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Preface 

The Objectives of the Project . 
The Alrlie Project was an effort to identify issues in American higher 

education that merited 'further thought and refinement. It was not con
cerned with action or even with policy, but with conceptualization. 

The Project was grounded in the conviction that good ideas were the 
prerequisite for good policy and good action. The effort was to describe an 
agenda of matters worthy of serious reflection. As Charles Frankel noted at 
the December Conference at Airlie House (from which the Project took its 
name). Immanuel Kant was a centra] figure in philosophy, not just because' 
of what he thought, but because what he thought set an agenda for 
philosophers for more than a century. The AirIie Project was not so 
presumptuous as to try to set an agenda; it' only sought to aid one in 
developing. 
Th~ purpose of the Project was to better frame issues, to bring into focus 

varying points of view on a given subjeCt, to identify some of the people 
most interested in each of the major topics, to describe the "state of the . 
. art" in the contemplation of critic;al conceptual problems, and to identify 
questions, that followed from what had already been said or written. 

The ~taject aimed at stimulating the ollgoing conversation about the pur
p'oses ·of American higher education. That conversation is open to all in
terested parties, and for that reason this Report is written in an open-ended 
fashion. Every chapter ends in a question. An appropriate subtitle could 
have been: "The Airlie Project: A Deliberately Unfinished Symphony. tJ 

The Airlie Project is distinct from the AirIie Conf~rence. The 1976 Con
ference was the culmination of the Project. But the Project actually began 
in 1975 with a small group of consultants to the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare (HEW). They were, in addition to Secretary Mathews, 
Dr. Roger Heyns of the American Council on Education, President Frank 
Newman of the University of Rhode Island, President Neal Berte of 
Birmingham-Southern College, Dr, Harold Hodgkinson, Director of the 
National Institute of Education, and President Lawrence Cremin of Colum
bia's Teachers College. That group was constantly expanded throughout 
1976. 

This document is ,a report on the Project, not just the Conference. It mir
rors what was said before" during, and after the Conference. It is essentially 
a history and does not necessarily reflect the policy or views of th~ present 
Secr~tary of HEW, Assistant Secretary for- Education, or United States 
Commissioner of Education. 

The editors for this report have taken all that was produced by the 
Project--the preliminary papers, the Conference transcripts, the follow-up 
correspondence, their recollectio.ns of the unrec0rded conversations--and 
have arranged them to reconstruct the dynamics of the Project. The editors 
working under the direction of Dr. Mathews w~~e many, but tpe principals 
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were: Dr. Harold Hodgkinson, Dr. Robert McKenzie, Professor Robert 
McClintock, Mr. Todd Furniss, Dr. Regina Kyle, Mr. Larry Horton. Pro
fessor Marjorie Knowles, Mr. Edward O'Neil, Ms. Sherry Magill, and Ms. 
Donna Milligan. 

The Report begins with a journalistic account of the Conference. It then 
offers, as an illustration of the objective of the Project, a provocative paper 
by Harold Hodgkinson. The paper presents a variety of ways of thinking 
about and defining education and suggests what a fundamental reconcep
tualization can contribute. 

The next chapter deals with the major questions for an agenda--as de~ 
fined by the participants in the Project. The editors used the sections in this 
chapter to give better focus to the current discussio~s about higher educa
tion by grouping together comments on related topics. 

The last chapter is concerned with suggestions for continuing the concep
tual work in a more systematic fashion than is now done. No one thought 
that such work could be, or should be, made strictly regimental. The con
cern was that the enterprise seemed somewhat disjointed and th~t all the in
terested p~ties could profit from better orchestration. 

The Project, in sum .. is a point of departure and an invitation--open to all 
who are interested in basic, conceptual problems. 1 

'FQr a perspective on ventures somewhat akin to Airlie, see AlYin Eurich's Campus 1980. Donald 
Bigelow's Schoolworlds '76, and The Third Century. 

Campw 1980 was written in J968 and its principals tBlked mainly about growth. The difference between 
thls volu~e and the Airlie Report is, in part, the difference between the tenor of the sixties and that of the 
seventies. 

Schoo/worlds '76: New Directions/or Educational Policy. published in 1976, resembles tbe Aidie Project 
in its discussions of the interconnectedness of education, and in its range of participants. However. 
Schoo/worlds '76 had a broader aim; namely, to sbape "recommendations for the development of educa
tional policy for ali societal agencies engaged in the teaching and learning process." 

The Third Century: Twenty-Six Prominent Americans Speculate em 'he Educational Future, conceived 
and recently published by Change magazine, is a collection of essa.ys written by twenty-six education leaders 
who were asked to look to the state of higher education in the year 2000. Many of the themes which emerged 
at Airlie-access, equity, purpose, lifelong learning-are included in The Third Century. But. while The 
Third Century presents the viewpoints of individuals on separate topics, Airlie orehestrates individual 
viewpoints as people struggled together over common concerns. 



CHAPTER I 

THE AIRLIE HOUSE CONFERENCE: 
A JOURNALISTIC ACCOUNT 

Commentary 

This piece is a composite of four interpretive reports commissioned for 
this Report. The authors~ present at the Conference, were John Egerton, 
Cullen Murphy, Jane Otten, and Adrian Peracchio. 

Ed. 

Everything about the Airlie House Conference Center suggests order, 
continuity, calm: trimmed hedges, studiously rustic fences, and white ducks 
gJiding across a smooth lake. It is the sort of place that is perfect for 
conferences and retreats, made to order for bringing together people who 
share an interest in the future of higher educatio-!1' 

On December 17 and 18, 1976, a select group of a hundred or so people 
came together at this conference center in the bucolic Virginia countryside. 
-west of the nation's Capital, to discuss j'The Changing Agenda of Higher 
E9.ucatior,.. JJ The Conference was sponsored by Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, aqd.'-Welfare, David Mathews, the United States Office of Education) 
and the Atnericab Council on Education. College and university ad
mintst-rators, scholars, members of institutional governing boards) 
legislative and executive officials of federal and state governments, cor
porate and foundation executives, journalists, and representatives of non
governmental education associations were among those invited to 
participate in the discussions. Their charge was to "examine some of the 
directions American society has been taking in recent years and assess the 
educational implications of these trends.' ~ 

At ten o'clock on Friday morning, two hours before a luncheon formally 
opens the Conference, Secretary Mathews and about twenty-five early- ar
riving participants gather over coffee for introductions and a few minutes 
of preliminary planning. Even before coffee is served, educators who 
recognize each other from other conferences, other symposia, slip into prac
ticed stances. People are overheard talking of Access versus Standards, 
Egalitarianism versus Elitism, the Notion of Accountability, and Freedom 
o~ Sci~ntific Research. Words like "paradigm," "dichotomy," and "inter-

. face' ~ flash like badges of office. 
Like"well-trained athletes, the Conference participants await only instruc

tion on the ground rules, the structure of the game, before they get down· to 
seri.ous verbal.pyrotechnics. 

But the man who conceived the idea of the Conference--David Mathews-
cho.oses to begin on a jarring note, frustrating the general expectations. 
"This is an exploratory venture." he suggests. "We have tried to bring 
together a group of people who enjoy being thoughtful about their work." 
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The objective, he saYSt is not to discover solutions to the problems of higher 
education, but to raise questions about the futures to have "a conversation 
about what to talk about next" on the changing agenda of the nation's col
leges and universities. 

C 'I would like for us to see if we can find some questions and issues worth 
pursuing on a new agenda/' he adds, "questions that excite to useful pur
poses. We also need to learn how we can keep the conversation going on 
these questions a bit more systematically than we do now: If we find worthy 
questions, they are good for a lifetime. Rather than indulge our inclination 
to come to conclusions here and now} we should deliberately leave the ques
tions open fot future discussion. This occasion is intended to be an op
portunity to look ahead and think about the basis for making policy." 

At lunch, the full contingent of participants is present, and it is an im
pressive gathering--"an intimidating group of people," as one somewhat 
awed junior administrator puts it. Included are more than a dozen college 
and university presidents and a like number of noted scholars, several foun
.dation a.nd corporation executives, representatives of most of the major na
tional education associations, a half-dozen top federal education officials, a 
congressman, a state legislator, some well-krlown journalists, and a scatter
ing of young scholars, administrators, and graduate students. In, terms of 
race, sex, celebrity, r~gion, and institutional affiliation, it is a diversely con
stituted assemblage. 

President Roger Heyns of the Alnerican Council on Education welcomes 
the participants to "an unusual and ambitious undertaking." "It is," he 
says, Hsomewhat unconventional for educators to lay aside their immediate 
concerns and concentrate on the future. There is a built,;;in ambiguity in the 
process, a mixture of order and chaos requiring a capacity for tolerance." 

Secretary Mathews, fonowing Heyns,'invites the group to become "an in
tellectual union--or a.,reunion, a familiar gathering--not to do anything im
mediate, but rather to think about what will be the next issues, the next pro
ductive questions, for higher education." At the conclusion, he says, "I 
hope we can see an 'emerging focus--or serveraI. I also hope we can find 
ways to keep the discussion going. We need a more systematic approach to 
the refinement and development of ideas in higher education. " 

When the Conference participants rise from their chairs, they clutch their 
programs like symbolic lifesavers, trying to match the red,- yellow, green, or 
b1ue dots on each folder with color-coded room assignments, seeking order 
in the confusion. 
, Mathews' approach galvanizes some into optimism. leaves others skep
tical. On their way to the first round of group'meetings, the participants ex
press a variety of reactions to the invitation given'them by Mathews and 
Heyns. ' 

"There 'Yas no su6st,ance in \vhat the Secretary said. It didnjt challenge 
me," says one man, a well-known scholar. ' 



"We suffer from a compelling desire to organize ourselves, and we have 
to be shaken out of it from time to time," says another. '(Everyone in 
higher education professes independence, then goes back home and follows 
the trends. ' I -

"I'm skeptical," says a third. flNothing ever comes out of these navel
gazers. We just end up talking to each other in philosophical abstractions." 

A fourth, overhearing the others, laughs at «'the irony of thinkers who 
seem threatened by the opportunity to think.' I 

"These buzz sessions are very hard to bring off,)) an administrator says, 
"but they're also very necessary and worthwhile. " 

"I don't understand the structure, U another man complains. 
"Relax." his companion says. -"Nothing's going to come out of this. It's 

just old friends meeting, that's a11." 
During the next three and one-half hours, the four groups will hear two 

speakers each, and use the presentations as spurs to discussion in 
~ubgroups. The speakers include Harvard zoologist Edward O. Wilson, 
Columbia sociologist Amitai Etzioni, anthropologist Margaret Mead, Dean 
Earl F. Cheit of the School of Business Administration at Berkeley I Colum
bia philo~!lpher Charles Frankel, President Matina S. Horner of Radcliffe, 
and'English Professor Benjamin DeMott of Amherst. 

The four groups are ~o4ed Red, Yellow, Blues and Green. The Blue 
group's first session features Professor Frankel speaking on "New Trends 
in Social and Moral Thought." He focuses on what he calls "themes 
aro~nd which society flows," and identifies three that can be expected to 
receive much attention in the next decade. He calls the first "the new 
egaIitarianism/' which he defines as "a rejection of the reality that some 
kind of rank) order, and hierarchy in society is essential 'and inevitable." 
The second theme or trend, he says, can be called "the new individualism~ Jl 

in which people break out of old forms of authority and convention, only to 
enter new ones. And'the third, says Frankel, is "the new irrationalism," a 
tendency toward excessive introspection and mysticism, which seems to re
ject the need for basic principles of reason and common moral and ethical 
values.' _ 

Frankel suggests that these trends can result in "the corruptive overflow 
-of good ideas." HIn one way or another," he says, "society requires rank 
and order, authority and convention, reason and principle. The respon
sipility of higher education is to preserve and extend the ideals upon which 
the new trends are based without acceding to their distortion. )' 

After Frankel's audience has divided into two subgroups to discuss his 
remarks, lively debate ensues. 

"Are you saying that the 'new egalitarianism' is a problem, or a condi
tion you applaud?" a woman asks him. 

"I don't applaud it," he says. "The old criterion, inequality, was neither 
just nor rational. But to say we should make no distinctions at all is also an 
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irrational idea. Real problems lead f as they should, to an effort to change} 
but often the push is too far in the opposite direction. J J 

Quickly. inevitably, the conversation turns from the philosophical to the 
concrete--specifically. to the question of equal opportunity for minorities. 
In the rush of voices t these comments float to the top: 

"Recruitment of Blacks is essential. but rigid quotas and complete 
egalitari.anism afe both wrong and impossible. " 

"We talk about equality--but equality with respect to what? What are the 
standards? What should be the new vision'?" 

"Institutions don't act. They simply react--to problems, pressures, and 
needs. " 

"We're drifting, ,trying to find ourselves--and I wonder how far the soci
ety will go to finance this search." 

"But shouldn't we be doing some things simply because they're right in 
some moral/ethical sense? Do we need to be told--by test scores, by the 
failure of so-caned compensatory education--that inequity exists? Isn't it 
enough to say that more equality, more fairness, is simply right?" 

"In spite of all that's happened in recent years, inequality still reigns. We 
may have- inore equality of access, but it's access to institutions that are 
themselves unequal. And there's no equality of results." 

"The reality is that we have limits; we have to make choices; we have to 
have priorities.. " 

Fred Bolman, Executive Director of the Exxon Educational Foundation. 
is the discussion leader. ~IWe have to formulate some questions for the 
future agenda of higher education," he says. He attempts to restate 
Frankel~s three major points as questions. 

"It sounds like we're saying, 'Let's keep doing what we've been doing, 
only better,' ,t one man comments. 

"I have a feeling w~!re going in a circle, " says another. 
The effort proceeds. Finally, Neal Berte, President of Birmingham

Southern College and the group's recorder. reads the questions back. They 
sound scholarly, abstract, and very familiar. 

Says one member of the group in response, "People in the academic com
munity are talking to themselves about problems that are in the process of 
bejng solved by the rest of society. Industry is setting up training institutes 
to prepare the work force that higher education isn)t turning out. 
A~ademics sit around asking where we're going. while corporations decide 
the question. It's not the university that sets the style, the tone, or the pace 
of society. " 

,jShould they?" 
"Higher education is constantly in a struggle between substance and 

form, between the practical and the philosophical, between education for 
work and education for thought. " 

It is time for a coffee break, after which another speaker will raise addi
tional questions and new issues. President Berte, scanning his notes, know-



ing that he will be called upon to convey the sense of the discussion, looks 
concerned. 

Meanwhile in the Green group Ben DeMott w~stes no time. "There is 
already a changed agenda'" he says., -"in the idea that education is too im
portant to be left to the educators.}' The gap between society and schools is, 
in fact, being closed, he explains, although educators have had little to do 
with closing it. Noneducational institutions increasingly are taking on a 
teaching role--from Rotaries and scout troops to industries and unions. If 
this tendency reflects a growing social mandate (and DeMott thinks it does), 
then, in his opinion, it raises some legitimate concerns: (1) How do we 
guarantee that these enterprises will have something to do with education? 
(2) If there is to be a thorough change in delivery systems, how will we en
sure that a reordering of the formal systems will follow? 

"What must happen is an end to the dreadful, boring argument between 
the elitist and the egalitarian. The real issues are to create new kinds of ex
cellence and new kinds of standards. If s not a matter of trading them away 
bu't of recognizing we need more of them. H 

The group is skeptical. 
"Most .professors haven't had the kind of contextual background 

DeMott: wants plumbers to have," says a foundation director. "And 
egalitarianism isn't being tyxannized by the Harvards in credentialing." 

DeMott raj.sed a synthetic question. "It is the old teaching versus training 
argument,~' says another, and he took a few swipes at training. "So who is 
to do the training? History is on the side of all these training institutes just 
beginning to hatch. ,) 

"It could break the college/job connection, !} says the foundation direc
tor. 

"But if you drop the BA as a requirement for jobs," remarks someone 
else, "you're going to have all sorts of people who don't know what they'll 
have to do to qualify. By eliminating arbitrariness of one kind, you may be 
creating arbitrariness of another." 

What about apprenticeships and tutelage? "Could we move in that direc
tion again? Would we feel secure?H 

Another shakes his head. "No. We're moving away from having profes
sio",s credential themselves." 

"The question is, who decides who can offer what services to the com
mu~ity?" says a federal administrator . 

. itWhy does the university give any degree at all? You could say you at
tended. I'm sure just as many people woultl go.}' 

The discussion has been going for an hour, and the Green group breaks 
for coffee. The coffee breaks are the only times during the sessions when 
one can actually talk about whatever one wants. HThis phrase in the 
Secretary's charge to focus on ideas that 'excite to useful purposes,' " says 
one participant, "is so deliberate, so ungainly, so impossible to speak 
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casual1y, that most of us repressed it immediately. Ironically, it is the only 
thing we will remember of this Conference in five years.' S • 

Yarmolinsky makes the next presentation. He bases the co~e of h'is 
remarks on a previously pl:lblished article but seems to have tailored it ts 
reflect the afternoon's discussion. '~Every substantive question is up for 
grabs, 'J he says.· "Who teaches what to whom, when, where, and why? And 
overshadowing the substantive questiolJ.s are fundamental jurisdictional 
questions: Who decides, who must be <;;onsulted, who can approve or disap· 
prove? Clearly the two sets of questions ~re not unrelated. " 

He begins with credentialing. "What happens when the university offers 
credentials for activities that are not conducted by the university? What 
gives us the right? Monopolies are subject to the ~ontrol of the sovereign. 
So whaes to prevent an employer--an industry--from doing the same thing? 
What is the special kind of thing we are certifying? We don't have a consen
sus even on. this. Should it be based on competence--competence of per
formance or competence of understanding? Does knowing the history _ of 
plumbing make you a better plumber?" 

The point, says Yarmolinsky, is that higher education is going to have to 
begin tq make some trade-offs, both internally and in its relationship to 
sO,ciety. It will mean deciding more precisely the limits to its role. "What 
service is the university fit for? If you tell people you're fit to do everything, 
they won't believe you." And it wiI-l mean modifying the curriculum. "If 
we're going to teach some of the new things, we're going to hav.e to cut out 
some of the old things because of money. " It is back to the question of who 
decides whether trade-offs will be made, and what they will be if they are., 
"Is the faculty to control the substanc.e of education and the administration 
to control,the money? You can't divide it that way. It hasn't worked in the 
Department of Defense; it hasn't worked in HEW. Will it work in academe 
just becalise of the 'good will' that is supposed to exist there? How much 
good win is left?" 1-

The discussion seizes on "Who de~ides?" and the assumption, with few 
exceptions, is that the extent to which t~e public--or the market--is allowed 
to make educational decisions is the extent to which education will become 
little more than narrow training. The debate over who decides is a debate 
over education and work. 

"It got to the point in the early sixties," begins Yarmolinsky, '''that we 
decided we were no longer going to let the ge:Q.erals run the military. It .was 
just gettina too expensive. The same thing ha~ happened since with medical 
care. And ies happening now to education. So ies important to invent 
mechanisms to d.etermine not only what the total education budget is going 
. to be,. but also. which percentages of t~e total go to what. " 

'.'Who decides who decides?" someone asks. "Who represents the intrin
sic elements of Ule culture.? How are those elements determined? And are 
educators going to respond or to leadJ or are there other alternatives?" 



uPerhaps it would be useful to look at the notion of service,", some sug~ 
gest. "What should be the institution's commitment to service? What 
shouldn't it be?" 

"Certain community colleges have no notion of purpose save for the 
utilitarian, practical one of service, '.' remarks one participant. "As a result) 
they have this open door but no floor and no ceiling. Service has to fill a 
need. But it also has to advance educational purposes. H 

"Education is in bondage to work," says John Blackburn of the Univer
sity of Denver. ' 'At the very time we need to make people flexible, we're be
ing forced to train them narrowly." 

Someone tries to move the conversation to a more general level. Assume 
teaching, research, and service are the three legs of a stool, and that the "legs 
are of different lengths. Who repairs the stool? And can change come from 
within? 

A professor responds, "Tinkering from the outside is going to be 
necessary. The real rewards in teaching," he says, t'are obviously in 
research. One of the ways to restore the balance is to change the outside 
agencies like NSF [National Science Foundation] that make the rewards of 
research sQ.'great. -, 

Another observes, t'As far as the higher professions are concerned, there 
is going to have to be oUtside intervention in the form of planning. ,

"Perhaps we are leading ourselves to believe that it's ail educational 
crisis, and not a social or politkal one. H . 

"This isn't the first time we've been on' a utilitarian binge, but something 
has always pushed us back. What have these forces been?" 

Ideology, technological change, life-stylet and ethers are suggested. The 
sixties, inevitably, surface. 

"Will they be viewed as a creative period?" s(jmeone asks. Another ques
tions, HAre the changes.in life:'stylt'of the past ten years just an aberration 
or the beginning of some historical shift to a change in the nature of the 
distinction between education and work?" 

