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We dedicate this book to those who served as editors and authors of the editions that preceded this one. Ursula Delworth and Gary Hanson edited the first handbook and its resounding success led to a second edition, also edited by Ursula and Gary. Susan Komives and Dudley (Doug) Woodard edited the third and fourth volumes of this book. They built on the foundations of the first two editions and skillfully crafted volumes that made significant contributions to the literature of student affairs. It has been our privilege to continue in the traditions of our predecessors. We trust that we have honored their work by developing this volume and hope that it will be of value to those who use it to inform their practice.




PREFACE

Precisely when student affairs practice began in the United States is difficult to pinpoint. It may have been when a student was subjected to institutional discipline at Harvard College in the seventeenth century. Alternately, Mueller (1961) has claimed that personnel work (the phrase of the day) was a twentieth-century phenomenon. Dr. James Rhatigan (2009) identified several sources that indicated that deans of women were appointed before the turn of the twentieth century and that LeBaron Russell Briggs of Harvard (citing Cowley, 1937) and Thomas Arkle Clark of the University of Illinois were the first deans of men. Exactly who was the first student affairs practitioner and what role this person played are less significant in our view than that people have been engaged in student affairs practice in one form or another for around one hundred years even though the roots of the field can be traced to the beginning of higher education in colonial times.

Since its beginning, student affairs practice has moved forward dramatically. At first, student personnel work, as it was known at the time, had a great deal to do with monitoring and reacting to student behavior, both good and bad. Today, student affairs practice is challenging, complex, and sophisticated, and it touches students from before they apply for admission to when they graduate and beyond. Various titles have been used to characterize the work including, but not limited to, student personnel, student services, student development, student affairs administration, and just plain  student affairs. The titles of the day are probably less important than it is to recognize that it would be an unusual institution that did not have staff members dedicated to the growth and development of students outside of the formal curriculum. These staff form the audience for this volume. Although our primary audience consists of graduate students and student affairs staff who are in the early stages of their careers, we also hope that our ideas will resonate with senior leaders in student  affairs as well as with those who teach courses in the preparation of student affairs practitioners.

Whether or not student affairs practice has reached full maturity as a profession (see Stamatakos, 1981), it is important in our view that the literature base of the field be refreshed on an ongoing basis. Toward that end we offer the fifth edition of this volume. It is designed to advance our field, to offer new ideas about student affairs practice, and to remind readers that the focus of our work has been and always will be on students—their growth and their development.




The Green Book 

This is the fifth edition of the “Green Book.” The first edition was edited by Ursula Delworth and Gary R. Hanson in 1980, and revised editions were released in 1989, 1996, and 2003. Is there a need to release new editions of this volume every few years? Obviously, we think so, but consider this: the traditional, eighteen-year-old students who are entering college in fall 2011 were not born when the first and second editions were published. They were three years old when the third volume was released, and they were in about fifth grade when the most recent edition was published. Our view is that students, in addition to institutions of higher education, curriculum, and the external environment affecting higher education, have changed dramatically since 2003, as has our profession. Accordingly, we think it is time to update this volume through a discussion of contemporary theories and practices, and our guess is that toward the end of this decade it will be time to do that again.

Ursula Delworth and Gary Hanson were the pioneers of this series, editing the first two volumes. They were pioneers in other respects, too, also having served as the inaugural editors of the New Directions for Student Services sourcebook series. The third and fourth editions were edited by Susan R. Komives and Dudley B. Woodard Jr., also exceptional scholars. Susan and Doug have upheld the high standards set by Ursula and Gary. When they decided they did not want to take on producing the fifth edition, it became our turn to take a crack at crafting a new edition of The Green Book. Our predecessors set the bar high, and their commitment to excellence guided our work.




The Title 

The title of this book has been a concern for the editors for at least three editions, including this one. Student services is a dated term to describe the work of contemporary student affairs practitioners and probably has been so for several decades. Clearly some of the work of student affairs practitioners involves providing services, but it is far more complex than that. Nevertheless, we wish to be true to the roots of this series of books, and we have thus retained the title for this edition.




Focus of the Fifth Edition 

As we move into the second decade of this century, the focus of this volume, as has been the case in previous editions, is on college students and how to provide the very best educational experiences for them.

We think it is interesting to note that the contributors to previous editions in this series have turned over completely. None of the authors who contributed to the first edition contributed to the fourth edition or to this one, and only three authors who contributed chapters to the second edition have contributed to all of the succeeding volumes, including this one. This group includes Jane Fried, George Kuh, and John Schuh. Just six authors who were contributors to the third edition have contributed to this one. This volume includes the work of twenty-three new lead authors as well as some new coauthors. Having multiple authors for chapters is a new concept for this edition, at least compared with the third and fourth editions. Although many of the titles of the chapters remain the same as those included in the fourth edition, the vast majority of contributors to this volume are new, and we trust they have provided a fresh treatment of their subject matter.




Contents of the Fifth Edition 

The organization of this volume is similar to that of the fourth edition. It explores the roots of our practice, discusses selected theories that inform our practice, and describes administrative practices that are necessary to provide a foundation for our work. Essential competencies and techniques are discussed in detail. The competencies and techniques are not listed in any particular order nor should the reader infer that some are more important than others. Our view is that all of the competencies and techniques we discuss are essential elements in the portfolio of the contemporary student affairs practitioner. We conclude by looking forward with a glance into our crystal ball. How well have we predicted the future? We’ll know that when it comes time to prepare the sixth edition!

More specifically, in Part One, Chapter One, John R. Thelin and Marybeth Gasman provide a history of higher education in the United States. Recognizing that the history of U.S. higher education encompasses more than 370 years, they identify highlights that have provided a foundation for student affairs practice. In Chapter Two, Kimberly A. Griffin and Sylvia Hurtado provide an overview of the distinctions between institutions of higher education with a focus on institutional mission and type. American higher education is complex and diverse, with institutions ranging from those that almost exclusively focus on their teaching mission to those that are research oriented. Also in the mix are those that are private but not-for-profit, those that are private and for-profit, and those that are supported by state governments. Chapter Three focuses on the diversity of students. Mitchell Chang, Jeffrey F. Milem, and anthony lising antonio share their thoughts on this increasingly complex topic.

Gwen Dungy and Stephanie Gordon begin Part Two by providing an overview of the development of student affairs from its early roots to the establishment of positions called deans of women and deans of men. They discuss the professionalization of student affairs, and the profession’s current focus on student learning, success, and institutional accountability in Chapter Four. Bob Reason and Ellen M. Broido explore the philosophies and values of the student affairs profession in Chapter Five, drawing a connection between the philosophies and values of student affairs and the work we do on our campuses. In Chapter Six, Jane Fried examines professional ethics, exploring current topics in addition to providing a foundation for this aspect of our work. Gary Pavela discusses contemporary legal issues in Chapter Seven, with a focus on protecting and promoting civility, working with troubled students, and risk management.

Part Three provides a theoretical foundation for the profession. Susan Jones and Elisa Abes explore the nature of theory in Chapter Eight, concluding that the profession has a rich array of theories that can be used to inform our work. In Chapter Nine, Nancy J. Evans discusses families of theories, specifically psychosocial and cognitive-structural theories that focus on student development. Vasti Torres provides an introduction to the theoretical foundations of identity development in Chapter Ten. Pat King and Marcia Baxter Magolda discuss student learning in Chapter Eleven. Specifically, they focus on linking learning and development in their chapter. In Chapter Twelve, Adrianna Kezar explores organizational theory. Organizational theory influences the daily work of student affairs practitioners in her view and she provides perspectives on the good—and the bad—of higher education organizations. Kris Renn and Lori Patton describe the influence of the campus environment on students in Chapter Thirteen , and also explore how students experience their environment. In Chapter Fourteen, George Kuh identifies promising policies and programs that can lead to student success. Kuh includes in this chapter seven sets of activities that student affairs educators can emphasize to foster higher levels of student success.

Part Four of this volume includes four topics that are foundational to student affairs practice. In Chapter Fifteen, Kathleen Manning and Frank Muñoz use the six cultures of the academy to frame their discussion of student affairs practice. They maintain that understanding these cultures is important in thinking about how staff “fit” in their student affairs organization. Shaun Harper discusses strategy and intentionality in student affairs practice in Chapter Sixteen. The focus of Chapter Seventeen, written by John Schuh, is budgeting and financing student affairs. This chapter examines sources of revenues and expenditures in regard to these central elements of student affairs practice. This section concludes with Marilee Bresciani’s discussion of assessment in student affairs. In an environment where accountability is increasingly sought by higher education’s stakeholders, Chapter Eighteen provides concepts and ideas related to outcomes assessment.

Part Five provides what we think are essential competencies for student affairs practitioners. In Chapter Nineteen, Raechele Pope and John Mueller address multicultural competence. They assert that the increasingly diverse communities on college campuses present both opportunities and challenges, and argue that developing  multicultural competence is important in achieving effectiveness in student affairs practice. In Chapter Twenty, Susan Komives, reviews not only historic and conventional understandings of organizational leadership but also the contemporary relational approaches valued in complex, networked organizations. In Chapter Twenty-One, Joan Hirt and Terrell Strayhorn examine the importance of staffing patterns in student affairs organizations, and then describe models of supervision and staffing practices. They conclude by discussing the role that staffing practices play in the vitality of the student affairs profession. Peter Magolda and Stephen John Quaye focus on how student affairs educators can facilitate student learning in the co-curriculum in Chapter Twenty-Two. Amy L. Reynolds explores counseling and helping skills in Chapter Twenty-Three. She examines the specific and unique awareness, knowledge, and skills necessary for student affairs practitioners to be effective and ethical in their roles as helpers and caregivers. In Chapter Twenty-Four, Patrick Love and Sue Maxam explore current issues facing individual and group advisors and they also address serving as an organizational consultant as an institutional advisor. In Chapter Twenty-Five, Larry Roper and Christian Matheis provide an introduction to conflict theory, conflict management skills, and strategies and processes for engaging conflict, and offer general observations to support effective leadership. Dennis Roberts explores community development in Chapter Twenty-Six, discussing the origins of community building, contrasting philosophies and purposes of programming, theories that inform community development, special conditions that influence community development, and competencies required to enhance community development. In Chapter Twenty-Seven, Jan Arminio describes the general characteristics that define a profession, professionals, and professionalism, as well as specific characteristics of professionalism in the context of student affairs. Elizabeth J. Whitt addresses academic and student affairs partnerships in Chapter Twenty-Eight. This chapter examines why such partnerships are established, considers evidence of their advantages and disadvantages, and offers some practical suggestions for those who seek to form effective partnerships for student learning.

