.and disciplines
Music Educators National Conference
American Political Science Association
Association of American Medical Colleges N

¢ Librarians, suppliets, and technologists
American Library Association
National Audio-Visual Association, Inc.
Cpllége Entrance Examination Board

v

Perhaps, the broadest, most inclusive classification plan
is the taxonomy that includes not only higher education
associations but also elementary and secondary associa-

- tions and noneducational groups that affect the Washington
educational scene (see figure 1). The overall context of this
scheme is educational representatlon in Washington
(Balley 1975).

Zeroing In on the Big Six (or Seven) .

More specifically related to this monograph is the classifi-
cation scheme of Lauriston King (1975), later refined by
Michael Murray (1976), which emphasizes an association
grauping called ‘“‘the major associations” (called the "‘core’
lobbies’ by Murray) and informally referred to as the ‘‘Big

t
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FIGURE 1 (continued)-

® Religion, race, sex
National Catholic Educational Assoclauon
. Washington Research,Project Action Council”
American Association of University Women

® “Lib-lab’ (liberal, labor) lobbies
>+ AFLCIO -«
‘ National,Farmers Union

¢ ‘Institutions and instﬁutional systems
- Pennsylvania State University
New York Statc Educauon Department

] Adminlstrators and boar(_is g
American Association of School Administrators
“National School Boards Association
Asgeciation of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges \
- ‘Council of Chief State School Officers X

.\

@ Miscellaneous . .
- Council for Basic Education
National Committee for Citizens in Education
National Student Lobby

Source: Bailey 1975, p. 9.

.

Six.”* This.core group of higher education associations
consists of an umbrella association, the Amerigan Council
on Education (ACE), and five institution-based associa-

tions—the National Association of State Universities and .

Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC), the American Associa-

“tion of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), the
Association of American Colleges (AAC) (until 1976), the
Association of American Universities (AAU), and the
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
(AACIC). The central focus of this paper is upon tliese
core associations and on the National Association of Inde-
pendent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), which substi-
tuted for AAC in 1976. All of these associations are housed
in the National Center for Higher Education-at One

‘.
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Dupont Circle, except AAC and NAICU, which are near -
Dupont.Circle and Capitol Hill, respectively.-

These six or seven associations are of most interest
because they ‘‘take part most regularly and on the widest
range of political concerns of all the Washington-based
higher educa_tion associations’’ (King 1975; p. 19).

The American Council on Education

Of the six core members of the Washington ligher education
community, the largest and most broadly representauve is
ACE. Its membership in 1983 included national and regiona
associations, organizations, and institutions of higher educa-
tion and affiliated institutions and organizations.* -«

The Council was fourided in 1918 by 14 riational educa-
tlon associations as the Emergency Council on Education,
a “‘peak’’ organization for those constituent associations.
The Council’s purpose was to assist in coordinating associ-
ations. After the war, the name was. changed to the Ameri-
.can Council on Education and its areas of interest and
activity broadened.* :

After- World War I, it became apparent that ACE as an
association of independent associations had no real control
over those associations. It found itself handicapped in the
coordination of associations. As a result-and because its
financial resources were meager, the Council began to
organize itself to relate more directly to colleges and uni-
versities and to reduce its dependency upon its members.
Although this move created conflict with some of the
Council’s members, ACE successfully underwent a major
reorganization through a series of constitutional changes.
In 1962, the Council added direct, dues-paying institutional
members, forbade-any decision-making assembly within
the Council comprised of constituent members, and cre-’
ated a governing board comprised almost entirely of presi-

dentsrepresenting. their own institutions rather than repre- °

sentatives of constituent associations..

The Council also shifted its role from that of a coordina-
tor of association activity and defined its role as a coordi-
nating agency in the higher education system as a whole.
This shift could be accomplished through its comprehen- | *
sive membership of associations, institutions, and other

‘ACE‘. brechure.




[

o

/~~—vzv- ) y
- “\V “‘

organizations; through its attempts to coordinate the for-
mation of policy on the national issues and problems of
_higher education; and through the large. number of knowl-
‘edgeable people it could recruit, primarily from the institu-
tions of higher education, to participate on the Council’s
board, commissions, and committees. The Council has
repeatedly been asked how it can be called an “umbrella
organization with coordinating functions, when it is so
often viewed as an.institutionally based association com-
peting with other institutionally based associations. Those
associations called for representation on the ACE board in
the 1960s. At that time, ACE’s president, Logan Wilson,
indicated that because. many ACE board members were
also members Jof the'associatians, ‘those associations were
already represented on the board AAC and NASULGC,
however, did not always find that answer satisfactory.

The coordmatmg role has been a difficult one to clarify,
and the Council, usually through its président, has often
attempted to define it.2 Coordination is a key word in the
Washington higher education community, and it must be
clarified because its meaning changes in Washington.
Because the associations are autonomous, they need to
identify and répresent their specialized constituencies, but
at the same time they need to act together on some issues
-and activities.

The Council was-caught in the problems of the 19505 that
all the associations experienced, thCh made the activity
of coordination difficult. The practice Was to ask constitu-
ents how they felt about, for example, what Congress was
doing. The membership took a long time to answer, and
sometimes. they were asked only during the associations’

" annual conferences. The result was that higher education
often had no position on significant topics (Babbidge and
Rosenzweig 1962).

The National Association of State Universities and
Land-Grant CaIIeges

The National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges has a membership of 144 colleges, uriversi-

=7 J L
2. The president of ACE is its chief admxmstmuvc officer, chosen by the
board after consultation with lhe membcrshlp Thc chief clccted official is
the chair of the board.

~
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ties, and‘state higher education systems. NASULGC is the

oldest mstntutnonally based higher education association in
the United States with its roots-in the , Association of Amer-
ican Agricultural Colleges (establishedin-1887) and the
National Association of State Universities (1895). These:
two associations, with the State Universities Association- _
(founded in 1918), combined membershlp to produce
NASULGC, which assumed its present form in 1963.
Almost one-third of all higher education students in'the
United States are enrolled in NASULGC colleges and uni-
versities, and almost two-thirds of doctoral degrees
awarded are awarded by state and land-grant institutions. *

NASULGC’s primary mission has been to support high-
quality and low-cost public higher educatlon Ithasa
strong orientation toward promoting graduate study and
research and a long-standing commitment to the use of
institutional grants from the federal government.
NASULGC has the reputation as an effective association
in Washington. It derives its perceived strength pnmanly
from the prestige and pollucal skills of many of the presi-
dents of the state universities and land-grant colleges and
its long history of the land-grant schools’ political experi-
ence at the state level. NASULGC has had a full-time
Washington office since 1947, which has been staffed by a
succession of able executive directors.

Although various vice presidents, deans, and other admin-
istrators partncnpate in the governance of the association,
NASULGCis a presndentnally based association. Legisla-
tion and policy-making are in the hands of the association’s
Senate and Senate Executive Committee. The structure
of NASULGC consists of a variety of councils, commis-
sions, divisions, and offices that reflect the association’s
concerns in governmental relations, relations among
members, internatjonal programs, agricultural, urban, and
marine aftairs, research and graduate study, and the prob-
lems and concerns of historically black colleges (including
the 17 land-grant institutions in this category in the asso-
ciation).

S

* *AASCU 1984, brochure. .

te




The Association of American Colleges

The Association of American Colleges was founded in 1915
by a group of independent, church-related-institutions.
Although formally committed to the promotion of higher
education in general, it was for a long time the major voice
of the independent sectér of higher educatior, with seven-

. eighths of its membership of more than 800 colleges and

universities privately controlled institutions. It came to be
the leading voice for liberal arts education for four-year
colleges, both public and private. In the mid-1970s, it

" expanded its membership to include other institutions (for
" example, community colleges with strong commitments to

undergraduate liberal education).

, The assqciation was characterized for many years as an
organization opposed to federal aid and federal regulation
in any form. In the 1960s, it held positions similar to other
national higner education associations on most issues, but

_ it began sepurating itself from the public institutions over

the question of tax credits. AAC schools saw tax credits as .
a nongovernmentally controlled means for increasing
tuition levels, & way that would provide suppott for institu-
tions without raising the issue of chirch versus state. The
public institutions and their associations, particularly «
NASULGC and AASCU, totally oppos.d tax credits for |
personal expenditures on education. ~
In the 1970s, the deteriorating financial position of the
small, independent colleges created major problems for
AAC in its posture toward external'rélations. This situation
led to a series-of internal changes designed to reconcile the
needs of independent colleges in terms of financial an}' fed-
eral relations with the thrusts of liberal education. It culmi-
"nated in a series of crises that resulted in the formation of a
new organization within the association and ultimately to
the organization of a separate association to represent pri-
vaté higher education, leaving AAC to dedicate itself to the
promotion of liberal education. '
- S
The American Association of State Colleges and Universities

The membership of AASCU is comprised of.more than 350

state colleges.and universities. Many of these iristitutions
are former teacher training institutions. Othess started as
municipal universities and community colleges or as agri-
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cultural a‘,d technical schools. Some¢ members are recently
cstablishep comprehensive institutions.* Twenty percent
of the 12 million students enrolled in higher education in

sthe United States attend colleges and universities that -
belong to AASCU; the institutions represented by AASCU
award almgst one-third of the undergraduate degrees in the
United States. : .

AASCU was founded in 1961 and established a Washing-
ton office in 1962. Its president, Allan Ostar, is the dean of
the chief ei?écutive officers of the Washington higher edu-
cation associations, having been head of the AASCU"
offices in Washington since its inception.

AASCU has maintained close ties with the land-grant
and community college associations and has worked
closely with ACE. It is noted for providing a wide range of
services for its 'nembers. In addition to its representative
furiction in Washington, AASCU analyzes federal and state

- programs and s involved in international education
through its promotion of internationalization of curricula
and its encouragement of opportunities for exchange pro-
grams for scholars and technical assistance. The dssocia-

« tion conducts workshops and seminars and publishes mate-

. rials on a range of topics, such as professional develop-
ment, future planning, program cvafua'ti?m, and pdrtnet-
ships with losal governments. AASCU seeks to connect
its member.iastjtutions with business, labor, and public -
affairs. Like NASULGE, the organization supports poli-
1 cies that encourage low tuition and is committed to equal
opportunity in higher education. It joins a nut be{; of other

higher educttion associations-in Washinétop in strongly

. advocating iacreases for student assistance-programs, but
AASCU fincs itself at odds with associations representing
the indepencent sector in its opposition to several provi-
sions of the ell grants. AASCU, for example, supports the
elimination ¢f the provision in the Pell grants that limits the
amount of a student’s award to 50 percent of fhe cost of his
education.t AASCU supported the commuter allowance of
the Pell gran:. program and also supports federal aid to
part-time students, science education bills, and federal aid
to science and technology in general.

- *AASCU 1984, brochure.
. tNASULGC 1984, brochure.
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American Association of Community and Junior Colleges
.The American Association of Community and Junior Col-
leges was established in 1920 as an association of junior
colleges. It now represents the interests of 1,219 commu-
nity; technical, and junior colleges. The mission of the
AACIJC stresses advocacy of community colleges’ interests
in Washington and elsewhere and service in the form of
widely diverse programs for its members. The organization
is a product of the historically-ambiguous place of the two-
year college in higher education in the United States. The

- community and junior college movement has needed to
establish a readily perceived identity and.to make that
identity known to its constituents. In Washington, it has
taken the form of strong, aggressive advocacy for commu-
nity colleges to Congress and the federal agencies. AACIC

s also known for its willingness and ability to realistically
modify its positions on issues, however.

AACIJC has also been active in relating to governors,
state legislators, and business arid labor leaders. The asso-
ciation allies itself quite naturally with AASCU and .
NASULGC in representirg the public sector of higher edu-
cation and advocatmg low tuition. Ninety percent of the
students attending its member schools are enrolled in pub-
lic institutions. It departs from NASULGC in having little
interest in graduate edncation and support for research. In
fact, the way it which dwindling federal dollars are divided
among research support, graduate education, and under-*
graduate student aid is a potential source of conflict i the
public séctor.

Ever since AACJC moved to Washington, it has main-
tained a large.organizational presence (though quite small
in companson to labor unions and business associations)
and since 1970 has had an office staff of about 60 people,
making it second only to the American Council on Educa-
tion'in the size of its office and the range of its activities.

* AACJC has its own particular areas of concern that have
set it apart from some of the other associations. At one
time, these special interests, combined with strong growth
and support from the grass roots (every congressional dis-
trict, it was said, has at least one community college in it),
led the association to contemplate going its own way as a
third education sector, somewhere between elementary

and secondary education and higher education. In recent
4
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i years, however, this idea has diminished. Still, the associa-
. ’ tion’s interest in vocational education, education in the <
semiprofessions, technical training, adult education, and
community service makes iva special advocate in hlgher
)educanon

S , -~ \Association of American Universities
i The Association of American Universities is a rélatively
ismall association whose members consist pnmarlly of the
;most prestigious prjvate and public institutions in the X
“ 'United States and Canada. Its interests focus on support of
~ graduate education and large-scale research and the associ-,
ated issues. For most of its history, it acted as the quintes-
sential ‘‘president’s club.”’ Présidents met twice a year in
.. private sessions with no printed proceedmgs as they dis-
cussed the common concerns of univer * v presidents. As’
an-association it was not active, even a .er itorganized a
small office in Washington in 1962. Part of its reticenice in
Washmgton is believed to have been a result of the high *
level of direct access t0 Washington decision makers that
. the individual présidents had. In addition, its leaders
believed that if they spoke infrequently, when they did
speak their testimony would be more effective (Bloland
1969a). Accordmg to an. AAU spokesman:

There is a tendency in AAU to believe you can exhaust
yourself by testifying too much. If you speak out,too
much, you are not listened to. . . . AAU prefers not to
exhaust its leverage by speaking out on too many issues *
(King 1975, p. 90).

.The Satellites

_ The second group of assocnatlt)ns has been named “‘the
. special interest associations”” (King 1975, p. 29) and the
“satellite lobbies’’ (Murray 1976, p. 83). While whole insti-
tutions_are members of the major associations, the satellite
associations represent specialized groups that are parts of
whole institutions and smaller, more specialized colleges
and universities. They become involved in policy issues
that specifically affgct them but for the most part let the
major associations take the lead and represent their inter-
ests. These satellite associations are subdivided into two
groups, based upon the associations they orbit.

a
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One clu§ter, identified in 1970, is comprised of associa-
tions with major interests in research and in graduate and .
_professional programs (for example, _the Council of Gradu-
ate Schools ifi the U.S., the Associafioh of American Med-
ical Colleges, and the Association of American Law
Schools). Their interests link them to members of

NASULGC and AAU that are deeply involved in the same

' activities. Because many associations in thls satellite group
have strong connections with specnallzed professional
clientele, they are likely to relate more closely with the
dppropriate professional associations (the American Medi-
cal Association and the American Bar Association, for
example) than with the appropriate core associations (King
1975, p. 29). Imtlally, these satellite associations did not as
“arule become involved in- 1-the lssu:s\%u engaged the -
attention of whole institutions \but in recent years, some of
, the satellites have been more mvolved in\mainstream con-
" cerns because of the great inctease in federa| legislation
that affects them all, particularly federal regulatory prac-
tices and activities. )

= Another group of satellite associations has closeMinks to
the Association of American Colleges. These organizations

" represent special kinds of institutions, particularly coll es

with religious affiliations and colleges of marginal status
and financial condition (King 1975, p. 29); Theynmclude the
college and umversnty departments of the National Cathce-
licEducational Assocnatlon the Council of Protestant Col-
~Jeges-and Universities (since dissolved), and the Council
for the Advancement of Private Independent Four-Year

Institutions (p. 30)
/ Since King and Murray classified associations i in 1975

and 1976, however, the position of AAC and its relation-
ship to other associations has changed considerably, with
“new associations emerging from their traditional constitu-
‘encies. NAICU has emerged as the center of a group of -
associations from the independent sector that link directly
to NAICU through a secretariat.