,Meanwhile the Yellow group, having just heard and discussed a presenta
tion by Margaret Mead, returns from its break to Hsten to Dean Cheit's 
remarks about the '·'Coming of Middle Age in Higher Education." Mead 

. apparently has provoked· a spirited conversation in the first ses'sion; Cheit's 
aim is to keep it going. . 

Ch~it begins by questioning the' 'lusting for newness, t, implicit in the cali 
for a new agenda, and suggests that still much unfinished business remains 
on the old one. "Old issues we thought were settled apparently aren't," he 
saysJ citing some unresolved questions from thc'old agenda. such as: Who 
should have access? Can colleges aI1d universities give people a sense of 
worth when the labor market does not? 

In the period of growth and expansion, Cheit notes, the states seemed 
committed to providing universal access to higher education. "Now, with 
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limits placed upon us, we are forced to define universal access. We cantt 
take everybody, but we shudder at the thought of diverting people at the 
gates. " 

Who should make policy? Cheit says that the question is still an open 
. one, but the involvement of government in that task is becoming more and 
more apparent. 

What is an educated person? HHistorically," he says, "society has pro
vided the definition as a person who is useful and productive." "We 
thought we were doing that," he adds. "Now we learn that we're not, and 
we are hard pressed to state the case for the noneconomic value of higher 
education.' , 

In the ensuing discussion, Margaret Mead--at seventy-five as alert and 
assertive as anyone--questions the objective of guaranteeing all eighteen- to 
twenty-two- year-aIds a four-year college education. "If there are no stan
dards, it ceases to have meaning, " she says. "Not all young people want to 
go to college; for some, it is a prison. Instead) why not guarantee everyone 
free access to a hig-her education at some time in their lives--whenever 
they're ready for it, whenever they're ready to work?" 

"Does guaranteed access mean a guaranteed degree?" someone asks. 
"Are we talking about equality of results as well?" 

The question sparks both affirmative and negative answers. "A college 
education is stilI the key to upward mobility in this society, H a man says. 
"Society frowns on eighteen- to twenty-two-year-olds who drop out of 
school, and the unemployment rate among them is very high. " Others nod 
in agreement. 

"1 get impatient with people who have a lot of education saying we're try
ing to force too much on kids, ) J says Kenneth Tollett of Howard University. 
'<For working-clas~ and lower-class kids, the drop-in/drop-out option is a 
dream. They don:t have the buffer of wealth. " 

"The key question, H another man interjects. "is not who goes, but who 
decides who goes. That's the one that troubles me. Being in a university, I 
can say I don't want it to be the faculty and administration. I don't have 
that much faith in the fairness of my peers." 

"Do you want to trust the people to make educational policy?" 
Again, there are yes and no answers to the question. "It isn't enlightened 

self-interest that has led to the effort to increase the number of Black doc
'~ors and Black engineers." someone says. "It's government pressure. HAnd 
someone else demurs, I 'Do you want government to make all the policy?" 

The discussion continues 'until five-thirty. Near the end, one of the par
ticipants says, "What I hear us saying over and over is, 'We must assert 
ourselves. We must change the agenda of higher education.' But there's no 
agreement on' what changes should have priority and who should make 
them. We're still hung up on the old questions." 

It is time for dinner. 



The dinner-hour conversation is suffused with doubts about the value of 
the day's activities. 

"What you see here," one man says, "are people who perceive of 
themselves as experts, and activists confronting abstract ideas, and reacting 
impatiently to them. They're thinkers, they're independent people, but 
they're also specialists with their own interests and priorities and their own 
well-concealed insecurities, and they're very uncomfortaBle in situations 
such as this where they can't dominate and control things." 

That assessment of the participants by themselves--in effect, a candid, if 
somewhat limited, self-portrait--is repeated more than once. 

"Mathews' invitation to be daring and unstructured, to' think dangerous
ly, can't be accepted by a group such as this," says a prominent scholar. 
"We're too conditioned to think about immediate problems. We may how 
briefly in the direction of unconventional thinking, but we end up thinking 
and acting in the same old ways. We're not really having conversations 
about new ideas for a future agenda--we're talking about old ideas and 
unresolved dilemmas that are on our minds now. II 

The four groups meet again after dinner to hear presentations by Virginia 
Smith, DirCfctor of HEW's Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary 
Education; Frank Newman, President of the University of Rhode Island; 
Harvard zoologist E. O. Wilson; and Secretary Mathews, substituting for 
classicist WilliamA. Arrowsmith of Yale. 

In the Yellow group, David Mathews says that if he had to do it over 
again, he would start everybody off talking about society and not about 
education. "For instance~ how do we awaken people to the consequences of 
being part of a self-directing and self-educating society? The political figure 
who leads by being an educator of the public, U he says, tcwas common to 
the eighteenth century but is uncommon in ours. We have forgotten that the 
political process is essentially educational. And, as a consequence, we do 
things like teach citizenship as if it were a spectator sport. To see what 
education needs to do, we need a better view of what society has to do. In 
this case a sound understanding of the nature of politics and political 
leadership in a democratic society has profound implications for what we 
teach. Education can become isolated from society, and the portions of 
education from each other. We can lose sight of the potential relationship 

. between education and other social activities--providing health care, solving 
the problems of welfare, and the like. n 

in: the discussion that follows, Margaret Mead is upset with the usd of the 
word "society J H which is implicitly beIng used to mean "American soci
ety. " 'c If we are able to educate people in some sense for society J " she says, 
"we had better enlarge our notion of society. You'd think we weren't in a 
world. I' 

Sh9U1d education, then, provide some common experience? Should it 
educate for community? Back then to the question; What should this com
mon experience be? 
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"Perhaps," someone suggests, "the common experience might be the 
university as an institution that tolerates and cultivates differences, where 
people are not segregated by age or race, where there are mechanisms for in
cluding different people in different ways, without, as Herman Blake says, 
'laying your trip on them.' " 

Edward Kane of DuPont suggests that it the university truly wants to be 
multinational and diverse, it ought to study the operations of the multina
tional corporations to see how they have preserved local autonomy even in 
pursuit of a central purpose. 

Margaret Mead agrees that something similar would have to be devised 
for multinational educatio~. "In this country we use money to place adults 
on a single scale and marks to do the same thing for children. Surely we 
don't want to apply this system to the whole world." 

In her remarks to the Red group ("Response Is Not Enough") Virginia 
Smith asserts that higher education has too often been merely reactive and 
responsive, ratlier than decisive, in'the conduct of its affairs. Colleges and 
universities, she says, are reinforcers of the status quo, not shapers of 
societal values and policies, and internally, they are weakened further by 
some unnecessary conflicts. 

For example, vocationalism versus the liberal arts is, in Smith's view, a 
false argument. She says the libera1 arts historically have been taught as a 
route to vocation--and. in any event, all education should be, in the 
broadest sense. liberalizing. Similarly, she says, "There is needless conflict 
between cognitive and affective learning, between the teaching of 
knowledge and the teaching of character." She contends that schools have 
always taught character and values, at least indirectly. and it is therefore 
superfluous to argue that they should not start it. 

"Another misdirected conflict," she says, "concerns evaluation--tests, 
grades, and the like-I' Arguments 'on this subject tend to polarize into either
Of. all-or-nothing debates. when the fact is that some kind of grading, sort
ing, and evaluating has to be done. H 

Smith is also critical of the organization of higher education, citing the 
gliowing bureaucracy of multicampus, multilayered education systems. 
And, finally. she contends that colleges and universities are too i801a
tiQil.ist--"cynical about change, fatalistic, unreceptive to possibilities) resis
~jlt to interaction with outside forces as well as to internal revitalization. " 

In one of the two discussion groups following the presentationt Amitai 
Etzioni states what he considers to be one of the paramount problems of 
higher education: "Everybody wants to be a little Harvard." "Because of 
this," he says, "research has become dominant over teaching, and students 
are the losers." His answer: "I say we should designate a hundred research 
universities, ~nd make the rest centers of teaching. We have twenty-three 
hundred colleges and universities) and the total contribution to research of 
all but about a hundred amounts to practically nothing. H From that begin
ning, th~ questions and challenge flow. 



"Is there anything we take as seriously as the generation of new 
knowlege? No. So in light of that, how do we get a diversity of educational 
models in our colleges and universities?" 

"We have to find ways to mesh vocational programs with philosophical 
models, and it'll take a revolution to do it." 

"How can we destroy the notion that professionalism exists only in the 
research universities?" 

l ~Do you really want to destroy that?') 
"Yes. I want to break the strangleholds of the Harvards, the research 

universities. They completely dominate the whole impression of what a 
university is. " 

"The homogeneity of higher education is self-imposed, not government~ 
imposed. We've done it to ourselves by trying to be Harvards. It's not Har
vard I'm critical of, it's other institutions' feeble emulation of it." 

"We need to redesign the curriculum and redefine the teaching process. 
We need to reshape courses to meet student needs rather than professorial 
specialities. We need to reward good synthesis as much as good original 
research. " 

"That's what real education is--not the generation and transmittal of new 
knowle~ge, but synthesis; not facts, but meaning, relevance; how to think, 
to interpret. " 

"How to think straight, yes; but also how to think right--values." 
"How do 'we reward institutions for doing what they do well, for taking 

risks? ·The Black colleges, for instance, have taken marginal kids and given 
them a start, which may be more than the Harvards of the nation do. Their 
students already have so many advantages that they could educate 
themselves. " 

"Government agencies and the media have framed the definition of 
higher education for us. The false notion is that there is only one kind of ex
cellence, and grants and recognition and gifts reinforce that notion. We're 
all seen as one group. And let's face it, we see ourselves that way." 

"There's something deeplY wrong with this Conference. It's too broad. 
And instead -of talking about what's wrong and what to do about it, we're 
talking about What's ideal and how to get it. Instead of thtnking about what 
we want the future to be, we should be focusing on our deficiencies and how 
to correct them." 

"One of our deficiencies is that we have no sense of mission as salvage in
stit\1tions. It may not be our primary mission, but we do have a responsibili
ty. If unemployment and, crime and drug abuse are rampant among the 
young, if people are falling througl) the cracks all along the line and ending 
up on society~s scrap heap, we'll ultimately suffer from that loss of human 
talent the same as aU institutions will. It's in our own best interest to try to 
do something about it--and if w.e don't have the expertise to do that, who 
does?B 
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Charles Kidd, Executive Secretary of the Association of American 
Universities t is the group's recorder. He has been writing steadily 
throughout the conversation. When the session is almost over, he reads 
aloud a series of deftly phrased statements and questions (on the reaffirma
tion of diversity as an asset in higher education, on the need for multiple 
definitions of excellence, on the importance of teaching), The group 
responds with mild protests, some laughter} and a polite round of applause. 

Late in the evening, the eight persons who have served as recorders in the 
discussion groups meet with Larry Horton of the Secretary's staff and 
Harold Hodgkinson, Director of the National Institute of Education, to ex
tract the salient thoughts from the day of talk. Hodgkinson will speak after 
breakfast the next day on the emerging themes of the Conference. He is 
looking for "new, interesting, unique formulations, It for what Mathews 
called "questions that excite to useful purposes/ I Horton wants "six or 
eight clear statements, coherent new ways of thinking, precisely worded 
questions for the future agenda of higher education. " They are to be 
mimeographed and used as a stimulus to discussion in the final meetings of 
the four deliberative groups after breakfast. 

"I'm not clear about what you mean, Larry:' one recorder says. Horton 
e]{plains again what he hopes to get, and differentiates his needs from those 
of Hodgkinson. "Bud n~eds input for his wrap-up. He'll'lake notes on what 
you say here and write his own presentation. I need clear statements from 
yo~) and perhaps a committee of two or three people to combine and edit 
the statements into a list of six or eight. Tomorrow will stand or fall on our 
ability to come up with those statements. H 

Showing some reluctance, the recorders begin, one by one, to read what 
they have written to be the major contributions of their respective groups; 

.. ,'social goals are often in conflict with facuIty goals 

. . ~ how to achieve openness and quality in a 
democratic system ... how to "catch up" now that 
we a.re committed to equality . . . new ways to serve 
the "bottom third" ... open door may mean down-
ward mobility ... legitimate diversity of mission, not 
just research ... does higher education have a role in 
nurturing ethical values ... drifting toward uniformi-' 
ty ... higher education doesn't know how to enhance 
individual worth and value and productivity--or even 
if it should . . . reform never comes from within 
higher education--it's forced from without ... access 
for whom . , . breaking down age segregation, the 
eighteen to twenty-two expectation, .. the difficulties 
of innovation and risk in a time of retrenchment and 
declining resources < •• credentiallng--who should do 
it, and how •. , how to make universities flexible and 
receptive to change without surrendering their mission 
and prostituting themselves ... the social conse
quences of science and technology. 



Hodgkinson appears satisfied. "I'll try to reflect on all this and say 
something relevant, H he says. 

Horton loo~s troubled. "Somebody has to help me winnow this dowll t H 

he says. "We've got to have a document by tomorrow morning." 
"That shouldn't be hard/' a recorder says. ''We'll just give you our lists, 

and you can boil them down to the six or eight major themes you see emerg~ 
ing. " Others join in: 

"I'm still not clear on what you're trying to do tomorrow, Larry. " 
"We can't do this by committee." 
"How about an hour of silence for each of us to think about three things 

we're going to do as a result of this Conference?" 
Horton says, "Could each of you give me two very precisely worded 

statements and then would two of you volunteer to help me boil the total of 
sixteen down to six?" . 

fCHere's my list, with the two priorities marked," one of the recorders 
says, rising to leave. 

Far into the evening and early morning hours, scattered groups of par
ticipants continue the conversations, demonstrating, as one of them says, 
"the inexhaustible capacity of academicians for talk." 

If then!"ls an overall tone arising from the past day's discussions, it is one 
of vague anxiety, a pervasive sense that higher education in the United 
States is at an awkwara impasse, having shed some of the elitist, 
authoritarian characteristics of its past but now lacking a sense of i,dentity 

~ and purpose, a clear idea of its constituency and-its functions. 
One cluster of people is asked, "What ideas have you heard that excite to 

useful purposes?" In one way or another, all the responses have to do with 
a persi~tent and perplexing ('old agenda" item: equality. 

"Make equality of opportunity a reality," one man says. "Recognize 
more than one definition of excellence, It says another. "Make teaching as 
important as research.," adds a third. "Take some responsibility for the 
waste of talent among the young," suggests another. "See meritocracy and 
egalitarianism as two ideas that can coexist in creative conflict," another 
man says. 

One other suggestion is forthcoming; "Boil academese down to under
standable English. " From that comment comes a whimsical inspiration--to 
construct a sentence from the day's jargon. The result: 

American colleges and universities are now con
fronted by new social imperatives that interface with 
and impact upon the search for truth and the pursuit 
of excellence, and out of this confrontation has arisen 
a meaningful and relevant dialogue on the implicit 
ambiguity of the dichotomy inherent in the scattera
tion of modules and differential analogues, leading, it 
is hoped t to an articulation of modalities that will 
result in the ultimate paradigm. 
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In the lateness of the hour. the interjection of a bit of humor is a wel
comed change of pace~ 

In his Saturday morning remarks. Harold Hodgkinson offers six percep
tual tools to help us think about education. The six are: education as a con
sumable product, as a biologically necessary activity, as a change in brain
cell chemistry! as a credentialing and certifying monopoly I as a sys-tem of 
deliberate segregation by age, and as a single component in a system of in
tegrated community services. He elaborates on each. 

"We have tried very hard to think of new ideas and better ways to express 
the ones that have been around for awhile," he says. "The topics we talked 
about weren't new. Some of the approaches to them might be, though." 

The effort to summarize continues; one group prepares a list of questions 
that were discussed. 

The first concerns higher education's adjustment to a period of no 
growth in which there is keener competition fOf scarce reSOUfces. 

The second says higher education "must continue to accelerate its at
tempts to improv~ service for those groups heretofore underrepresented.' J 

The third asks what ought td be the response of higher education to "the 
proliferation of new networks of learning ... outside the academic world 
and-their demand for ... certification and ctedentialing?" 

The fourth concerns the conflict between scientific inquiry and the public 
interest. It asks, "How can higher education promote scientific knowledge 
and simultaneously think beyond science itself to its ethical implications 
and consequences?" 

The fifth has to do with teaching students and the general public about 
"understanding controversial issues without violating the right of intellec
tual inquiry" or vulgarizing such inquiry. 

The sixth asks, HBy what standards can we judge the use 'and abuse of 
science within society, its impact on our environment? Under what kind of 
value system should 'Science operate? Who should set it for us?" 

Frank Newman of the University of Rhode Island is presiding over the 
Blue group. The mimeographed list of issues stirs consternation and in
dignation: 

uThls is it:?H 
"This is a terrible list! Pedestrianl" 
~'I'd crawl home if this were all we had to say. It's unimaginative, 

uninspired. " 
, «Let's say what's wrong with ii. n 

"No, let's rewrite it." 
"What does the Secretary mean by <agenda'? A litany of problems? 

Specific proposals for the future?H 
"Trivialization is inevitable if we try in the short time we have here to 

recast a statement. " 



"I heard a common theme: Higher education is in danger of losing its 
soul. Structures we've inherited from the past are inadequate to uphold the 
institution. Obligations to equality and quality. A.nd so forth." 

uDo we risk trivialization and try to make a statement?" The group ap
pears to favor that strategy. Newman wheels up a blackboard. "What 
would you say are the crucial issues ahead for higher education?" he asks. 
The writing of a I1ew list proceeds. 

HThe primacy of teaching--the training. evaluation, and rewarding of 
teachers. " 

"How can we deal creatively, not reactively, to issues of policy?" 
"Commitment to the completion of the drive for equity~ in enrollment 

and employment--access and success. " 
"'The division of labor in education--how do we decide who will do 

what?U 
An argument erupts over the equity issue. One man .states his conviction 

that almost anybody can learn almost anything. "Utte.r: nonsense!" another 
man snorts. He suggests that there are limits, standards. "A predictable 
response," says the first man coolly. 

Charles Frankel suggests that a preamble to the list be written. Others 
editorialf:le: 

'~That's an eloquent statement in defense of prestigious universities," 
someone remarks. "It's aiso a white male point of view. " 

"We've got to get higher education higher up on the national agenda and 
keep'it there. H 

"If we solve some of these other problems, we'll get the agenda position 
we deserve. ') 

"We need to restore undergraduate programs to positions of honor and 
primacy in the universities. ~, 

It is almost time for the final plenary session of the Conference. Newman 
will be called upon to report for the group. urn take the list and corne up 
with something," he says. 

The other three groups have also either added to the mimeographed list, 
attempted to rewrite it, or thrown it out altogether. Steven Muller, Presi
de~t of Johns Hopkins University and Chairperson for the plenary session, 
calls the meeting to order. Instead of asking for reports from each of the 
four groups, he invites "any who want to speak, who feel moved to do sou 
to .tak:~ a maximum of three minutes each. 

What follows is not unlike a town meeting. In· one hour and fifteen 
minutes, twenty people rise to speak. Their comments range across the spec
trum of issues and questions, old and new, affecting the academic com
munity. Thes~ are a few brief fragments. Note the imperative tenor in the 
comments: 

Margaret Mead: "Diversity and pluralism must be emphasized, and ac· 
cess broadened. The uniqueness of each type of institut~on) each individual 
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institution~-indeed, each individual person--must be recognized and ap
preciated. We must learn how to turn the university into a community 
which offers to all preparation for an unknown future.' t 

Adam Yarmolinsky: "Economics force us to make hard choices. Higher 
education is part of a spectrum, a continuum. We must come together with 
the other parts of. the social structure, or we will suffer the most. We don't 
hold the high cards. I'm not sure higher education can be the convener of 
that kind of exchange. It may be that government is going to have to play 
the key role--not to regulate or control, but to convene. t!. 