In Chapter Twenty-Nine in Part Six, Linda Sax and Casandra Harper address the “conditional effects” of college, or the ways in which college environments might affect students differently based on race, class, gender, or other unique characteristics. Ana Martínez Alemán and Katherine Lynk Wartman explore technology’s influence on and use in student affairs practice in Chapter Thirty. In Chapter Thirty-One, we conclude this volume with our own guesses, hunches, and musings about the future of student affairs practice.
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 PART ONE

 HISTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY CONTEXT

This handbook is for current professionals as well as those who are preparing to become educators and administrators on college and university campuses. As is the case in other professions, familiarity with the contextual underpinnings of student affairs practice is essential. Newcomers benefit from understanding why particular techniques and perspectives are deemed normal and how they have been reshaped by various social forces over time. Also important is an understanding of the context in which a profession has evolved and negotiated its identity, legitimacy, and longevity. In addition, recognizing the range of settings in which professional activity occurs enables one to see beyond the narrow boundaries of limited, firsthand experience. Conversely, those who believe the practices of a profession began on the eve of their entry are likely to commit workplace errors that could have been anticipated or avoided through some meaningful engagement of history. Anyone who erroneously thinks the methodologies employed on one particular campus are the same everywhere else surely has much to learn about the complex landscape of practice in higher education.

An awareness of contextual factors that have influenced and continue to drive student affairs practice is required to develop expertise. Knowing how postsecondary education started in America and what led to its expansion is important, as is consciousness of the range of institutional options for enrollment and employment opportunities. For sure, there is tremendous value in knowing both the general and the specific regarding the setting in which one performs the work of education. Although student affairs practice occurs outside the classroom, it can be enhanced by an understanding of what occurs in classrooms and other parts of the campus where students interact, develop, and learn. Chapters in Part One offer a necessarily broad view of higher education in general, the range of institutional settings in which teaching and learning occur, and the needs of various types of students who enroll.

In Chapter One, John Thelin and Marybeth Gasman offer a historical overview of American higher education. They describe how institutions emerged, how student demographics shifted, and how access for diverse populations changed over time. Thelin and Gasman tell a rich yet concise story of the English influence on colonial colleges and how a distinctive “American Way” emerged. They also discuss the development of the university model, the introduction of diverse institutional types, and curricular changes in higher education. After exploring the three decades between World Wars I and II, their analysis moves to more modern perspectives on American higher education, from 1960 to the present. This chapter affords readers a baseline level of understanding about the historical evolution of the context in which their work is primarily performed—that is, college and university campuses.

Kimberly Griffin and Sylvia Hurtado cover the landscape of American higher education in Chapter Two. They summarize and articulate the benefits and shortcomings associated with using the latest version of the popular Carnegie system for classifying institution types in U.S. higher education. They also acknowledge institutions with distinctive missions dedicated to serving specific student populations, highlighting how students, educators, and administrators typically experience the unique attributes of these environments. Whereas Griffin and Hurtado highlight the diversity of institutions, Chang, Milem, and antonio’s chapter focuses on student diversity. In Chapter Three, they describe the educational benefits accrued when students interact across difference. They also present a framework for understanding how campus climates differently affect diverse student populations, and recommend several practical strategies for student affairs educators who endeavor to foster and maintain inclusive educational environments for all students.

Together, these three chapters engender a deeper understanding of how postsecondary contexts and students have evolved over time. Few student affairs professionals spend their entire careers at a single institution or even in one institution type. Thus, being familiar with the diversity that exists across the landscape of higher education will make them more employable and effective once they switch between contexts. Moreover, those who are familiar with the history of higher education are able to speak accurately about the context in which their work is performed. Likewise, long gone are the days when all students enter a college or university with the same demographic characteristics. Campus environments must be designed to meet the needs of those who differ in race, socioeconomic background, ability, age, sexual orientation, and gender. Professionals who understand this and respond accordingly are most likely to be appreciated and praised by the students with whom they work. More important, they are better skilled at making sense of modern-day problems of practice by juxtaposing them with historical forces that have shaped postsecondary institutions and student affairs practice over time.
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 CHAPTER ONE

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION

John R. Thelin and Marybeth Gasman

 

 

 

 

 

A historical profile of American higher education is in large part a story of structures, not just bricks and mortar but also legal and administrative complexities that reflect our nation’s social and political history. Whether in the eighteenth, nineteenth, twentieth, or twenty-first century, the U.S. tradition in higher education has always espoused a strong commitment to undergraduate education. Maintaining this tradition has required vigilance, however, because many universities added graduate degree programs, research centers, and other activities far removed from the bachelor’s degree curriculum. A good way to chart the history of higher education is to keep in mind that quantitative shifts have signaled qualitative changes. For example, from 1700 to 1900, less than 5 percent of Americans between the ages of eighteen and twenty-two enrolled in college. Between World Wars I and II, this figure increased to about 20 percent, rising to 33 percent in 1960 and dramatically expanding to more than 50 percent in the 1970s. These numbers define the transformation of American higher education from an elite to a mass activity, a trend that continued during the final decades of the twentieth century, as the prospect for universal access to post-secondary education emerged as part of the American agenda (Trow, 1970). Hence, tracing the history of American higher education involves no less than the interesting task of interpreting this blend of continuity and change.

To attempt to grasp the 370-year history of American higher education in a single glimpse is both unwieldy and unwise. Therefore, this chapter first considers the legacy of the English influence on colonial colleges and then shifts to how America wrestled with the question of creating a distinctive “American Way” in higher education during the new national period. Next, the discussion highlights the emergence of the “university” model from 1880 to about 1914, with the reminder that other institutional forms also flourished during this period. After considering higher education in the three  decades between World Wars I and II, the historical analysis moves to the problems of abundance and prosperity in the 1960s, whereas the decades of 1970 to 1990 are analyzed as an era bringing further adjustment and accountability. Finally, analysis of some of the demographic and structural trends since 1990 to the present provides a way to make sense of the transition into the twenty-first century. Having completed this narrative account, the chapter then aims to bring coherence to the history of American higher education by considering the implications for professional practices and policies brought on by trends in research and scholarship within a variety of related disciplines.




The Colonial Period: Sorting Out the English Legacy 

Although the ideal of an intense undergraduate education by which young adults are prepared for leadership and service is a distinctively American tradition, it owes much to the example set by the English universities of Oxford and Cambridge in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. These institutions earned a reputation for their unique practice of arranging several residential colleges within a university structure, all located in a pastoral setting. This so-called “Oxbridge” model departed from the patterns of academic life and instruction found in the urban universities of the late middle ages on the European continent. At Paris, Salerno, Heidelberg, and Bologna, scholars banded together for protection and to set standards for teaching, pay, and tuition—but gave little attention to building a permanent campus or supervising student life (Haskins, 1923). In sharp contrast, by the seventeenth century Oxford and Cambridge had developed a formal system of endowed colleges that combined living and learning within quadrangles. This model consisted of an architecturally distinct, landscaped site for an elaborate organizational culture and pedagogy designed to build character rather than produce expert scholars. The college was an isolated “total” institution whose responsibilities included guiding both the social and academic dimensions of undergraduate life. The Oxford-Cambridge model not only combined these elements, it integrated them within a coherent philosophy of residential education. This approach eventually influenced college builders in the New World.

Rudolph (1962) called this adopted educational tradition the “collegiate way” (pp. 86-109). Even when the realities of the American wilderness set in or when college officials ran out of money for building, the “collegiate way” persisted as an aspiration in the colonial and later, national culture. The most telling legacy of the early college founders is their combination of optimism and caution in their quest to create what historian James Axtell (1974) has called the “school on a hill.” The American colonists built colleges because they believed in and wished to transplant and perfect the English idea of an undergraduate education as a civilizing experience that ensured a progression of responsible leaders for both church and state. Their plans reflected a deliberate attempt to avoid the problems and mistakes associated with a loss of control over curriculum and governance, problems that sometimes characterized their  European counterparts. Ironically, this meant that the two groups most central to their plan—students and teachers—were from the start restricted from holding official academic authority in matters of external institutional governance. Ultimate power was vested in a college lay board to maintain discipline and accountability—an antidote to the sloth and indulgence attributed to autonomous masters and scholars at the English universities. By incorporating a tight connection between the college board and its host civil government, the colonial colleges fostered both responsible oversight and a source of government funding from taxes, tolls, and lotteries. The importance of colleges to colonial life is suggested by their proliferation and protection—starting with Harvard, founded in the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1636, and followed by The College of William & Mary in Virginia in 1693, Yale in Connecticut in 1701, and six more colleges by the start of the Revolutionary War in 1775.

Tensions between students and faculty characterized colonial college life. Indeed, the residential college was as much a recipe for conflicts as for harmony. Numerous consumer complaints ranging from bad food in the dining commons to dissatisfaction with the curriculum often sparked student riots and revolts. Although relatively homogeneous in its restriction to White, Christian young men, the student body still institutionalized the nuances of social class. College rosters listed students by social rank. Furthermore, following the Oxford tradition, academic robes reflected socioeconomic position, delineating the “commoners” (those who dined at college commons) from the “servitors” (those who waited on tables).

Religion was an important part of the fabric of American culture, including its colleges. Religious concerns and sectarian competition often fueled the creation of new colonial colleges. A majority of these institutions developed denominational ties, and most college presidents were men of the cloth. However, emphasis on Christian values and discipline (more specifically, Protestant values) did not preclude preparation for secular and civil life. As relatively young students matriculated, colleges embraced the role of in loco parentis, with the faculty and president offering supervision of student conduct and moral development. While colonial colleges did educate future ministers, that purpose was only one of many among the undergraduate bachelor of arts curriculum (Handlin & Handlin, 1974).