-Beyond the satellite associations is a pattern of institu-
tional representation involving state systems {for example,
th¢ State University of New York), single institutions (for
example, Ohio State University, which has an office in
Washington), predominantly black colleges (College Ser-
vice Bureau), and regional consortia (Asscciated Colleges

~
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. of the Midwest) (King 1975, ‘b» 30—32) 'Murray calls this
- ’ " group the ‘‘peripheral lobbies™ (1976, p. 84) and extends
. this group to include the learned societies (the American
Political Sciefice Association, for examﬁl&)\ occupational
groups with specializéd.constituencies (the National Asso-
ciation of Admissions Officers), and special task- -groups
(the Brookings Institution), which-sometimes line p with
the core and satellite groups. In addition, some privat
entrepreneurs, for a profit; will guide clients to funding ‘\\
sources and advise them on grant proposals (ng 1972)
Although a number of the relationships among\assocla-
tions and betwegn associations and the federal government
have changed and new associations have beéen created that -
. participate in the Washington higher educatiorni community,
the classification of assdciations iato three general catego-
. ries is still-relevant: (1) a core group heavily involved in
;political concerns of interest to higher education associa="
tions; (2) a satellite group of associations that rely greatly
on.the major associations to represent.their interests but
participaté when their specialized interests are at issue;’
. . and (3) a penpheral group whose members exist primarily
. to provnde services to their constituents and stay away

from politics. .
., :

The Policy Arena
The highér education associations are but one part ofa
larger hlgher education policy arena in Washington. A pol-
icy arena is comprised of **political actors [who] usually
. - . perceive their policy-making activities and interests in
’ terms of a cluster of issues that are substantially related to
each other’”” (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, p. 251). The "
higher education policy arena.is distinguished fron: other
arenas because it pays ‘‘attention to issues and federal pro-
grams that aim at fostering and expanding opportunities in
higher education”’ (p. 251). Thus, it focuses on three types
. of programs and issues: ‘

»

. first, student aid-administered by the Oﬁce of Edu-
catzon Sfor undergraduate and graduate students; sec- !
ond, institution building programs such as callege hous-
ing-and higher education facilities; and third, categori-
cal programs to improve the quality of instruction in

>
A
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~ as lxbrarxans (Gladleux and Wolamn 1976\ p. 251). i L

Student aid is the most 1mportant and substantjve legisla- -
tion is involved—the National Defense Education Act of .
. 1938, the Higher Education Facilities Act,of. 1963\ the
Higher Education Act of 1965, and the Education Amend- .
ments of 1972. L
Andther part of the policy arena includes the long-te . _
_ fairly stable relationships among the appropriate con res- e ;
_sional committees and staffs, departments, bureaus, agen- The 1960s

cies, interest groups—particularly the Washington higher. it d

education associations—and clienteles. This network of | wi -"wsse a

relationships has been termed a **subgovernment”’ (Gla-, series 0f ...

dieux and Wolanin 1976,p. 252), which consisted a dccade ‘ )

ago of the higher education units (especially the Office of evde";tst;{lat -

Education)_in, the°Department of Health, Education, ané maae tne :

Welfare, the Postsecondary Education Subcommitteg 0’f pOIle arena

the House of Representatives, a subcommittee on educa- PO ssible.

tion of thé Senate, and the Washmgton hlgher educatlon

Frepresentatives (p. 252).

The 1960s witnessed a series of events that made the pol-

icy arena possible. First, the Office of Education, which

had been a sleepy, rather passive organization for most of ,

its existence, grew rapidly in response to its responsnblhty

for administering the fedéral education programs of the late o

1950s and 1960s. The executive branch distinguished )

higher education by creating an ‘‘assistance for higher edu-

cation”’ category in the budget in 1963 (Gladieux and

Wolanin 1976). In 1957, a Special Committee on-Education -

was created; it eventually became the Subcommittee on

Postsecondary Education. Proposals for higher education
R began to be considered separately from other proposals for
education. A survey of federal government higher educa- .
tion activities was undertaken in the House, and an ad hoc 4
committee to investigate higher education was'appomted '
by Representative Adam-Clayton Powell, then the head.of
the Education and Labor Committee. The Senate did not
hange its ofganization to distinguish higher education con-
s from those of other education groups, but Senator
Claiborne Pell became a significant actor in higher educa-
tion policy.

tions'in Cflon
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Higher education associations had been in existence long
before the 1960s; NASULGC, for example, was created in
1887 in its initial form. Only four of the Big Six had offices
in Washmgton by 1950, however, and the six core associa-
tions as a group did not operate in Washington until 1962.
In addition, in 1962, the executive secretaries of the Big
Six and five Other associations formed the Washington
Higher Educatiori Secretariat, a group comprised of the
executive secretaries of the eleven associations. The Sec-
retariat held monthly meetings to discuss issues and ideas,
partlcularly in the area of federal education policy. Much
of the structure was in place when most of the principal
assnciations moved to One Dupont Circle, whiclr became
the National Center for Higher Education in 1968.

This policy arens,-as a coherent system, emerged in the'
1960s, and its msfltutlonallzatlon was more or less com-
plete by the 1970s. Although many of the individual actors
have changed,.the basig legislation has been extended, .
modified, and added to, and new issues and concerns have
broadened the scope of what Washmgton associations
must pay attention to, this policy arena i$ still basically
intact in the 1980s. Many of the actors afe part of what has
been called the “llberal consensus”’ in higher education
(Finn 1980). Despite the crisis thatis-alleged to have,
cracked this consensus and the efforts of President Reagan
and some top administration officials to cut. back and elimi-
nate higher education programs and the Education Depart-
ment, that liberal consensus still seems dominant in Con-
gress (particularly in the House of Representatives), in the
Washington Higher education associations, and perhaps in
the Education Department itself (although personnel
changes there may eventually turn it into a citadel of con-
servatism).

The Higher Educatlon Act of 1965 and the Amendments

- of 1972, with subsequent modifications, are still the legisla-
tive anchors of the policy arena (student aid remains the
central consideration), even though they have now been
Jomed by a considerable number of essentially regulatory
laws. To understand the contexts.within which-higher edu- ,
cation decisions are made at the federal level, one can refer '
to some good, somewhat similar frameworks (Gladleux and”
Wolanin 1976; Schuster 1982).
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The primacy of thc states -

Much of the reason for the reluctance of hlgher education
associations to become aggressively engaged at the
national level has been the almost universal assumption
that the division of p powers between the federal government
and the states put the federal government in a secondary,
supporting role in relation to the states (for both higher and
lower education). This assumption has affected not only
how other institutions would allow associations to partici-
pate at the federal level but also the thinking of the higher
education associations and the institutions’ leadetship.
Federal expenditures as recently as 1979-80 were about
16.5 percent of the revenues of mdependent colleges and
universities and somewhat over 11 percent for public insti-
tutions of higher education(Schuster 1982, p. 584). The
Constitution, except for the First 4nd Fourteenth Amend- -
ments, does not bar the federal government from partici-

+

- pating in higher education to a much greater or lesser

degree than it now does. ]t has discretion. The federal lim-
its on participation in higher education are really political

;and pragmatic. ‘‘The federal role in education is defined by

the will of the polity’’ (p. 584).

A

*

Instrumental view of higher education

Scholarship, research, and creativity for their own sake
have never enjoyed. great favor with the American public
and with federal policy makers. Higher education
instead has historically had the support of the general
public as well us the federal government because it is
"useful” (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, p. 4)

Nowhere'in the period from World War I to 1968 did
higher education appear-more useful than in the service of
national defense. When the federal government wanted the
services of scientists from universities, for example, fed-
eral agencies contacted faculty members directly instead of

" going through the jnstitutions. Insfitutions, wantmg to pro-

tect themselves and their autonomy, thus began to attempt
to influence the federal agencies through their national
associations in"Washington.
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The assumptlons held in government and by the public

_ofthe mstrumental role that higher education should play

are seen in the use of federal money in the universities
from the 1940s through the 1960s and beyond to increase
equal educational opportunity. The associations could
approve and go along with these decisions—or be left out.
Eventually, despite their fears that federal decision making
was an invasion of the universities’ decision-making pow-

. ers they cooperated with federal policy.

Publiclprivate nondiscrimination

Over the years, while Congress and various administra-
tions have attempted with some success to avoid favoring
private higher education or public higher education, the
principle that has guided federal activities in higher educa-

_tion has been to treat both sectors evenhandedly. It is cur-

rently very difficult to formulate legislation that does not
violate the principle of evenhandedness

Fragmentation of federal higher education policy

Generally, it is assumed that the fedéral government does
not have a policy on hlgher education; in fact, however,
federal depaftments, agencies, and bureaus have missions,
and they have provided resources to higher education to
help them further their own missions. Thus, associations
have not dealt with a single powerful ministry of education
but with myriad federal agencies that have some interest in
and capacity to make decisions concerning education. This
situation has been both detrlmental and beneficial to the
associations.

e -
In the Shadow of Elementary and Secondary Education:
Higher Education and the Federal Government

Mass education has.been a priority in the United States, so
elementary and secondary education has been more impor-
tant—larger, more controversial, and with more resources.
Among other things, for a long time elementary and sec-
ondary education dssociations were more aggressive, more
visible, and more listened to nationally than were higher
education associations. Although the system of-higher edu-
cation has always been decentralized in the United States
(Bloland 1969a), the trend for 200 years was toward cen-

tralization (Schuster 1982, p. 584). Only since the Reagan
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administration has any calculated effort been made by a
national administration to decentralize hlgher education.

"Even so, a great deal of uncalculated dispersion of decision

. makmg has been occurring nationally fér some time
(Schuster 1982, p. 583).

Long before the.associations were organized and came
to Washmgton—s'nce the beginning of the republic, in
fact—the federal govemment has been involved in higher
education: Although that involvement grew in fits and
starts, it was not extensive until the 1960s. For purposes of
this discussion, the first most visible and notable federal
action was the Morrill Act of 1862. This act was particu-
larly significant, for it set precedents for the federal gov- -
emment-—hlgher education relationship that endured at
least until the 1960s. Both the federal government’s instru-
mental view of higher education and the principle of no
discrimination between private and public institutions. were
“evident in the Morrill Act. The act provided support for the
téaching and study of agriculture and mechanics, two use- .
ful subjects in which the federal government saw a national
shortage, and institutions benefiting from the act did not
have to be public, It also originated the grant-in-aid pro-
cess. The Morrill Act stimulated the organization of the
Association of American Agricultural Colleges and Expen-
mental Stations, which eventually, along with other associ-
ations, became the Nationial Association of State Universi-
> ties and Land-Grant Colleges in 1963.

A second event what influenced the creation of a nanonal
organization was the passage of the National Defense Act
in 1916, which created the Reserve Officers Training Corps
that put military training on college and university cam-

- puses. It provided part of the stimulus for organizing the
American Council on Education in 1918 (King 1975, p. 3).

Despite the close connections between the actions of the
federal government and the organization of two higher edu-
cation associations that have becomeactive in the federal
government-higher education arena,.those assaociations -
and their members tended more to accommodate than to

" influence the federal government, at least until the late *
1950s. The federal government paid almost ro attention to
what institutions of higher education and their associations
wanted until World War II. At that time, the relationship
between ACE and the federal government changed dramat-

.
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" ically; the Council became involved in and shaped a great ’
many federal activities, including the highly significant G.I.
Bill of 1944 (Tuttle 1970). Despite this activity, however,
the postwar period was clearly under the influence of the
elementary and secondary education sector. The major '
education issues that the federal government dealt with
focused on lower education, primarily desegregation and

aid to private schools: ’ ]

The National Defense Education Act of 1958

Although the National Defense Education Act of 1958
(NDEA) followed thie long-standing federal government
policy of using.higher education to serve national ngeds for
trained men and women (its instrumental view of higher
education)—in this case national security—this law is also
viewed as a significant breakthrough in reorienting the fed-
eral role in higher education. It included a student loan
program and graduate fellowships. The actual provisions of
the act were not so important, however, as its embodiment
of a “‘psychological breakthrough.”

It asserted more forcefully than at any time in nearly a
century a national interest in the quality of education
that the states, communities, and private irstitutions
provide (Sundquist 1968, p. 179).

The major impetus for passage of NDEA was the launch-
ing of Sputnik in 1958, and the major actors in its initiation
and passage were in the administration, particularly Elliot
Richardson of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and Senator Lister Hill. The associations had lit-
tle to do with it.

Search for an effective federal policy

Higher education associations in the decade before NDEA
had exhibited a low profile, were not well crganized, and
were too fragmented to present a coherent approach to the,
federal government-higher education rélationship. They
did not initiate ideas about higher education legislation for
the administration and Congress, and they were divided on
the question of federal aid itself. The American Council on
Education and other associations had been effective in
turning the President’s Committee on Education Beyond

43
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, the ngh School from its anti-federal-aid stance toa pro-
federal-aid stance.by provndmg enrollment projections and :
cost analyses and comparing them with income projections .
to-show the.need for a new source of financial supportfor
colleges and universities—namely, the federal government -
(Sundquist 1968, p..195). But the associations did not sus- -
tain the effort to build support among their members and to
bring influence to bear on government officials to obtain
aid from the federal government. The associations had not
been organized as lobbies to begin with, and many associa-
tion members were opposed to federal aid to institutions of .-
higher education (Babbidge and Rosenzweig 1962).
- Two ways of dealing with'the federal government and
_ national issues were particularly troublesome for the asso-
‘ciations up to the 1960s, and they detracted considerably ) A
from the associations effectiveness. The first was a ten- '
.dency on the part of the-associations and their presidents
. to take a high policy position on broad social/politicat ques-
. tions when they did not need to to promote their own
: needs. In 1960, for example, the presidents of institutions
through the associations wanted to gain support for federal
aid to their institutions. When higher educatlon spokesmen

mren T

Cen debated the possibility of aid to hzgher é'ducatzon, ' e’
they'were not content to describe their needs and the ‘
most effective manner of meeting them; instead they
took on the larger issue, whether it would constitute
sound public policy 1o meet these needs. They did not
argue over their.needs and interests, they argued over a

_ broad question of public policy, in this instance, the
church-state issue (Babbldge and Rosenzweig 1962
p. 101). ‘ ) ,
This method of operatmg was likely- to be more frue of

college presidents than those who represented them in

«_ Washington.

In many cases . . . college presidents (and it is almost
always the presidents who are involved in these matters)
.have leaned over backwards to tackle an issue of public
policy [that] they could and, from the political stand-
point, probably should have avoided-. —and their vol-
untary pronouncements xmmensely complicated their

o
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legislative efforts. . . . There is a genuine conflict

between the role . . . they seek for themselves as educa-

tional statesmen and their role as political operctors lob-

bying on & ~half of higher education (Ro.enzweig 1965,
pp. 60—61)

The second way of interacting with the federal govern-
ment that seemed to reduce the effectiveness of the Wash-
ington associations was the practice of Washington repre-
sentatives’ consulting their presidents to define where the
associations stood on policy questions. This inability to
take independent action. meant that the-Washington repre-
sentatives were unable to tell congressional leaders where
higher education stood in legislative matters. Thus,
congressional leaders began to strongly request the higher
education community to organize education in Washington
so it could act with some unity and give Congress some
sense of what it wanted (King 1975, p. 74).

The associations find a cooperative mode

Senator Joseph™S: Clark proposed a bill that would have
the federal government provide loans for the construction
of academic buildings (loan programs for equipment and
classrooms already existed). The associations were repre-
sented at congressnonal hearings an the bill but again were

. divided. Private institutions were generally in favor of the

loans,_but public institutions wanted grants and opposed
loans (Sundquist 1968, p. 197). The bill easily passed the
Senate and the House, but it was added to a larger housing

‘bill that failed to pass the House of Representatives. It was

sngmﬁcant that such a bill could find enough support in -
both houses to pass, even though the associations gave it
little support.

By 1960, Senator Clark was displaying public dlspleasure‘

with the higher education associations. At a meeting of
orgamzatlonal represcntatlves he proposed that a lobbying
organization be formed of all those who were committed to
federal aid and that-such an association could put together
a grant proposal and work for its acceptance (Sundquist
1968, p. 200). The associations showed little response-to .
his suggestions, so in a speech in 1960 at a confegence of ..
the American Assembly attended by many of the higher
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education natiofmal ieaders, Senator Clark gave the associa-

"tions a dressing down.

1

I wonder uhéthe/r existing organizations in the field of
higher educatlor,z are set up to do the job of working out
a proper plan for federal aid and theh lobbying vigor-
ously for it (Sur}!dqulst 1968, p. 200).

The associations this time responded quickly and put
together a grant bill in less than a month, which Senator
Clark then introduced in the Senate at the end of June 1960.

In the fall of lé60, the American Council on Education

brought the other major associations together to workona -

plan for a federally financed construction program for col-
leges and umversmes The association representatlves
agreed gn a combinaticn grant and loan program in which
the federal goyernment woyld supply $1 billion of an esti-_
mated $2 billion worth of construction needs (Sundquist
1968, p. 202)./ ) .

Three Polmcal Perspectives

The Washmgton representatives frequently have ‘‘contra-
dictory, diverse, and ambivalent” ideas about the appro-
priate relationship between higher education and the fed-
eral government (King 1975, p. 66). Those attitudes reflect
the representative campus constituencies and how others
see the relationship between higher education and the fed-
eral government. According to King, three overlapping
themes characterize these political perspectives among the
institutional associations. The traditicnal orientation pro-
poses a small political role for higher education. The sec-
ond approach pragmatic realism, retains traditional
aSSumptlons about the diminished role of higher education
but admits to the necessity for higher education to partici-

* pate, however reluctantly, in political activity on behalf of

its constituents, often through building coalitions, seeking

.consensus, and presenting a united front. The third orienta-

. tion, rarely encountered in action, is the “‘activist perspec-

Q

“ERIC

tive,”” which means considerably more assertiveness in
national politics (King 1975, p. 65).