Amitai Etzioni: "We must show a more intensive concern for the civic 
fabric of society. Higher education should throw its investment on the side 
of the quality of life. But at the momentJ self-interest is Iunning wild among 
us. " 

Frank Newman: "Unless we become creative instead of reactive, we will . 
never get to the future agenda. We need a national view! a consensus, of 
where higher education should be going. We don't have the tradition or the 
capacity -or the mechanism for doing that now. " 

Charles Frankel: "Higher education is the trustee for the continuing in
terest of society. We can't continue to perform that function)f we are rigid 
and unresponsive in the face of demands, or if we respond to all demands 
indiscriminately. ' , 

Edward O. Wilson: "There will be an intellectual revolution in the next 
ten to twenty years--a merging of the social and natural sciences t frontier 
research, more emphasis on the behavioral sciences. The relationship be
tween scientific results and social-political policy will become more 
abrasive. We must learn how to avoid the extremes of scientific imperialism 
and demagoguery. " 

Benjamin DeMott: "The larger goal, is democratization t mass higher 
education .. To keep it going, we will have to make some trade-offs, some 
sacrifices. n 

Charles Kidd: "Government controls more and marc, influences more 
and more-research, access) what's taught. Institutional relations with 
government are becoming critical. " 

Warren Hill, Executive Director of the Education Commission of the 
States: "Either we get together on the agenda or it will be done for us. We 
need the rest of society right now more than they need us. H 

Edmund J. Gleazer, President of the American Association of Communi
ty and Junior Colleges: "Talk of having flagship universities makes me 
wonder where that puts the institutions I work with. Maybe we're in a dif
ferent fleet, a fishing fleet. The compartmentalization we've relied on in the 
past may no longer be appropriate. H 

Elias Blake, President of the Institu te for Services to Education: "What 
we are engaged in is a highly political process. Who is our constituency? 
Who out there in the broader society would fight for us in a struggle for 



limited resources? I don't know--but we~d better find them. High-sounding 
phrases are nice, but they're intangible. Can higher education make those 
intangibles concrete and important to people?J' 

Harold Howe, Vice-President of the Ford Foundation: "If I had to iden
tify the single most important trend in higher education since 1960, I would 
say it's equity, the inclusion of people formerly excluded. But can we be 
both equal and excellent? There must be a setting into balance of these 
ideals in the next ten years, or we'll lose the excellence we now have. " 

Miles Fisher, Executive Secretary of the National Association for Equal 
Opportunity in Higher Education: i'The crucial issues are erosion of the 
gains in equal opportunity, decline in higher education's position on the 
national list of priorities, and our performance in meeting the needs of the 
diverse body of students who come to us. We can solve those problems. In 
this country, we can do anything we want. JI 

Steven Muller: "A cultural lag is being closed with the application of the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights to higher education. Citizenship has 
counted for less in our institutions. Now, we have begun,to apply full rights 
of citizenship to people in education. People are seeking 'legal recourse. 
That is goiJlg to continue, and it is unprecedented." 

Thele~is more, and at the end, there are. still people who want to speak. If 
the willingness to go on discussing issues and problems is any indication of 
vitality, American higher education is healthy indeed. Beleaguered, 
perhaps; but alive and scraping. 

Curiously, the two days of conversation have included hardly any men
tion, the journalists note, of some questions of paramount importance in 
the future of higber education: 

Will there be any significant difference between public and private in
stitutions? 

Will colleges and u$versities be places where people can learn to use, 
control, defend themselves against. and, if necessary, attack technology--or 
will they become bastions of technological tyranny? 

Will colleges and universities help society come to grips with the 
phenomenon of bigness, or will they simply be prime examples of the 
phenomenon? 

Will higher education institutions prepare people in the future for the 
'world of work, or will that function be taken over by employers-- corpora
tions, labor unions, governments? 

In a sense, some of those questions are dealt with, but in the context of 
the present, not the future .. Contemporary concerns are, in fact, the prevail
ing subject of the Conference, as Secretary Mathews acknowledges in his 
concluding remarks. 

"The old agenda dominates," he says. Ubut there has been a mutation of 
themes and perhaps some newer ones are emerging. This weekend hardly 
deserves to be called 'Coming of Age at Airlie House,' but perhaps it is a 
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benchmark of sorts. Maybe it marks the end of an isolation reflex in higher 
education. After years of expansion, followed by years of crisis, followed 
by retreat in the face of the cult of'accountability, there may be a renewed 
interest in community and alliance and the beginning of an effort to make 
connections with one another and with other institutions that educate. With 
fear and tremblipg, and,· in spite of some self-deprecation, we may be about 
to turn a corner. " - . 

After nearly twelve hours of back-to-back presentations) seminars, sum-
mations, and informal talks, neither the cynics nor the ~ollyannas have 
turned out to be entirely right. The speakers have been prpdictable; indeed. 
they have broken no discernibly new ground; but they all are almost pain
fully earnest. And they have reexamined some of the more pressing issues 
facing higher education with incisiveness and a clear sense of urgency. 

In a way, Mathews got what he bargained for--creative JIlayhem, a jum
ble of conflicting ideas and discordant views. And in an odd vindication of 
the early call for venturing, the intellectual dissonance was satisfying, rising 
above cacophony) resembling the tuning up of an orchestra, stopping tan
talizingly short of coherence. 

Perhaps that is as it should be. The process of the Conference was ex
citing, alive, teeming with ideas. The brilliant flashes and evanescent in
sights that tcept turning up in seminars and informal talks were curiously 
satisfying, much the same way that a rough sketch on primed canvas can be 
far more pleasing in its unrealized potential than the completed painting 
made from it. 

Secr:etary Mathews tried, at least for a weekend, to do away with the 
stupefying bureaucratic routines and structural strait jackets that fetter the 
imagination of even the boldest of intellectuals. 

If the thinkers and the policy makers did not respond with the spontane
ity that everyone expected, it was probably because they were not used to 
such freedom and such intellectual indulgence within institutional settings. 



CHAPTER II 

WAYS OF THINKING ABOUT EDUCATION: 

HODGKINSON'S AGENDA 

Commentary 

The journalistic account of the Conference gives a taste of the substance 
of the Project. It is better at capturing mood--the curious combination of 
self-depreciation and assertiveness that dominated the spirit of educators at 
the Conference. 

But despite the cynicism about getting on to new issues and despite the in
evitable cursoriness of conference commentary, the Airlie Project did 
stimulate some substantial pieces that opened the door to different ways of 
thinking about education. One of the best examples was Harold 
Hodgkinson's commentary the second day of the Conference. By example, 
it demonstrated what the Project sought to produce. 

Ed. 

As I look around this morning, I am not sure who ought to be up here 
and who QUght to be out there. The assignment I have been given--in fifteen 
minutes to rise above the intellectual level of this Conference--is a little bit 
like giving somebody ten 'thousand pounds of steel wool and telling him to 
knit a Volkswagen. It is not an easy task. 

I have now the pleasant opportunity to disagree with the Secretary of 
HEW. It is something one does seldom in one's political career in 
Washington, but this seems an opportune moment to do so. I think it is 
probably a very good thing that we do forget most of our conversations 
about education. 

Part of the fun of conversation is rediscovery. Indeed, to find that an idea 
you thought was origin€ll with you was actually from somebody else may be 
a very valuable experience. Let me give you two ideas that support the 
thesis. The first is that if you think lifelong learning started with Cy Houle 
and Pat Cross, go back and reread Thomas Jefferson's plan for education 
for the State of Virginia. It is a remarkable document. 

The second rediscovered idea is the concept' of educational vouchers, 
which the Rand Corporation may assume they developed. But the idea can 
be found in the pages of Adam Smith, who proposed that a piece of paper 
coul~ be developed that had economic value. Parents could then trade that 
piece of paper for educational services wherever they wanted. So maybe it is 
a good thing that we do rediscover some ideas as we go along. 

In a conference like this one it may be quite important to realize that good 
conversation is an art form. I thought yesterday, as I considered our own 
discussions and those of others, that maybe talking is one of the things 
human beings can do really well. As Pope put it, "True wit is Nature to ad
vantage dress'd, what oft was thought but ne'er so well express'd." We 
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tried very hard yesterday to think not only of new ideas but also of better 
ways of describing the ideas that have been around for quite a while. 

Indeed, in Lewis Thomas' marvelous book, Lives oj a Cell, is that great 
description of the termites. If a few termites are placed in a room, they do 
not do much. They may pick up an occasional pebble or whatever, but 
nothing much happens. Then, as the number of termites placed in the room 
increases, they start getting excited and the feelers start going out and they 
start touching each other and something starts to happen. Then, says 
Thomas, when the group becomes a particular size, its members start 
building vaulted cathedrals and become artists. 

I am not a particular follower of the anthropomorphic school, but it oc
curs to me when thinking about our cocktail party last night, that we too 
had reached a critical mass and that we human beings were doing what ter
mites do when they build nests. We had become in some funny way artisans 
of our own craft and our craft was conversation. 

If you look at the topics we have talked about, they do not change much, 
and that is one reason I am glad we are talking about an agenda for work 
and not topics. 

Pluralism of institutions and pluralism of student clienteles are hardly 
. new topics. Equality and mobility in education are not exactly new. Indeed, 

the notion of education as a filter to get rid of the unwashed and bring in the 
meritorious is not a terribly new idea. It is at least two thousand years old. 
The concept of education as a holding company for youth, as a way to keep 
them off the labor market, is a fairly hoary idea) and the thought that 
governance and participation in decision-making are matters we should be 
aware of and bothered by is not particu1arly new. What content is worth 
teaching was explained rather well, I think, by Herbert Spencer some years 
ago in What Knowledge is of Most Worth. The topics were not new, and I 
did not really expe~t they should be. 

But what might be new are some approaches to the topics, and some ways 
of getting at them. As the Secretary said yesterday) we need means of 
enlarging the discourse and getting to the point where exciting possibilities 
occur that did not occur before. 

Therefore, I am not going to take the assignment seriously (which is 
another thing I can do as the director of a federal agency. at least once in a 
while) and will do something else. It seems silly to attempt to add to or ex

.plain what went on yesterday. Let me try in about ten minutes to talk about 
ways in which we might think about education. 

Almost always when we consider education we are using comparisons or 
analogies to some other thing. Education is like a factory. Education is like 
a home. The list is long, but our ability to create paradigms about education 
allows us to think about it. We can only limit our thinking about education 
by the paradigms with which we perceive the world and with which we 
perceive education. Indeed, social psychologist Milton Rokeach, in a 
marvelous book called The Open and Closed Mind, said that systems of 



human perception exist to serve two functions. The first is to explain the 
world insofar as possible and the second is to protect the individual from 
the world insofar as necessary. 

We assume that we in education explain the world and that we never need 
the protectionist clause that Rokeach suggests we all use. I would like to 
suggest that in the conversations yesterday we also protected ourselves from 
certain kinds of problems because we do not really want to look at them. 

So what are some of the metaphors or similes that we might want to use 
as ways of thinking about education? It is important to realize that people 
are not always conscious of the reasons they see and do things or the reasons 
certain occurrences seem to come up in many cultures at the same time. 

In my recent international activities I have discovered something unusual. 
Across many Western nations the same problem seems to emerge at the 
same time, yet each nation attributes the causes to national phenomena. 
The possible existence of international phenomena that are larger than any 
nation and that are actually behind these changes is something we mjght 
want to think aboqt. So it is important t I believe, to be aware of the fact 
that probably the last entity to discover water will be the goldfish, because 
the goldfish cannot separate its own existence from the water in which it 
• 1.'!~ "-

hves.'" (" . 
I have six perceptual tools with which to think about education. You 

probably have a whole lot more. Let me just run these by. 
The first is to think of education as a consumable good or product. Here 

we stait using the language of investment strategies, and we th~nk that 
'dollar investments in education on the part of a student ought to yield 
various kinds of returns--financial returns, character returns. sophistication 
returns, knowledge retur"us, or many other happy returns. 

We do know 1 for example. that a large amount of the factual content of a 
college education is forgotten. unfortunately. rather quickly after the ex
perience is over, but we assume that some kind of knowledge transforma
tion is either likely or at least possible, and we are delighted ,to take the 
credit when it does take place. 

The problem with education as a consumable good is that we are then ac
countable for the outcome. If the student does not get the outcome that was 
proposed in the original contract, the student has the right to take ad
vantage of the courts of law to press his or her claim. 

I n~ed only mention the Peter Doe case in San Francisco. After this stu
dent· had earned a high school diplomal he was declared functionally il
literate and. although he lost his case, it scared the daylights out of a large 
number of educators. 2 

2 According to David Abel, "Can a Student Sue the Schools for Educational Malpractice?" Harvard 
Educational Review. November 1974, pp. 411-18, alias Peter Doe graduated from a San Francisco high 
school in the spring of 1972. Soon after gradualion. two reading specialists exammed Peter and concluded 
thal he was functionally illiterate. At the time of his graduation, he had a reading and writing ability of the 
finll-grade level. Consequently J Peter Doe sued the San Francisco public schools for negligence. 
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Also, there is the famous Columbia University case of 1968 in which a 
graduate of Columbia University was given a bill for two semesters' back 
tuition, and the student immediately took the case to court arguing breach 
of contract. In the hearing t the student orought out the college catalogue 
and showed that on page five a statement was made to the effect ~hat 
"Graduates of Columbia University are knowledgeable, aware, young men 
and women l fully cognizant of their responsibilities to society." He then 
pulled out the bill for two semesters' tuition he had not paid, argued that 
the institution had not made him a responsible member of s"ociety, and sued 
for $16,000 in back tuition. Again t he did not win, but it is one of the more 
interestinR examples of how people can have recourse to the courts as soon 
as they conceive of education as a consumable good or product. 

Next, you can think about education as a biologically necessary activity. 
Mammals generally are born incapable of immediate independence and, 
therefore. some kind of education is necessary, not only in our species but 
also throughout the animal kingdom. This notipn is very important in that 
we do find that mammals need time to learn. Indeed. comparison with other 
kinds of animal structures leads to very interesting observations about 
learning. One is importance of play in most learning systems in other 
primates. Play is very important. The mother bear may give the lectures. 
but play is the laboratory. Play is the arena in which the young try it out to 
see how it works. And they have a lot of fun at the same time. 

So education, as we can think about it, is dictated by biological necessities 
in many species. That is, young are born helpless, and they have to become 
inculcated into the various complex roles they must play; therefore, learning 
is biologically essential. 

A third way to conceive of education is as a change in brain-cell 
chemistry. This conceptualization is probably sound. That is, we know 
enough about nerve-impulses to know if you learn something it represents a 
change in your head. That change ultimately can be diagnosed by a chemist. 
And it is only a matter of time before that discovery is made, but, for.tnnate
ly t it is not today. I am much more concerned about that prospect than I am 
.about DNA. Every year someone has a new approach to the "Shakespeare 
pillJ) which, when swallowed, will enable you to recite the complete works 
by heart. That is not so far away as it might seem. 

Indeed, we have several experiments that suggest a great deal can be 
·changed in brain-cell chemistry J with immediate results in changing learning 
capacity. There are" planaria experiments in which yon train planaria to go 
right in a maze, grind those planaria up, feed ~hem to other planaria, and 
without any experience the second generation of planaria go to the right 
without any training. (Tbat is probably the best argument for cannibalism 
that has ever been made.) 

It does appear) then, that we know something about the chemistry of 



learning right now. The problem is one of control. Let me give you an ex-
~~ . 

A few years ago a research chemist was interested in finding out whether 
or not he could induce mating behavior iri grouse by the simple injections of 
male harmone. He found a grouse colony, found an appropriate ma'le, and 
gave him a shot. La and behold, the male started puffing up his feathers in 
courtship display. and -the' experimenter was elated. It worked. He had pro~ 
duced the phenomenon that he desired by chemistry. 

Unfortunately, about a minute later a female grouse walked by, observed 
the courting, which was in the off-season, and seemed to say to herself, ('1 
can't understand quite why he is doing it, but if he thinks it is the right 
thing, who am I to question.)' And the .female started building a nest. 

Soon two more grouse came by) a male and a female. The second male 
saw the first puffing his feathers and chest, and the second female saw the 
other female building a nest and they started doing the same thing. So pretty' 
soon you have the whole colony, two hundred or three hundred of them, 
doing what started with one chemical injection into one male. 

Somehow that injection, which was obviously not a social act: became a 
social phen,9menc.in throilgh a process which could not be turned off by the 
experimenter. The thing that is scary to me is what happens when we start 
doing to people what the ~xperimenter did with the grouse. What are the 
potential social ~onsequences of a biological or chemical experinient? We 
all need to be. very concerned about future studies of the chemistry of the 
brain and the experiments we conduct in investigating that chemistry. 

A fourth way to trunk about education is to think of education as a 
credentialing and certification monopoly. Over the past fifty years or so 
there was a ~carcity of diplomas. More people wanted them than had them 
and they were desirable because they were' scarce. But as Gilbert and 
SUllivan once said; "When everyone is somebody, then no one's anybody!" 
so if everyone has a degree they become unimportant. 

The scarcity of diplomas was based on a knowledge'scarcity. That is. you 
had to go to certain places to get knowledge and as proof that you had 
gotten it, you received a diploma. Now that knowledge monopoly has 
started to break down. You find books being written deliberately to subvert 
the knowledge monopoly. 'You have the ability to walk into a stationery 
store and buy a perfectly legal law form that enables anyone to write a will. 
Or you can find books on medicine that are not badly written for the 
average layman who wants to know more about diagnosing his or her oWn 
illnesses. Acros's many fields the notion that knowledge is only available in 
colleges and universities has broken down and as a consequence the creden
tialing and licensing monopoly' has also broken down. 

We can talk about competent understanding. but what the culture wants 
now is competent skills. The relationship between what higher education is 
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doing and what is happening in other areas like industry is of great im
portance. Competency ~tandards and training are being decided within the 
industry, and it is often no longer considered necessary to send people to the 
university for knowledge in order to return to the industry for more 
sophisticated work. 

Industry is beginning to think of education as part of its own responsibili
ty, particularly in Japan and a number of Western nations. So the monopo
ly has ended and yet we have not adapted to what is really a pluralistic 
system of training, educating, and credentialing. We do know that through 
court decisions like Griggs versus Duke Power that we cannot be so easygo
ing about our BA degre~s as we have been in the "past. In this Conference 
particularly, I suspect that there has been too little emphasis thus far on the 
enormous impact of legal decisions that have been made and will be made in 
the next two or three years. 

I have discovered through working in the federal government that it is 
possible to predict what the crucial legal decisions are going to be years 
before they are made. It would be very interesting if educators paid a little 
more attention to those trends. " 

A fifti1 way of thinking about education is to see it as a system of 
deliberate 'segregation by age. We are extremely good at this in America. 
You may recall that after World War II, Levittown was the first town 
deliberately created with 'an entirely homagene<?us population. Levittown 
was created by veterans who had between one and two children under the 
age of six, and that was all there was in Levittown. 
" We do the same thing now in. various parts of the country. There are areas 
in Florida and Arizona where you can walk for miles without seeing 
anybody under fifty-five. They all seem to be very much homogenized by 
age and, in some respects, ghettoized because of it. How indeed do you get 
from grade three to grade four in the public schools? Your age. The whole 
system is an age stradfication-system and we do not think much about what 
the alternatives to that could be. If there is one thing that strikes me about 
this Conference, it is the assumption that all that matters is higher educa
tion. I have not heard anyone say, "W~at is happening to the kids before 
they get to us? H That conversation never took place. What has been going 
on from birth to age six. and grades K thr"ough twelve? Let me give you one 
example of why this consideration is important. 

:rhe high school curriculum in the last decade has gone from one thou
s~nd course titles to two thousand titles. If you look at the new courses be
ing taught in high school, what do you find? You find introduction to 
psychologYJ introduction to sociologYt social problems, ecology, 
eighteenth-century literatu'reJ and even "The Comic Book as Literature~" 
which normally is a junior-level college seminar for English majors only. 
The high schools, especially in the suburbs. have systematically adopted the 
first two years of the college undergraduate program. Colleges have paid no 



attention to this trend at all, as far as I can tell. And when I talk to people 
wbo are leaving college at the end of their freshman year ~ many say, "I have 
had all this before. H Very few colleges have looked into the high school ex
perience to see what clues they can find for their attriti~n problems. 

One other example of the age segregation problem is that elementary 
schools in this country have been systematically decimated by large popula
tion ~rops over the last six years. That drop in population hit the high 
schools this fall and will hit the colleges in 1980. Thi$ is not really a projec
tion because these cohorts are already with us and unless the human gesta
tion period changes considerably, that population shift is already estab
lished. So we're in a very interesting situ~tion, What have the colleges learn
ed from the elementary school attempts at mothballing schools or, even 
more difficult, at mothballing teachers? What do you do with a school 
building when the school population drops from nine hundred students to 
one hundred fifty in one year? How do you handle that? Some school 
systems have learned how to do it. But I will wager that the colleges and 
11igh schools will learn nothing from those elementary school experiences. 
And in 1980 when these problems hit the colleges and universities, they will 
assume they are facing a new problem with no precedents. 

So it is- useful to think about education as a system of age segregation and 
look 'at how people pass. through the system (and they do pass through it 
largely on the basis of age). 

Sixth, we can think about education as one compo~ent in a system of in
tegratCd COrhmunity services. This vision is very difficult for Americans to 
grasp, largely due to our belief in rugged indiyidualism, the protestant ethic, 
and many other notions that suggest the individual is the supreme un.it and 
should be isolated at all costs from various kinds of communality. We are 
about a decade behind many European countries in thinking about educa
tion as part of a system of integrated community services. 

When you are sick you really need a doctor. There is nothing more useless 
than having a doctor available when you are wen. The quality of life has to 
do with how fast the doctor gets ,to you when you are sick. The sa~e state
ment could be applied to education. How open is the educational system 
when I want it and need it? One model that we all need to take more serious
ly is the community college, which is open~ responsive, adaptive. flexible, 
and can still maintain high standards and provide a variety of services to the 
community. For these reasons, they have about half the students. 