Few written records are available to help reconstruct the colonial collegiate curriculum. The best estimate is that oral disputations provided the most rigorous hurdles, subject to the immediate critical evaluation of both masters and fellow undergraduates. The motivation to study classical texts or to solve complex mathematical problems was to avoid the ridicule and jeers from classmates that greeted a student’s poor public speaking, flawed logic, or faulty Latin translations. One puzzling characteristic of the colonial college is that there was little emphasis on completing degrees. Many students matriculated, then left college after a year or two, apparently with none of the stigma now associated with dropping out. Enrollments at each college were modest, typically seldom as much as a hundred students. At William & Mary, so few undergraduates petitioned for graduation that the new governor of Virginia offered commencement prize money as an incentive for students to complete their degree requirements.

American higher education in the eighteenth century did include some precedents for diversity—and the associated challenges of that commitment. Periodically colonial colleges attempted to expand their missions but often encountered only weak or even disastrous results. One of these episodes caused Benjamin Franklin (1784) to recount how after a group of Native American students returned from their scholarship studies at The College of William & Mary, their chieftain fathers complained that the sons had become unhealthy, lazy, and unable to make good decisions. As a result, tribal elders politely refused the college’s offer to renew the scholarship program, suggesting instead that perhaps the colonial leaders would like to send their sons to the Native Americans for an education that would make the Anglo boys into strong and wise men.

The novelty (and high failure rate) of such experiments underscores the fundamental limits of the colonial colleges’ scope and constituency. Enrollment in college courses was confined to White males, mostly from established, prosperous families and members of the colony’s dominant protestant denomination. College attendance tended to ratify or confirm existing social standing rather than provide social mobility. The curriculum primarily provided for an analytical or intellectual edge in the discourse and writing associated with public life, such as in the practice of law (Handlin & Handlin, 1974). In plain terms, the college mission was to ensure the preparation and disciplined seasoning of a future leadership cohort. Certainly this was an “elite” student group. This exclusiveness, so contrary to contemporary notions of equity and social justice, does not negate the important fact that in the eighteenth century a college education served the serious, albeit limited, societal function of transforming a potentially indolent, self-indulgent group of privileged, young, White men into a responsible, literate elite committed to serving their colony and, later, the nation.

The aim of the colonial college, then, was the rigorous education of the “gentleman scholar.” If the colonial colleges were limited in their constituency and their mission, they were at least remarkably effective in their education of an articulate and learned leadership group, as suggested by the extraordinary contributions of their alumni (including Thomas Jefferson and James Madison) to the political and intellectual leadership of the American Revolution and the creation of the new United States.




Creating the “American Way” in Higher Education: The New National Period 

During the new national period following American independence in 1776 and extending into the mid-nineteenth century, the small college persisted as the institutional norm, despite scattered attempts to create a modern comprehensive university. On closer inspection, continual innovations and experimentation in American higher education existed, as indicated by the curriculum Thomas Jefferson proposed at the new University of Virginia. An undeniable fact of American life well into the late nineteenth century was that going to college was not necessary for “getting ahead” economically, although a college degree did confer some prestige. Colleges had to compete incessantly for the attention of both donors and paying students. Campaigns  to create a truly “national” university were unsuccessful. However, the establishment of the United States Military Academy at West Point in 1802 and, later, the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis did provide the new nation with two educational institutions that were attractive to students from every state and that would prepare generations of American leaders.

New state governments showed relatively little inclination to fund higher education, although granting college charters was a popular and easy way for legislators to repay political debts. State universities in Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina were chartered by the early nineteenth century, but they enjoyed only sparse support from their respective legislatures and often took years to get around to the business of actually enrolling students and offering instruction. That the American college was not universally supported—either by legislators, donors, or paying students—did not mean it was unimportant. Letters from fathers corresponding with their sons in college in the early 1800s indicate that established families took college education very seriously. Parents wanted assurance that their sons were acquiring the values and skills requisite for responsible, effective participation as adults in public affairs and commerce (Wakelyn, 1985). Also, the fervor generated by the Second Great Awakening seemingly caused every religious group to want to build its own college for propagating its doctrines and for reinforcing its distinctive orthodoxy among members who were growing from adolescence into adulthood. The interesting result was a boom in college building in the first half of the nineteenth century. Whereas in 1800 there were probably 25 colleges offering instruction and conferring degrees, by 1860 this number had increased almost tenfold to 240—not including numerous institutions that had opened and then gone out of business (Burke, 1982).

Higher education, although clearly a growth industry, relied heavily on continual, grassroots efforts at recruiting undergraduates and raising money. Thus college marketing and student recruiting were peculiar during the new national period. The impoverished colleges often scrounged to survive by lowering their charges to attract more students as the start of the autumn term approached. This typically disastrous strategy, however, perpetuated the idea that pursuing a college education was not necessarily a worthwhile endeavor. Today’s historians, with the benefit of hindsight, emphasize two reasons colleges lacked qualified students during the period from 1800 to 1860. First, American education was top-heavy and overextended; there were literally hundreds of colleges, but most of them had inadequate operating funds or endowments. Second, the country lagged in providing secondary education, the obvious and necessary source for college applicants. In a display of American ingenuity, however, colleges responded to this void by creating preparatory programs to serve the dual purpose of providing both sources of operating income and a flow of students who eventually could pass the college entrance examination.

The image of a stagnant campus has been modified by evidence of considerable curricular innovation at many colleges, as the pragmatic will to survive led some presidents and boards to approve new courses in engineering, the sciences, and modern languages while also experimenting with dual-track curricula. The public did not always respond favorably to such curricular shifts, however. The result was an erratic  record of survival and mortality among new curricula and programs in the first half of the nineteenth century. Novel programs may not always have succeeded, but claiming there were no attempts at innovation has proven to be quite incorrect.

In addition, historians have looked beyond the formal courses of study in these universities to their extracurricular activities, such as literary societies, debating clubs, and service groups. Their research has revealed dramatic innovations and the foundations of lasting change. Here scholars identified the roots of the extensive university library of today, with readings in modern fiction, journalism, and such new fields as political economy and the natural sciences. Furthermore, even though most college presidents were drawn locally from the ranks of ordained ministers, the scholarly and intellectual life of the faculty and students frequently included connection with the Scottish Enlightenment, as found in the works of Adam Smith, David Hume, and John Locke, along with the popular philosophical and academic trends in Europe. In addition, analysis of extracurricular activities of the time shows that students exerted great influence on the life of their college and determined which activities and values were emphasized (Rudolph, 1962). This leverage required tenacity and strong fellowship, and college officials who feared activities that departed from the formal curriculum often attempted to discourage or even prohibit the various student literary and social groups.

Although attending college remained impractical for most Americans, a gradual change in the socioeconomic makeup of many student bodies occurred. A mix of students from a wide range of family incomes replaced—or, rather, joined—the more homogeneous group in what has been called a convergence of “paupers and scholars.” What this meant was that at some of the newly established “hilltop colleges,” such as Amherst, Williams, Bowdoin, and Dartmouth, first-generation college students often were men from modest farming families. Many of these were older than the customary seventeen to twenty-one year-olds (Allmendinger, 1975). Typically they worked their way through college, often taking time out to teach elementary school or perform a variety of subsistence jobs. Furthermore, the creation of a number of charitable trusts and scholarship funds helped colleges provide financial aid for able yet poor young men who looked forward to joining the clergy or teaching (Peterson, 1963).

Elsewhere, some colleges innovated by affiliating themselves with freestanding professional schools of medicine, law, and commerce, most of which (contrary to contemporary assumptions) did not require any undergraduate education or a bachelor’s degree for admission. Despite the popularity of the new “scientific” courses of study at some colleges in the nineteenth century, a certain intellectual snobbery marked the traditional curriculum. At daily chapel, for example, students from the “scientific school” (who tended to be bright and from modest income families) were required to sit in the rear pews, conspicuously apart from the prestigious liberal arts students.

Between 1860 and 1900, such historically excluded constituencies as women, African Americans, and Native Americans gained some access to higher education. By the mid-nineteenth century, women in particular had become formal participants in advanced studies. One educational innovation was the founding of the “female academies” and “female seminaries”—institutions that offered a range of courses and instructional programs beyond elementary and secondary schooling. In part, curricula  included home economics and, at some institutions, the social graces and deportment associated with a “finishing school.” It is important to keep in mind that the curriculum also included formal instruction in the sciences, mathematics, foreign languages, and composition—subjects associated with undergraduate collegiate curricula. Even though such studies did not officially lead to the bachelor’s degree for women, they often rivaled the academic excellence of the men’s colleges of the era. Over time, especially by the 1860s and 1870s, many of the female seminaries became degree-granting colleges in their own right (Horowitz, 1984). In the late nineteenth century a few colleges, such as Oberlin and later Cornell, pioneered coeducation, enrolling both men and women—a policy that would soon gain a wide following in the Midwest and on the Pacific Coast (Gordon, 1990).

Although a few Northern Black colleges had been established by free Blacks and White abolitionists prior to the end of the Civil War, between 1865 and 1910 additional provisions were made for African American students to pursue higher education, with the founding of many small Black colleges in the South. The first impetus for financial support for these colleges came from Northern philanthropic groups, such as the Peabody Foundation. The colleges also benefited from the financial support of Black churches, state governments, and the federal government through the Freedmen’s Bureau. Many of these institutions, such as Booker T. Washington’s Tuskegee Institute, began as combined elementary and secondary schools that eventually offered a college-level curriculum. In this respect, newly established institutions for African Americans followed familiar patterns of nineteenth-century American colleges, displaying an array of curricular emphases ranging from liberal arts at Fisk, Howard, Spelman, and Morehouse to industrial arts and normal schools at Hampton Institute in Virginia and in historically Black state colleges in numerous Southern states. The second Land-Grant Act of 1890 also provided funding for Black colleges in sixteen states in the South, leading them to offer studies in agriculture and the mechanical arts. The historically Black colleges and universities, despite differences in curricula, religious affiliation, and leadership, shared a widespread condition of uncertain and inadequate funding. Furthermore, well into the twentieth century many of these institutions were prohibited by state governments from offering graduate programs, advanced work, or first professional degree programs, such as law (Wright, 1988). Illustrative of the impediments the Black colleges and universities faced in the South was that they were not admitted to full membership in the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools until 1957. Despite the double burden of not having large endowments or being able to charge more than modest tuitions, these colleges have been disproportionately effective in the enrollment and graduation of a large number and percentage of African American students (Drewry & Doermann, 2001). In effect, Black colleges and universities are responsible for the education of the Black middle class as we know it today. An often overlooked fact is that federal monies and private foundations of this era also supported some higher education for Native Americans—whether as part of such campuses as Virginia’s Hampton Institute or at distinct institutions, such as California’s Sherman School for Indians, Pennsylvania’s famous Carlisle School for Indians ( Jenkins, 2007), or the University of North Carolina at Pembroke.