The following discussion draws upon King for his
description of the assumptions of these three themes and
places the activist perspective in the context of the period

IR
The
Washington
- representatives
frequently
have ;
“contradictory,
diverse, and
mbivalent”
ideas about
the
appropriate
relationship
between
higher
education and
the federal
government.
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from the mid-1970s to the mid- 1980s, a decade gmce the
publication of King's book. The following discussion is
thus an interpretation of King's concepts and. the ¢vents,

and rclatlons of'the period from the 1950s to the mid-1980s.

LY

The tradmonal approach

King's traditional- perspeqtsi?!, when applied to the Big Six

.

(plus one), includes some strong assumptions that have
undergirded education’s relationships, not just to govern- ~
ment but to politics in general. First, higher education has
inherent valuqf to society and should automatically attract
support from &ll the major sectors of society, mcludmg
government (ng 1975, p. 65). Second, higher education is
a special enterprise that adds immeasurably.to the intellec-
tual and cultural stock of the nation just by fulfilling its
missions of teaching, research, ahd community service—in
general, its pursuit of truth and knowledge.

These assumptions have had some important political con-
sequences. First, to guarantee the integrity of its mission,
higher education should be insulated from governmental and
societal controls as much as possible, and it should be out- -
side and above the political arena. When higher education
must enter politics,.it should do so not for its own narrow
self-interests but to address broad questions of national pol-
icy rationally and objectively. Thus, in the early 1960s, for -
example, in discusslons of federal aid to education, univer-
sity officials tended to approach the subject not in terms of
their own interests or even their own needs, but to present
* conflicting opinions on the broad issue of church/state rela-

tions. Associations varied in their attachment to the tradi-

- tional perspective; the AAC still opposed federal aid as late
as 1963, for.example, when almost all the other associations
had accepted it as legitimate. A

" A second political consequence of the traditional orienta-

tion was that associations paid much attention and defer-
ence to small groups with distinctly minority views. The
small Protestant colleges in the AAC, for example, were
vocal and uncompromising in their opposition to federal
aid to higher education institutions as late as the early.
1960s, and they said so publicly in the midst of attempts
to pass a higher education facilities act in 1962 (King
1975,p. 66). , ’




A third political consequence was that the traditional
perspective helped prevent higher education associations
from entering coalitions with intetest groups outside higher
education, such as the unions, business associations, agri-
cultural groups, and medical associations.

Pragmatic realism
The orientation of pragmatic realism was forged in the
1960s and 1970s."It was a result of attempts by Washington
leaders to retain the traditional perspective while dealing
with the realities of the federal government’s producing
‘ﬁnancnal and program legislation that greatly increased the
govemment s role in higher education. Pragmatic realism
" was an attempt to face the situation realistically but not to
change it drastically. The political consequence of this
attempt to merge the traditional view with niew realities
was to perpetuate the avoidance-of aggressive political
*actjon and to place much more emphasis upon building a
- coalition (King 1975). | .
The quintessential example of pragmatlc realism was the
associations’ ambivalent posture in relation to the Emer-
gency Committee for Full Funding of Education Programs
in 1969. This committee vzas-comprised of almost 80 educa-
tion groups, and although it was dominated by the elemen-
tary and secondary education associations, it did-include
higher education. It attempted {0 unite education at all lev-
els near the end of the Johnson presidency and during the
first year of the Nixon era. Theresponse of the higher edu-
cation community varied from enthusiastic participation to
hesitancy, wariness, and outright opposition.

The activist perspective
This orientation continues the assumption that higher edu-
cation is indeed a special area of policy and needs to be
accorded special attention and that rational decision mak-
, ing should predominate in the broad questions of natior~*
interest in higher education. The activists believe, how-
ever, that government and society view the special quality
.of higher education as less important to the national well-
being than it once was and that higher education is in com-
+ petition with other worthy interests. As a result, higher
education must compete for support and thus engage
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duectly in polmcal activism. The basic orientation that
makes this perspective different from the other two is'the
shift from strictly rational pohcy:perspectlves and the
riotion of participating in broad political discussions to the
notion of an interest-oriented position that views the for- -
mation of pollcy as‘the result of the interaction of organiza-
tions seekmg to express their interests. King’s formulation
is a reiteration of hard-nosed pluralist polmcs though it is
softened by his idea that this kind of politics would ‘‘redi-
rect national priorities away from the hardware concerns of
space exploration and military stakes policy to the humane

concerns of health, education, and environmental policies”

(King 1975, p. 79).

King’s version of activism is supported more by small
associations and state ‘officials than by the larger associa-
tions. It envisioned separation of active political lobbying
in the form of a single lobbying association from the com-
munity of independent associations, each with its own pro-
grammatic thrusts. Its most appealing feature was its

-emphasis upon the higher education associations’ engaging

directly in the rough and tumble,world of competmve inter-

. €3t group politics. Its shortcommg is that it did not take the

form of-a higher education lobbying organization that
would reconcile differences and speak for all of hlgher edu-
cation. Thus, a more flexible, loosely coupléd system
emerged from the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s.

Traditional perspectives and pragmatic realism acqu-
rately reflect the orientation of association officials in the
1950s and 1960s, even into the early 1970s. The following
sections scrutinize these periods and their influence in the
activities of the associations as they grappled with the
problem of making their associations and community
voices heard in Washington,
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THE 19605' STEPS TOWARD A COOPERATING COMMUNITY

°

«-Higher edu@atlon and the associations changed greatly in
the 1960s. For most of the decade, student enrollments,
salaries for faculty ‘and admmlstrators contract research,
and capital investment expanded. Public institutions grew

. much faster than the private schools, and commumty col-
leges mushroomed.

Several of the major controversies of-the prevnous
decade were muted in the 1960s. The issue of federal aid to,
private institutions, although never as significant in higher
education as in elementary and secondary education, faded
as private schools were included in a number of federal

“programs benefiting higher education—research funding,
construction loans, and NDEA (Advisory Commission
1981, p: 12). Fears about federal control were attenuated
when large amounts of money from the federal government

" became available to higher education institutions through

the implementation of major legislation affecting higher

" education. The issue of segregation became less intense as,
the federal government attempted to provide equal educa-
tional opportunity to-all who wished it.

Two major higher education laws were enacted during
the-1960s: the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and
the Higher Education Act of 1965. Together, they repre-
sent a’shift from the position that highey; education is

" instrumental in national défense to an emphasis upon.
-achieving equal educational opportunity. These two laws
and the 1972 Amendments were also viewed a$ promot-

. -i1g equality at the expense of quality in hizher educa-
tion (Moynihan 1975), an issue that returned forcefully in
the 1980s. .

The Higher Education Facilities Act provided grants and
loans for classrooms and other constructed facilities and
allowed private and public institutions to participate (Gla-
dieux and Wolanin 1976, p. 11). PresidentJohn F. Ken-
nedy had attempted in 1961 and 1962 to pass-education

* bills that included loans for construction and for under-
graduate scholarships. The 1961 bill included aid to ele-
mentary and secondary schools (as well as-aid to higher
.education) and was killed because such aid was extremely
controversial at that time. The 1962 bill was infroduced
separately from the legislation for elementary and second-
ary schools and almost passed. It went through both

) houses but was rejected at the last moment as the election
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neared and-party identifications and the religious issue
became important (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, p. 10).

In 1964, the Equal Employment Opportunity Act and an
important civil rights act were passed. Lyndon B. Johnson
as elected decisively and brought large Democratic
mgjorities to both houses. These events prepared the way
for the Higher Education Act of 1965, which directly
sought ta carty out the growing government policy of pro-
moting Sgcial opportunity and equal opportunity through
federal law (Advisory Commission'1981, p. 23). Its major
thrust was aprogram of scholarships for undergraduates,
that is, the educational opportunity grants that were-to be
awarded to thefinancially needy. In addition to student
aid, the bill contaiged other categorical programs dealing
with grants to coll&e\:ibraries, the Teacher Corps, Aid to
Developing Institutions, and more money for the 1963 con-
struction programs. \ . -

In the 1960s, the initiatipn and formulation of educa-
tional policy was centered I the White House. Higher edu-
cation associations in contradt, particularly during the
Johnson years, had access to the federal policy process pri-
marily through Congress and the\pureaucracy. Thus, the
higher education associations, althqugh supportive of John-
son, felt somewhat excluded from :ﬁe\policy makers
around the president. ‘

. The Assocmtlons Response

reflected this-position for the community. In part, the
report read, *“The principal unfinished business of the fed-
eral government in the field of higher education is the
necessity to provide support for general institutional pur-
poses’’ (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, p.- 41).

" Although they were united on the subject, some associa-
tions were not as committed as others. Many of AAC’s
members still had misgivings, but this hesitancy was not as
strong as in the early part of the 1960s and before. Associa-
tions could not agree about what form institutional aid
should take and later how it was to be done and at what

o7



rate with benefits for whom. Two major perspectives \\
emerged among the most important actors in the political
arena. In supporting higher education, the federal govern- <
ment would emphasize institutional aid or direct financial )
‘help-to-students. ‘Both forms of support were already in . .
_ place, but a major debate concerned what the mix of insti-.
tutiona’ and student aid should be and which basic direc-
tion f¢ -ral funding should reflect (Gladieux and Wolanin .
1976, p. 42). The associations’ unitéd front for institutional
aid illustrated the more active role that higher education
associations were beginning to play in Washington.
\
The Creation'of Community: Coopérative - .
Mechanisms and Community Norms 2 N )
The relationship between higher education and the federal_ R
government broadened in scope, speeded up, and became ‘
" more intense in the 1960s. Washington representatives suc- Th@ .
ceeded campus-based presidents and other college officials 2 ;
as the most active, knowledgeable participants-in higher relatzonshlp
education on the political scene in Washington. Presidents betw een
and campus officials were not left out of the decision- and hlgher
policy-making processes, however. Rather, events were education and
moving so fast and education-related legislation and policy
making were becoming so complicated that only full-time, the f eder al
Washington-based representatives could keep fully abreast government
of the changing situation.
With agroup of the major, institutionally based associa- br?adened
tion offices concentrated in Washington near Dupont Circle < * and
and federal relations coming to the forefront, chief execu- became more .
tive officers and federal relations officers increased their* . intense in the
informal interaction, and several new structures greatly )
enhanced communication among association officials. Most 1 960s.
of these structures were informal social mechanisms; they
were not legal entities, had no official authority, and had
no decision-making power except through consensus (Blo-
land 1969a, p. 154). X .
The oldest of these informal groups, the Governmental
Relations Luncheon Group (often referred.to as the Tues-
day Luncheon Club) met every other week for years at the
Brookings Institution. Its members discussed federal and
association activities. It began as a small, intimate lun-
cheon during the Korean War, grew to about 25 members

ot rodded by £
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in the mid-1960s, and continued to grow until it became so
large and unwieldy that it was viewed as no longer useful
‘to the members of thé Big Six.

The luncheon club in its salad days was attended by the

chief executive officers of the associations and frequently

by U.S. Office of Education officials. The luncheon was
the occasion for the exchange of information and discus-
sion of controversial issues, and it sometimes served as the
instrument for determining the associations’ sentiment ona
subjéct and arriving at informal consensus.
After the American Councii on Education was réorga-
nized in 1962, a group of 12.association.executive directors
_began-to-meet monthly with ACE’s new president, Logan
Wilson. This group, the Secretariat, included representa-
tives from the Big Six plus representatlves from other asso-
ciations—theé Council of Protestant Colleges, the National
Commission on Accreditation, and the American Associa-
tiop of Unjversity Professors. The participants discussed
any topic. of concern to them, but much of their conversa-
.tion concerned federal legislation and how the associations
should relate to it. The participants informed each other of
their‘respective organizations’ activities, shared interpreta-
tions of federal policy, and sought consensus on a variety
of topics. When'they reached consensus on occasion,
responsibility for contacting appropriate legislators or gov-
ernment officials was given to the various associations.
When the chief executive officers could not attend those
meetings, no substitute association representative took
their place.
The Secretariat was a most important and mﬂuennal

informal mechanism for coordination during the 1960s and °

early 1970s. It was viewed as an exclusive, powerful group
whose membership included the most important organiza-
tions, the associations that could mobilize tooperative
endeavors among the associations, find consensus on pol-
icy issues, and speak for higher education on those issues.
Other groups met periodically. ACE's Commission on
Federal Relations, directed by John Morse (the Morse
Group), consisted primarily of university presidents and
chancellors who assembled several times a year to formu-
late policies for ACE. Morning sessions were open and
became an occasion for association representatives, among
others, to discuss issues that concerned the commission.

~
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Afternoons were devoted to closed éxecutive sessions
where the conimission’s policies were determined. Also,
for a time, the Associate Commissioner for Higher Educa-
tion met with association officers about once a month to
brief the associations on the Office of Education’s activi-
ties and to become informed of higher education’s
responses to federal programs..

Community Norms
In the context of coalitions for decision makmg, a context
involving the kind of independent organizations compnsmg
\ the Washington assocnatlon community, general norms pre-
< - vail for the community as a whole. These norms generally
are not written and are not formally binding, but most
.+ association participants tend to follow them most:of the
time (Warren 1967).

For the association commumty in Washington in the
1960s, the representatives’ pnmary commitment was to the
membershxp of their individual associations, whlch
retained final authority over policy. But certain norms
influenced behavior. among executive officers—informal

-~ rulés to which they paid attention that were not inconsis-
tent with their responsibilities to their members.
The associhtions seemed to agree tacitly that legislation
. benefiting other.associations should not be actively
" opposed by any other particular associatiornt. Thus,

of legislation to provide undergraduate scholarships for a
long time, NASULGC did not publicly, actively oppose
such legislation when much of the rest of the community
favored it (Babbidge and Rosenzweig 1962). , - .
In another case, when the AAJC Office of Governmental
Affairs publicly objected t6 a bill that AASCY and
NASULGC supported, several executive officers of associ-
ations in the community expressed dlsapproval directly to
the American Association of Junior Colleges. No powerful
- - sanctions were applied and expressions of disapproval
' were the limit of punishment.for violating the community
norm, but the norm did exist and it was for the most part
honored.
In their need and desire to coordinate activities and ori-
entations and to present a unified approach to federal rela-
- tions, the associations also disapproved of any panicul§r

although the NASULGC groups had strongly disapproyed ’
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sector’s attempt to be too actlve and too independent in
obtaining special consideration for its members. Again, the
'president of ACE strongly reprimanded the AAJC at a Sec-~
retariat meeting because it was thought to have inappro-

priately urged Congress to pass legislation giving special

benefits to the community -and junior colleges.

Another expectation among the members of the Secre-
tariat was that before taking major action, members would
consult with the other members, even when-their interests
did not coincide. In fact, bases for serious dlsagreement
always occurred, but the members exhibited genuine deter-
mination-to follow the norms and inform each other.

These norms reaffirmed 1.2 community’s belief that
higher education would beuefit most from real attempts to
discover and sustain unity in its relations with the federal
government. In general, the associations attempted to
deemphasize areas of disagreement, to consult with each
other, to seek unity, and to emphasize those areas where
they agreed.

The Close of the Decade

The 1960s marked the transition from the traditional pet-
spectives of earlier years to the organization of a commu-
nity of associations that acted as a coalition on many
issues. This transition to pragmatic realism involved a
determined effort on the part of the associations to reach
consensus on as many issues a$ possible, and they were
successful many times.

The difference is illustrated by the remarks of two
United States Senators, one at the beginning of the decade,
the other after the passage of the 1965 Higher Education
Act. During hearings on aid to higher education in the
1960s, Senator Clark stated:

I am somewhat disappointed . . . that despite the fact
that.the President’s Committee on Educqtion Beyond the
High School made its report over three years ago, there
is still no unanimity among agencies representing our
higher education institutions as to what kind of help they
want from the federal government. They all know they
want help, but they can’t agree on what form it should
take. I hope that conflict will shortly be resolved (cited in
Bloland 1969a, p. 131).
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\ By'l%k, on the other hand, in hearings on the higher
| \ education amendments in the Senate, Senator Wayne

\ Morse commented: - ' J_,( f
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] ,‘Ifone were to ask me 1g name the one major reasgn why
awe have been able«"[)yrecéti't years to have a break-
through in education legislation—with the result that
sitxce the first year of the Kennedy administration we
have passed more federal aid to education legislation
quahtitativgly'and qualitatively than has heen passed-in

. thepreceding 100 years . . . I would tell you that it is
because at long last the educational segment of our
country moved forward as a united body in support of all

. the various pieces of ediication legislation (cited in Blo-

- land 1969a,.pp. 131-32). oL

As the 1960s drew to a-close, two events—participation in
the Emergency Committee for the Full Funding of Education
and the Sullivan report—indicated strongly that federalrela-
tions during the next years would become even more signifi-

_cant. These events were definite signs that the associations
needed to find better, stronger, more workable ways to coor-
-dinate their activities, to represent their-members, and to
influence legislation-and federal policy decisions.