,So as we think about community services and how education fits in, it 
seems we have a lot of rethinking to do. One of the prime questions is the 
relationship between education and other factors of life'including health, 
nutrition, and psychological well-being, They are all important comm~mity 
services. We do knows for example) that malnutrition of pregnant mothers 
causes about eighty percent of the learning problems due primarily because 
of premature births and other kinds of birth problems. 
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We also know that mall1utrition in pregnant mo_thers results in a one-in
four chance of a baby whose brain weight at age four is about one hund~ed 
twenty-five grams below the normal of twelve hundred fifty grams. Nobody 
has dem~nstrated that brain ~ize is related directly to intelligence) but I find 
it hard to believe that smaller brains are by definition good. We ,have no 
way of bringing back that one hundred twenty-five grams of brain weight 
for the four-year-old. . 

Tl,lerefore, on~ of the b~st educational polic1e~ for the nation might be to 
ensure that every pregnant mother has an adequate diet. 

Such a suggestion indicates that we need to be talking with people in the 
food chain: in the distribution chains, and in many of the social services. 
We cannot'think about education in ~solation from the other community 
services that Ip.ust be provided. 

And when we think about integrated services) we might want to thinK 
about social malnutrition. In many of our communities the abnormal trends " 
seem to portend the future. For example, in the District of Columbia this 
year there wer:e "more abortions than live births for the first time: And also 
there were more illegitimate births than births from wedlock. That may be a 
temporary phenomenon, I do not know; but I think it is not likely. But 
these occtITrences have something to do with the community services we are 
providing and how people's lives have changed. The Americ~ family is in a 
major crisis. 

Health or t'he good life, then, is a combination of many systems of pro
tection and opportunity. These systems must be des~gned on the basis of ac
cess. On that basis, many European nations are now planning the integra
tion of c9mmunlty sC?fvices. If such a plan is going to happen here, we, have 
to have institutions that are open to inspectIon by the taxpayers. Any tax
payer may have the right to ~alk into an institution. that he or she has 
helped to support and .have a look at it. So, we have to start running our in
stitutions consistent with the principles of the C,onstitution and'the Bill of 
Rights. And we have come a long way"down that road. 

I remember ten years ag~ being on a panel with a distinguished university 
presigent who was asked a question by a student in the audience', "Mr, 
President, do you think it is possible that a university could ever be run in a 
way consistent with the Constitution anc;l the Bill of Rights?" The President 
smiled wisely and said, "What you don't understand, my friend, is that col;
leg~s and universities are a special class of institutions. They are not subject 
to the normal strictures on oUler institutions." And then, of course, he 
quoted that old saw about the fourteenth-century University of Bologna 
wliere if a student committed murder in the town and got back to the walls 
of the university, he could not be prosecuted by civil law. ' 

'that was true in Bologna. But I do not believe the situation is the same 
tQday. Indeed, one of our most 'interesting opportunities is to think about 
integrated community' services run by co~ ... 14~ply legat" institutions of higher 



education--that means institutions that function in ways that are consistent 
with the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. I believe that the new influence 
of those two documents has brought about one of the most revolutionary 
changes' of the last decade. 

So there are six ways of thinking about education: Education as a con
sumable good, education as a biological necessity, education as a change in 
brain-cell chemistry, education as a credentialing and certification monopo
ly. education as a system of segregation by age, and education as one com
ponent in a system of integrated community services. Those are not issues. 
They are not topics. They are simply analogies) or ways of thinking about 
education. And I hope, in some way) they may be useful to you. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE CHANGING AGENDA: 
A RECONSTRUCTION OF THE DISCUSSIONS 

Commentary 

Hodgkinson's remarks were far from the only provocative ones at the 
Conference. The Airlie participants included some of the best intellectuals 
in the country. But they were highly individualistic, independent thinkers. 
And when the major papers were put together, the impression was of a 
talented group of musicians·-each playing a different tune. 

But even though the Conference was one of diverse views, it was 
predominantly an-exchange. That exchange, which went on in unrecorded 

-sessions, over coffee and at meals, had to be preserved. As Adrian 
Peracchio put it, ~'The intellectual dissonance was satisfying. It rose above 
cacophony. Rather, it resembled the tuning up of an orchestra, stopping 
tantalizingly short of coherence quite often. J' 

The exchange reflected a slow, seemingly haphazard, but unmistakable 
concentration on certain broad issues. The editors not only wanted to cap
ture that ex~hange in the Report but also felt an obligation to assemble the 
comments' and commentators around focused themes. The device they 
chose was to reassemble the transcripts around the main topics that emerged 
and to reflect the unrecorded exchange in a commentary that linked the 
most pertinent quotations from the transcripts. 

The major constellations in the discussions proved to be conversations 
about (1) the need for a better sense of purpose; (2) the clash between equity 
and excellence; (3) the proper content of the curriculum; (4) new intellectual 
trends that had implications for education; (5) who, and what agencies, 
were actually educating (not schooling) the Amerian people; and (6) what 
organization axioms were most appropriate for higher education. 

Given the watershed character of the 1970's, it was not surprising that 
much of the discussion was about purpose--including the lack of it. There 
were definite "schools~' of thought about where to look for purpose, for ex
ample, whether in public problems or more subtle cultural imperatives. Not 
suprisingly. the consensus about the need for clearer purpose disappeared 
completely when the conversation turned to the question of what that 
purpose should be. And even the search for new purposes proved to be a 
restatement of both ancient and of-late-unfinished purposes. 

But the conversations on the old issues, principally access, equity I and 
credentialing, showed significant shifts in the way they were framed--and in 
what the educational leadership saw as the proper responses. 

The perennial topic on any agenda, the curriculum, was obviollsly more 
in the front--itself a telling sign of the mid-seventies. A new traditionalism, 
a concern with "basics," values. and the liberal arts was much in evidence. 
But the cutting edge of the discussion was the point at which these old 
themes (now new again) ran into the new themes (now gId)--diversity, voca
tionalism, and the like. 
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Perhaps the most unique. feature of tpe Cc;mference was in its bringing 
together the academic aQd the intellectualleadership of the country. This in
tegratio~ gave rise to a provocativ"e discussion of the likely impact of new 
ideas and forced the participants to consider universities not as social enter
prises ot management structures, but as intellectual forces. And the ensuing 
conversation opened a new' path that begged more exploration. 

Indeed, the Conference exposed a substantial effort to broaden the 
definition of education, to work toward.a new network of all learning (not 
just educational) enterprises) and to see education as 'one part of an in
tegrated system of community services. 

Finally, at the end of nearly every segment of the program at AirIie, the 
participants insisted on commenting 'on the organizational implications in
herent in what they were considering. Much of what was said was respon
sive to the issues Frank Newman raised in 1974 in his reports to. the 
Secretary of HEW. And it all suggested that the Newman issues stilI formed 
a major portion of the agenda. 

Ea.ch of these broad issues was used as the focus for a section of this 
Report. The material in each section was drawn from discussions scattered 
throughout the whole process of planning, conducting t and reflecting on 
the Conference. But since the Project had to limit itself to framing the 
issues I the·object was to draw just enough material together to do that. It 
was impossible to be comprehensive in treating the topics. 

D.M.' 



Section 1 

The Search for Purpose 

Purpose is an elusive word; the purpose of higher education is perhaps an 
even more elusive concept. Purpose may be normative--what institutions of 
higher education should have as their purpose-~or it may be descriptive~
what institutions of higher education are doing now. It is perhaps not giving 
away too much of the game to say at the outset that the word purpose ip.
eludes, explicitly or implicitly, lack of purpose. 

Understandably then, the Airlie Project began with a question about the 
purpose of. higher. education. In the Oc~ober 1976. issue of Change 
magazine, Secretary Mathews noted that the purposes of institutions of 
higher learning have historically been linked to the ·advancement of the 
pubJic good: 

Mathews; 
higher 
education 
and tbe 
public 
good ," 

Woodrow Wilson's oft quoted phrase about 
Princeton and the nation's service now rings with 
significant ironies. Almost invariably it is- misquoted 
as «Princeton in the nation's service." Actually. 

. Wilson spoke of "Princeton/or the nation's service, H 

not a client, but an independent university whose 
mission--whose agenda~-did not grow out of a nar~ 
row, paroch'ial view but rather out of a larger, Hna
tional" view and a sense of a relationship to the public 
good. ,Any other basis for an agenda has profound 
consequences for both the nation and higher educa
tion. 

As Earl Cheit observed in a'recent speech, "review 
procedures, . regulation, litigation now command so 
much attention from college and university officials, 
it is easy to forget that for most of its history higber 
educatibn in the U.S. was a. movement. not a 
bureaucracy." Cheit's statement draws attention to a 
subtle but alarming shift in the relationship between 
higher educatio'n and society and. within higher 
education itself. to a shaky self-image. 

We have known times in which there has been a 
vibrant interaction between the higher education com
munity and the social, poJitical, and economic forces 
of the day_ The era of the development of the 1and 
grant institutions apd the period that saw the develop
ment of graduate-research universities are good il
lustrations. There bave been times when tbe leaders of 
higher education have amplified, interpreted, and 
even anticipated the moving forces and changing 
values of society at large. 

And a vibrant interaction between higher education . 
and its public does not compel universities to become, 
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as was the tendency in the late fifties and early sixties, 
Hall things to al1 men!' In the final analysis, the pro
per business of education is education. The issue is not 
what universities can add to their purposes, but how 
their central mission, their intellectual responsibilities 
resonate with the conceptual dilemmas of the society 
which charters them. 

Educators have had to scramble for managerial 
techniques to quiet the critics. to fashion a case for 
their defense and to rail against increasing govern
mental intrusion. But, while this response is under
standable, there is, from the lessons of those eras 
when higher education bas been most successful. some 
reason to question the long-range efficacy of such ac
tivities. 

The suggestion is that the educational community 
will be better served by trying to set a new agenda with 
the public than by staying on the defensive with an 
agenda that has been set by its critics--that it needs to 
recapture its sense of being a movement and that its 
best claim to public support will come in stating its 
proper relation to the major, fundamental issues 
before the American people. 3 

The recent issues in higher education suggest 
that universities are rather on the defensive and 
that the exchange with the public is something 
less than vibrant and creative. The issues are still 
essentially those of the late sixties: accountabili~ 
ty, statewide planning, efficient management 
and economic constraint. Those are undeniably 
legitimate concerns bu t using them as a f oeus 
may not produce answers that will satisfy either 
the public or the universities. 

In the issue of Change that followed Mathews' article, Fred Bolman of 
the Exxon Educational Foundation agreed that higher education was in 
need of a new agenda. but contended that the responsibility for such did not 
lie exclusively with educators: 

Bolman: 
anew 
search. 
for 
purpose 

In the October issue of this magazine, HEW 
Secretary David Mathews enters a strong plea for the 
intellectual and spiritual renewal of higher education. 
He speaks eloquently of some new educational objec
tives for the country. but be has not gone far enough. 

" As Professor McClintock noted later, to say that universities have to chart their courses with a good 
sense of their time and place is llot to {/IiI to recognize that universities have to transcend merely reacting to 
obvious issues. They have to distinguish between !he appaxent and the real. They have to frame the issues, 
sometimes in advance of the public aW3[eness. 



Appropriately. the Secretary speaks with a sense of 
urgency; the hour is at hand when some hard but 
definitive choices must be made that may govern 
much of the. future of education: He asks for a careful 
philosophical base in meeting our responsibiHties J and 
then presents us with an agenda of imperatives: the 
need for a new sense of community, of the pursuit of 
truth, of the inculcation of values, of a climate for 
creativity, of the quest for quality. of the relation of 
education and work, of continuing education and of 
positive feelings about the young and old. 

I applaud the SecretaryJs objectives. but differ with 
him over how to achieve them. He places prime 
responsibility for a new agenda on "the higher educa
tion community" as it gathers in "national educa
tional conferences. " I would plead that war is too im
portant to be left only--or even primarily~-to the 
generals. Change in postsecondary education will re
quire more than educators--even more than govern
ment. 

As perhaps never before in its history. higher educa-
- tion is searching for new form and meaning. There is 

restlessness, but amid discomforts one senses a 
creativity that may lead to a renaissance of sorts. All 
'of this stands in marked contrast to the 1960's. That 
was a time of explosive increase in enrollments, 
hostility to the Vietnam war and to all forms of 
authority, a time of affluence and unthinking conduct 
on campus, of business as usual even though the enter
prise had become big business. Those days are more 
or less gone if not forgotten. Under a more critical 
public eye, higher education is now searching for 
purpose, integrity, performance--and, of course, the 
means for their fulfillment. 

Bolman was right about the search for purpose. A vacuum surrounding 
purpose was very evident at the Conference, generating a quest that was 
more basic than merely getting a sense of direction or a specific mission. 

In preparation for the Conference) William Arrowsmith, following the 
instinct to look for purposes in the public domain, contributed an essay on 
the mission of education, a mission that grew out of its responsibilities for 
"culture.,,4 Arrowsmith, too, talked of the need for universities to assert 
themselves and to restore culture in the public interest: 

""Thoughts on American Culture-and Civilization" in Schoolworlds '76 (1976), pp. 174-75. Unless 
otherwIse noted, quotes herein are from tcanscdpts of discussions at AirIie House. 
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Arrowsmith: 
purposes 
that grow 
out of 
education's 
cultural 
responsibilides 

A few years ago when I seriously proposed what I 
then called a "university of the public interest." I was 
almost certainly wrong in supposing that a university 
conceivably could or should become a true custodian 
of the culture or act as a true tribunate of the public 
interest. But I believed then, as 1 still do, that liberal 
learning--reformed, lively, humane, and intelligent--is 
indispensable to any form of cultural or social action 
that is not simply suboptimal. 

The name of the reform hardly matters; but enter
prises of such aim and nature are one of the few in
stitutional reforms, short of revolution, by which 
'those who possess knowledge can .apply it to correct 
our common ills, -and perhaps, by so doiIlg, reform 
the institutions themselves or 'the disciplines 
themselves, now so obyiously in such bad faith with 
the culture they are meant to mediate in th~ work of 
education. Only by using what we know in tasks 
whose complexity mocks even our pooled skills, let 
alone our conventional 5pecialisins t can we create a 
true intellectual co~munity, wl1ich- is to say we no 
longer have a model of the common culture. If we are 
to achieve a paideia, then we shall have to improvise 
an energizing arete, and a new elite whose principle is 
service, not privilege or a meritocratic surrogate. 

The elite would ideally be composed of those who 
assume responsibility fo",: the disastrous state of the 
culture. To accept such responsibility is, in itself, 
bold, even arrogant; at the least it requires unusual 
confidence combined with an even more unusual 
humility. All true culture begins with the individual; 
orily he can terminate his own bad faith--in cqmpany 
with others. But in a society of institutions, in the 
teeth of a gridded civilization, individual courage 
must also be, as best it can be, organized. too; good 
faith requires a community, since the individual needs 
others to be effective. to keep him honest, humble, 
human, open. 

In a "knowledge-society" the university and 
schools could not be more central. We inhabit, after 
all. a knowledge-society in which the formation (and 
deformation) of knowledge imposed by expertise are 
inextricably bound ·up with our cultural plight. And 
the possible role of the university as a redeemable 
community is one which therefore has immense im
portance to a society in which the indiscriminate ap
plication of knowledge has helped to destroy com
munity. 



There is another school of thought that has always found education's best 
definition of purpose in an even, broader sense of public responsibilities. 
Though far from the utilitarians who have seen education as training for 
very specific occnpationsJ this "school't has belie~ed that all good visions 
of education must begin with a good vision of society. 

As Secretary Mathews said in appraising the Conference: 

I think if we did the Conference again we probably 
should turn it around. We have talked largely about 
educational 'imperatives. But I don't think we can (or 
sJ:lould) decide on those without first knowing what 
the original social mandates were. It probably would 
havct been better to have started this Conference 
discussing the ten greatest public problems and to 
have gone from those to their educational corollaries. 

That would be difficult since our society is undecid
ed, about its imperatives. And- perhaps that is the 
reason education can't quite get its marching order 
straight: It was in the Cold War era that we last had 
some clarity abput the relationship between education 
and national imperatives (not that we understood the 
proper relationship all that well then). 

But even with th?lt difficulty I would like to talk 
more about the relationship--about the social issues 
that have educational imperatives. 

Amitai Etzioni exemplified this penchant to draw'educational imperatives 
from social ,dilemmas in his comments on the need for teaching a civic ethic: 

Etzioni: 
purpose in 
. the need 
for civic 
ethics 

I will deal with two questions which I hope will be 
included i~ any agenda of higher education. One con
cerns civic ethics and the other dom~stic priorities. 
The issue of civic ethics is one I recently began to 
study. If I had to summarize the issue of civic ethics in 
one sentence, I would define an ethical person as 
having the character capacity to weigh the needs of 
others in the community as he or she deals with their 
self-interests, I chose my words carefully. I am not 
saying that an ethical person would always give first 
priority to others or the community. but he would 
never ignore them in his actions. 

I suggest to you that by definition our churches and 
families and neighborhoods alone are no longer able 
to provide for the ethical upbringing of the next 
generation of Americans. As a result we find millions 
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of young persons, by that definition. ilI~equipped for 
ethical conduct. 5 

He made a companion point in drawing educational issues from h-is con
cern about domestic priori~es. 

I think the American's No.1 domestic priority for 
the last ninety years (and I mean this in all seriousness) 
has been the creation of products during the day and 
their destruction at night. That was known as af
tluence. People buy products to use up because if they 
are not used up the whole system will come to a 
screeching halt. Their aspiration is to get control over 
even more objects as a definition of the good Hfe. 

There are alternative options. One, almost by 
definition, is to marry the quality of life society with 
the conservation of energy. 

I don't believe you can seriously talk about the 
agenda for higher education until we answer the ques
tion of where we are on this particular issue. 

I believe each society in each particular time caD be 
viewed as engaging in one project that captures its 
first ~riority. I am not talking about goals or values. 
Goals are things in the future to strive toward. And 
they are very cheap and easy to formulate. Everybody 
can preach about his goals or her values. They are not 
insignificant. They indicate our preferences. But I am 
talking about what the society is doing as its first 
priority--as reflected in its budgets, in its schooling I in 
what it rewards most. The crusaders may have seen a 
holy award as the first priority. The traditional 
Chinese society may have seen a literary project as 
their first commitment. 

The alternatives he saw followed from the priorIties we chose. If we were 
to elect to continue our materialistic bent, if we were going back to the 
1890's: ' 

. we should emphasize vocational education. We 
should have more MIT's. We should have early 
specialization and less of the liberal arts. We should 
have more two-year community colleges. If, on the 
other hand', we go to quality of life projects then the 

3 McCUntock. in reflecting on this point, raised a question about whether the fault was one of character or 
ot intellect. He suggested that people may have a greater character capacity to weigh the needs of others bllt 
the others whose needs they try to weigh have become so numerous and their needs so complicated that few 
have the wisdom to act so as to carry out their moral convictions. 



reverse holds. The emphasis is on liberal arts, on delay 
of specialization, on education as an end in itself. 

Etzioni, in another essay distributed before the Conference, found basic 
purposes for education not just in socia1 mandates but in the imperatives of 
basic human needs: 

Etzioni: 
purpose 
from the 
imperatives of 
individual 
development 

Since a Maslowian perspective 'leads to quite dif~ 
ferent. and more hopeful, conclusions about the 
meaning of our current crisis--both our economic dif
ficulties and the more hard-to-pinpoint rise in moral 
and political self-doubt and decline in commitment to 
the so-called American way of life-at the very least 
the position and its implications for the possibilities 
open to "post-modern" society deserve to be more 
_V(idely known. ~ 

The needs set forth are for security and provisions, 
love .. dignity and self-actualization [emphasis added]. 

A very different life style would entail finding 
meaning in creative self-expression, expansion of the 
mind. and advancement of knowledge through study. 
A surprisingly large number of people, "nonwork
ing" persons especially--housewives, the aged, youth, 
as well as so-called perpetual students-~currently 

center their lives around pottery-making or painting 
or "going back to school/' not for vocational but for 
intrinsic satisfaction. 

Still another possible new life focus is the 
empathetic project in which the most important pur
suit would become greater understanding of ourselves 
and others and better communication and interaction. 
The burg~oning of sensitivity and encounter groups, 
the increasing numbers of people who see therapists of 
one sort or another,'as wen as the greatly increased 
sales of social-psychological books are indicative of a 
trend in this ~irection. 