The cumulative impact of the innovations and experiments in American higher education in the nineteenth century generated an interesting social change: by 1870, “going to college” had come to capture the American fancy. The growing number and diversity of students and institutions illustrated the variety of American higher education. There were multiple models, ranging from comprehensive institutions with diverse student bodies to special-purpose colleges serving separate, distinct groups defined, for example, by gender, race, or religious affiliation.




University Building and More: 1880 to 1914 

As higher education became more and more popular, the emergence of the modern university in America dominated press coverage. At one extreme, the ideal of advanced, rigorous scholarship and the necessary resources of research libraries, laboratories, and Doctor of Philosophy programs were epitomized by the great German universities. Emulating and transplanting the German model to the United States became the passion of The Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, Clark University in Massachusetts, and the University of Chicago. At the same time, a commitment to applied research and utility gained a following at the emerging land-grant institutions, ranging from the Midwestern, rural University of Wisconsin to the urban Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Between 1870 and 1910, America was the setting for a dramatic “university movement,” which created hybrid institutions undergirded by large-scale philanthropy and widespread construction of new campus buildings (Veysey, 1965). As editor of The Independent, Edwin Slosson (1910), wrote, “The essential difference between a college and a university is how they look. A college looks backward, a university looks forward” (p. 374). But when historians examined the situation, they found complications and exceptions to Slosson’s typology. Although the university was news, the ideal of the undergraduate college also soared in popularity. Even in the age of university building, the undergraduate—not the doctoral student or professor—became the object of praise, even envy. On balance, the building of great universities in America contributed to the advancement of cutting-edge scholarship. At the same time, however, this “cutting edge” remained marginal to the central purpose of undergraduate education. Although the ideals of research and utility were conspicuous, they were tempered to varying degrees by the value traditionally placed on a liberal education and, often, on piety. The best evidence of this claim is that no American university, including the pioneering examples of Johns Hopkins and Clark, was able to survive without offering an undergraduate course of study. Furthermore, in contrast to higher education in the twenty-first century, American universities of 1910 remained relatively underdeveloped and small. Only a handful of institutions, such as the urban universities of Harvard, Columbia, and Pennsylvania, enrolled more than five thousand students.

Even thirty years after passage of the 1862 Morrill Land-Grant Act, public higher education remained relatively underdeveloped and meagerly funded. After 1900, however, public higher education ballooned in prominence along with the burgeoning  of the private universities. Legislatures in the Midwest and West started to embrace and financially support through taxation the idea of a great university as a symbol of state pride. Applied research, a utilitarian and comprehensive curriculum, not to mention the public appeal of spectator sports and the availability of federal funds for such fields as agriculture and engineering, led to the growth and maturation of the state university. Many states also utilized funding provided by the Second Land Grant Act of 1890 which created the historically Black land grant institutions along with agricultural extension services (Wright, 1988). It should be noted that Southern states did not voluntarily create Black land grant institutions; instead, the federal government refused to disperse funds to these states unless they provided higher education to Blacks as well as Whites. In addition, by World War I, the move to increase the accessibility of study beyond high school was further signaled by the founding of a distinctive American institution: the junior college (Diener, 1986).




Higher Education After World War I: 1915 to 1945 

Historian David Levine (1986) charted the rise of American colleges and the concomitant “culture of aspiration” (p. 14) in the three decades between World Wars I and II. The most salient feature of this period was the stratification of American higher education into institutional layers, indicating that distinctions were drawn between prestige and purpose in pursuing a college education. The emergence of public junior colleges, an increase in state normal schools and teachers colleges, and the creation of new technical institutes all revealed this trend (Diener, 1986; Levine, 1986). The great state universities of the Midwest and West finally started to fulfill the promise of the Morrill Act to serve the statewide public, with enrollment at typical large campuses reaching fifteen thousand to twenty-five thousand. However, depictions of popular access to state universities must be analyzed carefully to avoid exaggeration. Many institutions regarded today as large state universities were still relatively limited in size and curricular offerings in the first half of the twentieth century. As late as 1940, many state universities had a total enrollment of less than five thousand students each and offered little in the way of advanced programs or doctoral studies.

Enrollments rose during the Great Depression due, in part, to widespread unemployment. Universities received little federal support, although some government involvement in selected scientific research programs existed. A few campuses, especially those with strong scientific and engineering departments, pioneered working relations with corporations and industry in contractual research and development. But these exceptional ventures remained something of a rehearsal. On balance, they did not flourish in any sustained way until the emergence of government-sponsored projects during World War II.

Perhaps the greatest puzzle facing American higher education in the early twentieth century is what may be termed the “dilemma of diversity.” Individuals at the most heterogeneous institutions often encountered the most glaring conflicts, hostilities, and discrimination within the campus life. Coeducation, for example, deserves to be hailed as  a positive change in promoting equity and access for women. At the same time, however, such celebration needs to be tempered with careful historical analysis of how female students were actually treated once admitted. Gordon (1990) found that at the University of California, the University of Chicago, and Cornell, women undergraduates encountered discrimination both academically and in student activities. A comparable pattern of discrimination occurred at those universities that enrolled ethnic, racial, and religious minorities. Historian Helen Horowitz (1987) traced the effects of this discrimination, noting how student subcultures developed over time, with “insider” groups tending to dominate the rewards and prestige of campus life. Maresi Nerad’s (1999) historical case study of the University of California from the 1890s into the early 1960s documented a lamentable feature of coeducation in the twentieth century: gender equity was seldom achieved, and women as students, faculty, and administrators tended to be confined to what was called the “academic kitchen.” Conversely, Helen Horowitz’s (1984) account of the founding of new women’s colleges from 1860 to 1930 suggests that special-purpose colleges provided distinctive educational benefits for their students and alumni.

In the 1920s some colleges enjoyed the luxury of choice. For the first time they had more applicants than student places, allowing administrators to implement selective admissions policies. They looked to testing programs of the United States military for models and inspirations of how to administer and process standardized tests. Ultimately the Educational Testing Service (ETS) was developed as an appendage of the College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB). Creation and refinement of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (widely known as the SAT) gained both stature and infamy among education-minded young Americans as a rite of passage from high school to college (Lehman, 2000). Unfortunately, these various admissions tools and practices were often used to exclude some students on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, or other criteria unrelated to academic merit (Karabel, 2005). Marcia Synnott’s (1979) study of admissions at Harvard, Yale, and Princeton suggested that selective admissions was at best a “half opened door.” On balance, American higher education’s capacity to provide access ran ahead of its ability to foster assimilation and parity within the campus. The result was a complex dilemma for campus officials and policy analysts: How to best serve minority groups and new participants in higher education? Often these issues of social justice were brushed aside, and the customary American response was to provide no single, and certainly no clear answer or consistent policy, relying instead on a laissez-faire arrangement of student choice and institutional autonomy. More often than not, American higher education achieved diversity through colleges dedicated to serve special constituencies, whether defined by race, gender, or religious affiliation. Accommodation with segregation was in the American grain.




Higher Education’s “Golden Age”: 1945 to 1970 

Oscar Wilde noted that nothing is so permanent as a temporary appointment. Certainly this describes the dramatic changes in student recruitment after 1945. The federal government intended that the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, popularly  known as the GI Bill, provide a short-term measure by which the federal government could mitigate the pressure of hundreds of thousands of returning war veterans becoming job seekers in a saturated national labor market. The strategy was to make federal scholarships for postsecondary education readily available to veterans. But the GI Bill had unexpected long-term consequences: first, it was far more attractive than legislators anticipated; second, it set a precedent for making portable government student aid into an entitlement; and, third, it provided a policy tool for increasing the diversity of students at American colleges and universities. In retrospect, the unexpected success of the bill also revealed some dysfunctions in the ideals of expanded opportunity. First, even though thousands of women were veterans of war service, they were underrepresented as recipients of the GI Bill scholarships. Second, the bill’s well-intentioned provisions to scholarship recipients, who had a wide range of choices of programs and institutions, exposed the lack of standards or accountability in matters of institutional quality and legitimacy. This latter weakness opened the gates for regional accreditation associations to provide legislators and taxpayers with some reasonable thresholds of academic integrity among institutions approved to receive federal scholarship funds. Third, the influx of new students on many campuses, including Black colleges and universities, caused great stress on the physical plant of the institutions, causing institutions to create makeshift classrooms and residence halls.

The popularity of the GI Bill underscores the importance of higher education to the nation’s long-term adjustment to a new economy and postwar democracy. A 1947 report authorized by President Harry S. Truman brought to Congress and the American public the bold proposition of permanently expanding access to and affordability of higher education. This egalitarian impulse coincided with effective lobbying for the expansion of government- and foundation-sponsored research grants for scholars at universities. The convergence of the two trends resulted in what has been called higher education’s “Golden Age,” one marked by an academic revolution in which colleges and universities acquired unprecedented influence in American society (Freeland, 1992; Jencks & Riesman, 1968). Growing states, such as California and New York, faced the attractive problem of whether they could build sufficient classrooms to accommodate the influx of new students graduating from high school who now had great expectations about attending college. Some state policy decisions made in these years would have long-term consequences on student choice, learning, and retention. For example, Alexander Astin in his landmark study, Four Critical Years (1977) noted that after 1950 most states tended to favor the construction of new commuter institutions such as community colleges and junior colleges. Although this approach succeeded in accommodating growing enrollments, the new institutions made little provision for full-time residential education—a significant departure from the traditional notion of the “collegiate way.” Furthermore, because the new commuter institutions often enrolled a large percentage of first-generation college attendees, the consequence was that those students probably most in need of academic support and immersion were less likely to receive it (Brint & Karabel, 1989). It also pointed to signs of “tracking” in the American higher education system in that community colleges showed a student profile skewed disproportionately toward  enrollment of African Americans and Hispanic students. At worst, the ease of admission into community colleges was followed by ease of departure, as community college students who were underprepared or unfamiliar with navigating academic institutions were susceptible to the syndrome of what sociologist Burton Clark (1970) called “the revolving door” abbreviated college experience, characterized by an institutionalized “cooling out” system with high attrition and low degree completion rates.