_ The Emergency Committee for the Full Funding of Education
The emergency committee was organized in 1969, not long
after Richard Nixon unveiled his first budget. Although it
was not promising for higher education, even before then
higher education had felt the negative effect of budget cuts
from the last years of the Johnson administration and its
preoccupation with Vietnam. The impetus behind the com-
mittee was that if all the education sectors were organized
politically and made a united effort to back and increase
funds for education, that effort would have a good chance
of succeeding. By the summer of 1969, the coalition con-
sisted of about 80 education groups rep(esenfing all lev-
els—higher education, elementary and sqcondary educa-
tion, and vocational education. They successfully per-
suaded the House of Representatives to add $1 billion to
the appropriation for the Office of Education. President
Nixon vetoed the $19.7 billion appropriation for the
Department of Labor and the Department of Health, Edu-
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cation, and Welfare because, he said, the budget was infla-
tionary. At that point, the emergency committee went into
action and, with professional lobbyists from the National
Education Association and the AFL-CIO, mobilized edu-
cational leaders from across the country. Nearly 900 edu-
cators were involved in meetings with their representatives
and with administration officials to try to override the pres-
ident’s veto. They came close but were unsuccessful by 32
votes.

Although the higher education associations were hesitant
about a full-fledged commitment to the emergency commit-
tee and did not have as much to gain or lose from partici-
pating in it as some of the other sectors of education did,
ACE sent a letter to several colleges and universities ask-
ing for money to support the committee, and that létter
was signed by executives from six other associations. A
small number of association officials and state office repre-
sentatives did participate on the steering committee of the
emergency committee. But many association executives
were skeptical about participating or having higher educa-
tion tco closely allied with it. Some were put off by the
aggressive style of the lobbying effort. Some felt that
higher education was in danger of losing its long-sought-
after identification with the national interest as it partici-
pated in lobbying for a special-interest.

An ACE official expressed the feelings of many higher
education association members:

I did have misgivings about crawling into bed with [so]
many other interests like the labor unions and the impact
aid people. . . . It's becoming increasingly difficult these
days to convince Congress about the value of higher
education to the nation and society through logzcal dzs-
cussion (cited in King 1975, p. 70).

That the.association community participated at all in the
emergency committee indicated that various ways of
increasing the rule of associations in monitoring and infiu-
encing federal policy were going to continue.

The Sullivan report
The Association of American Coileges, as an association
comprised primarily of small, private, church-related insti-
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" tutions, had until the 1950s directly and adamantly opposed :
federal aid to-higher education. In the 1950s, however, the
association began to inélude in its membership a number of

. state teachers colleges that were being transformed into
liberal arts institutions. Those institutions wereé not at all )
reluctant to receive federal aid, and by the late 1960s, over . ‘.
.the resistance of a small group of Protestant colleges and . -
independent colleges, the association began to favor fed- .
eral aid to colleges and universities. - - . oo .

During the 1960s, AAC’s leadership came to be firmly ) '
identified with ACE’s published views on educational legis- )
lation. Because of the association’s long history of repre-
“senting private colleges and umversntles its influx of public
institutions, and its subsequent attempts to,represent both
groups by emphasizing its role as the representative of
public and private liberal education, however, college pres-
idents representing the independent liberal arts sector
reacted intensely. They were vocal in asserting that AAC
no longer represented independent education and that that
entire sector had no voice and no representation among the . .
associations in Washington.
The Su,lxvan Teport seems to have been an attempt to
- forestall the increase of exclusive, special interest voices
operating in Washington that would divide the community.
'AAC President Richard H. Sullivan, in his 1969 annual
report, proposed a system that would take into account the )
increasingly necessary, aggressive role that the higher edu- . L
cation community needed to play in Washington. He
wanted to make the community more directlva political
entity but keep it as unified as possible. The private liberal
arts colleges asked for stronger, more aggressive special

Sullivan advocated the formation of two new associa-
" tions in Washington: a lobbying organization and an
information-generating and dlstnbutmg organization to ex-
plain higher education to the public (King 1975, p. 61). He
thought the two organizations were necessary for two rea-
sons. First, higher education was diverse and not wel! |
enough organized to obtain its goals. A new association \
devoted exclusively to lobbying would give higher educa- |
tion the kind of active political instrument it needed to
have the desired effect on federal decision making. Stc-
ond, Sullivan believed that people at the grass roots, both
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in and out of higher education, did not understand higher

| education. He thought the second organization was neces-
sary to get “‘the American people to understand with more
sophistication and realism the processes and institutions of
higher education . . .”” (King 1975, p. 62).

While neither the Emergency Committee for the Full
Funding of Education rior the Sullivan report became the
major means of increasing the association community’s
activities in federal relations, both affected the way in
which the association community would operate in the
future, Participation in the emergency committee became |

‘ a normal part of the community’s federal activities.

. (NAICU’s formation in 1976 had as its-exclusive purpose
lobbying, not necessan'y for the whole community but for
the independent sector.) And a public relations group was
organized to mobilize political efforts at the grass roots.

By the late 1960s, association community members
could look back with some satisfaction upon-what had
been accomplished in Washington. In the face of some .
powerful divisive forces, a system had been erected that -
seemed to coordinate many aspects of higher education at
the national level—relations with Congress and the exécu-
tive branch, the gathering and distribution of information,
and even provision for a national job market for adminis-
trators. The character of the 1970s began to emerge in the
late 1960s, when the circumstances = which higher educa-
tion and the associations were operating changed greatly.

During the 1960s, federal aid to support higher education
advanced spectacularly. The major impediments that had
been so controversial and prevented education laws from

_ being pzassed—civil rights issues, church/state controver- ’ l

sies, and fear of control by the federal government—had
never been as sigtificant for higher education as for the
public schools, and, having been partially solved for the
public schools through Title IV and other similar legisla-
tion, the 1960s passed in a climate favorable to higher edu-
cation legislation.

The years from 1963 to 1968 were particularly prosper- .
ous for higher education, and income and expenditures for
higher education rose even more rapldly than the expand-
ing enrollment (Gladieux and Wolanin 1976, p. 20). But the
era also saw widespread campus disruption that threatened
to so alienate Congress and the voters that funds were in




danger of being reduced or cut off for students and faculty .
involved in campus disorders.

By the late; 1960s, institutions of higher educatlon began to
experience sibstantial financial trouble, A high rate of infla-
tion, a siowing down of increases in federal spending for .
research, and reductions in financial assistance for graduate L

- students led to large deficits in some schools, the actual
demise of some institutions, and in general a change from
thinking in térms of expansion.of enrollments and faculties to
the necessity to think in terms of reduction and reallocation.
“The talk, the planning, and the decisions . . . center[ed] on
reallocating, on adding only by Substitution, or cutting, trim-
ming and even struggling to hang on”’ (Cheit 1971, p. 3).

_.-f!
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THE 1970s: THE NIXON-FORD-CARTER YEARS

When Richard Nixon became president in the 1970s, the
place of higher education in American life was reappraised. ¢
. Colleges and universities began to be seen-as inefficient,
expensive, wasteful, unwilling to change, and of doubtful
. benefit to the nation and to individuals (Gladieux and

.}Wolanm 1976, p. 26). They were also viewed as housing and

pampering radicals and malcontents. With all the difficulties

that were'perceived to be part of higher education, it was

nevertheless clear to most people in higher education and

government that the federal government’s role in funding .

higher education was going to increase substantially. ‘o - 4
As the 1970s began, the federal activities of the major _ '

associations increased considerably. Part of this increased’ ‘ .

activity was the result of the need of general higher educa- AS the 1970s

tion to respond to the impact of the legislation that had began, the

passed in the 1960s. But other serious and difficult financial fe dera l

problems had surfaced in higher education, particularly o

among the small, private, liberal arts colleges and, with activities of

the fear of federal control through the acceptance of fed- the major

eral money attenuated higher education looked to the fed- iati

eral government for help in relieving financial difficulties. ‘,‘SSO" ’ ons

For several years, the mdependent sector had been paint-  ZRCI eased

ing a picture of economic disaster in whn,cﬁ it was predicted  econ siderably.

that many of the private institutions would not survive the

next period without help. Some argued that only a few of

the largest and wealthiest private institutions would remain

(Gladieux and Wolanin 1978, p; 203).

-The Quest for Unity and the 1972 Higher <Y
Education Amendments
By 1970, the associations, led by ACE, were convinced 0
that they must band together on as many-issues as possible
and speak with a united voice. Disunity had encouraged
Congress to believe that higher education had no position
on some issues that were vital to colleges and universities
or that the higher education community was simply indeci-
sive. Unity on policy did give the associations more per~
suasive strength, and when the associations agreed, they
often succeededin getting much of what they wanted.
Unity has its negative aspects as well, however. Some
association representatives noted that the quest for unity in
the early 19705 was so strong that the associations lost ﬂex-
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ibility in their attempts to retain existing ties. Others
thought that when efforts to build and maintain consensus
were too avid, illuminating important issues and aspects of
the associations’ relationship to government and to stu-
dents and institutions were buried.

The associations, so singularly dependent on the philoso-
phy of a united front in some respects, were delighted that
the major issue arising by the early’ 19705 was the question
of institutional aid versus direct student aid. It was a good
issue for several reasons. First, the associations welcomed
the shift in decision making from those close to the presi-
dent to Congress. In Congress they believed they had »
strong support for institutional aid in the person of Repre-
sentative Edith Green, the head of the Speclal Subcommit-
tee on Education, and important allies in Representatives
Albert Quie and Joh# Brademas. Further, the House of
Representatives had expertise in highet education and had
been the more active of the two branches of Congress. But
the associations, particularly ACE, did not grasp the politi-
cal dynamics operating inside the relevant subcommittee ¢
the House or the position of Senator Claiborne Pell. Con-
siderable infighting occurred. Representatives Quie and
Brademas opposéd Representative Green, and Senator Pell

, mistrusted the higher education community and became
angry at the associations and their positions on the ques-
tion of federal aid.

,Most of the associations seemed not to understand that
national opinion was gomg against them. While not oppos-
ing direct student aid, they continued to express more
interest in institutional aid, even as large forces were lining
up to'prepare the way for a major change in public pol-
icy—a reallocation or redistribution of resources that
would occur through direct student aid.

The issue reached a fever pitch when it came time to
review the Higher Education Act of 1965 and its mandates.
When the smoke had cleared and the 1972 Amendments -
had become law, the direction of federal aid to higher edu-
cation was unmistakably through direct aid to students and
not institutional aid. The associations had lost in a big way. ~
Edith Green resigned her post on the education subcom-
mittee and moved to the House Appropriations Commit-
tee. The asSociations were left with little that they had
agreed they wanted. They wers in great disarray, as their




E

carefully orchestrated strategy of coalition building and
speaking with one united voice had left people with the
impression that the assdciations were out of touch with .
current thinking about higher .education and that they cared

——mereabea&um&yﬂnmeit—pabhe-pmncumcmemsman_they_

did about responding to the needs of students and parents.
The debacle created the circumstances for considerable

change in the commumty of assoclatlons and the way in
- which they did busmess For the new presndent of ACE,

Roger Heyns, it meant a relatively free hand, at least for a
. short time, to make changes that would build up the whole
government relations area of ACE, to reorganize and appoint
a new team, and to look for new solutinns that would not
rely too heavily upon total unity among the associations on
any single issue. His mandate ta bring about creative changes
was enhanced by the Honey-Crowley report (1972), which
strongly recommended changing the direction of ACE and
increasing its political clout. In addition, Honey wrote a
widely read, stinging attack on the associations in Science
magazine, noting that the amendments would profoundly
affect education for a long time and plainly asserting that the

EN

" “failure of the Washington-based spokesmen for higher edu- .

cation.to contribute significantly to the shaping of those
amendments verges on the scandalous’ (Honey 1972;
p. 1243).

The.1972 Amendments and the role that the assosiations
did not play ia pushing them through created the conditions
for a considerable amount of change in the associations. In
passing the Higher Education Amendments of 1972, Con-
gress produced the most sigaificant higher education law of
the 1970s. It set the tone for much of what followed in the
decade and continues, even today, to be the legislative cen-
terpiece that defines the terms in which many of the present
federal government-higher education relationships and con-
- troversies are discussed and negotiated.

LY

Government Regulations and Student Aid

A most significant section of the 1972 Amendments was the
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOGs). This pro-
gram extended and changed the federal commitment to
equal opportunity in the 1965 act to a *‘direct entitlement”
program that refiected the notion that qualified students
would have access to higher education. It was clearly a
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decision that favored student aid over institutional aid and
a statement of government responsibility for equal educa-
tional opportunity for all.

After the 1972 Amendments indicated the form and
directiori of a large portion of aid to.higher education,
another, not altogether new, issue hecame visible in the
higher educauon—federal government arena—the onerous
task of dealing with federal government regulations. It was
an issue that preoccupied associations and higher educa-
tion administrators for a major portion of the 1970s.

Governiment regulation was not new, but until the 1970s,
most government regulation of institutions was at the state
level. Regulation by the federal government was not an
important source of irritation and conflict, even in the
post-Worid War II period of the G.1. Bill-and increased
feceral funding of res:zarch on college campuses. Aithough
problems existed, they did not seem to cause the uproar
that regulatjons did in the 1970s. In the 1960s, the main
difficulties were not interference in the directions of and
procedure for research but in the realization of a growing
dependence upon the federal government for funds. This.
dependence later made the institutions susceptible to
broadly ranging regulations (those related to affirmative
action, for example), which were not intended solely for
higher education but for all organizations receiving federai
_ money. Further, some colleges and univeisities were
affected by direct federal intervention to desegregate insti-
tutions of higher education.

The federal programs of the 1970s were more numerous
and much more-complex than those of the 1960s. New
areas of governmental control—environmental laws, safety
regulations, and antidiscrimination laws, for example—all
required federal monitoring. The accountability of institu-
tions to the federal government was increasingly stressed.
The 1972 Amendments represented a widening of the areas
of legitimate federal intrusion and regulation (Gladieux and
Wolanin 1976, p. 39), and college and university presidents
and administrators saw in the perceived increases of regu-
latory activity a future of rising administrative costs, time-
consuming and irksome red tape, an attenuation, of institu-
tional control over academic affairs, and threats to aca-
demic freedom.
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Presidents of colleges and universities became con- _
cerned about the regulations that had been accumulating
since the 1960s and into the 1970s in the areas of social
action—the Equal Pay Act of 1963, the Civil Rights Act of
1964, the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1964,
Executive Order 11246 in 1965, the Age Discrimination in
Employment Act of 1967, social security tax increases, the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, Environmen-
tal Protection Agency regulations, aid‘to the handicapped,
and the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of
1974. They all seemed to higher education administrators
to weigh heavily on colleges and universities in the 1970s

(Advisory Commnssnon 1981):

The Distribution of Federal Funds and

Institutional Preblems  ~

In the early 1970s, the. financial problems of institutions of
higher education were much on the minds of college presi-
dents and the associations. An aura of financia crisis and
alarm concemmg the actual survival of colleges and uni-
versities was particularly notable in the private sector, and
the issue was introduced into the legislative debates that
preceded the Higher Education Amendments of 1972 (Gla-

~ dieux and-Wolanin 1976, p. 202).

Congress, however, did not respond to the dire predic-

tions emanating from private colleges and universities, and

it became quité apparent as the 1970s proceea.d that the
irdependent sector was not disappearing as predicted.
Then private institutions developed the theme that the
financial cutbacks and sacrifices necessary for survival
were creating conditions that endangered their ability to
retain their most prized assets—autonomy and uniqueness
(Gladieux and Wolanin 1978, p. 203). They also perceived
that the increasing differences in tuition between private
and public institutions was a threat to the private schools’
ability to retain and maintain a socioeconomically diverse
student body. In fact, they argued, if the tuition differential.
‘continued to increase, the threat to the survival of private
colleges and universities would return and accelerate.
Once the assoviations recognized and accepted that the
federal government wds going to provide financial aid to
higher education primarily through the i_nstl_'umenf of stu-
dent aid, both public and private institutions concentrated
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on attempting to convince Congress and the succeediag
administrations in Washington that such aid should be
plentiful. The private institutions.were particularly con-
cerned that féderal aid to students must take into consider-
ation the growing and troublesome differences between pri-
vate and public tuition and that the federal government
should not place independent colleges and universities at
‘such a disadvantage that they would be unable to compete
for students. At the same time, public institutions were
concerned that everyone be provided with enough aid to be
able to go to-school. )
As the issue of student versus institutional aid faded into
the background, federal aid to students emerged as the sig-
nificant strategy pursued by Congress and by both the
Nixon and Ford administrations. The general overall issue
then became how the federal government was to distribute
a finite amount of mor=y that wou'd improve edugcation but
not discriminate against either the public or the prlvate
sch ols The question of how to promote equity, equality,
and q ty in higher education was to haunt higher educa-
tion an %e Washington higher education community for
the rest of\the decade and into the 1980s. (In 1984, the
issue heatedyp to an incandescent point that threatened to
undo, at least Yemporarily, the cooperation and information
sharing that had keen so carefully nurtured by the associa-
tions. iri the 1970s.)\The nroblem was and is that despite the
need and the will to txeat private and public higher educa-
tion evenhandedly, the\aid system as it was constituted in
the late 1970s and early 1S80s had the consequence of
treating the private and publg sectors differently. An equi-
table formula acceptable to b &sectors has so far eluded

national decision makers.