Finally. there could occur a shift toward an "active 
society" --one in which public affairs, particularly 
politics at the local level and participation in so-caned 
private government such as schools, hospitals. and 
voluntary associations, would achieve primacy. While 
it may be difficult to imagine such a shift in focus 
from material production and consumption to artistic 
and literary pursuits, interpersonal relations, politics, 
or some other nonmaterial pursuits. it is wise to bear 
in mind that historically most societies have had non
materialistic central projects, even though most of the 
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majority's time was 'spent in subsistence production. 
The main difference between these past societies and 
an advanced industrial society such as ours is that, 
though we would ,have to maintain a base of produc
tion, we would be able to do so while freeing not only 
the elite. but also a larger portion of each individual's 
time for devotion to nonmaterial pursuits. 6 

At the Conference itself) the same searching for purp.ose that was evident. 
in the articles reappeared in the conversations. Frank Newman captured the 
mood: 

In the last one hundred years, enrollments have 
. doubled almost on the button every fourteen years. 
There are onlY four years 'with absolute declines in 
enrollment, and two of those are in the middle of 
wars. 

In the postwar period the doubling ·accelerates to 
every ten years. So it is a very steady and persistent 
phenomenon in American higher education. Sudden
ly. though, when you arrive at the 1970's, the middle 
of the seventies, this sort of broad thrust toward 
egalitarIanism in and through higher education, seems 
to have slowed and perhaps even come to a halt. Con· 
fusion oj purpose has replaced the kind of purpose 
that has been so characteristic oj the last hundred 
years [emphasis added]. 

But some participants reacted to the implication that the purposes of the 
agenda for high~r education had .to be new. ,Earl Cheit offered a useful COf

rective: 

Cheit: 
purposes 
do not have 
to be new 

I intend to develop the following hypothesis with 
you, and that is, what I perceive to be the situation of 
higher education. The oldest academic joke has been 
played on us;, the old questions have remained the 
same, but ... answers are changing. 

If Cheit made it obvious that purpose could not be confined to things 
"new)'" the range of conversation at the Conference made it apparent that 
neither was there any possibility that purpose would ever be uniform. The 
very diversity of higher education made it inevitable that there would be 
purposes, not a single purpose. 

6"A Creative Adaptation to a World of Rising Shortages," Annals, AAPSS. CDXX (July. 1915). pp. 
108-09. 



As Atherton Beant Chairman of the Executive Committee, International 
Multifoods Corporation, wrote in a:letter reflecting on his participation in 

, the Conference: . 

Bean: 
diverse 
purposes 

Diversity of agenda is a privilege that American 
education should strenuously protect, but the thrust 
toward uniformity is very strong. and unhappily a 
government-paid educator with grant money in his fist 
is too likely to be sure that he knows the single 
catechism of salvation. Let each institution or natural 
grouping of institutions develop its own vision of its 
proper mission for its constituencies. 

Matina Horner, President of Radcliffe, discussed the influence that the 
pressure for diversity had already had in shaping purpose: 

Horner: 
purpose 
and 
diversity 

We cannot cIaiI;n to provide equal opportunity for 
diverse. student populations if we fail to respect the in
dividual differences in needs that diversity brings, and 
fail to provide diversifica~ion of options and 
meaningful alternatives within the structure. Identical 
programs witQ.in a diverse constituency may not serve 
to enhance the development, and may in fact be 
counferproductive to it. 

But even as the educators at Airlie debated the question of purposes, in 
their own diverse ways and with a determination to be more active in setting 
the agenda. it was obvious that they saw the final resolutions of the issues· to 
be essentially a public prerogative. 

Virginia Smith, Director of the Fund for the Improvement of Post
Secondary Education, said: 

Smith: 
reform 
from 
without 

No institution that I know of has been able to 
revitalize itself from within. No institution has been 
able to change its structure totally from a force that 
developed within its own structure. If that is the case 
then it seems to me what is necessary in order to bring 
about changes in our higher education institutions is 
not to make them in a simple sense more responsive to 
the outside but to make them more receptive to in~ 
teraction with forces outside the institution. 

That forces outside higher education were shaping its purposes seemed to 
be generally agreed upon. DeMott applauded it when he said: 
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Changing education must involve more than 
government) and I think that is the new wisdom and 
that is where the societal mandate starts. Everybody 
agrees. Now t we want more people in the educational 
act, different kinds! people who are not in it profes
sionally (e.g., labor unions. chambers of commerce), 
organizations whose function is not profit-making but 
society-making. They ought to be in the education 
game. 

But even as they looked outward, the leaders of the education community 
still believed they had an important role in shaping the future of higher 
education. They had been criticized for abdicating that role and for failing 
to exercise their power wisely, especially their power to shape the national 
debate about their own institutions; they were determined not to be 
passive.? 
~ Virginia Smith spoke the sentiments of the activists when she called on 

the leaders of higher education Hto be proactive rather than just reactive, H 

to take a role in shaping the questions instead of waiting for answers to be 
thrust upon them as they did in the sixties. 

In an essay stimulated by his participation in the Airlie Conference, 
Warren Bryan Martin, Vice-President of the Danforth Foundation, focused 
Smith's challenge on the need for educators to grapple with competing 
"ideas of value": 

Martin: 
purposes 
inherent in 
the mandate 
to develop 
ideas of 
value 

One of the services of higher education today 
should be to deal with contending ideas of value. 
There is no greater challenge to our colleges and 
universities, for example, than to devise creative ways 
to bdng together, to reconcile, to achieve across the 
social classes and for all of the racial and ethnic ~ 
elements of American society the extension of quality 
of opportunity along with improvement in the quality 
of achievement. To help shape a workable response to 
that substantial challenge would be a service of un
paralleled significance. 

It is this grappling with issues of value~~this deter
mination to not simply reflect the tensions existing in 
society but instead to somehow provide useful re· 
sponses to them-that'makes college and university 
teaching and research essential services to the nation. 
This task, in which ideas of importance are dealt with, 

7 Another sampling of the views of institutional presidents and other higher education leaders may be 
found in Americon Higher Education: Toward an Uncertain Future in Ii two·part issue of Daedalus. I (Fall, 
1974) and II (Winter, 1975). 



criticized, refined, reordered, and brought to the at
tention of individuals and other institutions, is 

. perhaps the core service of higher education. By and 
large, most people in our society do not have the time, 
the inclination, or the experience to carry out this 
task. In effect, they delegate the r:esponsibility for 
such investigation to higher education. asking only 
that this service be carried out with an eye to its social 
utility. B 

As should be obvious by now, the discussion of purpose was very heavily 
influenced by the perspective of the discussant. There were several sources 
from which people drew purposes for higher education--some from broad 
social and cultural imperatives, some from the imperatives of human 
development, some from the more immediate social and political pressures, 
some from the distinctive mandate of universities. 

This search for purpose was certainly accelerated by the gnawing sense of 
educators that too long a vacuum existed in thought about basic directions. 

Ironically, at the same time the Airlie Conference was being held, Robert 
Hutchins, '·the former President of the University of Chicago, was writing 
his reflections on a life-long search for purpose in higher education. 

His observations, when-combined with the Airlie conversations, both add 
credence to the search for purpose and give it useful redefinition. In I 'The 
Intellectual Community j " an article that appeared in the January IFebruary 
1977 issue of The Center Magazine, Hutchins talked not of recapturing a 
lost sense of purpose but rather a sense of purposefulness.' 

Hutchins: 
not purpose 
but purpose
fulness 

In the discussion of universities today, which is, on 
all substantive issues, the same as it was fifty years 
ago, it is assumed that there was a time when the 
American university had a clear purpose) when it was 
an intellectual community, and when it achieved its 
purpose in ways that were obvious to its clients and 
supporters and as satisfactory as they were obvious. 

All I can say is, not in my lifetime. I have purposely 
given the date of my bjrth [1899] in order to show that 
I am speaking of a very long period. If Oberlin's 
[where Hutchins attended college] object was. to 
perfect our moral character, Yale's [where he received 
his A.B. and L.L.B. degrees] was to perfect our social 
character, using social in the sense in which it appears 
in the phrase "high society." We went to Yale to 
become Yale men. Yale men could pass through por
tals and scale heights which others could not attain. 

s"Service Through Ideas of Value. JJ New Directions/Dr Higher Education. XVIII (Summer. 1977), p. 13. 
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They could do so not because of what they knew, or 
even whom they knew, but- simply because of where 
they had been .. 

They.had been in a community. But it bore 'little 
resemblance to the comrrmnity of prewar Oberlin. 
Nobody would ever have thought of asking whether 
Yale was a college or a cause. The Yale community 
did not include the faculty. It did not involve the cur
riculum. It fulfilled the promise of the Alma Mater 
song, "Bright college years, with pleasure rifeH··if 
you could afford it. It was not an intellectual com
munity. Courses were something you had to get 
·through if you wanted a degree. And you did want a 
degree because with,?ut it you could not say you were a 
Yale man. ' 

No Yale professor or administrator would have ad
mitted in those days that this was a fair description of 
the purpose, goals t or achievements of Yale Universi
ty. But I was there. I became a Yale man, and I know 
how it was done and what the results were, The 
benefits flowing to me from my acquisition of this ti
tle have been considerable, and I do not underrate 
them. MY.point is that these benefits had nothing to 
do with my intellectual development that took place 
under the allspices of that ancient institution which 
was presumably erected to enlighten the young about 
themselves, the world, and their conduct in it. It is 
sheer folly to suggest that fifty years ago. before 
government contracts, research programs, financial 
stringencies. unprepared students t and vast quantities 
of them, the universities had a clear vision of their 
aims, ,that those 'aims were generally shared, that they 
were -:Often achieved, or that they were particularly 
high. Although we hear now from everybody that, in 
contrast to those halcyon days, all our institutions are 
in disarray. it is a fair bet that more serious work on 
important subjects is d.one ~t Yale now than half a 
century ago. I do not speak from personal knowledge 
of the a.ccomplishments of the present but only from a 
secure conviction about the failure of the past. 

If purpose--or aim, as Hutchins would have it·-were a mirage, never a 
universally agreed upon concept at one particular time at Oberlin or Yale, 
or anywhere else, what can be said to justify the existence of those institu
tions and their like? For Hutchins, the answer to that question can be stated 
simply. A university is, or ought to be, an intellectual community: 



A common language, a common stock of ideas, and 
a common aim are the prerequisites of an intellectual 
community. 

If you start out to meet financial problems by 
eliminating duplication an9, stopping proliferation, 
you find yourself approaching the formation of a 
common purpose and building an intellectual com
munity in spite of yourself. You find yourself, in spite 
of yourself, developing standards to measure what 
should be retained or expanded and what should be 
abolished or reduced. The universities of the country 
had not been hitherto compelled to ask such ques
tions. Up to 1929 the universities had been hospitable 
to any activity that their constituencies would support. 
When the support evaporated the universities had to 
ask, for the first time, how their meager resources 
could be most effective. These questions involved the 
University of Chicago in a continuing argument about 
what it should do and 10! the effect of that argument 
was to promote the formation of an intellectual com
munity, 

It Was' never a hope that a body of common 
philosophical principles would make a university; still 
less that a common body of knowledge would do so. 
What I hoped was that discussion of philosophical 
principles.. an analysis of the metaphysics each of us 
held. might help unite the university and that a com
mon body of knowledge would underlie that discus
sion [emphasis added]. 

But Hutchins. true to form, ended with a question. Debates about pur
pose inevitably lead to 'even more difficult queries about basic values: 

Hutchins: 
purpose 
and value, 
an issue in 
need of 
refinement 

The reason an intellectual community is necessary is 
that it offers the only hope of grasping the whole. I 
am very far from saying that anybody, under the best 
of conditions, can master the whole. But here it is im
portant to draw a sharp line between infonnation and 
knowledge. The whole of what? 

From the elementary schools through the university 
we are taught to believe that the more information we 
have the more we know. Erudition comes of mean 
facts, references, and allusions, the meaning of which 
remains obscure. 

The question is: what happened to the virtues1 
The virtues used to be good habits, moral and in

tellectual. Both kinds were said to have a place in 
education at all levels. The argument was not about 
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whether, but about where, when, and how they should 
be inculcated. I never heard it argued that education 
had nothing to do with morality. 

And. as if he had heard the conversation at Airlie, Hutchins advised that 
even purposefulness has to be pursued in the l?ubHc forums: 

\ 

The Greek idea was that the city educated the man. 
And the greatest Greeks thought ~f themselves as par
ticipating in that educational function. Werner Jaeger 
has said, "In that atmosphere of spiritual liberty, 
bound by deep knowledge (as if by a divine law) to the 
service of the community, the Greek creative genius 
conceived and attained that lofty educational ideal 
which sets far above the more superficial artistic and 
intellectual brilliance of our individualistic civiliza~ 
tion." 

AndJ in much the spirit that led to Airlie t Hutchins rose to issue the 
ultimate challenge: 

The interpenetration of the political community and 
the intellectual community gave the Greeks that 
mastery of the whole, the grasp of principles, those 
critical standards, that comprehension, in short, 
which has extended their influence through thousands 
of years. Unless our political and intellectual com
munities can achieve similar vitality we cannot hope to 
approach a similar educational ideal. 



Section 2 

Access, Equity, and Credentialing R The Sixties Being Reshaped by the 
Seventies? 

Questions concerning access, equity, and credentialing,9 although not un
familiar issues. were a major part of the discussions at the Airlie Con
ference. However, Airlie participants sought to redefine these issues in a 
manner that seemed to reflect the social, political, and economic realities of 
the seventies. 

The dramatic questioning and reexamination of the American democratic 
experience that occurred in the 1960's not only reached the political and 
social spheres of American life but also extended to an examination of the 
legitimacy of having selective institutions of higher education in a 
democratic society. 

Because institutions of higher education were traditionally viewed as 
avenues to upward social and economic mobility, and, in fact, could and 
did guarantee such mobility, questions concerning equal access to this pro
cess were inevitable. If American society was truly democratic, and if a 
degree from a college or university would guarantee a better paying job and 
increased ~qdal acceptance, why, then, should anyone be barred from the 
opportunity to gain a piece of the pie? However) as more and more people 
gained access to the degre~ which they considered the adequate credential 
necessary for upward mobility. an interesting paradox occurred: a degree 
from a four-year institution of higher learning no longer guaranteed access 
to the economic mainstream. 

As the move toward equal access in the form of open admissions for the 
economically and educationally disadvant&ged gained in momentum, 
educators in the academy began to question the effects of such a policy and. 
later, to make certain distinctions in terms of what they meant and mean by 
"equality." As stated in the Newman Task Force Report on Higher Educa
tion.J some educators hold open admission policies responsible for 
"lowered" academic standards. According to others the appeal to 
"academic standards)) is a "recognition that open admissions challenges 
both the process by which American society distributes its rewards and the 
legitimacy of that process. U 10 

In addition to the debate over the implications of equal access, educators 
began to distinguish between "equalityH in terms of academic achievement, 
and "equality of opportunity." Charles Frankel, in an artic1e distributed to 
Airlie participants, illustrated a particular shift in the notion of equality, a 
shift from the concept of equality with limits to the concept of equality 

9The discussion of credentiaJing often takes the form of a debate on whether or not we are overeducaling 
significant nnmbers of our populafion. A recent econometric analysis of this issue is Richard B. Freeman, 
The Overeducated American (1976), which argues that our educational system overcredentials people. 

10 Jerome Karabel, • 'Open Admissions: Toward Meritocracy or Democracy?" Change, May 1972, p. 40. 
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without limits. II Distinguishing between what he caned the ('old 
egalitarianism" and what he termed the "new egalitarianism,') Frankel 
maintained that the notion of limits, a concept that allows one to consider 
equality a value existing among "a larger scheme of value8/~ and not the 
ultimate hu~an value, is necessary to any responsible egalitarianism. He 
strongly argued that equality, as defined by the new egalitarians, was 
dangerous: 

Frankel: 
access and 
the evils 
of the new 
egalitarianism 

Morality of equality has been v~ry strong in our 
society. I think the new egalitarianism has been mak~ 
ing it abstract. Equality, as I define it, is not opposed 
to rank, order, and hierarchy. What it is opposed to, 
if you put it philosophically, is rank, order, and 
hierarchy that can't be justified by some rational prin
ciple or some rational purpose. 

It is opposed to irrational rank, order l and hierar
chy. The notion that rank, order, and hierarchy are in 
themselves suspicious is what I would call the U new 
egalitarianism." I don't think our society, will suc
cumb to it. It can't. We live in a scientific and 
technological age where competence counts; we have a 
bad co~science about. doing what we have to do 
anyway. 

Similarly, I don't think our universities can suc
cumb to it. Society doesn't maintain these elaborate 
institutions so that they don't sort people out. They 
have to sort people out. But I think they have done a 
bad job, partly because they haven't gone to the right 
pools in the first place. 

That is not the issue. Whether they should sort peo
ple ou.t at all is the question, and I don't see how you. 
caItmaintain universities jf you allow this conceptual 
overflow of egalitarianism to ta~e over. 

Access to institutions of higher learning has broadened, however, and~ as 
a result, student populations have become increasingly diverse' in individual 
backgrounds and expectations. Matina Horner, with regard to equity, 
attempted to reframe the issue to include diversity and individuality among 
people. For Horner, equality was not "a refusal to recognize relevant dif
ferences" and equal opportunity was not "providing identical treatment for 
everybody. " To ignore individual needs and aspirations was as dangerous 
as "to attribute differences as a function of sex!!. race) or economic status. JJ 

II "The New Egalitarianism and the Old," Commentary. LV[ (September. 1973)'. pp. 54-61. 
See also A Theory of Justice (1971) by Iohn Rawls, of whom Charles Frankel says, " ... no one surely has 
worked harder oF-succeeded better in slathlg the basic rationale for the new egalitarianism." 



Horner: 
equity 
reconsidered 

We have embraced such values and concepts as 
diversity, equaJ access, affirmative action, equality, 
equal opportunity, and freedom to choose from a 
wide range of options. But, we have been less than 
successful in undertaking social and institutional 
changes to accommodate them, and we have not 
always been sensitive to -potential paradoxes, to 
ironies and contradictions that are entaile~l. 

One of the "contradictions" was in the widely held belief that access to a 
college degree was access to greater upward economic and social mobility. 
As the economy tightened, some educators felt responsible for warning 
students that economic prosperity might not await them after commence
ment. 

Frank Newman even questioned the basic assumption that institutions of 
higher education were responsible for upward mobility. Although "college 
is stilI the pathway to upward mobility for many t" Newman observed that a 
college education resulted in "downward mobility" for some. In providing 
equal opportunity, an objective which Newman thought should be ac
cepted, educators, in his view, had to recognize that such a policy would 
result in some downward mobility. In abandoning the assumption that a 
college education would -lead to upward mobility, Newman hoped that 
educators "could turn instead to the argument that a sound education and 
the intellectual and social development of the individual were appropriate 
preparation for any life and any career, JJ an argument given expression in 
the_ Yale Report of 1828. Newman contended: 

Newman: 
questioning 
the responsi
biHtyfor 
upward social! 
economic 
mobility 

From the point of view of looking at things in terms 
of social policy toward higher education, it would 
help us if we had some reaJism with regard to the 
capacity of higher education. I thjnk our social plan
ners have been too concerned about building a higher 
education structure that ensureS upward social 
mobility. 

I think we need instead to focus on the creative 
structure that encourages or rewards or makes easier 
and. above all, does not hinder thos"e interested in 
their own mobility. The difference between the two 
types of structures, in my opinion, is profound. 

We should also accept the concept of equal oppor
tunity. both for good and iII. If we really believe in 
equal opportunity, it is bound to lead to a modest 
oversupply. It is bound to lead to both upward social 
mobility and downward social mobility. 

The net result would be to move us toward a system 
in which we would end up saying to the student "Y ou 
will not necessarily be upwardly mobile. but on the 
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other hand, if you are downwardly mobile it wiJ] not 
be because you were born on the wrong side of the 
tracks but because you were less able or less motivated 
than the other people who are getting out of college 
with you. " However I if that is the system we are mov
ing toward. students need to know it from the begin
ning. The mistake we have made in the past, is that 
students haven't known it from the beginning, and we 
have implied that going to college provided a certain 
guarantee. 

But Kenneth Tollett, while recognizing certain limitations, still argued 
that a college degree does lead to upward mobility. Consequently, he con
tended that women and ethnic minorities. those groups that have not tradi-' 
tionally been upwardly mobile, should be encouraged to work toward 
degrees. 12 Tollett did not want to oversell higher education, but he em
phasized the fact that higher education did result in great gains for Black 
Americans. If the correlation between work and education was not im
mediately felt, Tollett claimed that the benefits of a higher education, in the 
long rUli. w.ere being passed on to the next generation. 