The emergence of the multicampus university system also developed during this era of expanding enrollments. In place of one or two flagship universities, many states now joined numerous branches into a centrally administered network or system. Although the seventy-five or so great research universities commanded the most attention in this era, equally noteworthy were the growth and curricular changes in numerous regional campuses and teachers colleges. Most of these added selected master’s degree and graduate professional programs over time to supplement their customary base of bachelor degree and entry-level professional courses of study. Also, public community college systems often became partners with the state universities. The compact or articulation agreement was that the junior colleges offered the first two years of undergraduate studies and provided students with a smooth transfer to the state university for upper-level work and completion of the bachelor’s degree. By the 1970s freshmen enrolled at community colleges represented more than one-fourth of all first-year college students. Such were the coalitions that characterized this era of state coordinating commissions, master plans, and accrediting agencies, with campus officials working to build a measure of coherence and quality to accompany the system’s growth. The most significant change in the 1960s was the large, enduring presence of the federal government through a complex cluster of programs, ranging from the 1964 Civil Rights Act to the provisions for student financial aid provided by the Higher Education Act of 1965. All institutions, public and private, were cognizant of the growing federal presence of incentives and regulations.




Problems During a Time of Prosperity: The 1960s 

Ironically, the prosperity of the 1960s actually created new problems for higher education. Freeland’s study (1992) of universities in Massachusetts during the years 1945 to 1970 recounted an era of ruthless competition among colleges and universities, especially in the greater metropolitan Boston area, in pursuit of students, research grants, donors, and external funds. Most troubling for those concerned with the quality of undergraduate education was the strong temptation for all universities to use undergraduate enrollments as a convenient means of subsidizing new graduate programs and research institutes. In many states, policy proposals included discussions between university officials and legislative subcommittees over teaching strategies. For example, faculty and administrators haggled over issues such as the efficiency and legitimacy of teaching in large halls as opposed to the value of personalized instruction in seminars and small class sections.

The prestigious title used to describe the idealized institutions of the era was “multiversity,” which corresponded with what Clark Kerr (1964) called the “federal  grant university” (p. 46). These institutions consisted of a flagship campus with advanced degree programs whose enrollment usually exceeded twenty thousand students and whose budgets relied heavily on the “soft money” of external research and development projects funded by the federal government and private foundations. Despite the predominance of these schools, enrollments in other kinds of institutions—small independent colleges, religious colleges, private universities, community colleges, regional campuses, and technical institutes—were also healthy, often beyond enrollment capacity. As sociologist Burton Clark (1970) documented, at the same time that the “multiversity” gained prominence, the private, distinctive liberal arts colleges also flourished. Curricular innovations at all of these types of institutions added honors programs and freshman seminars. Testimony to the strength of the “collegiate ideal” for American educators of the late twentieth century was that even the large public universities came full circle to ponder ways in which mass higher education might provide a modern equivalent of the old New England hilltop college. Clark Kerr (1964), famous as the president of the University of California and featured on the cover of Time  magazine, summed up the challenge for undergraduate education at the prestigious, large state universities of the mid 1960s with the rhetorical question: How do we make the university seem smaller as it grows larger? (pp. 104-105). He then proceeded to answer his own query by supporting an interesting innovation known as the “cluster college”—separate residential units within a large university which restored the colonial ideal of bringing living and learning together within an Oxford-Cambridge model of higher education transplanted to the late twentieth century United States. However, such experiments were exceptional and expensive. Despite their best efforts, Americans still had not resolved the dilemma of how to ensure expansive access, high retention, plus personalized attention in higher education at an affordable cost.

Expansion of such relatively young institutions as community colleges; state systems; regional state colleges; and tribal colleges created a complex umbrella arrangement pulled together in the new concept of “postsecondary education” in the three decades of growth after World War II. The ledger sheet around 1960 suggested that American postsecondary education demonstrated remarkable success in providing access to higher education. However, it remained uncertain in its ability to perfect the process and experience of a college education for all that it accommodated. Ultimately this gap between ideal and reality fanned a growing discontent among undergraduates. A landmark event, both for higher education and for student services, was the publication in 1962 of an interesting volume edited by psychologist Nevitt Sanford, The American College. It was a significant work on two counts: first, its research findings by behavioral and social scientists provided an early warning of problems that would surface later in the decade; second, it marked the emergence of higher education as an increasingly systematic field of study with implications for campus administrators, planners, and policymakers.

The history of higher education is often the story of unexpected consequences. For college and university administrators of the 1960s, the boom in construction and  enrollments tended to mask problems and tensions among students that would emerge between 1963 and 1968 and violently erupt between 1968 and 1972. Two distinct yet related sources of undergraduate discontent existed. First, discontented students complained about large lecture classes, impersonal registration, crowded student housing, and the psychological distance between faculty and students caused by the expanded size of campuses. Second, student concerns about external political and societal events—notably the Vietnam war, the military draft, the counterculture movement, and the Civil Rights Movement—kindled a visible and eventually widespread student activism. This activism not only preoccupied, but also strained the real and symbolic foundations of higher education, affecting universities’ internal and external conduct. National media, including both television news coverage and print journalism of newspapers and magazines, gave foremost attention to the student activism at the University of California, Berkeley, which was followed in the late 1960s by additional protests at Harvard, Columbia, University of Wisconsin, University of Michigan, and Michigan State University. In fact, much of the more compelling and effective initiatives came from the movement groups and strategies pioneered by students at the historically Black colleges and universities in North Carolina and elsewhere in the South. Students at both North Carolina A&T State University and Bennett College for Women participated in a sit-in at the local Woolworth in Greensboro on February 1, 1960, in effect igniting a spark among Black college students throughout the South. The most dramatic landmark event—student protests in May 1970—included student killings at Jackson State University in Mississippi along with the more publicized tragic events at Kent State University in Ohio. All told, the legacy of the decade was that by 1970 the national media portrayed the American campus less as a sanctuary and more as a battleground in a protracted generational war between college students and the established institutions associated with adult society. Outspoken student activists became symbols of a new popular culture and acquired high visibility in television, radio, and newspaper coverage.




An Era of Adjustment and Accountability: 1970 to 1990 

Years of student unrest contributed to several negative effects on American higher education, not the least of which was declining confidence on the part of state governments and other traditional sources of support. No longer did public officials assume that a university president or a dean of students could keep his or her “house in order.” By 1972 the federal government exerted its presence within higher education by dictating an increased commitment to social justice and educational opportunity on university and colleges campuses. The national government’s action emerged with large-scale entitlements for student financial aid—an alphabet soup of funding including Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG) (later known as Pell Grants) and the Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG). These generous programs embodied the ideal that affordability should not circumscribe students’ choices in making college plans. Enactment of further loan programs and work-study opportunities  combined with increased institutional funding for scholarships to create a formidable change in access to higher education from 1972 to 1980. The traditional image of the student as “Joe College” was supplanted by women, Native Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, Hispanics, and Americans older than twenty-five as integral members of the higher education student profile. During the same years, new legislation prohibiting discrimination in educational programs through the 1972 federal Title IX allowed women and other underrepresented constituencies to gain access gradually yet persistently to academic fields such as business, law, medicine, and a host of Ph.D. programs. By 1990, Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act had further encouraged diversity and access by providing guidelines and advocacy for students with disabilities who sought admission to higher education institutions.

How did these new programs and policies shape campus life? The best way to approach that question is to fuse historical analysis with sociology and anthropology. Anthropologist Michael Moffatt’s (1989) account of undergraduate life at Rutgers University in the late 1980s, Coming of Age in New Jersey, suggested that students had become increasingly resourceful at navigating the complexities of large institutions. Cohesion, however, was an increasingly uncertain dimension of the campus and curriculum. Critics continually asked whether academic standards were becoming diluted as the number of students attending college grew. Obviously, no definitive answer to that complex question existed. However, Moffatt’s study included a historical analysis comparing student life of 1880 to that of a century later. His surprising finding was that undergraduates of the earlier era did not necessarily study more hours per week than the students of 1980. Rather, they simply devoted more entries in their daily logs and journals to commenting on their intention to study—or expressing their remorse over not having studied more.

The history of higher education during the 1970s and 1980s included other puzzles and uncertainties. For example, economists of the early 1970s accurately predicted to college presidents and trustees a forthcoming “new depression” in funding. By 1978 the financial hard times were even worse than had been anticipated. Campuses and other nonprofit institutions encountered ten consecutive years of double-digit inflation along with soaring heating and oil prices. Rounding out the gloomy picture, demographers projected a substantial decline in the number of high school graduates. All of this signaled a future marked by campus cutbacks and closings.

The early 1980s also was a period in which a succession of commission reports, including A Nation at Risk (National Commission, 1983), criticized American public education as uncertain and incoherent. Initially the focus was on primary and secondary schooling—a focus which gave higher education a temporary reprieve. However, this changed when the Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in American Higher Education released its report Involvement in Learning: Realizing the Potential of American Higher Education (U.S. Department of Education, 1984). Its call for scrutiny of and reform in higher education was reinforced by numerous other reports, especially periodic studies on the college curriculum, the college as a community, and reconsideration of scholarship that the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching published under the leadership of Ernest Boyer. Consequently, by 1985  colleges and universities, especially public institutions, were increasingly expected by governors and state legislators to demonstrate efficiency and effectiveness. One state strategy was to tie a portion of state appropriations to performance measures, as part of a larger assessment movement that caught on in numerous states, including Tennessee, Arizona, Kentucky, and New York.