The Haves and the Have Nots

A basis for increasingly difficult problems since the post—
World War 11 period is the distinction between the
“‘haves” and the “‘have nots’ among collegds and univer-
sities. The distinction refers to a number of ltS\lI\Si—dlffer-
ences in size, resources, prestige, number of weaithy and
generous alumni, endowments, capital resources,ax'{ity to
recruit and retain attractive students and faculty, and

on. While the continuum from rich to poor is long and m/-
tidimensional with blurred gradations (and while all institu-
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tions need additional funds), it is still evident that some
institutions have more than others. No particular associa-
tion includes only the haves as members, although the

- Associatior of American Universities comes close, and no
association amoig the Big Seven includes only have nots,
although the American Association of State Colleges-and
Universities and the Association of American Colleges rep-
resent fairly large numbers of i mstltutlons with somewhat
thin resources.

The distinction between public and private control is not as
important for the haves as it is for the have ncts. The haves
are most often heavily involved in graduate education and
research and are likely to be united on such questions as aid
to graduate students and what to do about government regu-
lations on research and the level of funding for whom.

For the have nots, the differences between public and
private institutions are exacerbated. The lifeblood of the
publicly controlled have nots is low tuition and federal
grants that cover a large percentage of total costs for a stu-
dent, thus attracting students who might not otherwise
attend college. For the private have nots, the necessity for
federal funding based upon “‘need’’ rather than ‘‘across-
the-board’’ financing is so great that, without something
like the half-cost funding formula, many institutions
believe they would go out of business altogether.

The following matriX illustrates the kinds of problems
and positions that the Big Seven find themselves confront-
ing on the basis of where they stand in the private/public
dichotomy and the distinction between haves and have nots.
When associations fit into all four categories, they can rep-
resent communitywide positions (like ACE) or a special-
ized interest (like AAC). Associations with members in all
four categories tend to seek resolution of conflict within
the association and within the community and attempt to
formulate a unified approach to federal relations. )

When associations are present in two of the four catego-
ries (like AAU), the controversy between private and pub-
lic institutions is muted, but the differences between haves
and have nots are increased. Even more significant, how-
ever, is the case of NAICU, which finds itself concerned
but less involvedin the differences between Laves and
have nots and a great deal more concerned about public/
private controversies.
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. Public } * Private
Havess - .  ACE - ACE
" - AAU AAU
NASULGC NAICU
AAC AAC
- Have Nots AASCU ACCU*
. CASC* o NAICU
- AACIC ’ CASC*
. ACE AACIC™
AAC , ACE
. AAC
CPCU*

* ACCU—Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities, CASC—
Council for the Advancement of Small Collcgcs CPCU—Councﬂ of Prot-
estant Colleges and Universities.

When an association is represented in only one category
(like AASCU), it often finds itself at odds with the entire
private sector, both predominantly haves and predomi-
nantly have nots and less than totally satisfied with:even
the association whose members are predominantly pub-
licly controlled institutions (NASULGC) or with the asso-
ciations whose members are a mix of public and private
institutions (AAU and ACE). Because the public/private
controversy strikes directly at the heart of institutional sur-
vival, the differences between public and private institu-
tions are of the greatest significance to AASCU. The
Protestant- and Catholic-affiliated college associations,
although from the private sector, are in the same relative
position as AASCU but count for less as individual associ-
ations than does AASCU. Thus, they find themselves most
comfortable under NAICU’s umbrella.

-

" The Washington Education Associations Engage’ the 1970s

The basic thrust of the 1970s was to involve the federal
government ever more deeply into higher education’s
affairs, and the individual associations and the community
of associations could respond in no-other way than to
engage more actively and substantively in a relationship
with the federal government. If it had not been clear to

v
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everyone before 1972 that the most important business of
most of the core associations was federal relations, there
was little doubt about it later. (Although it was not, nor is
it still, the area where most associations.spend their ener-
gies and resources, it is nevertheless the most important.)
Even so, the associations’ actmty in governmental rela-
-fions was limited:

" Obviously, the governmental relations of hzgher educa-
"tion are widely distributed and comprise only a part of
the activities.of the associations. It is estimated that
about 35 people within the associations are-devoting all
of their time to federal relations, and-dbout 24 are devot-
ing half their time, for a tota/o about 50 full-time peo-
- ple (Heyns 1973, p. 93).
' /

In 1972, tl;eassoclatlons faced not only a great deal of
pressure-to’ engage actively in federal relations to reenter
thegame after the events of 1972 but also a growing need

~ 10 obtam more federal funds, to stave off increasingly irri-
tating and bothersome government regulations, to reduce
the rift between private and public institutions, and to mute
the confrontations between the haves and have nots. These
difficulties produced another dilemma: how to represent
each segment of higher education and each institution more
aggressively at the national level while cocrdinating the
activities of the associations’ diverse members. ,

The associations responded. ACE, which had borne the
brunt of criticism in the late 1960s and early 1970s for fail-
ing to organize a strong higher education presence in
Washington, could not realistically become an association

- able to satisfy all of its constituencies completely and at
the same time aggressively pursue the cause of higher edu-
cation in Washington. But, beginning in 1972, substantial
changes improved its otganizational and political structure
and its machinery for quickly and effectively responding to
the issues of rational consequence to higher education.

Some of the most important changes took place in the
Council itself. Roger Heyns, previously chancellor of the
University of California-Berkeley, succeeded Logan Wil-
son as president of ACE. Heyns used much of his first year
in office to try to understand how the association and the
community operated, to deal with the Council’s financial
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problems, and to develop the Council’s priorities. He prg-
sented thiree general areas for work at the Council’s annugl
meeting in 1972: to take the lead in developing a rationale
for who should finance higher education by initiating new
and improving existing planning and coordinating mecha-
nisms (particularly with the Education Commission of the
States); to take seriously and act upon the reports of the -
various commissions that had recently studied various
aspects of higher education; and to consider such issues as
institutional autonomy, the rights of women and minorities,
and the maintenance of diversity in higher education
(Semas 1972). .

Although he planned to expand the budget of the Coun-
cil’s federal relations commission, Heyns saw federal rela-
tions as only one of a large number of activities in which
the Council should be engaged. In his first years, Heyns
took the important step of appointing Stephen K. Bailey as
vice president of the Council, a position that had been
vacant during the last years of Logan Wilson’s tenure as
president. Bailey was a well-known, highly respected polit-
ical scientist from Syracuse University and was likely to
appreciate the significance of increased activity in federal
relations. With Bailey’s aid, Heyns began reshaping the
Council’s federal relations program.

Another significant appointment was the recruitment of
Charles B. Saunders to replace John Morse as direttor of
ACE'’s Division of Governmental Relations. Saunders’s
Washington background was extensive: He had been a
Senate staffer on educational issues, deputy assistant sec-
retary of education, and acting assistant secretary of edu-
cation during part of the Nixon administration.

Saunders began a series of internal changes that greatly
enhanced the capacity of the Council and the Washington
community to monitor and respond to activities on Capitol
Hill and in the White House. He brought together an infor-
mal group in late 1974 that began to meet weekly. Its pur-
pose was to act as a mechanism for regular interaction
among the Big Six on governmental matters. It was later
expanded to include several other associations, among
them the National Association of College and University
Business Officers and the National Association of Indepen-
dent Colleges and Universities. Saunders’s ambitious
intent was to have the group share.information, discuss




issues with which the community should be dealing, talk
about how the issues should be dealt with, and then divide
the responsibility for dealing with the issues.
In an effort to have the ACE Division of Governmental —
Relations increase its role as coordinator, Saunders's office
and Saunders himself began drafting position papers on Saunders
federal issues expressing the associations’ sense of-the began a series
issues and their position or positions on them. The division . I
circulates drafts of these position papers to the community Of interna
of associations and seeks comments from their executive changes that
officers. Given enough consensus, the associations greaﬂy
approve the drafts; sometimes the issue concerns only a
few associations, so only those affected approve it; and enhan,ced the
occasionally, divisions among the various associations are  CAPACILY Of the
so deep that ACE and the Division of Governmental Rela-  Council and
tions mustback off and find a new position.* the
_ Later, Saunders began conducting a weekly meeting of a .
much larger group (35 to 40) of association representatives, Washmgton
including some from the Nat"ﬁnal Education Association education
and student associations. This group essentially acts as a .
monitor, it meets every Friday and participants talk about commumty. c v
upcoming issues and what happened the previous week. ’
The capability for policy analysis for the Washington
assaciation community had been talked about for years and
recommended in 1971 (Bloland and Wilson 1971), but noth-
ing was implemented until the Council inaugurated the Pol-
icy Analysis Service in the summer of 1973. Its tasks
included studying policy issues, gathering and arranging
data on issues, preparing summaries of policy issues, and
responding to queries from Congress and-the president
(McNamara 1976a). From the beginning, the Policy Analy-
sis Service was engaged in what became its primary task,
providing support services to ACE’s Division of Govern-
mental Relations (Heyns 1977, p. 1).
The Honey-Crowley report, referred to earlier, called for
drastic changes in the organization of the Council, among
them a number of recommendations directed toward a
much heavier concentration in government relat.ons. Presi-
dent Heyns accepted these recommendations only in part;
he was opposed to the idea *‘that the Council be exclu-
sively (or nearly so) concerned with governmental rela-

*Charles B. Saunders 1984, interview.
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tions’” (King 1975, p. 102). But he was concerned with the

service role of the Council. Programs and services like
Academic Affairs, Women in Higher Education, Adminis-
trative Affairs, and Leadership Development have been
»important in creating and sustaining ACE's image in the
higher education world. More important, they have helped
generate funds for the services and other activities needed
to carry on the Council’s role. This service role, however,
was to have its own negative consequences in ACE's rela-
tions with other associations.
Heyns also has a strong sense of the political limitations
.of the Council in the Washington community. Its member-
ship covers the entire range of educational interests, and
many of them are incompatible. Other associations that are
members of the Council have their own agendas and their
own constituents. The community is, after all. a group of
autonomous associations whose cooperation with one
another is always voluntary. The Council realistically had
to approach a more active role somewhat slowly, however
impatient its critics. Heyns stressed the cooperative role of
ACE, not its activist role. He strongly urged that the posi-
tion of the Council as ‘‘coordinator, convener, and cata-
lyst”’ be emphasized, terms that have come up again and
again in discussions of the Council's role (Heyns 1977, p.
6). 'The basic posture has been for the Council to encour-
age joint cfforts. to avoid duplication, and to limit its own
efforts to those problems itiat are of concern to the entire
postsecondary community'’ (p. 6).
To implement this posture, Heyns developed the con-
cept of the *‘lead agency'’ or the ‘‘chosen instrument’’:

The associations should collectively agree that, when-
ever appropriate, one association will be responsible for
discharging a particular function. The implications are
that no one else will duplicate that function, and all will
help the chosen instrument (Heyns 1973, p. 94).

The concept of chosen instrument was used as a method to
deal partially with the overlap and duplication that had
been plaguing the educational associations for some years.
Internally, other innoyations occurred in the Council’s
structure and activities during Heyns's tenure of office. A
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particularly strong criticism of the Council had been its
relationship’ with member associations—the group of asso-
ciations that had been instrumental in creating the Council
in 1918. Those groups had felt for years that the Council’s
policies should reflect their concerns, if not totally, at least
" substantiaglly. And the way to accomplish that aim was to
have mort direct representation on the Council’s major
decision-making bodies. In 1973, this change was partially
“effected by a constitutional change that added representa-
tives from the associations to the Council’s Board of Direc-
tors. The association representatives to the board were the
university and college presidents who had been elected
heads of their respective associations. 1%

Further, in 1973, a body consisting of those presidents
elected as heads of the major associations (that is, the
elected head of the American Council on Education and
the elected heads and the “‘hired hand™ executive heads of
the other Big Six associations) was introduced. Informally
called the Coordinating Committee, the group was later
expanded to include the elected head and the executive
head of the National Association of Independent Colleges
and Universities. The committee’s task was to enhance the
coordinating function of the association community by
identifying issues and problems requiring cooperation and
to help choose and monitor the lead agencies that would
concentrate on the problems (Heyns 1977, p. 4). This
approach did not work well, for, according to one top asso-
ciation official, *‘the people who knew everything were the
hired hands, so ths presidents just sat back and listened.
And the hired hands talked in front of their principals.
Instead of the principals’ calming the bureaucrats down
and saying, ‘Hey fellows, get together,’ what happened
was each one was showing his principal what a genius he
was.” This committee also suffered from growth pangs.
Everyone wanted to be a member, and the bigger it

. became, the less effective it was.

Also under Heyns’s leadership, the Secretariat was
reconstituted as a formal part of the Council's organiza-
tional structure. Even though the president of the Council
had presided over its meetings since its inception, the Sec-
retariat was always an independent body of association
executives. The Secretariat continued its role as an arena
for information exchange and as an informai coordinating

’ )
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instrument, but under Heyns’s leadership, the ACE presi-
dent became more formally responsible for its work, and
ACE provided support staff for the implementation of its
activities. The Secretariat also began to increase in size

and, in doing so, reduced its role as a decision-making
organization while retaining its'function as an important
forum for the exchange of ideas.

Perhaps the most important consequence of the formali-
zation and growth of the Secretariat was the president’s
decision to form a smaller, informal group of the executive
heads of seven major presidentially based associations.
This group came to be known as “‘The Brethren,’’ and it
became the most important bodyto identify and debate
higher education, exchange information, and coordinate
policy in the higher education community. \
Community Changes and Activities
The public sector
Although all of the associations were changing and adjust-
ing to the modified circumstances of the 1970s, in many
ways, NASULGC, AASCU, and AACJC kept a steady
course by participating in the community, responding to
their constituents' needs, and presenting the case for pub-
lic institutions in higher education. In some areas, how-,
ever, differences among these three associations surfaced
as controversies from time to time. Although interested in
undergraduate education, NASULGC was at the forefront
in representing the interests of graduate education (with
AAU and ACE), particularly in research and in generating
research money from the.federal government. NASULGC
opposed the increase of federai regulation that accompa-
nied those research funds. These issues were of less signifi-
cance to AASCU but at times caused real consternation
among the institutional members of AACJC. It sometimes
appeared to AACJC that a piece of legislation or a regula-
tion favored graduate education and/or research at the
expense of undergraduate education, particularly in two-
year colleges.

In the 1970s, other changes in the individual assdciations

.not only affected those associations but also modified the .

community of associations by changing their internal commu-
nity relationships and their relationships with government.
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The Association of American Universities
AAU had maintained a publicly passive posture toward the
federal government and other associations well into the
late 1960s. Even the increased flow of federal funds to
AAU members did not make the association activist in the
early and mid-1960s. By-1967 and 1968, however, the com-
bination of turmoil on their campuse$ and the slowdown in
the increase of federal support for research led the AAU’s
leaders'to create a formal organizational structure for deal-
. ing with the federal government—the Council on Federal -
Relations. Dr.:Charles Kidd, a career government official
with considerable experience and expertise accumulated
from service in the Federal Council on Science and Tech-
nology, the Social Security Administration, the Council of .
Economic Advisors, and the National Institutes of Health,
was named director of the AAU's Council on Federal Rela-
tions in 1969. He became executive secretary of the associ- . -
ation in 1971. AAU was launched on a more active pro- '
. gram of federal relations.

In the mid to late 1970s, the AAU leadership again con-
sciously decided to upgrade the level of its activities to
become a more aggressive assocnatlon in relation to the . :
federal government and to‘increase its staff. It continued to
work clasely with the other associations, pasticularly with-

* NASULGC and ACE.

The poIiticizqtion of the independents: From AAC to NAICU
Among the most dramatic changes in‘the Washmgton
‘higher education community were those affectmg AAC.
For most of its existence, AAC had been one of the most
' conservative of the core associations and, as late as 1963,
had opposed any federal aid to institutions of higher educa-
tion. The major opposition to the association’s involve-
ment with the federal government had been from a small
" group of presidents of Protestant-affiliated colleges. In
1962, for example, during critical:House Rules Committee
deliberations on the Higher Education Facilities Act, they
sent telegrams to the committee apposing federally spon-
sored aid for construction and scholarships and testified in
a.Senate committee against the bill, against federal aid in
general, and in support ¢ of tax credits (King 1975, p. 68).
This stance had considerable effect on AAC as 2 whole
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and contributed greatly to its conservative image of
eschewing involvement with the federal.government. This
antipolitical stance changed considerably in 1967, however,
when more than 100 represéntatives of colleges and associ-
ations from the private sector assembled in Washington to
discuss means for establishing effective national represen-
tation for the independent colleges and universities, a nec-
essary representation they felt was lacking at the time.
This movement represerited several strains of thought in
the independent sector of higher education: One was .
. expressed by President Weimer Hicks of Kalamazoo
College: ,
Most of us connected with small colleges are anti federal
legislation. . . . But if the game is going to be played
with Washington as the focal point, then we have to be
in Washington (cited in King 1975, p. 87).