Disregarding higher education's relationship to economic mobility, other 
benefits are bestowed upon those attending four-year institutions. As he 
ha~ earlier argued in Daedalus, Tollett contended: ««The citizenship func

. tion and the self-actualization inherent in the educational process more than 
justify acting affirmatively to bring groups into higher education who have 
been discriminatoriIy denied access or equal opportunity. The largest possi
ble cross-section of the citizenry should be exposed to the national and in
ternational community-building aspects and potential of higher educa
tion. t,13 

The question tlien becomes, particularly from Newman's reasoning, 
what, if anything, does the university or college certify its graduates to do if 
a degree is not directly related to the job market? Newman argued that the 
four-year insthution should guarantee nothing exactly in economic terms. 
"The argument that a sound education and the intellectual and social 

. development of the individual are appropriate preparation for any life and 
any career" would eventually, it is hoped, "force each college and universi
ty to question whether it is providing a sound education for its students.' ~ 

Fred Crossland, Program Director of the Ford Foundation's Office of 
Higher Education, came to much this same conclusion, but from a different 

12Questions about access for minorities appear to be moving from equ~ity of access (admission) to 
equality of results (graduation). Note, for example, remarks to that effect made by Herbert O. Reid. Sr., 
professor of Jaw at Harvard University, and by Elias Blake, Jr., President of Institute for Services to 
Higher Education at a meeting of the National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education in 
Washington, D.C., in March, 1977. Chronicle of Higher Education. XIV (March21,l9-17), p. 8. 

13uCommunity and Higher Education." Daedalu8, elV (Winter, 1975), p. 293. 



perspective. He argued that a decline of labor intensive economic activity 
was inevitable, that such a decline would diminish the university's role as a 
"producer of producers," and that the challenge would be to graduate not 
producers but "consumers of culture": 

Crossland: 
educating 
'j consumers 
ofcultureH 

On the face of it, simple justice and equity, as well 
as political expediency t would seem to require that ac
cess to higher education be extended to as many as 
possible. and perhaps even to all. But to do that would 
negate one of the three -basic functions of today's 
university--namely, to serve as a screen or filter in the 
identification of those presumed to be the most 
talented and hence the best able to assume key posi
tions in the labor and professional force. 

In an attempt to reconcile those points, some argue 
that access should -be unrestricted but that internal 
university standards should remain high and un
changed. 

The point is not to argue against expanded access to 
higher education. Rather, it is to warn that if our in
creasingly industrialized and mechanized world con
tinues along present lines, sooner rather than later we 
will have to adjust radically both our perceptions of 
the appropriate functions of, and our policies respect
ing access to, higher education. 

We may be working at cross purposes. On the one 
hand, we have designed our universities to produce 
producers, and we seem intent upon producing ever 
more of them. But on the other hand, in the name of 
progress and development we continually seek new 
ways to reduce dependence upon human labor and ef
fort in the production of goods and services. It is 
sobering to consider what would happen if these two 
trends were to continue to their illogical conclusions. 
Today such prospects may seem remote to an im
poverished or severely underdeveloped country. but in 
some of the most highly industrialized societies work 
rationing (unemployment is but one form!) already 
looms on the horizon. 

These circumstances should not dismay us. for they 
could provide exciting challenges hitherto unknown to 
educators. Consider but a few possibilities. Educa
tional emphasis could change, to a substantial degree, 
from producing producers to producing consumers-
consumers of culture as well as consumers of goods 
and services. 
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But what is sound education? Adam Yarmolinsky explained in an article 
from Change sent to the Airlie participants that, since the late 1960's, 
academia has been attacked by forces outside the intellectual tradition. 14 

"Since the late sixties, some campus activists have rejected the legitimacy of 
the university itself, preferring to substitute intuitive standards of 
'relevancet and 'authenticity, t standards that have no relevance to or 
authenticity in the intellectual tradition.)' The interesting development, or 
shift, is that although "academic institutions have never been exempt from 
activist criticism," until the late sixties, such criticism still assumed the 
"inherent virtue" of academia. 

The Airlie commentary suggested that. such was no longer the case. The 
very existence of the four-year institution was called into question. Ac- I 

cording to Robert C. Andringa, Staff Director for the Minority House 
Committee on Education and Labor J Americans are becoming less depen
dent on educational institutions for their. learning. Consequently, a new 
perspective on licensing and credentiaIing may be developing: 

If a corporation can offer its own equivalent to the 
MBA, at far more convenience~ less costJ a~d even 
greater quality than the average state college, who will 
deny t1].at it should grant the degree? Who will 
monitor program quality in nontraditional programs 
(whatever that term means anymore)? How will col
leges adjust to outside competition in. the learning 
business? What are the next steps to more 
competency-based credentialing opportuJ)ities? 

./ 
Y armolinsky, however, framed the issue in another way. What if the 

university or college certifies a student for something that does not lie 
within its domain;, 

What happens when the institutions of higher 
education offer credentials for activities or at
tainments that are not conducfed inside these institu
tions, or conducted by us? What giv~ educators the 
authority to eschew such a credential, not in our eyes, 
but in the eyes of the public? 

In reviewing the debate on access, equity, and credentialing, certain 
larger questions would not go away: What, in the final analysis, does the 
questioning of egalitarianism reflect? When we take great pains to maintain 
that equality of opportunity does not mean that everyone can or should 
receive a college degree, are we, in fact, shifting away from the democratic 

1-4 "Challenges to Legitimacy: Dilemmas and Directions," Change, VIII (April. [976). pp. 18·25. 



impulse of the sixties? Should we talk straight about abandoning 
egalitarianism, or is there a justification for rationalizing new meanings into 
old slogans? At' stake could be the democratization of higher education in 
the country--or, on the otlier hand, the contfived intellectual integrity of 
our colleges and universities. 
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Section 3 

The Curriculum - A New Traditionalism? 

Discussions of higher education inevitably turn to the curriculum-
whatever the agenda of higher education, curriculum is its agency of action. 

During the 1960's, the movement to broaden access to higher education 
brought with it a movement to broaden the curriculum, to make place for 
diverse ethnic studies, to find ways to make traditional studies meaningful 
to nontraditional students. Many became acutely aware of latent value
judgments suffusing a curriculum formerly thought to be largely value-free. 
And grade-inflation set in as faculty members questioned their right to im
pose their value preferences on students through the grading system. 

A reaction to curricular nihilism has occurred during recent years as the 
constraints of the marketplace have tightened. I S Institutions, disciplines, 
professors, and students have a renewed perception of the uses of achieved 
distinction. Thus, through current commentary, one finds a harkening back 
to traditional phrases-·character, competence, standards. Such concern was 
evident throughout the Airlie discussions. 

Adam Yarmolinsky pointed to the crux of the difficulty concisely: 
Knowledge is expanding while budgets are constricting, hence significant 
curricular choices will perforce be made. "If we are going to teach some of 
the new things! we have to cut out some of the old things, and if we are 
going to do that without a standard, things are going to get more and more 
chaotic .... " There is perhaps no more traditional curricular problem than 
that of fixing the standard by which the curriculum can be shaped. 

I j A beginnill8 point for discussion about the curdculum is the criticism leveled at the existing labyrin
thian jumble found in such observations of the ctisenchanted, on the one band. ali that of Caroline Bird, The 
Case Againsl College (1975) lind in the work of the more traditional. on the other hand. such as Sidney 
Hook. Paul Kurtz. Miro Todorovich, OOs.. The Philosophy of the Curriculum: The Need for General 
EduC'fIt/on (197S). 

The old two-culture debate (technologist-generalist) opened by Arnold and Huxley in the 1880's, most 
recently appearing in the Leavis-Snow exchanges of the late 1950's. has been somewhat fused in Earl F. 
Cheit. The Use,{ul Arts and (he Liberal Condition (1915). Cheit argues that those who advocate liberal, 
general education would do well to borrow many of the techniques and methodologies of the useful arts. 
The emerging curricular pattern, to which much thought must still be given. does appear to be tbat of in
tegraUon of the extremes of a generalist approach emphasizing a liberal arts core and a more particularized 
and speciali:lOO approach. 

Note. for example, the appointment to its faculty by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology of a 
humanist such as Leo Marx to assist in developing "an undergraduate program which provides an adequate 
framework for life in modern industria! society" and such thought as that expressed by Jean Mayer, newly 
inaugurated president of Tufts University. In an article taken from his inaugural address, "A Jefferson 
Ideal: Students Today Need a. Better Understanding of Such Fields as Health. Agriculture. and Law," 
Chronicle of Higher EducationJ XIII (November 8. 1976). p. 32. Th~ next milestone in this emerging pat
tern may be a forthcoming book by Ernest L. Boyer and Martin Kaplan which calls for a core curriculum 
attentive to the commonality of the contemporary world rather than sole reliance upon past traditions. 
Boyer and Kaplan previewed their book in "Educating for Survival: A Cait for a COTe Curriculum," 
Change, IX (March. 1977). pp. 22-29. 

A look at how teachers and students are themselves reintegrating the curriculum may be found in the 
Change series entitled Report on Teaching: /, VIII (March, 1976): 2, VIII (July, 1976); 3, IX (January. 
1977): 4J IX(July. 1977). 



In his presentation, Charles Frankel extended this point, arguing not only 
that the universities needed a standard by which to shape the curriculum, 
but also that the standard needed to be one that shaped a curriculum 
through wbich standards themselvs would be upheld. He objected to a new 
irrationalism in which the prudential consideration of public choice is 
shirked in favor of a self~proclaimed truth to the individual~ 

Frankel:' 
a return to 
" standards" 

... you need only spend some time in universities as 
I do to know how deep is the feeling in ,a good' many 
students that they are being trained in the university 
on the surface in a few techniques that will allow them 
to earn a living in society, but deep down. morally and 
emotionally, they are their own people. That means 
essentially looking within and picking a picture of the 
universe out from among those pictures within you 
that are most appealing . 

. • . the new mysticism does not have to rest upon a 
presumption that nature and man are essentially in 
harmony and our native powers are all good. I think 
that universities exist to train and go against this kind 
of mystkism. They train in criticism. They ~ay some 
things have tp be rejected, and we will be, in this 
sense. fighting a battle for a long time. 

In education, particularly, we live constantly in a 
struggle between form and substance. The forms 
become empty. Certain scholars, many students, ask 
for more substance behind the forms. 

This is what you mean by reform. But if the notion 
arises that substance means informality, unstructure, 
w holly individualized curriculum; if the notion arises 
that substance means society has no right to say to 
people WhO have the great privilege of a higher 
education-YWhat have you trained youself to do 
usefully in this society? H --then I think it is a disaster. 

So, I think we, in higher education, do face a con
tinuing moral crisis, a crisis of structure, a crisis of 
finding the right structures that will have the right 
substance for the students with whom we deal. 

FrankePs case for form, substancet and criticism reasserted the tradi
tional intellectual mission of higher education. The traditional phrases that 
could be heard at the Airlie Conference were not l however. solely those of 
intellect. Virginia Smith reminded participants that, 1ike it or not, institu~ 
tions of higher education imparted character education: 

Smith: It seems to me another false dichotomy or Question 
education for that we have accepted as a fairly standard kind of 
"characterU choice is that between cognItive and affective, 
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learning. We somehow assume that we have either to 
·teach in an affective mode or a cognitive mode and 
that there is no possible way in which the two can be 
joined. And yet many of the experiments I know are 
attempting to combine those two. It seems to me also 
that we often overlook the informal structure of an in~ 
stitution. In our group this afternoon I was very in
terested in the question of character education and 
that the fact that character education many times is 
viewed by educational experts as something that the 
institution should have relatively little to do with at 
the collegiate and university' level. And yet we teach 
character. And I use the word teach in the broad 
sense. Our informal structures teach competition not 
cooperation. Our informal structures are very clear 
about the fact that there are right answers and right 
ways even though in teaching right answers and right 
ways, we may very clearly, on many instances, say the 
right answer is that there is no right answer. And we 
are very clear in most of our educational situations 
that there is a kind of professionalism that should 
come out of the instruction. 

Yet, discussion at Airlie House could by no means be summed up as a 
plea for a renewed traditionalism. Even those who sometimes seemed to 
discuss the curriculum in a highly traditional way raised profound doubts 
about the adequacy' of the traditional curriculum. For instance, Virginia 
Smith expressed scant confidence in the traditional liberal arts curriculum 
as an adequate form of character education: 

Smith: 
questions 
for the new 
traditionalism 

·What are some of the questions we are now 
responding to which might be reshaped? Well. I think 
the one that leaps to all of our minds is the question of 
vocationalism versus liberal· arts. If this were 
examined though in some detail, I think we would find 

~ that we are not in a struggle between vocationalism 
and liberal arts because the liberal arts have almost 
always been taught as vocations. In many cases, the 
liberal arts were simply a particular form of special
ized education leading toward work in a highly 
specialized area. In how many instances can we look 
at our pwn institutions and see Jiberal arts taught in 
terms of not the speciality, but in terms of the broad 
significance of the liberal arts topic? How many times 
have we taught history in terms of its liberalizing im
pact rather than the beginning course for people who 
are eventually going to specialize in history? 



Her basic plea was for a radical reconceptuaiization of the curriculum from 
the learner's point of view, in which the real curriculum would be seen to be 
not the curriculum of a particular institution) but of a spectrum of agencies 
through which the learner could acquire knowledge. 

We have always assumed in higher education that 
somehow we are preparing people to do something. 
We seemed to have overlooked in many cases that we 
are engaged in a consumer industry. We are acting 
upon the product while it is being trained to do 
something later. We are, in fact, transforming that 
product in the process of education. and that product 
is acting upon the process of education. In other 
words, what I am indicating is that we have tried to 
teach as if the student was a passive raw material. And 
in the process of doing so, we have reinforced passivi
ty. The result of reinforcing passivity has led to what I 
consider to be a remarkable amount of school 
dependency. So when we respond to a need for more 
education, we almost always respond in terms of 
schools or institutions. And yet some of the most ex
citing experiments that are going on today in 
education have no base in universities. In other words, 
we have failed to distinguish between schooling and 
learning. If we were to ask questions about the needs 
of learners in this society in a broader way, we would 
probably make that distinction between schooling and 
learning. And we might in many instances find new 
ways to combine them. 

More than anyone. at the ConferenceJ Margaret Mead made the case 
against any simple return to traditional practice: 

Mead: 
the case 
against 
tradi tionalism 

One of our problems is to get rid of the hierarchy of 
attitudes within the universities: the relationships 
within the sciences. among the humanities, between 
the sciences and the social sciences, and within the 
treatment of the arts. These hierarchies are given false 
recognition by people who, on the whole, never ap
prove of anybody who isn't dead as a fit subject for 
discussion. 

And we have to deal with the problem of having 
peopJe today opposing each other within our univer
sities, who have learned from different generational 
perspectives. For instance, we have children who have 
been using a computer since they were five, and those 
are very different people. So we have two forms of 
knowledge of the contemporary world facing each 
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other. Each has a tremendous amount to learn from 
the other, provided they both recognize that they are 
there. If they don't recognize that they are there, you 
get the situation where the father argues with his son 
for an hour before the father discovers that the son is 
thinking of himself as standing on the moon looking 
at'the earth, while the father is standing on the earth 
looking at the moon. It makes a very marked dif
ference in point of view. 

We also are faced today with the fact that when 
script was inventedt we became more and more com
mitted to a linear form of education with very little 
sense of the learner contributing anything to the 
teacher. We had a linear system and a belief that if we 
massed together the people who knew t they could 
teach the people who didn't know. The only way for 
people who didn't know to learn was for them to be 
taught. Now, this isn't true for preliterate societies. In 
preliterate societies very often the initiate is the learner 
rather than the teacher. And the learner elicits from 
the teacher his teachings. In some cases, if he is very 
good, he can get to be better than his teacher. 

InsteaQ of thinking of a university as the place 
where those who know teach those who don't know, 
we have to begin to think of a university as a place of 
interchange of knowledge. This means that we need to 
have YOWlg children and people of all ages near uni
versities to keep track of these shifting relationships of 
knowledge and understanding as they occur. We need 
to get rid of the limited age grading we ha'ie at pre
sent, and have situations on the campus where 
everybody in the university is learning and teaching. 
and no one is simply a teacher or simply a learner. 

This al~o brings into doubt whether there should be 
any permanent faculty who do absolutely nothing but 
reach for their whole lives. A permanent faculty 
worked very well in a system of slow change. The 
teachers got wiser ,and wiser--sometimes. And 
s-ometimes they just read their notes over for fifty 
years. 

Mead's remarks brought the discussion full-circle. Yarmolinsky spoke of 
the importance in introducinli new material into a constrained curriculum, 
of having a standard, and Frankel insisted that whatever the curriculum 
should be, it should have form and substance. But Mead, in her visionary 
remarks, called into question the whole tradition of a formal curriculum, a 
formal student body, and a formal faculty. The immense distance between 
these positions showed how much a view of the curriculum depends upon 
the individual's values and perspective. 



The question of curricular change, then, inevitably raises substantive 
questions about the knowledge and values out of which a curriculum, for
mal or informal, is to be developed. Those questions were addressed) in 
part, when the Conference turned to exploring new intellectual trends in the 
country_ 
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Section 4 
) 

Universities· Academic or Intellectual? 

One of the unique features of the Airlie Project was the effort to integrate 
the academic and the intellectual leadership or'the country. It was not 
assumed that the two groups were mutually exclusive but, as proved to be 
the case, they were far from overlapping. The integration of the two groups 
forced everyone to consider higher education not just as an organizational 
structure, but as an intellectual force as well. 

It was not feasible to consider all the "new' J ideas in the United States so 
the Conference concentrated on E.O. Wilson's work on sociobiology. 

Wilson's thesis, breifly stated, was that biology, in conjunction with 
psychology, anthropology, and sociology was going to give rise to a j'new" 
social science, sociobiology. 16 That new science, he argued, would give us 
the first principles for reinterpreting human social evolution. In particular, 
it would force u.s to look at the limits or constraints on social change: 

Wilson; 
anew 
science. of 
social 
evolution 

The evidence is overwhelming for genetic 
constraints in human social behavior, and yet there 
exists a potential for even more genetic evolution of 
some of the underlying emotional responses and 
learning .rules that determine or limit human social 
behavior. 

But Wilson was no strict determinist in the old Darwinian sense. He 
wanted to have a new understanding of the principles governing human 
society so that people could exercise the options they did have. He talked of 
both constraints and some opportunities for change: 

Wilson: 
the challenge 
of the idea 
of natural 
constraints 

The relation between genetics and environment, 
espEcially as it affects the social sciences, is likely to be 
illuminated by models such as those provided by 
Conrad Waddington. His concept of the epigenetic 
landscape is useful for visualizing the· way in which 
constraints operate. The traits of an individual can be 
viewed as the ends of a series of pathways that lead 
through an immensely varied topography. Some 
traits, such as the facial emotions, are reached 
through deep channels that allow only one outcome. 
Others, such as kinship rules) follow channels that are 
branched, permitting one or the other of several basic 
outcomes. Language, religion. and a few other most 
culture-bound qualities follow routes that are shallow 
and delta-like toward the end and thus provide a 

16An introducoory piece on sociobiology can be found in E.O. Willion's "The Social Instinct .. ' in the 
1976 issue of Bulletin oJ the American AcademjJ oj Arts and Scjences. 30(1): pp. 11-25. 



relatively immense array of possibilities--but never
theless a finite number of possibilities. 

I think human beings can be fruitfully regarded as 
highly varied yet with mountain ranges and deep 
valleys in certain portions--as for example, in the 
development of neonate behavior and early infant
parent bonding and as in the development of the facial 
expressions in displaying emotion. We know these 
things tend to be deep and almost unilateral. But we 
go from mountain ranges to foothills in which the 
determinism is sharper and the array of outcomes 
fewer on into a portion of the human epigenetic 
landscape which is almost a flat plane--as, for exam
ple, in the varieties of custom. dress, and language. 

A nd yet unlike the reigning vision of the social 
scientists, thatflat plane does not, one, extend across 
all portions of the epigenetic landscape. There are 
these foothills and mountain ranges and ·canyons in 
one end. And, second, even in thejlat portion it does 
not extend ojf into the wi/d, infinitely far beyond the 
horizon. It has its limits [emphasis added]. 

This new science of society, Professor Wilson believed, would revolu
tionize many of the disciplines at the foundation of the universities: 

Wilson: 
the coming 
implosion 
of old 
disciplines 

I would like to open this discussion by considering 
briefly the relation between biology and the social 
sciences. What I believe to be the coming implosive 
convergence of the social sciences is due in part to 
enrichment from biology. (Note how I use the word 
"enrichment," and not reduction to biology or 
takeover by biology.) We must turn to a much greater 
degree than has been done in the past in the social 
sciences and humanities to biology and to a new and 
more sophisticated and enlightened form of biology. 
It has always been one of the great intellectual dreams 
in the middle of the nineteenth century, even before 
Darwin, in the times of Auguste Comte, in the early 
writings of John Stuart Mill, somehow to bring 
biology, evolutionary biology in particular, in con
junction with the social sciences, to make biology part 
of the foundation of the social sciences. Now I think 
that goal is at least becoming feasible. . 