The problems were real, and the concerns were warranted, but American higher education demonstrated a great deal of innovation and resiliency. Enrollment declines were muted as colleges recruited new constituents, including older students and more students from such traditionally underserved such as women and minorities. Campus administration underwent a managerial revolution in two ways. First, administrators increasingly relied on systematic data analysis from national and institutional sources, which helped colleges make informed decisions that promoted budget accountability. Second, new government incentive programs prompted colleges to shift resources to marketing, fundraising, and student recruitment in order to seek and retain new student constituencies—and to develop new programs to serve them. Thus the period 1979 to 1989, which supposed to have been a grim winter for American colleges and universities, turned out to be an extended summer of unexpected recovery and abundance.

History, however, always includes seasonal changes, and ultimately American colleges and universities could not evade financial problems. By 1990, reports from virtually every governor’s office in the country indicated severe shortfalls in state revenues, in addition to other sustained indications of a depressed economy. At the same time, federal support for university-based research tapered, making even the most prestigious universities vulnerable to budgetary problems and cutbacks. If an apt motto existed for the situation facing higher education in the final decade of the twentieth century, it was the admonition, “Do more with less.” Paradoxically, going to college remained a valued experience in American life, with rising enrollments and student demand increasing at the very time that adequate funding for higher education was allegedly uncertain or inadequate.

The rub was that the increased demand for higher education coincided with increased government obligations for road construction, health services, prison systems, eldercare, and reforms in elementary and secondary education, all during a period of scarce resources. Parents worried that their children might not have access to the same quality of higher education that they enjoyed in the prosperous decades after World War II. By 1990, changing financial and demographic circumstances prompted educational leaders and critics to consider the need for a fundamental shift in attitudes toward higher education and the collegiate structure in the United States. The optimism which had emerged in the 1960s had waned. Higher education no longer necessarily aimed for unlimited diversity and choice. Perhaps one consolation in this continuous dilemma is the fact that the present still reflects the past—colleges and universities remain integral to the significant issues of American life associated with opportunity, equity, social justice, and mobility. As such they have often developed in the past innovative solutions to deal with seemingly unsolvable financial and practical dilemmas.




The Twentieth to the Twenty-First Century: 1990 to 2010 

Between 1990 and 2000 most colleges and universities were prosperous and had robust enrollments that erased the harsh memories of declining state appropriations and dismal endowment portfolios of 1989. This recovery, however, did not spare colleges—including student affairs officers—from persistent concerns about how to rethink the college campus and the college experience so as to acknowledge the qualitative and quantitative changes of the recent past. Patricia Cross (1981), a pioneering dean of students and renowned researcher, forewarned her colleagues of the presence of a generation of “new learners” and of another constituency, “adults as learners.” Developments at the end of the twentieth century reaffirmed her research findings and projections from the 1970s and 1980s. Furthermore, even though both parents and institutions enjoyed prosperity in the 1990s, concerns about rising college costs and their subsequent high prices persisted (Ehrenberg, 2000). Vice presidents and deans of student affairs had to face the fact that the services for which they were responsible accounted for a substantial portion of rising college costs. Increased costs were partially due to the demands and expectations of undergraduates and their parents a few decades earlier. Whatever luxuries American higher education of the 1950s or 1960s claimed, closer inspection finds them modest and frugal in comparison to contemporary expectations with regard to such obvious services as career planning, campus security, residence hall wiring to accommodate computers, health and wellness programs, and numerous new, expanded programs and facilities for students. Nevertheless, in making sense out of the nation’s investment in higher education, important to note is that while costs of student services increased in actual dollars in the 1980s and 1990s, these remained fairly constant as a percentage of a college’s total annual operating budget—that is, about 4 to 6 percent (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000, pp. 73-75).

By 2000 the certainty and coherence of the undergraduate campus experience had been diffused and diluted. The diversity of students in American higher education eventually influenced the shape and structure of institutions. One intriguing doctoral dissertation charted the ways in which a public comprehensive university altered its student services and assumptions about who was attending the college—resulting in the designation as “the commuter’s Alma Mater” (Mason, 1993). However, for some higher education analysts the effort to include all students at all institutions as part of the “collegiate experience” ceased to make good sense. Alexander Astin, for example, opted to exclude community college students from his 1993 research on the college experience, What Matters in College? This categorical determination was bold but troubling, given that by 1990 about 40 percent of freshman enrollments were in the nation’s two-year community colleges.

Also during this time, women became a decisive majority of student enrollments at numerous independent and public institutions. Nowhere was this change reflected more than in the character and composition of women’s intercollegiate athletics and other student activities. Despite some gains, it appears that even by 2008, women in coeducational institutions still received less than their fair share of resources and opportunities in all activities. Still, changes in access and admissions altered student organizational life.  At several colleges and universities, and in particular, historically Black colleges and universities, women as a percentage of total undergraduate enrollments had become the majority constituency. Within the campus at several state universities data indicated that first-generation college students, including women and students of color, participated in student government and campus elections. This participation had resulted in the emergence of new leadership groups among students—and, in some cases, signs of decline of the influence of such traditionally powerful groups as fraternities in campuswide activities.

Adults, often placed in the category of “nontraditional students,” continued to gain in numbers and as a percentage of enrollments at all levels of academic degree programs. Likewise, women and students of color continued to increase the diversity of graduate and professional programs. This not only changed configurations within institutions but also increased options among campuses. Some women’s colleges that had resisted the invitation to adopt coeducation in the 1970s now enjoyed a resurgence of enrollments and revitalization of their special missions and constituencies. Tribal colleges and universities, especially in the Far West, gained autonomy and funding after numerous deliberations with state and federal governments. And, Hispanic-serving institutions, which were established under the Higher Education Act of 1965, grew at enormous rates—a reflection of the increasing presence of Latinos in the United States population (Gasman, Baez, & Turner, 2008).

Finally, American consumerism combined with technological advances to provide a generation of students with opportunities to study via distance learning courses, Internet curricula, “virtual universities,” and off-campus sites. These options could be mixed and matched in conjunction with the traditional residential campus. These innovations led nontraditional students, especially adults, to show unprecedented interest in a new segment of postsecondary education—the for-profit education sector. The proprietary sector previously had been ignored or underestimated by established colleges and universities. However, as the proprietary institutions acquired eligibility for federal student financial aid, combined with their enterprising use of new electronic technologies, they became a substantial force within the ranks of degree-granting institutions nationwide.

Profiles of the typical college experience also faced challenges and changes due to the impact of changing student aid policies. Federal programs expanded substantially in terms of allotted dollars—yet increasingly were characterized by an emphasis on student loans rather than scholarships or grants. The prospect of indebtedness as a student meant that many undergraduates extended their length of time to degree completion from four years to six years, often because of the need to work at off-campus jobs to meet rising college prices. By 2007, student and parental concerns about the hegemony of student loans led to inquiries and investigations by the U.S. Congress about reforming federal programs and regulating the student loan industry (Thelin, 2007).

The net result of these cumulative changes was a continued decline of a dominant, discernible “collegiate culture.” And, to the extent that this diversification and diffusion reflected the influences of new or previously underserved student constituencies, it was healthy. Perhaps one troubling sign was that older forms of American undergraduate  life no longer had much ability to shape and elevate the standards and tastes of young Americans. Whereas in 1910, 1950, or 1960, high school students could look forward and aspire to being part of “college life,” by 1990 there had been a cultural reversal: the student culture of junior high school and high school now set the tone for college life, signaling a reversal of the customary pattern of influence. The dilemma for student affairs leaders, then, was not so much how to accept and work with this change but rather how to embrace the changes in the nation’s popular culture yet still provide a campus experience that was substantive and distinctive. One intriguing response of student affairs professionals was to advance by word and deed a new approach in which what had once been called the “extracurriculum” (out-of-class experiences being viewed as supplemental) now came to be called the “co-curriculum” (a seamless integration of classroom and out-of-class learning).




Conclusion 

Any attempt to present a brief survey of American higher education over four centuries risks superficiality. A good resolution to carry away is to see the history of American colleges and universities less as a compendium of facts and more as a description of the lively process by which each generation of college students, administrators, donors, and legislators has wrestled with the issue of who shall be educated and how. Central to this is the idea of a “useful past,” in which the history of higher education is understood as essential and applicable to one’s work in student affairs and student services. Recently, the most interesting historical research on higher education has incorporated concepts from the related disciplines of sociology, anthropology, economics, and political science (Gasman, 2010; Goodchild & Wechsler, 1989). Sociologist Burton Clark (1970), for example, developed the notion of a “campus saga” to explain how some colleges acquired over time a sense of heritage and mission that they effectively transmit to new students, administrators, and faculty, as well as to alumni. Much work remains to be done in order to apply Clark’s concept to numerous understudied and unexamined community colleges, colleges, and universities. Intensive case studies of individual institutions are a good way for higher education professionals to make sense of their own experiences and campuses in terms of preceding generations and national trends.

The issues of access, accountability, social justice, equity, and excellence are pressing—but they are not completely new. They were exciting in 1908 and are still so today in the twenty-first century. Higher education professionals ought to recognize that understanding the history of distant eras remains an unfinished task. Today we take for granted readily available statistical data on aspects of student life, such as retention and degree completion rates, along with sophisticated analyses of where money comes from and goes in university budgets. Statistics and other compilations from the past, linked with present data, can be integral to thoughtfully analyzing whether colleges are changing - and if so, how much in matters of efficiency and effectiveness. At the same time, we have not given adequate attention to the fiction and memoirs of student  life from our own era. Also, oral history is a wonderful, flourishing part of many college and university archives—and it is useful for remembering and listening to the many voices of past and present campuses. The ultimate challenge for a lively history of higher education, then, is to be aware of landmark events that offer information and inspiration that can be useful for responding to contemporary issues on college and university campuses.
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 CHAPTER TWO

INSTITUTIONAL VARIETY IN AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION

Kimberly A. Griffin and Sylvia Hurtado

 

 

 

 

 

One of the hallmarks of American higher education is the sheer number and variety of institutions offering educational opportunities. In the 2006-2007 academic year, approximately 6,700 postsecondary institutions participating in federal financial aid programs reported institutional data to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The U.S. secretary of education recognizes approximately 4,500 of these as accredited, degree-granting higher education institutions, distinguished by their missions, structures, sizes, types of students they enroll, and distinct cultures defined by history and tradition. Institutions have been founded and reshaped to satisfy an array of public purposes, and students choose to attend the schools for which they feel they are the best suited (Clark, 1983; Kerr, 2001). No single institution could begin to respond to the full range of interests expressed by students and society. Therefore, having many different types of colleges and universities allows the American higher education system to simultaneously meet students’ demands, be accessible, promote excellence, and provide a wide array of educational opportunities (Birnbaum, 1991).