More important for the community and for AAC how-
ever, was that the deep division within AAC was brolght
to public attention. From its beginnings, AAC had pro-
vided a home and representation for liberal arts schools
and the liberal arts perspective. Thus, AAC included and
reflected the interests of not just the small independent col-
leges but also public institutions and large institutions
whose interests, were in liberal education, indicated by the
inclusion of a number of liberal arts deans from large insti-

{  tutions. ?

The presidents of small, independent colleges looked
around and saw that the other sectors of higher education
each were strongly represented in Washington. None of
the associations seemed dedicated to the specific-interests
of the small, independent colleges, particularly when it
seemed to representatives of those institutions that the
public institutions weregetting a continually larger share of
the nation’s stu_dents, oney, and Qther resources.

By the late 1960s, AAC had been deeply involved in the
problems of undergraduate institutions in relation to the
federal government. Also during the 1960s, the Federation
of State Associat.ons of Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities (FSAICU) had been formalized as a national coordi-
nating agency for the independent schools within AAC,
and AAC provided it with staff, funds, and spage. It had its




~.

own board of directors and executive secretary. In con- e
tinuing to pursue a more active policy for independent col-
leges and universities, FSAICU was reorganized in 1971, “
becoming the National Council for Inaependent Colleges
and Universities (NCICU). To further its interests in fed-
eral relations, it named Howargi Holcomb as director of
federal affairs (Hunt 1977, p. 50). Now its board presum-
ably could stake its own position in federal affairs, com-
pletely independent from AAC. NCICU was still part of
AAC, however, which continued to supply staff and funds
for its activities.
In 1975, a study undertaken by Edgar Carlson, executive
director of the Minncsota Private College Council, con-
cluded that *‘there must be a separate national vdice for
the indeperident sector” (Hunt 1977, p. 51). AAGC, if it
wished to take this study seriously, could eliminate its pub-
lic school members or establish an organization separate
from AAC to répresent the independent sector of higher
education. Caflson favored creating a new organization,
and the. plan was approved at an AAC/NCICU mecting.
A new independent organization, the National Associa-
tion of Independent Colleges and Universities, was
formed, and NCICU was disbanded. This move left AAC
free to pursue its interests in liberal education and the new
organization to represent private colleges and universities.
NAICU became an association with a diverse membership .
that included not only large, established, independent
research universities but also, according to its brochure,
“two-year colleges and technical institutes; four-year
likeral arts colleges-~some nonsectarian, others church-
or faith-related; schools of business, music, bible study,
theology, health, and law.”™*
NAICU quickly became the seventh member of the Big .
Six and a core association with satellite associations .
around it. It became an umbrella associaticn for the inde-
pendent sector with «n umbrella association's problems.

‘

I feel as though I'm trying to manage a very complicated
kind of rickety umbrella, with some of the spokes peing
longer and shorter and lots of tilting and winds threaten-
ing to turn the umbrella completeiy inside out.t
" *NAICU brochure 1983, p. i.
o' 1 Phillips 1984, interview. o
*

.

(@ ~"oriations in Action " 65




As an umbrella organization with diverse members display-
ing diverse interests, its problem became similar to some of
those of ACE. Almost 90 perceént of NAICU’s potential
members had fewer than 2,500 students, but the NAICU
board of directors started with the presidents of Johns -
Hopkins, Stanford, and Boston universities on it. The
question of domination by big - hools was raised early in_

- NAICU’s history (Hunt 1977, p. 51) but was later muted.

And, as if to punctuate its umbrella status, NAICU orga-
nized a group of association executive directors and called
it the Secretariat, in the fashion of ACE and its Secretariat.
During the transitional and somewhat hectic mid-1970s,
the private sector spawned other organizations intended to
pinpoint specific interests of the independent sector while
representing the whole of the private college spectrum.
They were invariably viewed as reflecting not the whole
private sector but some segment of it. Such an association
was the Consortium on Financing of Highcr Education
(COFHE). Formed in 1974, its 30 member institutions were
characterized as private, elite, and prestigious. Its purpose
was to serve its members through planning, research, and
consulting. Its initial chair was David Truman, president of
Mount Holyoke College, and although its headquarters
were not in Washington, it was representzd in Washington.
COFHE published an influential report on federal aid to
students in 1975. Well-researched and -wriiten, the resort
recommended modifying basic and Supplemyntal grant pro-
grams to students in ways COFHE heped tlie private sec-
tor would approve and the public sector w tiid not oppose.
Much of the independent sector did not view the recom-
mendations positively, however, and only AAU and ACE
gave it even limited support (Gladieux and Wolanin 1978,
p. 211). Its major drawback, as far as the small colleges
were concerned, was its proposal to eliminate the half-cost
limit on student aid at a time when the small colleges were
strongly attached to it in principle. The report also pro-
posed that what was gained by increase in access could be
made up by including supplementary grants tied loosely to
tuition costs in private institutions. It was not clear to
many schools that this proposal would benefit small private
institutions, and some risk seemed to be involved in this
change at a time when the private institutions feared that
any change would jcopardize their existence. The small
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private colleges felt the proposal would benefit only large
private institutions with higher tuition.

Student associations

Student associations had been quite active (aggressive but
not sophisticated) in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The
National Student Lobby was noted for its strong represen-
tation of students’ consumer interests. The National Stu-
dent Education Fund had been effective through its
research and attempts to lead students’ opinions (Hamilton
1977, p. 43). The National Student Association was not
active in the passage of the 1976 Amendments to the
Higher Education Act, but a new student organization rep-
resenting students from private, prestigious schools—the
Coalition of Independent University Students (COIUS)—
became active.

In recent years, however, old Washington hands have
not seen much activity from student associations and
regard them as minor players in the Washington higher
education scene. Activity among student associations
apparently depends upon who is eizcted to the leadership.

The Impreving Image: The Big Six in the 1970

The 1976 Education Amendments, -eauthorizing the 1972
Amendments, did not provoke the kind of heated contro-
versy that was part of the legislative battles of 1972. The
1976 legislation consisted primarily of extensions of t
1972 act, and although some of the issues of 1972 re- '\
emerged, the legislation did not change significantly.

By 1976, the image of the associations hkad changed. The
blasts of the Honey-Crowley report, the harsh words of
Senator Pell and Congressman Brademas, the negative
position of Senator Moynihan, and the bleak picture
painted by Gladieux and Wolanin gave way to a more opti-
mistic view of the associations. The wallflower began to
dance, and Senator Pell found the higher education associ-
ations more helpful in his efforts to éxtend and amend the
1972 Amendments (McNamara 1976b). The associations ~
made progress, becoming *‘effective voices in the formula-
tion of federal higher education policy’” (Wolanin 1976, p.
184). By 1977, the associations were attempting ‘‘to antici-
pate and take the initiative on emerging issues rather than
reacting to and having to catch up with events’* (Gladieux

R
By 1977, the .
associations
were
attempting
““to anticipate
and take the
initiative on
emerging
issues. . . .

1
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1977, p. 43). This c;ptimism however, was tempered by
reminders of how far the associations Jhad to go to be really
eifective, particularly in lobbymg the grass roots, but gen-

. erally the associations received considerably higher marks

by-the mid-1970s.

The.Council’s-new president: Jack Peltason

In the spring of 1977, to the surprise of the Washington
association community, Roger Heyns announced his inten-
tion to resign as president of ACE. Jack Peltason, chancel-
lor of the Champaign/Urbana campus of the University of
Illinois, was.selected as the eighth president of the Ameri-
can Council on Education. Peltason, a political scientist,
took office in the fall of 1977. As with his predecessor,
there was little doubt that change would occur during Pel-
tason’s tenure.

President Peltason continued ACE's development in the
direction of a more sophisticated and knowledgeable
agency in its relationship with the federal government and
continued the search for ways to unite the higher education
commiunity on significant policy questions. Fe saw part of
his mandate as broadening the areas of interest the Council
would be involved in and increasing services to members.

Among Peltason’s early acts was naming seven task
forces to evaluate ACE and look at its future (Peltason
1978). The designation of the task forces indicated Pelta-
son's perceptions of the Council's possibilities and limita-
tions, and he invoked the now time-honored ‘‘coordina-
tion, convening, and catalytic roles (Heyns 1973) as the
essence of ACE's service to its constitiency, stressing that
ACE’s responsibilities were large, its activities and their
effects often invisible, its resources limited, and its staff
small. Therefore, Peltason indicated, the Council needed to
call upon the other Washington associations and their
resources to ‘‘leverage’’ the capacity of the ACE staff (Pel-
tason 1978, p. 2). More controversial was Peltason’s pro-
posal that modest *‘staff resources must be augmented
more and more by ACE program money, venture capital,
which we shall make strenuous efforts to raise’’ (p. 2).

Predictably, the first priority was to strengthen the
Council’s and other associations’ influence on federal poli-
cies affecting higher education. Added to that priority was




a co;mnitment to enter the state government-higher educa-
tion arena, initially by building the capacity to-provide
information on interrelated federal and state higher educa-
tion policies. Peltason’s secand priority was to have the
Council engage in more research directed toward issue-
centered policy analysis, and the_third was to broaden
ACE’s commitment to programs of continuing education
for administrators and to.identify and help place high-
quality leaders in higher education, emphasizing the inclu- . .
sion of women and minorities. Finally, ACE was to extend
its efforts to increase communication with leaders from
business, labor, and agriculture (Peltason.- 1978).

(]

Change in the Council

Implementing these ‘priorities meant recommending a reor-
ganization of the Council. The first major change was
aimed at improving the Council’s coordinating function
among the associations by allocating *‘permanent’’ places
on ACE’s board for the major institutionally based associa-
tions belonging to ACE.

The Division of Governmental Relations kept its central
functions of coordinating and monitoring federal refations
and its claim to first griority on policy research and results,
but a state government relations section was added o the - -
division, and Charles Saunders, director of the division,
was fiamed_Vice President for Governmental Affairs.' Thus,
the way was clear for government relations to become an
even more significant activity for ACE.

Peltason proposed to house most of the Council’s pro-
grammatic functions, the direct services to the institutions,
in the Division of Institutional Relations. The Division of
Policy Analysis was placed under the leadership of Vice
President Atwell and included policy analysis, economic
and-financial research, the higher education panel, and
administrative-and management issues. A Division of
External Relations was proposed whose purpose would be
to focus on public information (maintaining the library),
membership development, and liaison with business, labor,
and other groups. A Division of International Educational
Relations would take 1-nder its jurisdiction many of the
Council's international activities, leaving the Fulbright
‘program an independent project.
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Tax Credits and the Middle Income Student

Assistance Act of 1978

With inflation rapidly driving the cost of education upward,
considerable support was building in Congress for tax relief
to. middle-income families paying the expenses of their off-
spring in colleges and universities. The Senate was espe-
cially favorable to such legislation and had passed two

such proposals in 1976. .

Although those proposals failed to clear the House, the
idea did not die, and in 1978, a tax relief proposal for middle-
income families with children in college aimost passed. The
most formidable version was sponsored by Senators Pack-
wood and Moynihan. Essentially, the bill would have
allowed a tax credit of up to $100 in 1978 to be applied to a
family’s personal income tax. The maximum would be
increased to $250 in 1979 (Advisory Commission 1981, p. 48).
Such antagonists as the Carter administration, the American
Federation of Teachers, the National Education Association,
and The Washington Post strongly opposed the bill
(McNamara 1978, p. 44). )

The higher education associations were ambivalent
about such legislation in 1978, primarily because it raised
the possibility of benefiting the private more than the pub-
lic sector. Even more important, the higher education asso-
ciations were perhaps beginning to believe that direct infu-
sions of mongy to all of higher education were a more nec-
essary form of relief than tax credits.

The associations developed a plan for targeting addi-
tional aid to middle-income families through increases in
the existing student aid programs. As of Februarv 1, 1978,
“*virtually all of the major postsecondary education groups
[had] signed off on a $2 billion student assistance package
to be proposed as an alternative for tuition tax credits.’"™* A
week later Congressmaa William Eord introduced the Mid-
dle Income Student Assistance Act, which not only broad-
ened eligibility for guaranteed student loans to all students
but also raised the eligibility limits for Péll grants from
$15,000 in family income to $25,000. Ford presented this
bill as an alternative to tuition tax credits and used it to
help persuade the somewhat reluctant Carter administra-

*Thomas Wolanin 1978, memorandum to Congressman Ford.
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tion to sponsor the bill. The associations continued their
heavy involvement in the legislation, participating in hear-
ings.and otherwise demonstrating their support for the bill
from its inception to its passage. The legislation was
passed in 1978. ‘

. The Department of Education
That education should have a stronger voice and moye visi-
ble place in the federal government through its elevation to .
cabinet status had been part of the thinking of educators
and administrators for many years, particularly among the
leaders of elementary and secondary education. Jimmy
Carter had expressed interest in the credtion of a Depart-
ment of Education in his 1976 presidential campaign, and
the National Education Association (NEA) eageriy .
endorsed Carter for president soon after. The American “
Federation of Teachers opposed it, however, and the
higher education community was unenthusiastic or ambiva-
lent about the creation of such a department. Responding
to the division within the ranks of higher education, ACE
did not officially take a position on the issue (Advisory
Commission 1981). President Peltason expressed some of
the ambiguities of the higher education community in not-
ing *“. . . the fears are of greater regulation, and the hopes |
are that the department will be a platform of greater visibil-
ity” (p. 49).
The initial lack of enthusiasm on the part of higher edu-
cation stemined from several perceptions. It looked as ..
though elementary and secondary education interests
would dominate the department because of NEA’s part in
bringing about its creation and because budgets for elemen-
tary and secondary education federal programs were so
large in comparison to those of higher education. Further,
many astute observers of higher education relations have
maintained for years that the dispersal of higher education .
programs to a variety of departments and-bureaus has
worked to the advantage of universities and colleges in
many cases. The creation of a Department of Education
might therefore iead to an unwelcomed consolidation of
programs under the aegis of an unfriendly federal govern-
meilt unit. .
In the later stages of the bill, however, the higher edu.a-
tion community did find common ground upon which to
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support the formation of the Department of Education.
While NEA had a major stake in the creation of the depart-
ment and thus v-as perhaps less critical of the way in which
programs were included or excluded, the higher education
associations, led by ACE, expressed their reservations and
pressed for specific changes that would attenuate their con-
cerns. They advocated line responsibilities instead of staff
positions for the.assistant decretaries, opposed the transfer
of th¢ National.foundatign on the Arts and Humanities to
the new departme d supported the transfer of the Col-
lege Housing Loan Program from the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development to the Education Department
(Saunders 1978). The final version of the bill reflected most
of their recommendations.

The Higher Education Reauthorization Act of 1980

In early fall 1980, Congress passed a landmark piece of leg-
islation, the Education Amendments of 1980, extending
federal higher education programs through fiscal year
1984-85. Recognizing that the costs of attending college
had become much greater, Congress significantly raised the
limits of federally financed grants and loans for students
over thie ensuing five years. Included in the act’s benefits
were raises in maximum Supplemental Educational Oppor-
tunity Grants, increases in State Student Incentive Grants,
increases in dollars for the College Work Study programs,
raises in the cumulative loan limits for both financially
dependent and independent students, and a new low inter-
est loan program for parents of dependent students. The
act further provided for aid to urban universities and grad-
uate fellowships. These provisions of the 1980 Amend-
ments reflected most of the priorities expressed by spokes-
men for higher education in Washington.

None of these provisions were as politicaiiy significant
for the higher education community, however, as the pro-
visions of the Basic Educational Opportunity Grants
{BEOGsS). Public institutions had been displeased with the
previous legislation, which provided that education costs
covered by federal grants could not be above 50 percent of
a student's total costs. The consequence of that provision,
the public institutions argued, was that a major burden was
placed on less affluent students, who would have difficulty
raising the other 50 petcent of their total educational costs.

[do]
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Thus, the public institutions, led by AASCU, called for ,
changing the formula from 50 percent to a higher percent-
age. The private institutions favored retaining the half-cost
rule and saw an increased percentage covered by federal
grants as quite likely to encourage the-movement of stu-
dents from private institutions to public institutions, a
drain perceived as threatening to the very existence of
independent colleges and universities.

This conflict between public and private institutions had
been plaguing the association community for some.tirhe,
and the associations took steps to try to resolve the conflict
reasonably before the reauthorization bill came up. The
asscciations, with ACE as leader, over two and one-half
years explored the dimensions of this and other legislative
issues that divided the community and were likely to
become major problems. They tried to foresee the implica-
tions-of various alternative legislative options.

After much effort, the Washington associations and their
members reached an understanding of the consequences
for their organizations, individually and coilectively, of the
most hke!y decisions that would be made cgnchIHE the
1980 reauthorization bill. In the summer of 1979, Congress-
man Ford, chair of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, challenged i:» association community to sub-
mit proposals for changes in the bill that they could agree
upon as necessary and desirable.