Others saw more sinister implications in what Professor Wilson said. 
They feared his work would be used to support reactionary policies for a 
host of social programs, They read Wilson as a latter day William Graham 
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Sumner who, a century earlier, had used Darwin to argue for a laissez-Iaire 
postur.e on social problems. And, indeed! everyone at the Conference was 
familiar enough with Jay Forrester's work and the pronouncements of 
William Shockley to know that such look alikes were around in 1976. 

But Wilson was not in that company and did not want his conclusion 
overinterpreted: 

It is very important in these days to avoid extending 
this kind of reasoning to the possibility of genetic dif
ferenc~ between groups of human beings. There is 
virtually no ·evidence of any genetic difference in 
social behavior among groups. Sociobiology is mainly 
concerned with characteristics shared by all members 
of our species, in other words, with human nature. 

I don't see immediate applications to social or 
political poJicy. I think it is rather dangerous to at
tempt them. I see no isomorphism between ideology 
and the belief in any degree of genetic determinism. I 
know sociobiologists who are radlcalleft. practically 
on the barricades! and sociobiologists who are 
politically conservative. 

Wilson's significance derived not only from the challenge in his own ideas 
but also from the fact that he was part of a growing body of American 
leaders from all sectors Who were contending with some kinds of limits--of 
energy, of growth, of environmental elasticity, of economic expansion-
who were looking for models for better public policy! often by seeking 
guidance from the "natural order. " Ervin Laszlo had described this new af
finity for natural laws and values in The Systems View of the World (1972) 
when he wrote, (~The Western world tends to offer the values of affluence 
as the panacea. fOr all social ills. These values are not superannuated. In 
their place we must propose positive, humanistic values. Humanistic values 
... are not arbitrary goals but natural norms, encoded in every natural 
system. But they are overlaid by diverse cultural value objectives and, 
hence, in times of urgency, they need to be consciously rediscovered. If they 
are found and adopted, man will again exercise his powers of adaptive in
novation in maintaining himself and his culture within the thresholds of 
compatibility with the dynamic and balanced multilevel hierarchy of ter
restrial nature. " 

Jonas Salk, who had been involved in some of the discussions in prepara
tion for Airlie (and who would have joined the Conference had he not been 
out of the country at that time) was part of this larger group. Like Wilson, 
he saw a pattern in the "landscape" of nature. He wrote in The Survival of 
the Wisest (1973): 



Salk: 
new evidence 
for natural 
laws in 
societal 
development 

The S~shapedJ or sigmoid~ curve which d~scribes the 
growth of fruit flies is also seen in curves of growth of 
micro-organisms and of cells or molecules. Similar 
curves are seen for hormone production after suitable 
stimulation, and a similar effect occurs in tissue repair 
after injury. Since the planet earth can be considered a 
closed system ... the sigmoid curve reflects the opera
tion of control and regulatory mechanisms which ap
pear to be associated with survival of the jndividual or 
of the species .... (pp. 11-12) 

Like the others, too, Salk was no determinist. People had important 
choices to make: 

If we assume, however J that Man has the power of 
choice and can influence the course of his growth 
curve on this planet, then it is of special interest to 
look carefully at the. sigmoid curve in terms mean
ingful to him. Since our deeper purpose is to try to 
discern the nature of order in the human realm in rela
tion to the nature of order in the realm of life in 
general, it is interesting to explore the possible mean
ing of the similarities observed in the human popula
tion growth curve as manifested thus far J and the first 
portion of the growth curve of the fruit-fly population 
and similar curves in the subsystems of other living 
systems. (pp. 14-15) 

The purpose ... is ... to discern Nature's "game," 
as well as Man's. The choices which Man makes from 
the alternatives available to him will profoundly in
fluence his own evolutionary destiny. The outcome 
will reveal the extent to which he will have succeeded 
if!: understanding the workings of Nature~ at a time in 
his own evolution when he is being tested for his 
capacity to accommodate himself to change, and for 
his ability to create the possibilities for existence under 
circumstances . , , different from those of the past 
.... (p.28) 

But Salk believed that our present circumstances, our "epoch," was dif
ferent. We had too little touch with the natural order and its instruction to 
deal effectively with our dilemmas: 

Salk: 
the intellectual 
challenge in 
relearning 
Nature's 
instructions 

... in the future it will be necessary for Man 'to 
relate to Nature complementarily (and) rather than 
exclusively (either/or). For example, when Man began 
to see himself as separate from nature and tried to 
conquer. subdue, or outdo it by the use of his intellec
tual powers, and by the knowledge and skills he 
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developed, he brought about an imbalance . . . A 
change occurred from a life in which he lived close to, 
and part of. Nature; to one in which' he became in
creasingly separated from it and artificially related to 
it. through his dependence upon the many support 
systems developed for living.this way. (p. 79) 

We must look to those among us who are in closest 
touch with the unfathomable source of creativity in 
the human species for an understanding of the work
ings of Nature and for insight into Nature's "game," 
as we enter upon an epoch in which new values are re
quired for choices of immediate need as well as for 
those with longer-range implications. (p. 30) 

As Salk saw the problems, we were faced with an enormous problem of 
inteIlect t a giant test of our insight--one that had far-reaching implications 
for our educational system--one that needed to be on any agenda of issues 
that demanded more examination: 

These factors. among others, would be a valid 
reason for expanding consciousness of reality and for 
adjusting "Man's game" to "Nature's game." (p. 82) 

Indeed, the -focus on limits was coming from so many sources-- intellec
tual, economic, and politicaI--that they constituted a challenge to a major 
dogma of the American Experience, namely~ that there were no limits to our 
ambitions. It was a belief seemingly con,firmed by our history. As Henry 
Commager wrote! "Nothing in history had ever succeeded like America, 
and every American knew it." 

In an unpublished essay written before the Airlie Conference Secretary 
Mathews tried to'qescribe this challenge in historical terms: 

Mathews: 
the seeds of 
an intellectual 
revolution; the 
challenge of 
the idea 
of limits 

The 1870' S, long thought to be inconsequential, 
now seem pivotal because in the decades immediately 
before the turn of the century, social philosophy 
seems to have split into two very distinct directions. 
William Graham Sumner took the naturalistic theme, 
given new meaning by the social Darwinists, and 
argued that the "laws of Nature" demonstrated that 
we should do nothing at all about interfering in the af
fairs of men, either economically or socially. In reac
tion, Lester Frank Ward took just the opposite view. 
He saw in the gov~rnment a latent power, a sleeping 
giant, a force if properly harnessed could address 
itself both to the ills and ambitions of the American 
people. He contended, without equivocation, that the 
problem of the country was not too much government 



but too little government. Those pronouncements 
marked a turning point in the conceptualization of 
government, even though it is wen into the twentieth 
century before Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt gave form to Ward's ideas. 

And it seems of-more than passing consequence that 
Ward also departed from the naturalistic bias of. the 
American social reformer (Jefferson. Thoreau, et al) 
in that he talked of I' overcoming Nature." 

The major question both in social philosophy and 
contemporary politics is whether we can now reunite 
those two forces that pulled so far apart at the turn of 
the century. There are those now who are the direct in
tellectual descendants of the two great protagonists of 
the late nineteenth century. Jay Forrester, for exam
ple, seems in many ways a reincarnation of William 
Graham Sumner. And the champions of governmenR 
taIism have become legion. 

Emerging now. though. is what may be the starting 
point for a new synthesis. I find a group of scientists, 
the New Naturalists, more in the Jefferson mold than 
either the Sumner or Ward mold. who are much in
terested in N~ture and its lessons. Largely because of 
the moral principles generated by the environmental 
movement, they have a great appreciation for Ii.mits. 
for fragility, and perhaps most of all for our respon· 
sibilities to posterity. But they are willing to go 
beyond their studies of the natural order to look at the 
social order. They seem sensitive to the dangers of in
trusion, conscious of the complexity and fragility of 
the social structure. But most importantly.! Nature has 
taught them that they must be active, not passive. 
They do~' t seem addicted to laissez-faireism. They are 
simply cautious. They are ·much aware that the social 
environment is dominated by relations) by bonds. ties 
like those found in communities and families and in 
the natural order of human association. It is those ties 
that they would respect and it is in the preservation of 
those bonds that they would be active. 

Those of this view are by no means limited to people 
trained in the biological sciences. What I describe 
seems properly a turn of mind, not a particular facet 
of a discipline. And if so, it represents a major inR 
tellectual challenge of our time. 

The tenor then, of the New Naturalism, was positive. And its champions 
were as convinced of its great social benefits as they were of an intellectual 
revolution of Copernican dimensions. Wilson sai9: 
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Wilson~ 

the far
reaching 
intellectual 
implications 
of the New 
Naturalism 

It is an understanding of the epigenetic landscape 
that should be the target of a concerted effort by 
biologists, particularly population biologists and 
development biologists; 

--by psychologists, including social psychologists, 
who are increasingly aware of the significance of what 
is now being called prepared and contra-prepared 
learning; 

--by sociologists who take into increasing account 
human nature in learning rules and the explanatory 
schemes of human nature supplied from the biological 
via social psychology; 

--by economists, taking into account human 
psychology and the seeming irrationalities of human 
behavior; and 

--by anthropologists who take advantage of the ar
ray of semi-isolated societies that represent ex
periments in social and culturally determined diver
sification of societies. 

And the hope for this work was evident in Wilson's Airlie comment that 
Uto say that sociobiologists have been successful in derivng a number of 
general laws concerning the mechanics of the evolution of societies is not to 
say that these laws can be applied with any skill in human societies ... but I 
am j~ the school of thought that thinks there can be." 11 It was a reflection 
of a vision that George Land had in February 1975 when he wrote his article 
entitled ClThe Evolutionary Crises" for The Futurist magazine: 

There is a widespread questioning of traditional 
solutions, and more concern about improving our in
divigual and social selves than in any other period in 
history. We value the aspiration of the individual and 
simultaneously recognize the value of inter
dependence. Never before has man enjoyed such a 
vision of how thlngs ought to be. These are the marks 
of an organically maturing society. 

As physical growth in production naturally shifts to 
the self-renewing growth of human service industries, 
development rather than enlargement will be the key 
issue. Gross National Product will yield to Gross Na
tional Process, which will measure contribution to life 
quality rather than simply dollars or tons of manufac
tured goods. New wealth will be generated by in-

17 Of course, [here were numerous reactions to Wilson·s position. Some questioned what they found to be 
the excessive but characteristically American optimism in his stance. Others questioned the bounds he put 
on inquiry, noting that sociobiology excessively cut off investigation on two ends of the spectrum, namely 
the physical and the cultural. R.O.Me. 



formation and organization which. unlike the physical 
resources of land and property. can be shared with all 
without being depleted. A similar shift from the strug
gle for physical growth to that of harmonized 
mutuality will occur in the areas of social and cultural 
development, following the la ws of nalural growth. 

We will create a new revolution that will unify 
man·s techno-psycho-social system with all of nature. 
The new revolution will also make possible a re
discovery of the nature of technology and cement its 
sometimes tenuous links with man. 

Such a vision, not to mention the enormous work of synthesis that 
Wilson felt had to be done in so many fields. could not be without implica
tions for higher education. Most certainly that was true for the curriculum. 

The notion of limits, it appeared, had spawned a provocative discussion. 
The challenge to those controlling the universities and colleges was whether 
they would merely preside over organizational structures, or would attempt 
to lead as an inteUectual force as well. 
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Section 5 

Educational "Foreign Policy" - A Question of Comprehensiveness? 

Essential to any discussion of the agenda for education were the underly
ing assumptions about what constituted the agencies of education. Unless 
challenged, a conference of educators would naturally assume that the in
stitutions they were associated with were' 'education. " But the Airlie con
versation did challenge such an assumption t both in its accuracy and its 
legitimacy. 

The agenda for any future discussions, so some argued, had to include 
consideration of what institutions really educated (as contrasted to those 
that were formally labeled educational) and what the proper relationship 
was between such agencies. 

Virginia Smith's point on the distinction between "schooling" and 
"learning" had already been made in the discussion on the curriculum. Ben 
DeMott was also obviously uncomfortable with giving the title «'educa
tional" only to the formally designated institutions of higher learning. The 
mandate, he said, "is to imagine, ... to place education more directly in the 
whole context of society." And as a corollary he .wanted to include as 
"educators" more than those who were "professionals. JI 

Borrowing from his colleague, Henry Commager., DeMott went on to 
talk about building p.ew networks of learning institutions, far more in
clusive associations than were usually imagined: 

DeMott: 
better 
definitions 
of education 
and new 
networks for 
learning 

Henry Commager talks about the need to close the 
gap, the chasm,' between school ~d society. He says 
the most practical way to go about this is to create a 
new network of educational institutions, new only 
because we have forgotten how old it is. He speaks 
about the need to get churches ioto the education line-
aDd unions, lodges, fraternal orders~ the Hhdassah. 
the YMCA, local chambers of commerce. ba\ asso
ciations--he mentions all of these. All of the organiza
tions whose function is not profit-making, but society
making, ought to be in the educational game. 

Going back to John Dewey, DeMott found philosophical foundation for 
the reorganization of the system of education he advocated: 

There has to be a very considerable reordering of 
the hierarchy and the priority of formal systems that 
we now know. One way of focusing that is to remind 
ourselves that when Dewey defined democracy as 
"conjoint communication," he meant a way of life 
that brought together people of different preoccupa
tions and educational levels in natural genius--brought 
them together into effective participation and rela
tionship with each other. 



The ability to make comprehensive policy involving all of these institu~ 
tions is, of course, a proper subject for discussion·-irrespective of the merits 
of the comprehensiveness. As Lawrence Cremin had observed often and 
most recently in The Traditions oj American Education (1977): 

Cremin: 
the case for 
comprehen
siveness 

... the policies developed for public education at 
the local. state) and federal levels during the twentieth 
century--by which I mean policies for public 
schooling, public Jibraries, public rehabilitative 
institutions. and public broadcasting-·have seldom 
been integral or comprehensive. The schools have 
been in one political and professional system, the 
libraries in another, the public rehabilitative institu
tions in another t and the public broadcasting institu
tions in still another. Separate professional faculties 
have deait with the several institutions and their needs 
in the universities; and separate agencies, ad· 
ministrative authorities, and legislative· committees 
have dealt with the institutions and their needs in the 
political arena. The disjunctions have been most ap
parent when educational problems have been viewed 
from the perspective of the client, as in the 1930's, 
when the New Deal tried to develop comprehensive 
youth policies, and in the 1960's and 1970's. when 
successive administrations in Washington have tried 
to develop comprehensive childcare policies. 

It was in much this spirit that George Bonham, editor in chief of Change, 
had t before and after Airlie, been talking of expanding our point of view so 
that we could look at all the elements of a learning society. 

Bonham: 
a learning 
society 

The debate over lifelong learning has recently inten
sified among academics. largely. one suspects, 
because traditional learners have already peaked in 
number, and because eroding enrollment bases must 
somehow be reversed. 

Whether in fact these hopes· will translate them
selves into fact remains to be seen. My own suspicion 
is that the percentage increases shown in recent years 
of nontraditional college attenders has already 
reached its plateau, and that further efforts to reach 
and attract still larger numbers will prove both expen
sive and may also threaten certain standards of in-
stitutional ethics. . 

We should also make greater distinctions between 
job-enriclunent and life-enrichment programs. I 
suspect that corporations and other public agencies 
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may be more successful at the former. leaving 
academic institutions with the challenge of ac
commodating those seeking new meaning in th~r 
lives. One cannot yet say that colleges are very good at 
performing this particular mission, either for people 
in their twenties or their fifties. But necessity is still 
the mother of invention (even among academics) and 
the educational mutations which we are likely to see in 
the years ahead will be interesting to observe. 

But DeMott went beyond an appeal for comprehensiveness and in
clusiveness to an even broader appeal to base new networks on new models 
of excellence. Unhappy with the overuse of the academic model and com
mitted to the deformalization of education, be said: 

I have two main concerns. The first one is a concern 
about guarantees that the new educational enterprises 
by voluntary organizations (by nonprofessionals) 
should have-so that they will have-~something to do 
with education. That is to say that they should be 
educational as distinguished from good humored. or 
friendly or charitable or decent or amiable or 
whatever. 

That is one concern. The other is that if there is to 
be a change in the way in which educational services 
are delivered. then there has to be a very considerable 
reordering of the hierarchy and the priority of the for
mal systems of education that we now know. 

One way of putting it would be as follows: We are 
talking about the liberaliZing of all the credentialing 
and evaluating systems. We are talking about the 
liberalizing of all the credentialing machinery, without 
diluting the strengths of what we achieved thus far. 

Beyond that, it seems to me that what you have to 
get across is that the fundamental business of this 
society» when it comes to education, is to create new 
kinds of excellence and new kinds of standards. 

Margaret Mead, like DeMott, was adamant in .her argument that educa
tion had to reconsider what was properly within its confine. American 
universities, she said, had to recognize the existence of many other forms of 
higher education with functions just as essential. 

Universities failed to understand their proper relat~on to other agencies 
for learning, she had already suggested; because they were too parochial, 
too limited by a hierarchial structure for knowledge and too bound by 
stereotyped roles for teachers and learners: 



Mead: 
on conventions 
that result 
in an insular 
view of the 
university 

One of our problems now is to develop a university 
system that can bring the rest of the world in as par
ticipants in what we are doing. instead of treating 
them all as inferior recipients of our particular brand 
of knowledge and point of view. which grew up in a 
period of expansion and colonialism around the 
world. 

New civilizations are being built up by people who 
had no literate past and therefore bring a quite dif
ferent approach to learning. They can bring a degree 
of freshness to the present that is impossible for peo
ple who have the stamp of ]ong battles over i11iteracy . 

. . . our point of view, our way of looking at thingSt 
our conceptions of time and space and human life 
have to be treated as one among many and not as the 
only system of knowledge that exists in the world. We 
have to somehow make way for including many other 
ways of looking at the world. 

Dr. Mead~s comments implied that universities did not see their proper 
relationship fo other learning enterprises because of outmoded conventions. 
And where DeMott would r~ach out to other agencies t Mead would break 
through old stereotypes to find other kinds of associations within the 
university, for example •. by becoming multi generational communities. 

Perhaps. too, as Harold Hodgkinson suggested in his paper. it would be 
useful t~ think of education not as all: independent enterprise, but rather as 
one of many community services, one integrated with all other services: 

Hodgkinson: 
education as 
a part of a 
system of 
integrated 
community 
services 

. . . think about education as ODe component in a 
system of integrated community services. This vision 
is very dUficult for Americans to grasp. largely 
due to our belief in rugged individualism, the 
protestant ethic, and many other notions that suggest 
the individual is the supreme unit and should be 
isolated at all costs from various kinds of 
communality. 

[I think1 we're about a decade behind many Euro
pean countries in thinking about education as part of 
a system of integrated community services [emphasis 
added]. 

In claiming that education was only one of many community services, 
Hodgkinson challenged Airlie participants to think about how education 
should relate to other community services. No longer could educators be 
isolated. As people who were a part of a system of integrated services, 
educators had to talk to those who directed other social services. For exam
ple., Hodgkinson believed that education should be considered a vital COID-
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ponent of the system for the delivery of adequate health care. 
tlMalnutrition of pregnant mothers," said HodgkinsonJ "causes about 80 
percent of the learning problems that happen later on. . . ." And he sug
gested that the assurance of an adequate diet for every pregnant wpman 
might be a sound educational policy. It would mean, however, that 
educators would have to form some new associations--with people involved 
in the delivery of health care} in the food chain. and in the social services. 

Hodgkinson's vision of a good educational policy as one that could even 
find expression in things so far afield as health measures was a step beyond 
DeMott and Mead. But in many ways it was a linear extension of their ex
plorations. 

Hodgkinson was, of course, not alone in considering the questjons of 
educational policy in connection with closely related public policy issues. 
There was much discussion of work and education at Airlie and Willard 
Wirtz had earlier sought to express educational policy in labor policy (and 
vice versa). In The Boundless Resource Wirtz lamented the separation of 
the two: "A good deal of the American achievement traces in one way or 
another to the development of Education and Work as coordinate forces. 
They liave, however, been distinctively separate developments controlled by 
independent institutional sovereignties . . .. This traditional separatism has 
come under increasing challenge. The vague public awareness of a decade 
ago of the human costs in compartmentalizing education and work is today 
developing into a consensus that the two systems be brought together" (p. 
1). 

Hodgkinson's arguments also were in the same camp as the comments of 
those who, when talking about purpose, were inclined to look for educa
tion's mandate in society's imperatives. 1 B Hodgkinson's distinctiveness was 
in the wide range of actions that he was willing to include as "educational." 
He properly belenged on the same 'continuum as Arrowsmith, and it was 
important to note the relationship. Yet Hodgkinson was clearly at the op
posite end of that line. Both talked of education and community--about a 
university "of the public interest." But Arrowsmith looked outside from 
within; Hodgkinson was not bound by an institutional frame of reference. 
His definition was. by far the most comprehensive in the discllssion and the 
most chall~nging for the continuing d~bate on what is to be considered 
educational and what the proper relation is to be between its components. 