While American colleges and universities are diverse in many ways, an overview of the distinctions between institutions with a focus on institutional mission and type is presented in this chapter. It could be argued that postsecondary institutions are often similar in their attention to the three principle functions of higher education: teaching, research, and service (Astin, 1995; Bowen, 1997). However, how these functions are embodied and emphasized within each institution’s individual mission varies substantially and certainly shapes the context for student learning and the workplace environment for faculty and staff.

Examining institutions’ missions provides a framework for understanding modes of operation, the students who attend particular institutions, and the need for specific kinds of academic support and student service programs. Colleges and universities  with similar missions can be organized into broader categories, representing a particular institutional type. The diversity of institutional types is most frequently discussed using the Carnegie Classification system as a framework. This chapter presents and discusses the newest version of the Carnegie Classification system, offering a word of caution about its use and noting other aspects of mission that are important when considering institutional diversity in higher education. Particular attention is given to institutions with unique missions dedicated to serving specific student populations, highlighting the environments created on these campuses and the experiences of the students enrolled and professionals employed. In her 2006 book, Where You Work Matters: Student Affairs Administration at Different Types of Institutions, Joan B. Hirt describes ways in which contextual factors shape the complexity of practice as well as a student affairs professional’s fit within a particular institutional type. Our aim here is not to replicate these efforts, but instead to offer an introductory overview of ways in which postsecondary institutional types have been formally differentiated.




Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

Using empirical data on degrees conferred, academic fields of emphasis, and amount of federal research dollars received, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (CFAT) first developed what is now known as the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education in 1973. The first classification system included five institutional categories: doctoral granting institutions; comprehensive colleges; liberal arts colleges; all two-year colleges and institutes; and professional schools and other specialized institutions (McCormick & Zhao, 2005). Revisions in 1976, 1987, 1994, 2001, and 2005 allowed the Carnegie Foundation to hone and adjust their classification into six categories: doctoral and research universities, master’s colleges and universities, baccalaureate colleges, associate’s colleges, specialized institutions, and tribal colleges.

Researchers in higher education have made great use of the Carnegie Classification system to examine institutional differences, study the effects of different types of environments on student development and long-term outcomes, describe the enrollment of students in higher education, and select similar types of institutions that may be regarded as “peer institutions” for further study or program comparison. The friendly “competition” among peer institutions ensures not only a continued focus on institutional improvement but also an emphasis on each institution’s unique history, traditions, and culture. More important, comparison among peer institutions on key issues (such as student retention, public service, and technology use) can lead to innovation in programs and initiatives. Unfortunately, there have also been many unintended uses of the classification system over the years. It was not intended to be a ranking system; however, many have viewed it as such. For example, researchers have documented a marked increase in research emphasis among faculty working at many institutional types over the years, indicating that institutions may seek to emulate the mission of the research university to increase institutional prestige (Dey, Milem, & Berger, 1997).

In response to these concerns, the most recent edition of the Carnegie Classifications includes substantial changes. First, instead of categorizing on one dimension, several parallel dimensions were created to organize institutions based on what is taught (undergraduate and graduate instructional program classifications); student enrollment (enrollment profile and undergraduate profile); and the campus physical environment (size and setting) (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching [CFAT], 2007). Furthermore, the classifications have been traditionally based on an analysis of existing national data on postsecondary institutions. Elective classifications were introduced, which allow institutions to provide the Carnegie Foundation with data illustrating unique institutional attributes (CFAT, 2007; Driscoll, 2008). Unlike other dimensions, elective classifications are not based on national assessments; they are also not intended to be a ranking system. Institutions interested in participating in the first elective classification category, community engagement, submitted institutional data and information and were assessed in 2006. Although the list is certainly not comprehensive or inclusive of all institutions with significant ties to their communities, a total of 119 institutions completed the steps necessary to be classified in the community engagement category, recognized as having significant engagement with their surrounding communities through curriculum, institutional outreach, and partnership efforts (CFAT, 2007; Driscoll, 2008). Other institutions beyond the initial 119 will likely pursue and achieve this designation.




Carnegie Basic Classifications 

In addition to these broad categorical changes, the Carnegie Foundation has substantially revised its Basic Classification system, which allows researchers to organize institutions by degree level and specialization. The Basic Classification dimension most closely resembles the classification systems of the past, categorizing a total of 4,391 institutions into six major types: associate’s institutions, doctorate-granting universities, master’s colleges and universities, baccalaureate colleges, special focus institutions, and tribal colleges. By deemphasizing institutional resources, reorganizing the presentation of institutional types based on enrollment rather than perceived prestige, and searching for alternative sources of information about institutional differences, the developers of the Carnegie Classification system have attempted make the information less vulnerable to interpretation as a ranking system and more amenable to wide use and to promoting an understanding of American higher education in the future (McCormick & Zhao, 2005).

Figure 2.1 shows the distribution of institutional categories across American higher education as organized by the Carnegie Basic Classification system. This provides an overview of the predominance of institutions that may be quite different from the perspective developed while working or receiving an education in only one or two of these categories of institutions. In slight contrast, Figure 2.2 illustrates where students attending accredited higher education institutions are enrolled. Each of the institution  types may require a different approach to both academic support and student service programs and have distinctive organizational configurations to deliver student services. Furthermore, since emphasis on fields and degree awards differ, it stands to reason that outcomes may differ for students. The following sections of this chapter detail each institutional type in the Basic Classification system, describing the key characteristics, institutional emphases in terms of mission, and environments relevant to the outcomes of community members.

FIGURE 2.1. DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTIONAL TYPES AND MISSIONS BY CARNEGIE BASIC CLASSIFICATION.

Source: Adapted from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2007.
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Associate’s Colleges 

Institutions fall within this classification if the associate’s degree is the highest degree conferred, or if fewer than 10 percent of students on campus obtain bachelor’s degrees (CFAT, 2007). They constitute 41.6 percent of all accredited higher education institutions and served 38.1 percent of all students enrolled in accredited, degree-granting higher education institutions in 2004 (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2). Most maintain open admissions policies that provide students with access to postsecondary education regardless of high school preparation and performance. In addition  to offering classes on campus, many associate’s colleges offer online learning opportunities (as do some doctorate-granting and master’s institutions). Associate’s colleges offer students opportunities to complete the general education requirements of many baccalaureate-granting institutions, awarding associate’s degrees, and also create opportunities for students to gain access to vocational courses, academic remediation, and occupational training.

FIGURE 2.2. STUDENT ENROLLMENT BY CARNEGIE BASIC CLASSIFICATION.

Source: Adapted from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2007.
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The mission of two-year colleges is much broader than awarding associate’s degrees and facilitating transfer to four-year institutions. Many two-year institutions perceive themselves as being in service to local community learning needs—duplicating missed opportunities at previous levels of education as well as introducing new subject matter that is practically oriented or technical in nature. These campuses also create opportunities for community members to participate in leisure activities, prepare for specialized employment and vocational areas, and gain access to instruction in newly emerging topics essential to the job market. Community colleges can also be more accessible than four-year institutions, offering cross-racial interaction and community building (Dougherty, 2002).

Because of their diverse educational goals as well as their open admissions policies, sheer numbers, low cost, and convenience, these institutions tend to attract the  most diverse student bodies in terms of age, race and ethnicity, ability, and career aspirations. They seek to deliver their student services and academic support programs in ways that serve a highly mobile and diverse population. Offering support to heterogeneous populations entails busy lives for student affairs professionals. They are expected to offer a wide array of programs to students and the wider community, and they frequently must wear many hats and collaborate with each other across campus to compensate for a small student affairs staff and the need to meet a wide array of student needs (Hirt, 2006).


Doctorate-Granting Universities 

The category of doctorate-granting universities, also known as research universities, includes institutions that awarded at least twenty doctoral degrees in the 2003-2004 academic year. Institutions falling within this designation are often seen as responsible for managing and integrating all three of higher education’s principle functions (Gumport, 1991; Kerr, 2001). The service mission is often embedded in the teaching and research functions (Zusman, 1999); research universities are expected to train and educate undergraduate and graduate students to be productive and civically engaged members of society, as well as to conduct research that will add to human knowledge and benefit the wider public good (Checkoway, 2001; Gumport, 1991; Kerr, 2001).

Doctorate-granting universities serve large populations of students and are segmented into many schools for both professional and graduate education, in addition to offering undergraduate education. A developing trend is for individual schools within large research universities to hire professional advisors, recruiters, and their own student service personnel, in addition to their own admissions and fundraising staff (Guentzel & Elkins Nesheim, 2006). This duplication of professional and administrative roles suggests that there are many units and departments in which skilled higher education professionals can be employed on these campuses, creating a variety of opportunities for professionals to gain experience and advance their careers.

Although serving large populations of undergraduates, doctorate-granting universities have often come under criticism for a perceived lack of attention to undergraduate education (Boyer Commission, 1998; Checkoway, 2001; Zusman, 1999). Undergraduate teaching, advising, and mentoring have been increasingly reassigned to graduate students and adjunct faculty, while full-time faculty focus their attention on research. Graduate students are often used to assist faculty in grading and leading small discussion groups to minimize the impersonal nature of learning in large lecture halls, which are present and widely used on many university campuses.

Although doctoral and research universities make up only 6.4 percent of all institution types, they enroll a disproportionately large segment of students, specifically 29.3 percent of all enrolled at accredited institutions. This reflects the fact that many doctorate-granting universities have large campuses that enroll a sizeable student body. Students enrolled at large institutions are less likely to interact with faculty, get involved in student government, participate in athletics or honors programs, or have opportunities to speak up during class; and as a result, are also much less satisfied  with faculty relationships or classroom instruction than students attending smaller campuses (Astin, 1979).