By then, much preliminary work had been done, and the
associations were able to agree on those proposals. After
some intense consultation, the associations provided lan-
guage for the legislation that spelled put precisely the
extent of their agreement on a wide variety of proposals,
particularly their agreement on BEOGs, the program that
had been so troublesome for so long. Six association senior
officials signed a letter to Congressman Ford spellipg out
the specific language agreed upon as a solution to the con-
flict over the half-cost provisions. The letter stated in
part, ‘“‘We believe this proposal provides a simple and . ‘
straighiforward method of alleviating the problems [that]
have been associated with the half-cost linitation’ (U.S.

Congress 1979, p. 19).

The bill that emerged from the House Education and
Labor Committee included most of the changes the com-
munity had proposed {ACE 1979a, p. 2). ‘‘Mr. Ford and

ociations in Action




the Subcommittee relied on the ‘best’ of what each of the
students, university administrators, governmental officials,
and legistators had to offer’’ (Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion 1” September 1979, p. 15). !

The BEOG program that eventually passed raised the
limit from $1,800 to $1,900 the first year, with increases in
each of the following years to 1985-86, when the maximum
was to reach $2,600. At the same time, the grants were
limited in 1981-82 to 50 percent of an individual student’s
total costs, but thereafter the.ceiling was raised by 5 per-
cent each year to 1985-86, when it would reach 70 percent.

The two years of work culminating in the enactment of
the law reflected the positive changes in the way the higher
education community conducted its federal relations and in
the improved image that law makers and congressional
staff had of the associations and their ability to provide
expert, correct, timely, and helpful information. From Sen-
ator Pell's reference to the associations as ‘‘the fudge fac-
tory in Dupont Circle’ (Baker and Barnes 1980) to the
favorable reviews from Capitol Hill in 1980 was a consider-
able-and welcome distance for the associations

End of the 1970s: Internal Turmoil and Solving Problems
As the end of the decade approached, some issues had
been partially resolved, old issues had.resurfaced, and new
problems and possibilities were emerging.

The strong, hostile representations by university presi-
dents against the perceived tide of federal regulations gave
way to a sense that Congress was sympathetic and increas-
ingly aware of the negative aspects of those regulations and
was open to easing the burden they placed on institutions
(Bailey 1978). Senator Pell, for example, in response toa
speech by President Kingman Brewster of Yale attacking
regulation by the federal government, stated for the
Congressional Record that:

President Brewster’s remarLs are cogent. . . . He
pointed out that there is a growing amount of control
not through direct intervention, but through oblique
approaches. . . . Although his speech attacks some of
the programs and bills which I have supported, I think
his remarks should be read by every Senator (Advisory
Commission 1981, p. 44).
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' Although the Reauthorization Act'of 7980 was not all \ /
that everyone in higher education could wish for and some ’
deep divisions among the sectors weré still not resolved,

+ ° the associations had achieved major success in building
cémmunity consensus and in setting in motion a collective
course of action that was politically realistic and advanta-
geous t0 the cause of higher education. In the/la_te 1970s,
however, orie of those substantive, structural problems
that the associations continually monitor, tinker with inter-
mittently, and never quite resolve came to the fore once

gain. At its most basic level, it has to do with the associa-
tions’ function of representation and how it should be
done. In the form that it took in the late 1970s and early
1980s, it revolved around several direct questions and
reached Dupont Circle from a variety of sources.

Institutions.of higher education need national representa-
tion and the sexvices that the Washington associations pro-
vide. But this representation, however much needed, tends
to generate problems on.occasion becau3e at least three
kinds of representation and three types of associations are
involved. First, institutions need representation that
speaks for the whole of higher education, the unified voi
of higher education (ACE). Second, each sector (public,
private, community colleges, and so on) needs its voice to
~ be heard and to be counted in national decision making.
Third, each institution includes units requiring a national
voice (graduate schools, business officers, devglopment
people, and so on), each of which forms an association
comprised of universities and colleges as members.

This picture is complicated immensely by the fact that
some associations attempt to perform all three kinds of
representation (the Ametican Council on Education, for
example), some try to represeiit the second and third (the «
American Association of State Colleges and Universities).
and some tend to concentrate on one (the National Associ-

« ation of Independent Colleges and Universities). Adding
to the whole ambiguous and messy situation is the fact
that some associations (liké‘&CE) perform both represen-
tation and service for their niembers and some only repre-
. sentation. : ¢
This multivoiced system of representation means that for
an institution to be sufficiently represented in Washington,
it may need to belong to a nu@ber of associations simulta-

i ¥

Y

N

L]

Q iociations in Action N *
A ]

E119

N



neously and to pay dues to each. A large, research-
oriented Class I university dominated by its graduate pro-,
gram, for example, might belong to:ACE, NASULGC,
AAC, the Council of Graduate Schools, the National Asso-
ciatior: of College and University Businzss Officers, and
the Council for the Advancement and Support of Educa-
tion. And this list is probably inconiplete. Each association
has annual dues, and in some cases fees are required for
services. The dues can be substantial. In 1980, AAU’s
annual dues were a flat $13,000, ACE’s ranged frbm $385
to $5,680, and AACJC's ranged from $500 to S1,500 (Scully
1979, p.»10).

If one institution pays dues for seven or eight member-
ships or more, the total cost can be great. When costs are
cut back or budgets gerexally tightened, questions are
raised: **Does the institution need to belong to all those
associations?'’ **Is this‘meRabership in multiple organiza-
tions cost effective?** **1S it pessible that several associa-
tions are supplying csscntially the same representation and/
or services?'’ And the final, ominous one, *‘Are we paying
for unnecessary overlap and duplication?"

At that point, a call is often sounded for a study of the
role of assoclations in Washington and their relatiorShips

", with their members and with each other. In the late 1970s,
the questions were se.1ous énough to initiate two studies,

one by an initial group of six presidents (the **Gang of
Six,”* which eventually became identified as the **Gang of

Ten™) and the other by the faculty members of the higher ! )

educatiori center of the University of Michigan under the ,
direction of Dr. Joseph Cosand. A good deal of sturm und
drang accompamcd this examipation of the associdtions’
role because such studly brings to the surface and accen-
tuates the difficulties of ‘dealing with a set of closely related
and unresolved community prgblems.

First, what should be the role of the American Council
on Education? Is it primarily .n association of associations
wit{\ a strictly coordinative role? Or is it, like other associ-
ations, an organization representing a cons ﬁucncy of insti-
tutions and thetefore a rival of the other asspciations? This
problem was exacerbated in the period before the'two
studies by the Council's decision to initiate new services in
areas where other associations were already involved.
ACE had organized a presidents committee on intercolle-
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giate athletics,and a council of chief academic officers
within the Council, and other associations viewed it as
+ invasions of their territory. This' move played a part in )
originating the Gang of Six (Scully 1979, p. 10). -
President Peltason’s tenure had been marked by consid-
. erable acticn on the part of ACE. He reorganized, moved
the Council into new fields, expanded its role, and gener-
ally maintained a strong presndency He responded force-
fully to the heat generated by ACE’s initiatives:
L
Some people . . . think that the assoslarlons ought to be *
doing more together, rather than as individual segments.
I've made it no secret that my mandate here is not just
to add up what everybody thinks, but to be*a caralysr
and coordinator (Scully 1979, p. 10). . ¢

Although the Gar{g of Six seems to have originated asan
independent band of dissident presidents of higher educa-
tion institutions and executive heads of associations; it was
domesticated quickly by an ACE board of directors ffeet-
ing at the end of June 1979. The boaid decided that ACE’s .
coordmatmg committee would sponsor a study and would
"seek funds to underwrite it (Fretwell 1980). Later, the
coordinating committee instructed President Peltason to
« dppoint a subcommittee to do the study (which included
the orlgmal six pres:dents), and the study was underway.
The study had three major goals: {]) to study and make
", _recommendations on the relations among the associations
as presently structured; (2) te examine the **proliferation
of speeialized associations') (Fretwell 1980, p. 2); dndl ',
3) td/' look at other ways of organizing the national repre- we
sentation of higher education. The study concentrated on
the first i issue, but ail three areas included other recome
mendatlon
’ The Gang of Tg benefited from the Michigan study,
Lresidential Views of Higher Education’s National Institu-
pii onal Membership Associations (Cosand et al. 1980),-
which surveyed 1,284 presidents of colleges and universi-
ties and interyiewed 33 knowledgeable gbservers of the
national higher oducation scene. Th subcommlttee espe-
cially noted the ﬁndmg of the Cosand study that more than
* one-third of the presidents, with a choice of five models of”
association relationships to choose from, favored the
¢
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model of the current, pluralistic system, and another 27
percent chose the stronger, coordinated model.
In the Michigan study, the presidents generally viewed
positively the associations to which their institutions
belonged and saw federal relations as the central activity of
ACE and the other associations for the 1980s (Cosand et
al. 1980, p. 6). They saw the need for increased coordina-
tion of the associations & fulfill this mandate, but their
view was tempered by the majority opinion among ACE
members that members are not represented equally in the
associations.
The responses of the 33 national observers in the Michi-
gan study emphasized that the associations were ‘‘reactive
to issues and problems’’ to a greater degree than were the
presidents and stressed the value of a “‘unified position on,
important issues’ (Cosand et al. 1980, p. 4). :
After considering a variety of alternatjve structural mod-
els for the Council, the Gang of Ten rejected proposals to
radically reorient the Council to resemble the organization
of the AFL-CiO or the Chamber of Commerce (Fretwell -
The report touched upon a number of asptcts of associa-
tion activities and relationships, including a call for more
coordination, which was the Council’s responsibility, an
admionition to resolve the occupancy prpblems of One
Dupont Circle and enhance its role as { National Center for
Higher Education, a plea for a moratorium on new assogia-
tion programs and upon the creation of new association;
and a reminder that associations should remember the con-
cept of “‘lead agency.’” The most important results of the
subcommittee’s findings were recommendations that the
vice president of ACE be responsible for improving associ-
ation relations and that assoclations check with each other
before instituting new activities and policies that would
affect other associations. This latter point was mdde promi-
nently enough so that the Gang of Ten study became
known as the **No Surprises Report.”

A




THE 1980s: CONFRONTING THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

"The National Elections of 1980 arid Their Aftermath
The election of Ronald Reagan to the presidency and the
sweeping changes that took place in Cdngress left the
higher education community in a. siate of uncertainty and
confusion. Although President Carter’s search for “coher-
ence and a sense of direction’ had generally resulted in
tighter restrictions on spending for higher education, signif-
icant legislation had passed in the Carter years—the 1976 . !
Amendments to the Higher Education Act, the 1978 Mid- *
dle Income Student Assistance Act, the 1980 Amendments,
which raised the miaximum benefits among higher educa-
" ‘'tion programs, and the law creatmg the Depanment of
Education.
\ . A major anchor for the educatlon com*numty in the
Carter and previous administrations was the long-standing
" predictability of the ideological position that was reflected
\ in the actions of Congress and the presidents. What Ches-
\ ter Finn characterized as *‘the liberal consensus’’ had
. developed and shaped natienal educational policy for more
" than 20 years (Finn 1980). =
This liberal consensus envisioned a vngorous and active
\role for the federal government to achieve the goals of
qual opportunity, access to schools, desegregation,
ncouragement and support for research, and elimination
- of discrimination involving age, sex, and race.*'Reform and
innovation” were emphasized (Wilson 1982, p. 10). And
the federal government could be counted upon to.use fund-
ing\incentives and federal laws and regulations to achieve
those ends.

The consensus sought to attenuate the exclusionary con-
nection between a high level of incoime and access to
education and to give more people a chance at educa-
tional opportunity than would have been the case if the
federal governnient had kept out of the field (Chester E.
Finn, Jr., cited in Wilson 1982, p. 10).

The keepers of the liberal consensus were identified with
a wide variety of institutions and organizations: the Ford
~Foundation and others, research-oriented universities,
_national associations (including many of those in the Big
Slx plus One), some members of Congress and the admin-
istration, newspapers like the New York Times and The
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Washington Post, think tanks like the Brookings Institu-~
tion, and influential individuals from higher education
(Clark Kerr, Harold Howe, and Ernest Bdyer) (Wilson
1982, pp, 9-10).

The amalgam of positions and policies among the liberal
consensus was viewed positively—or at least neutrally—
by many different groups, pamcularly in education. As the
1980 elections drew near, however, the long-standing issue
of the balance between equality-and quality in education *
became more acute and threatened the stability of the lib-
era} consensus in Washington. How educational policies
“should be shaped by emphasis upon one or the other and
how funds should be distributed in relation to quality and

“equality were issues brought to publi¢ attention by budget

problems, inflation, questions of accountability, student
achievement, regulations, and ambivalence about affirma-
tive action. The.debate was considerably enlivened by the

.challenge to the liberal consensus posed by a neoconserva-

tive position whose most articulate representatives were

.closely connected with the academic world—Sidney Hook,

Nathan Glazer, and Peter Drucker, for example.
The Reagan Presidency )

As the 1980 elections approached, the educatlon commu-
nity was not certain about what would happen to existing
higher education programs, but events strongly indicated
cutbacks in educational funding and programs. The Reagan
campaign had stressed an attack on inflation, reduction of
taxes and government regulation, contyol of the federal def-
icit, and concentration on national defense. The rhetoric of
the campaign indicated considerable hostility toward the

federal government and its past role in domestic affairs and

a preference for encouraging decision making and responsi-
bi'.ty in the hands of the private sector and state and local
governments. Although the Reagan forces did not s&{n
especially interested in education per se, they pledged to
eliminate the Department of Education. The general impli-
cation for education emerging from the Reagan campaign
was that responsibility for higher education would devolve
to a far greater extent upon the resources of private indi-
viduals and families and upon state and local authorities.
The clearest statement of the direction the new administra-
tion might take was in a Heritage Foundation publication,

-
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Mandate for Leadership: Polzcy Management in a Conse)-
vative Administration (Docksai and others 1979). The
. report proposed major changes in federal programs for ele-

mentary and secondary education as well as modification .

of the existing structure of federal policies and programs

for higher education. It left no doubt: about its posture

toward the Department of Education: '
In the short time the Department has been in existence,
an established collection of literature has’ developed
chronicling the admzmstrattve excesses of the Depart-
ment, the wasted time, money, and energies that have
failed to improve educational quality or extend its reach.
For the most part, and given the most ideal of circum-
stances, the authors of this report.would prefer to erase
what Congress has done durmg the, past two years
(Docksai and others 1979, p. 170).

"

-

Although very little could be done about the 1980
. Amendments and legislation passed during the Carter
administration could be modified only partially for 1981,
spending levels in student aid programs in 1981 were 10
percent lower than in 1980 appropriations. Congress then
passed stopgap legislation that cut educatlon programs by
another 5 percent from 1981.

The proposed higher education budget for fiscal year.
1982 surprised the higher education associatioris and star-
tled members of Congress who did not immediately per-
ceive how the budget would affect higher education. The
result was that, aside from the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program, appropriations for higher education were reduced
12 percent in the 1982 budget (Stanfield 1982, p. 1262).

The Associations and the Reagan Budget for'1983
In late December 1981, after Congress had passed the stop-
gap spending resolution, the associations got a look at a
preliminary copy of the 1983 budget. It called for a cut of

. 4G pércent in Pell grants, from $2.3 billjon o $1.4 billion,"
and proposed that three other higher education-programs
be discontinued.

N With the experience of the 1982 cuts and the 1983 budget
confronting them, the higher education associations orga-
nized and fought aggressively to prevent the cuts and the

I
The proposed -
higher
education
budget for
fiscal year
1982 surprised
the higher
-education
associations .
and startled
members of
Congress. . . .
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drastic consequences for higher education. Twenty higher
education associations formed the Action Committee for
Higher Education (ACHE) and undertook an immensely

_ effective public relaiions campaign among their constitu-

ents ta stave off the proposed reductions. ACHE was in-
strumental in persuading television networks, newspapers,
and weekly news magazines that student aid was an issue
of national importance. The committee conducted a suc-
cessful grass-roots campaign to alert parents and students
that student aid was.in jeopardy. It put out a series of
“how-to’’ pamphiets: ‘“‘How to Lobby Your Congress-’
man,” ‘‘How to Write Letters to Your Loca] Newspaper,”
“‘How to Cali a Press Conference,”” ‘“How to Explain How

. This Proposal Impacts on Your Campus.”

One Washington association official descrlbed the ensu-
ing impact on Washington:

The Keagan administration tried to cut student aid in ~
half. We organized a very careful grass-roots campaign,
and the Hill has rarely seen such screaming. They heard
from aunts, uncles, parents, students, faculty, college
administrators, trustees. We'd walk around the Hill, and
people would meet us, and they would say, *‘I;ve never
seen anythmg like this. When are you going to turn it

om’l k)

As expected, the House Education and Labor Commit-
tee, with its consistent support for education programs,
voted for increases for higher education programs. Unex-
pectedly, however, Republican conservativés like Jack
Kemp and Orrin Hatch also came down on the side of stu-
dent aid. Congress ignored the Reagan cuts and in some
areas-increased student aid. It overrode the president’s
veto. While the associations believed that their campaign
to alert the grass roots had been successful, they were
quick to acknowledge that it would not always work. In
this successful instance of moblhzmg the hinterlands,
Congress was especially receptivé to the wishes of the
folks back home: (1) Elections were to take place in the
fall; (2) almost no voters voiced their opposition; and
(3) the clearest, loudest voices were those of middle-class
citizens. Congress listened.