18In addition to the published works of those cited in this section, the reader might wish (0 consult War
ren B. Martin, ed., Redefining Service, Research. and Teaching (1977); nwnber 18 in the New Directions 
for Higher Edut:alion series published by Jossey-Bass. This book contains a number of essays concerning 
ways of relating higher education to a larger world. See also Lawrence A. Cremin's The Many Sides oj 
Education (1976). Case studies may be found jn George Nash, Dan Waldorf. and Robert E. Price, The 
University and the City: Eight Coses of Involvement (1973). 



Section 6 

Purpose and Organization ~ A Mismatch? 

It was inevitable that all of the conversations at the Airlie Conference 
about what higher education should do would lead to questions about how 
higher education should be organized and about what kinds of organiza
tional axioms were sound. As with all the other topics at Airlie, this discus
sion was built on a background of lively debate in articles and essays about 
what had happened to the structure of education since the early seventies. 

In a 1973 issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education, Harold EnarsoD, 
President of Ohio State University, sounded the alar:ql. "There is a temp
ting heresy loose in the land. Very simply, it is the dangerous notion that 
state universities are simply another agency of state government, a unit to 
be policed, regulated, and whipped into a bureaucratic mold. In this view, 
the university is simply a production unit in the knowledge industry, a kind 
of specialized factory processing human beings for strictly utilitarian ends 
. . . . Make no mistake about it. In state after state, a managerial revolution 
is steadily under way. It threatens to convert relatively free-standing, self
directing institutions of higher learning into homogenized state systems. 
The old faiths--academic freedom, institutional flexibility--are pushed 
aside. The new articles of faith are control, coordination, efficiency, and 
something called t accountq.bility.' " 

The problem as Enarson and others defined it in 1973 was one of 
homogenization through statewide systems, and the results were an intru
sion into the universities' and colleges' operation _ with state-imposed 
controls--a11 done in the name of two "new" virtues, coordination and ac
countability. 

Enarson's insight was that the quest for accountability was bound to fail, 
ironically because it was managerially unsound. 19 I 'The impact of multiple 
sources of regulation on the university and college is to discourage flexibili
ty, cripple initiative, ailute responsibility, and ultimately destroy true ac
countahlility . . . . [It] has meant the triullJph of technique over purpose 
. '.' . The university which is regulated by everyone becomes, by the most 
bitte~ of ironies, accountable to no one. The invasion of "external authority 
makqs it virtually impossible to fix responsibility on anyone for educational 
resul~s. With evc:ryone in the act, who is finally accountable?" 

By 1974 this dilemma was the focus of a report for the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare prepared by a task force headed by Frank 
Newman, then Vice-President of Stanford University, now President of the 
University of Rhode Island. The Newman Report echoed Enarson's con
cern with what the imposed controls might do to diminish the actual effec
tiveness of universities and colleges: 

[9 Also see Burlon R. Clark, "The Benefits of Disorder," Change, VIlI (October, J976), pp. 31~37. And 
Warren Bennis' book, The Unconscious Conspiracy: Why Leaders Can't Leod (1976) shoUld be read in the 
context of this section. 
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Newman: 
the trend 
to over 
control 

Increasing public and governmental pressure for 
performance and accountability in higher education 
has produced some new concern for efficiency in re
cent years, but has not arrested rising educational 
costs. Now, colleges and universities face the unpleas
ant spectre of imposed management controls. such as 
uniform cost-accounting procedures, which'symbolize 
efficiency but bear little relationship to real increases 
in educational effectiveness. On the contrary, if such 
controls introduce rigidities into institutional resource 
allocation, they can easily impede progress toward in
creased educational effectiveness. 

Derek Bok, President of Harvard University J devoted his entire annual 
President's Report for 1974-1975 to this same subject. the dangerous in
tervention by outside agencies in the functioning of the university. In Bok's 
statement, however) the "villain" was not the state but rather the federal 
government. And the principal weapon of the villainy was not a system but 
a regulation. Nevertheless. the concerns were the same: a loss of control 
and, ultimately, effectiveness: 

Bok: 
intrusions 
into academic 
functions 

Within the last eight years, . . . the government has 
begun to exert its influence in new ways to encourage 
colleges and universities to conform to a variety of 
public policies. Some of these efforts have merely 
taken the form of extending fammar pieces of social 
legislationt such as workmen's compensation and un
employment insurance. to cover higher education. But 
the government has recently acted in ways that strike 
more directly at the central academic functions of 001-
leg~ and universities. Rules have been issued to 
regUlate the internal operations of educational institu
tions .... 

Bok's counterpart~ Kingman Brewstert then President of Yale, also 
joined in the attack: He lamented "a growing tendency for the central 
gover~ent to use the spending power to prescribe educational policies.) I 
Brewster complained that government had adopted a philosophy best 
described as "now that I have bought the button, I have a right to design the 
coat." . 

Atherton Bean claimed in a post-Airlie Conference letter that institutions 
of higher education were becoming extensions of the federal government. In 
fact, they seemed to him to have sold themselves to the governmental 
bureaucracy = 



Bean: 
federal 
manipulations 

American education in these postwar years has 
become overwhelmingly centered around great public 
institutions and even among those that have in the 
past correctly called themselves uprivateU many have 
so mortgaged their futures to the flow of federal or 
state funds that they must now in honesty be deno
minated quasi-public rather than private. My point 
here is not to decry thejr seeking resources in the 
governmental direction but merely to remind the· 
academic world that the source of funds is the source 
of power. and the public and quasi-public educational 
im~titutions would .do very weI] to consider whether 
they don't have a long-term important interest in the 
continuation of truly independent and private educa· 
tion in the United States. To a surprising degree the 
heavy hand of government has not been felt within 
education institutions up to this time, but it is now 
clearly in the future and no longer "the cloud no 
larger than a manls hand." It is to be expected that 
with heavy demands by other social programs for ex
isting resources "accountability" with a decided 
negative inference is certain to be the order of the day 
in the future. Under those circumstances, the public 
educational world may well have to look to the private 
sector for the initiatives and the inspirations that will 
give vitality to their own world in the future. 

Having been for a I!umber of years the Chairman of 
the Board of the Mayo Foundation in Rochester. Min
nesota, I am acutely aware of the fact that the federal 
government with the leverage of the capitation which 
it makes available for underwriting part of the cost of 
training ~ undergraduate medical students is now 
undertaking to determine what the curriculum of 
graduate medical education will b·e. They are truly 
developing a "national agenda" for the medical 
schools, and I have great suspicion that such an agen
da generated out of the horrendous but special prob
lems of the East Coast megalopoli is going to have a 
very deleterious effect upon health care in the United 
States in decades to come. 

In preparing for the Air.lie Conference, Frank Newman was still con
vinced that higher education was facfng a "managerial revolution" that 
bode ill. In a paper entitled "Managing Higher Education in the 21st Cen
tury," Newman wrote: 
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Newman: 
the critical 
nature 
of the 
organizational 
issue 

One of the important tasks for higher education to 
accomplish in the two and a half decades before the 
year 2000 is to redirect the present trend to increasing
ly bureaucratic administration toward a l'n:ode of 
management that is more responsive, more 
dynamic, and more effective. 

He sawall of the-problems. whether caused by state systems or federal 
regulationsJ as part of an issue he .described as the bureaucratization of 
higher education. In so doing he offered a useful corrective to those concen
trating on only one facet of the .?roble~. He asked: 

Will the whole process of multj-campus systems and 
1202 commissions; federal regulations' and state 
regulations; unions and system-wide personnel prac
tices; tflaching load require~enis and cost per full
time equivalent student; affirmative action and 
grievance procedures; lawyers, and courts; budget 
reviews and budget re-reviews; and WIeHE systems 

. to standardize terminology, accounting practices and 
ranks and serial numbers; simply drive us out of the 
education business and into the bureaucr.acy business? 

Newman was particularly fearful that the universfties' defenses were 
weak against the kind of organizational malignancy they were fa~ing: 

Newman; 
the lack of 
defenses 

If we are not careful much of the life of the-mind 
and the pursuit of truth will disappear. They will 
disappear not because of political repression, against 
which academic defenses are always on the alertJ but 
r!lther they will be smothered to death, bit by bit~ 
while w~ are looking the other way. 

The central task by the time of the Airlie' Conference was, then, not to 
identify the problem. That had been done. The task was to give substance to 
the complaint, to distinguish between seJf-serving expressions of irritation 
and the sounding of a public alarm over dangers to the foundations of 
higher education. . 

Frank Newman's remarks at the Conference continued his criticisms of 
bureaucratization. But he concentrated on the disjunction between the 
organizational forms in vogue and the responsibilities of higher education. 
In particular, he was concerned about universities and colleges meeting their 
responsibilities for such intangibles as diversity: 

I am convinced egalitarianism depends not solely on 
access but much more on diversity. I think we need 



multiple pyramids of prestige, both in the job market, 
in society generally. and among our institutions. I am 
increasingly skeptical the more I see of the large) 
multicampus systems) particularly like the University 
of Wisconsin or North Carolina with all different 
types of institutions put together in a system where 
there is bound to be a prestige relationship. a hi.er~ 
aechy. We ought to be skeptical of single standards of' 
merit. 

Virginia Smith raised much the same question as Frank Newman. She, 
tOOt defined the problem broadly, not as one of federally induced 
bureaucratization, but as one of bureaucratization per se: 

Smith: 
the source 
of the 
intrusions 
as immaterial 

Why have we assumed that it was absolutely essen
tial to group those institutions [of higher education] 
into layers and then to have multilayers within states 
so that today forty percent of our students are being . 
educated in multicampus situations that have their 
own bureaucratization, which may be as great a hind
rance to change within the institution as federal 
bureaucratization or state bureaucratization? 

At Airlie, the conversations about organizational directions came in 
the pursuit of questions about purpose and purposefulness, about the rela
tionship of intellectual trends to educational enterprise, and about a 
broader definition of education as a community service. That context itself 
suggested the next question: If education does need to be defined func
tionallyand if new networks among institutions engaged in education--both 
traditional and nontraditional--do need to be formed. how can such be done 
in the face of increasingly tighter administrative structures that relate only 
educational institutions one to another--and then only among those of like 
kind? Can we proceed in the best interests of the public by fostering ad
ministrations that widen rather than diminish the gaps among differipg 
types of educating institutions? 

Or to restate the question as it was left at Airlie: Are the_ imperatives from 
higher education)s purposes at odds with the organizational axioms now in 
fashion? 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONTINUING WITH THE AGEN'DA 
FOR CONCEPTUAL WORK: SOME SUGGESTIONS 

Commentary 

As the last chapter demonstrated, the Airlie Project was a good portrait 
of the "Mind of American Higher Education" after two hundred years. In 
fact, it was in order to bring out all the detail in this portrait that the editors 
included in the book a few people who were not physically at Airlie but who 
were well identified in the participants' minds with important points on the 
six topics that the Conference addressed. 

Obviously, the Mind of American Higher Education was intrigued, 
perplexed, sometimes frustrated by questions that begged for further 
attention--serlous, reflective attention. Could Equity be reconciled with Ex
cellence? Could Education afford to continue to do society's credentiaIing? 
Could it afford not to? What did the New Traditionalism mean in the cur
riculum? What should it mean? Were academic leaders too divorced from 
the major intellectual currents of the seventies? Were universities viewed 
too much as managerial and structural and too little as intellectual? Was 
formal htgher education too isolated from a learning society because it had 
no adequate conceptualization of its relationship to all of the kindred ac
tivities around it? Did it fan to understand its logical expression in other 
areas of public policy--health and labor and welfare? Were its organiza
tional axioms counterproductive in doing what its mission required? 

And most importantly, how were those questions going" to get treated? 
How were they going to get pushed along until they were dropped or 
replaced by better questions? 

The American Council on Education agreed to keep an interest in the 
Airlie "issues, and Fred Ness and the Association .of American Colleges 
agreed to do a more definite follow-up. To give form to that effort, Dr. 
Regina Kyle of the Association of American Colleges agreed to develop 
some options for a more systematic approach to conceptual problems. 

These are her suggestions. 

D.M. " 

Kyle on Continuing the Conversation 

In deciding how to continue working on the "Agenda" in a more 
systematic fashion, it may be useful to put the Conference in some perspec
tive. The sets of issues raised by the Conference are not the special province 
of higher education in the United States. They are reflected in the 
theoretical debates and policy concerns of a number of countries, including 
those whose institutions of higher education are not so fully developed as 
those of the United States, the United Kingdom, and Western Europe. A 
glance at the expanding postsecondary institutions in the Middle East, the 
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work of the Center for Education Research and Innovation/Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development (CERIIOECD) in Paris, or a 
few weeks' issues of the Times Higher Education Supplement reveal the 
presence of familiar problems and challenges. Particular national settings 
peesent us with different perspectives on the problems, but there is enough 
in common in the outline of a good many major issues for us to share our 
questions with one another. 

Access, equality. and credentialing are being discussed in the United 
Kingdom today as intensely as they are in the United States. The number of 
places at the University and the Polytechnics, the raising of student fees, the 
impact of more adult students desiring education, and the overcrowding of 
the medical facilities are causing serious concern. The demographic trends 
in the number of eighteen-yeae-olds, which are just beginning to be felt 
here, are anticipated in Europe about 1985. Organizational revitalization is 
a lively topic, with the merging of various institutions, suggestions for the 
reorganization of medical education, and the recent attack on the long vaca
tion. Concern for establishing new networks of learning is revealed in the 
expansion of the teaching company program begun as a pilot project in five 
English universities in 1975-1976 and in the ties with industry and the public 
services that have been established over a number of years by institutions 
like Loughborough University's Centre for Extension Studies. 

The work of CERI/OECD over the last six years reflects a number of 
issues of international interest. Equal~ty of educational opportunity J re
current education, alternative educational futures in the United States and 
Europe, institutional management, interdisciplinarity, health, education, 
and environmental education~-all these have been considered in some detail. 
The thrust of this group for the next few years will be on "projects that put 
their strongest emphasis on the interaction between education and related 
sectors of social policy" and "projects geared primarHy toward innovation 
and changes iiI the 'educational process and system itself. ,. 

These few examples should remind us that no matter how special' our 
problems may appear to us, we have colleagues in other parts of the world 
also involved in framing the vital questions facing higher education. We can 
both learn from them and contribute to their conversations in return. 

The second set of preliminary reflections we need to make is on the nature 
of the conversation. We are not concerned here with the formulation of 
policy but with the intermediate steps between theory and action. Perhaps 
an example from the world of scientific research may help to clarify what 
we mean. 

When we make the distinction between basic and applied research, we 
sometimes forget the 'critical relationship between the ,two. Applied research 
is dependent npon the reservoir of knowledge provided by basic research. 
There is almost always a time lag between the two. Certain things may be 
known, but their relationship to each other and to a particular problem may 



not emerge for a number of years. An intermediate process occurs that 
brings the necessary elements together. A similar process occurs in the 
development of the institutions through which society structures itself and 
provides services. 

If we think of those who have certain kinds of knowledge and are asking 
questions that may relate to issues in higher education as "researchers" 
whether they be from education, government, business, labor, or the dif
ferent intellectual disciplines, and those who are seeking solutions to iden
tified problems within present institutional structures as "problem-solvers' I 
and the movement from theory to policy and back as a dynamic'interaction 
between the two groups~ then we can place the continuing conversation on 
the changing agenda of higher education as part of the dynamic in
termediate process by which both theory and policy may be shape'd and 
modified. The conversations should illuminate relationships among various 
questions and areas of knowledge as well as sharpen the questions 
themselves. 

Who should continue the conversation? How should they continue it? 
There are a number of weaknesses in our present approach to understand
ing the emerging agenda for higher education. It happens almost by acci
dent. Issu~'become prominent in different ways. During the fifties and six~ 
ties a perceived national neeq in the sciences resulted in the growth of spon
sOf(~d research. At the present time there is much public concern and debate 
about "basics" and about career education. University and college response 
to these needs has had a strong impact on both structure and curriculum. 
The changes wrought have, in most instances, been a result of response to a 
need or condition raised by those outside the academic community rather 
than leadership from within the institutions of higher education, We need to 
find ways to keep the dialogues going on a more formal basis so that our 
response to the different issues can be both reasoned and effective, We 
need. also, to develop ways of anticipating new problems and challenges. In 
accomplishing these two things, we ought also to remember that the conver
sations themselves should involve new networks of "researchers" and 
"problem-solvers." , 

A number of groups already exist who could coordinate and facilitate 
continuing dialogues on the critical issues facing higher education. These 
groups include (but certainly are not limited to) the higher education 
associations, the professional associations, and the foundations. 

Higher Education and Professional Associations 

Through their individual annual meetings and programs and through 
coordinated interassociational projects the higher education and profes
sional association could play a central role in seeing that a more logical 
system of continuing discussion occurs. It is in their best interest to do so 
and they represent large and diverse groups of institutions and individuals, 
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whose major focus is higher education in one form or another. They are 
leaders and this aspect of their role requires them to be aware of developing, 
issues and trends. More regular contact between the higher education 
associations and those representing the disciplines and the professions 
might enable us to be aware earlier of critical relations between new 
knowledge in various/ields and developing issues in society. 

The higher education groups might also consider devoting a larger por
tion of their national program time to analysis, reflection, and concep
tualization. 

Foundations 

Philanthropic foundations with an interest in higher education have a 
special role to play both in assisting the development of continuing discus
sion and in bringing the results of those discussions into the arena of prac- ' 
tical application. Foundations are not passive responders to proposals. 
Their decisions to fund or not to fund often make the difference between 
the development or de.ath of an idea. This power implies the responsibility 
to see that important questions are examined and important programs are 
undertaken. The foundations ought also to raise issues where they see them 
being neglected. They should be partners in the discussion as well as 
facilitators of it. 

Perhaps they could help t~e associations broaden their programs to in
clude not just (~shop taIk" but more reconceptualization. 

Other Interested .Groups 

Interested groups may come into being around a particular issue or set of 
related issues. One of the best examples of this process in recent years has 
been the formation and work of the National Manpower Institute under 
Willard Wirtz. A group from education, labor, and business came together 
because of tHeir common concern for the relations between education and 
work. The working discussions, which resulted in the book. The Boundless 
Resource, might be a useful model for groups concerned with the different 
issues raised by the AirIle Project. 

Whatever model is used--the annual meeting, the regional conference, ail 
NMI-type working group--the participants must include representatives 
from outsjde the field of education as well as from within. And they ought 
to commit themselves to working together seriously (writing formal papers) 
and for a period of several years. The annual meetings of the associations 
might serve as focal points for reports from and reviews of the products of 
this venture. It is important to set the issues confronting higher education 
into the context of broader societal concerns and realities. People from 
business, labor, the service areas, and the professions have important con
tributions to make to the identifying of issues--as well as to their finer ar
ticulation. 



Conclusions 

;For those who are not devotees of associations and committees, it should 
be noted that there are many other ways to influence the Agenda. Consider 
the history of major agenda-setting efforts: the writing of the Yale Report 
of 1828, the introduction of the elective system, the creation of graduat~ 
schools, the development of the general education programs. Those efforts 
began with strong leaders from within institutions and spread through ·con
tagion. Surely there is still room for the venturing individual and the 
creative institution. 

From whatever sources) we need conversations that fashion old threads 
into new patterns, that give insight into what was before only opaque 
frustration. tQat rekindle our energies with a vision of "Yhat might be. 

Secretary Mathews I parting words at the Conference expressed the hope 
of most of those who had worked and would continue to work on the Pro
ject) collectively and in their own way. Whatever their private vision and 
whatever vehicles they found for expressing ideas, it was their common 
hope that Airlie would be one of the benchmarks of the end of nearly a 
decade of defensiveness--the end of an era of isolation. 

Ed. 
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This is the Report of the Airlie Project, which was an effort to identify 
more clearly those issues before American higher education that needed 
refinement and elaboration. It resulted in a Conference in December of 
1976 which was jointly sponsored by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the United States Office of Education, and the American 
Council on Education. 

This Report reflects the thoughts and feelings of a cross section of 
America's political, intellectual, and educational leaders at the end of the 
Bicentennial year. It is a sample of "the Mind of American Education" as 
we move into the Third Century. As such it is a good benchmark. 

The Report does more than delineate critical issues, however; it raises im
portant conceptual problems that need addressing. And it performs a useful 
task of orchestration. It brings together va!:ying points of view that have 
been the subjects of separate monographs so that they are focused on the 
major topics of the 1970's. 

The Project was ~d is most essentially an invitation to all concerned with 
conceptual challenges confronting American higher education--an invita
tion to be part of the continuing conversation that this volume describes. 
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