.tion, much of which is initiated for programs other than
i hlgher education and is not written with any thought con-
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'CURRENT ISSUES AND THE FIHJTURE“ THE WASHINGTON

COMMUNITY IN THE LAST HALF OF THE DECADE

-

The Present Environment
The Big Six plus One and the, Washmgton higher educatlon
associations currenfly operate in a much more complex
envigonment than they did in the 1960s and even in the
1970s. Thus, the structure of the gommunity is also more
complex.

Perhaps because of its size and visibility, higher educa-
tion seems to be direttly affected by more federal legisla-

cerning its possnble effect on higher education. The higher
education enterprlse 1s not alone in this respect, birt if the
community is to deal with its complicated Washington
environment, it must continually monitor government .
activities, disseminate relevant information to its members,
find a community-position if possible, and communicate
that position to the appropiiate targets in Congress and the
administration. When it all works, the Washington associa- ’ .
tion community is indeed a formidable spokesnian for
higher education. ¥

A number of mechanisms have been established to moni-
tor the federal government’s actlvmes, some have been

. discarded, others modxﬁed

Federal relatizns oﬂ‘ices . 1
The upgrading of federal relations offices in all of the Big

+ Six is one response {o the mcreasmgly complex world of

Washington, and Saunders’s organization of regular, fre-
quent meetings-of association federal relations officers i is

" . crucial to monitoring and the process of influence. The .

I

meetings are central in sounding out the comnfunity, fos-
tering cooperation among the assocnatlons and finding the
basis for coordinated efforts. A major contribution is the
establishment of policy research and analysis units, the

. most visible of which ACE initiated and now involves the

associations working together in the-Association Council
for Policy Analysis and Research., -
One indicator of the current sophistication and expemse
in federal relations is the compilation and publication of
ACE’s *‘Higher Educatlon Agendas,” which have been

" published in the Educational Record over the years and
‘'sent as memos to the 96th, 97th, and 98th Congresses. The

agendas present higher education’s agreed-upon, ovérall

4
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priorities for a particular Congress and spell out specific
community positions on particular issues that fall under the
jurisdiction of the relevant committees in the House of
Representatives and the Senate. The range of interests is *
wide—from issues like student aid that the higher educa-
tion community would be expected to address to such

"seemingly far-removed issues as postal subsidies (ACE

1983, p. 5) and the bankruptcy laws (p. 12). Their targets
include not only the House and Senate committees that
deal directly with education and appropriations but also the
Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Commit-
tee and the House Government Operations Committee.

_ ACE is not alone in this expertise and thoroughi research
and in presenting higher education’s positions. The other
five of the Big Six are also noted for their depth, thorough-
ness, and capable presentations to Congress and the .
administration.

The division of labor
The immensity of the task—being on top of relevant legis-
lation and the activities of the federal government—has led
to impurtant divisions of labor among the associations in
the 1980s. One way of proceeding has been the roughly
similar continuation of the *‘lead agency,” the concept
introduced by Roger Heyns in the 1970s. Now, however,
the division of tasks is more informal, with a particular
association assuming the responsibility for monitoring and
informing the rest of the community ina particular area as
its own interegts dictate. At present, NAICU concentrates
ori tax-problems, AAU on the health field, science, and
federal research grants and contracts, NASULGC on e
energy policies, and AASCU on urban affairs and the
Servicemen’s Opportunity College. .
The division of labor has its cooperative aspects in the
sharing of information with the other associations. The
combination of the division of labor and cooperation means
that associations. might be designated to operate an activity

jointly—as for the Academic Collective Bargaining Service '

coordinated by AAC, AASCU, and AACJC. i

A further variation on this theme is the Association
Council for Policy Analysis and Research (ACPAR). Com-
prised of 25 associations, its office and staff are operated
by ACE, but its responsibilities are to the associations that
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are members. ACPAR’s purposes have been to identify
issues of importance to higher education, tg bring them to
° national attention, to encourage coordination of research
and analysis among the Washmgton assocnatlons, and to
advise ACE's Poiicy and Analysis Division.* The Action
Comnmitte : for Higher Education, the coalition of some 20
associations that was instrumental in persuading Congress
to override President Reagan’s veto in 1982, has had algmf-
icant input from associations beyond the Big Six, including
the Council for the Advancement and Support«of Educa-
tion. The Consortium for International Cooperation in
Higher Educatlon, comprised of members of associations
with international programs, and the former Emergency
Committee, for Full Funding of Education have consoli-
dated their efforts and become the Education Funding
Committee, a large group representing a wide variety of
- educational interests. Thus, a-pattern of dividing the labor
and cooperating has emerged, involving groups usually
smalle;‘ than the whole Washington education community
but larger than only the Big Six.

Another dmsno_n of labor is among the associations’ fed-
eral relations officers. Individual officers are responsible
for monitoring hearings in the House and the Senate, orga-
nizing presentations at hearings and other gatherings,
speaking to individual Congressmen and Department of
Education officials, and so on. Although the federal rela-
tions staff at any particuiar association is small, each can

- call on the support and services of the entire: Washmgton
higher education community.

This division of labor also calls forth a way of operatmg
federal relations in the 1980s that is differerit from the pat- ~
tern of the 1960s. If so much information js to be gathered,
it'must also be disseminated. The associz.tions are much
more open in their exchange of informa'ion than they were
in the 1960s, and the community is mur.h the richer for it.

In the mid-1980s, the American Council on Education is
the center of efforts to coordinate the sectors of higher

"education through the association community. Its mandate

"to seek a unified course for higher education in Washing-
ton, its responsibilities for association relations, its role in
arganizing federil relations, and the prominent place A('BE

*“ACPAR 1982, 1984, public statements.
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. 1 has in the various communitywide committees and policy- -
making groups all attest to the Council’s position in the
. forefront. Even-so, ACE is a partner in some recently -
formed associationwide committees that it did not initiate
- or that it joined only ‘after the committees were formed.

S ae

|
|
|
\
\
\
|
|
|
. The Brethren ' - ;
One of the patterns of cooperation and division of labor |
among the associations is the current organization of the |
- . Big Six. It is a well-;ecognized, functlonal necessity that ~ i
the full-time top executives of the major associations must .
see each o{h.er.reg{ularly-—and to do so without the repre-
sentatives of the satellite assgciations and without the
elected leaders of their associations. Séveral mechanisms
have Been used toward this end in the past. Perhaps the
original constituent members of the Council in 1918 were
such a group. The Tuesday Luncheon Clubof the 1960s
had something of thesquality for a period of time. The Sec- *
retariat of the 1960s and early 1970s was clearly a mecha- f
. . nism for the executive leaders of the major associations to )
gather, talk informally, and seek cooperation. Suoh groups
have been subject to a loss of power and great er951on of
their significance over time, however. A small group of the ,
top leaders of the major associations is an attractive gath-
ering, viewed as Yaving valuable information, prestige, and -
perhaps even power, and other assocnatlon leaders want to
be included. Although a good reason is often apparent to
include one or more other association leaders at some -
point, eventually the small, informal group- ‘becomes larger
and more formal. The absentee rate of chief.executive offi- i
cers begins to rise precipitously. Staff members from the |
associatjons’account for the majorityof the attendees, and
the group changes’'character. And t‘}?&ajor association
chief executives will be found to have formed a new, small,
informal, exclusive forum for frank discussion, unencum-
bered by staff and representatives from the satellite associ-
ations. Meetings of the Brethren are the successor to the
Secretariat of the 1980s. The Secretariat continues, but it is
far larger than it was and it no longer serves as a forum for
the Big Six and a few others to discuss significant events
on the Washington higher education scene. If the Brethren
begin to follow the pattern of the Secretarfat, one may
eventually find a new small group uf the core assocnatlons
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perhaps a ‘‘Brethren Born Agam or, given their penchant
. for rivalry as well as cooperatron, “Siblings Six.”

[

Associations and lhe wider world of mterests

.Dunng the 1960s, some association watchers expressed
concern that higher education was too insulated in Wash-
ington, that it would never count very much in Washington
decision making until it was able to make common cause
with larger, more powerful-interest groups, particularly

business and labor. In the 1980s, however, the associations

have taken’ steps-to broaden the reach of their interests,
and ACE, for example, has organized a funétioning and
flourishing higher education~business forum and a similar
set of actnvntles with labor.

Commumty norms and the 1980s

The values and guidelines for action in the 1980s are an
extension of the norms from the 1960s. The aim is still fo
find bases for cooperatlon while representmg individual
constituencies to the best.of an association’s ability. These

" norms have been elaborated and given new strength in the

1980s, however. .t

The publicly stated dictum from'the 19605 that associa-
tions should consult with each other but not get in the way
of each other’s leglslat,ve objectivés has been superseded

. by the much stronger doctrine that the community should

not be surprised by other associations’ activities and that
they must seek concrete ways to coordinate their activi-
ties. They are backed by @&n association communications
network that operates daily and is.further strengthened by
the often-voiced sentiment that each association under-
stands: In governmental relations, the unstated meaning of
a mutual veto among the associations is that either the
associations cooperate or they face stalemate and destruc-
tive inactivity. Striking out on one’s own begms to look
like a loriely and risky enterprise.

Another corollary of the ‘‘no surprises’ concept is that
it should apply to relations with the federal government.
Thus, when all else fuils and divisions run_deep, as one
ranking association official put it: It’s our responsibility to
go up on the Hill and say, *‘This is a matier of serious .
division in the commuanity. This sector feels this way, and

i

.
-

Dl

QO ciations in Action

87




e

that sector feels that way for the following reasons.”

_ That's a perfectly legitimate role. ~

-

The associations® realization in the 1960s that not only *°

could the individual associations succeed without coQper-
ating with other associations but also that.the community
needed the support and participation of its institutional
leaders has developed into a working consensus that the
grass roots must be cultivated andlistened to and that the
higher education community must take steps to cooperate

with other major sectors of the society. It is now a raalistic

belief by association executives that successful goordina-
tion and cooperation have a tendency to be invisible and to
ogeur daily. Some of their best and most successfiil work is
not and wil! not be known by their constituents. '

A S
What Lies Ahead?. ~ . )

The pubiics and the iﬁd;pendents ,
The.mogt importan current issue, and the one most likgly
to be most important in the near futlre, is the problem of

- student aid. The'associations were afjte to cooperate’,and

achieved vonsiderable success in the _reauthorization‘pack-
age of 1980, Though neither sid¢ considered it ideal, both
pl?'q_ate-and. public institutions tflought they could live with
it“The combined‘cooperative efforts of the public and pri-
vate sectors were<crucial in 1982 in preserving the student
aid system, which looked as though it might disintegrate .

" with the proposed legistation from the administration. In

1984, however, the inadequacies, problems, and conflicts
embedded in the aid structure had developed to such an
extent that the carefully negotiated and maintairied cooper-
ation resulting from the 1980 legislation was on the verge of
serious-disruption. .

By 1984, the private institutions were widely concerned
that they had made a bad deal in 1980, that the compromaise
paekage they had aﬁeed to had not been funded in parts,
and that they were-worse off in 1984 as a result. Public
institutions were not happy either, because they felt that
the Pell grants should have been higher and that they
should fot hiave dgreed to the half-ost limitations.

The haves and have nots
Although ope responss to the alleged differences between

.
.
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_haves and have nots is that most-ipstitutions are now and/
~* orwillbe have nots in the fut%’ls still an issue, partic:
* . ulafly inrelation to the independent institutions. Because

the distinctiop involves contrasts not only in size and
resources but also in interests, the possibility of new, sepa-
ratist national a§sociations, threatening the unity of the
independent sector, continues. ) '

Other issues, large and small
The list of concerns facing associations is long and the .
issues complicated. The immense federal debt and its

potential r?egz}tive consequefices seem to place jn jeopardy

all domestic programs, including higher education. The °

changing tax structure, with its implications for reducing

incentives to contribute to nonprofit organizations, looms

. oil the horizon. The necessity for increased funding and the
competitiveness of institutions for research funds threaten i

i the peer system of review at the federal level. Academic .

% control of iq:ercollegn’ate athletics provides yet another P~
potentially divisive arena for the higher education sectors,
and even the National Center for Higher Educaticn, the
building at One Dupont Circle whose purpose is the
improvement of communicatiorand coordination among
the associations by haying them under one roof, on occa-*
sion is the Ygsis for an *‘issue’’ (*“Who owns the building?"’
*“What is ifs purpdse?”). h

‘Despite past successes angd current capabilities, this
group has by no means resolved its.problems, nor does it
really have much control over what will happen to the

’ highgieducation enterprise in Washington in the future. In .
. the final analysis, the higher educhtion community is essen-
tially a bit‘p’layer,gble to come on stage at crucial
moments and make a difference but not in charge of the
! plot, the.tempo of the dctién; or even the scenery. At the
“ macro,level, threats f war, depression, international
crises, inflation, the national debt, ideological swings right
wand left, changes in the national hood,.and specific politi- .
cal events all occur continually—and unpradictably—and
higher education can do nothing about them exegpt to
attempt to cope. On a micro level, legislation regularly
passes that has very significant consequences for higher
education,.but often decision makers do not take those
> consequences into consideration.‘

»
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In the mid-1980s. the associations can look back with

considerable satisfactionat having been importantly

/ iftvolved in federal higher education policy. Despite educa-
) tion’s having been on short rations since 1972 and having
experienced a number of disappointments, solid successes =
occurred in 1976, 1978, 1980, and 1982. The associations
can point with some pride to two major accomplishments.
They were influential in helping to shape and preserve fed-
eral funding for higher education (particularly student aid),
and in the process they wransformed themselves from a
passive, partially informed, often divided, nonpolitical
community into a keenly attentive, highly informed, and
skillfully-assertive body of associations participating daily
in Washington higher education policy and events. Al-
though they realistically understand that they will probably
never rival the resources and clout enjoyed by some of the
larger associations representing business, labor, and agri-
culture, they have reason to believe that a good deal of
working machinery is in place and operational and that the
associations.have the personnel and organizational skill
and knowledge to move quickly and effectively when the
occasion arises.
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I ‘ , ‘Starting in 1983, the Association for the Study of Higher Education
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Please deduct this amount from tire
price of my subscription.

Type Subscription | This issue TOTAL

Regular '$55.00 -$7.50 $47.50
AERA, AR,

ARHE member $40.00, | -$750 $32.50
ASHE member $35.00 ' -87.50 $27.50

LA valdable series, especially for reviewing and
revising academic programs. These reports can save
us all from pitfalls and frustrations.”

Mark H. Curtis, former President
Association of American Colleges

ORDER FORM

Assoclation for the Study of
Higher Education .
-One Dupont Circle, Syite 630 ‘
4vashington, D.C. 20036
Firone: (202) 206-2597

Name

Position
Inst /Address

Day Phone

Signature

{3 Check enclose {payable to ASHE) -
{3 Purchase order attached
{3 Charge my VISA account -

Exp. date ——..

" Charge my MasterCard account
Exp. date

Dear lerarlan

| have just finished readlng one of the 1985
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports (ISSN
0884-0040). | found it outstaniding and strongly
recommend that ou* institution subscribe to
the series. At $55.00 for 8 issugs, it is a bargain.

Signed,

Name
Title

ASHE[ERIC]® ‘

Assoclation for the Study of Higher Educatlon
s "-vrge Washington University
l: MC ‘pont Circle, Sulte 630, Dept. 51

LI\ gton, p.c. 20036 1 33

rnone: (202) 296-2597 ’

. Day Phone

- ORDER FORM
No. . Amount
——. 1984 Serio3 §55.00 — L
—— 1985 Serles $55 00

—— Ploase place 2

standing Qrder(s) for this

institution @ $55.00/yr.
TOTAL DUE,

Name

Position

Inst.’Address

Signature
0 Check enclosed (payable to ASHE)




’ anm:“ » "« Place ’
: Stamp .
- Here |
Association for the Study of Higher Education
* Attention: Subscription Department
j One Dupont Circle, Suite 630
" Washington, DC 20036 - .
FROM: Place
Stamp
Here

ATTN: Serial Acquisitions Dept.
The Library " \




Bl o HARLAND G. BLOLAND-is professor of higher education at

’ the University of Miami. He has had a long-term interest in
higher education associations and has published articles,
Books, and monographs on the role of associations in the
U.S. system, on association structure and organization, on
change in learned societies, and on association convention
behavior. He is organization advisoy for State and Regional
Research Associations Special Interest Group of the Amer-
ican Educational Research Association. Bloland’s present
research interests are in organizations and culture,
interpretive sociologies, and the politics of higher educa-
: . . tion. He is currently engaged in a study of state and
. regional learned societies.

' ISBN 0-913317-21-7>>%7. 50

135