An interesting paradox as it relates to size is that at the same time that large campuses can hinder individual involvement in particular activities, these are places of tremendous activity, with hundreds of student organizations that address a variety of social and academic interests. There is some evidence that students on large campuses are able to adjust well (socially, academically, and emotionally) to college, once they learn to navigate the social and physical geography of a campus (Hurtado, Carter, & Spuler, 1996). For example, students use organization memberships to achieve personal goals, make sense of large environments, and engender a sense of belonging to the campus community (Hurtado & Carter, 1997).

In addition to influencing student outcomes, institution size and enrollment have implications for individuals seeking employment at these institutions. First, higher education professionals are likely to work in more highly specialized units or programs at large institutions like doctorate-granting institutions, and coordinating efforts across units can be challenging (Hirt, 2006). Second, finding ways to create a greater sense of campus community becomes an implicit goal on campuses where it is not possible for everyone to know each other. Campus administrators are often asked to design and employ initiatives to make large campuses operate like small college environments through residence hall programming, undergraduate research programs through which students develop relationships with faculty, first-year seminars with limited enrollments, and orientation programs that help students navigate complex environments.


Master’s Colleges and Universities 

Institutions within this designation are somewhat similar to doctorate-granting universities in that they have a research function and confer doctoral degrees. However, these institutions have less of a research emphasis; the category includes institutions awarding fewer than twenty doctoral degrees per year but at least fifty master’s degrees. Also similar to doctorate-granting institutions, master’s colleges and universities are typically large, enrolling 21.7 percent of all students in higher education (see Figure 2.2). Thus they face challenges similar to those seen at doctorate-granting universities in managing large enrollments and creating community among students on campus. Interestingly, master’s colleges are distinctive from major research universities in that they are often not as bureaucratically complex or decentralized. This may be partially due to the fact that these campuses are something of a hybrid between baccalaureate institutions and doctorate-granting universities. Collaborations among professionals also appear to be more common on these campuses than among student affairs officers employed at doctorate-granting universities (Hirt, 2006).


Baccalaureate Colleges 

Institutions are classified as baccalaureate colleges if they award fewer than fifty master’s degrees, and at least 10 percent of conferred degrees are bachelor’s  degrees. In contrast to doctorate-granting and master’s universities, there are many baccalaureate colleges (17.5 percent of all institutions), but they enroll a small proportion of students in postsecondary education (7.7 percent). Accordingly, these campuses tend to serve smaller student bodies and offer more intimate environments for teaching and learning.

Small four-year colleges were the norm in the United States until the 1950s, established in an entrepreneurial manner similar to the settlements and communities across America. Although some of the initial baccalaureate colleges evolved into more complex higher education organizations, some closed due to financial problems; still others remain strong liberal arts colleges at which students acquire the values of a liberal education. Although faculty at liberal arts institutions are increasingly expected to engage in research and scholarly work, with some institutions even offering limited graduate programs, these institutions are known for being small, largely residential schools that focus on the teaching function of higher education (Altbach, 2001; Keohane, 2001). The goals of liberal arts institutions focus on developing the critical thinking, writing, quantitative reasoning, and inquisitiveness of its students through exposure to a wide range of subjects (Keohane, 2001).

Scholars have chronicled the positive influence the environment at these institutions has on student learning and development. For example, liberal arts institutions are more effective in fostering several good practices in undergraduate education linked to student learning and development, including student-faculty contact, active learning, cooperation among students, and teaching quality (Pascarella, Cruce, Wolniak, & Blaich, 2004). Some of these outcomes are likely due at least in part to baccalaureate colleges’ smaller, more manageable environments, which enable deeper levels of student engagement (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). However, they are also brought forth by the culture of these institutions (Pascarella et al., 2004). An emphasis on developing relationships with students extends from the faculty to student affairs professionals, and all are expected to work closely with students in an effort to foster their academic, emotional, and physiological development. In addition to expectations of high quality relationships, student affairs professionals are expected to maintain a high quantity of interactions with students. Due to relatively small student enrollments, baccalaureate colleges usually maintain relatively small student affairs staffs, and the administrators on these campuses find themselves engaging closely with students, fulfilling multiple roles on campus (Hirt, 2006).


Special Focus Institutions 

In contrast to institutions offering a broad liberal arts curriculum, small, specialized institutions focus on specific careers and vocations. Specialized institutions in the Carnegie Classification are further differentiated into many categories, which include theological seminaries; medical schools; separate health profession schools; schools of engineering and technology; schools of business and management; schools of law; teachers colleges; schools of art, music, and design; as well as a generic category of other specialized institutions. Many of these institutions enroll students in professional  or graduate programs, and student affairs practice in service to students enrolled in such programs is an emerging area of growth and research.


Tribal Colleges 

The “Tribal College” designation is unique in the Carnegie Basic Classification system. It represents a group of institutions united in their mission to teach and serve a specific community of students: Native Americans. The American Indian Movement in the 1960s and its goals for “self-determination” gave birth to organized efforts to counter problems associated with education for Native Americans, including attempts to eradicate native cultures and assimilate students in schools and colleges. The goal of preserving culture and pride in identity remains central at tribal colleges. Founding leaders believed that postsecondary education could be a primary vehicle for improving conditions on reservations that have high rates of poverty, sustaining native cultures, and advancing the progress of Native Americans without assimilation (Boyer, 1997). The primary mission of tribal colleges is to offer culturally based education, addressing the whole person (mind, body, spirit, and family), and advance local economic and other pressing needs of the native community (White House Initiative on Tribal Colleges and Universities, 1996).

The first tribally controlled college, now called Diné College, was established by the Navajo Nation in 1968 (American Indian Higher Education Consortium [AIHEC], 1999). AIHEC was founded by the presidents of the first six tribal colleges and is jointly governed by the participating tribal colleges. Today, AIHEC recognizes 37 tribal colleges. These institutions enroll students from over 250 tribal nations and are located in 12 states. Tribal colleges focus on assisting students to meet their goals in overcoming social and economic barriers, foster a family-like atmosphere, and build strong relations between students and faculty (Guillory & Ward, 2008; Tierney, 1992). Compared to other institution types, they are typically small with an average of 550 students per institution (CFAT, 2007). All offer two-year degree programs, several award baccalaureate degrees, and a few offer master’s degrees. The colleges offer courses on tribal languages and cultures that could disappear if not preserved, their libraries serve as repositories for cultural artifacts and oral histories from Indian elders, and American Indian role models constitute 30 percent of the teaching faculty and 79 percent of the full-time staff (AIHEC, 1999). In terms of service, tribal colleges provide technical assistance that is vital to rural communities, offering adult education and distance education for nontraditional students.

Student affairs divisions at tribal colleges are often smaller and have fewer resources and more intense workloads than do divisions at other types of institutions (Fox, Lowe, & McClellan, 2005). Budgets are stretched, and many of these colleges face financial challenges because they receive little or no state funding. Tribal colleges mostly serve areas in extreme poverty and require improved facilities and technology to accomplish their educational mission of preserving the cultures and advancing the economic progress of Native American communities (Guillory & Ward, 2008). Contrary to popular assumptions, only five tribal colleges are eligible to receive a small  and unstable income from casinos—very few tribes actually operate gaming facilities (American Indian College Fund, 2006). Federal legislation intended to provide funds for core operations, the 1978 Tribally Controlled and University Assistance Act, has only provided half of the funds committed.

These institutions were recently made eligible for funds under Title III of the Higher Education Act, an initiative to strengthen minority-serving institutions that include historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs) and Hispanic-serving institutions (HSIs). Given chronic funding problems, Presidents Clinton and Bush issued their own respective executive orders to strengthen the infrastructure of tribal colleges, to encourage partnerships, and to strengthen and sustain quality education in these culturally based institutions. Because the majority of Native American students (55 percent) in higher education are enrolled in two-year colleges, finding ways to increase access to other levels of higher education and support their success in baccalaureate institutions may require higher education professionals to develop partnerships with tribal colleges in the future.




Serving Specific Populations in Higher Education 

Other than the identification of tribal colleges as relatively unique institutions, the Carnegie Classification system does not differentiate institutions with missions that address the goal of educating specific student populations. Although these institutions do not constitute a large segment of higher education, they are important. They continue to serve specific populations that have often been excluded from higher education throughout history. These institutions today include approximately 70 women’s colleges, 103 HBCUs, 268 HSIs, 6 Asian American-serving institutions, and 3 institutions serving the differently abled.

It is important to note that institutions that began with a history of service to underserved populations often did not restrict their admission of other groups, although the majority of students they serve continue to be from the population group for whom the institution was established. For example, although HBCUs never engaged in race-exclusive policies and, although they have faculty and students of all races, they continue to serve a unique function in primarily educating Black students (Allen, Jewell, Griffin, & Wolf, 2007). The majority of HBCUs and women’s colleges today enroll many other types of students as part-time, evening, or graduate students, as well as students who seek degrees in unique academic programs.


Women’s Colleges 

The majority of women’s colleges were established between 1850 and the beginning of the twentieth century; fewer than 10 percent were founded since World War II. The women’s colleges flourished as a result of the Civil War casualties and the need for labor, including the need for women to support themselves financially and the expansion of educational institutions that needed teachers. Women’s colleges initially  proliferated in those states where there was high resistance to coeducation—primarily eastern U.S. states with private education for men, and fewer in the West, where there was the rapid expansion of public institutions (Rudolph, 1965). From the close of World War II, American higher education experienced accelerated growth, with the highest number of women’s four-year colleges (214) reported in 1960 (Tidball, 1977). Various social movements increased awareness and demands for equal opportunity, equal pay, and equal status during the 1960s and early 1970s. Coupled with landmark federal legislation for women, minorities, and low-income students, these events lowered resistance to coeducation and opened the doors for entry of these diverse groups of students into higher education.

Finding themselves in competition with many coeducational institutions in recruiting the best students and attempting to meet costs, many women’s colleges closed, merged, or became coeducational. Many of the prestigious colleges for men (such as Yale, Princeton, and the University of Virginia) also relented in the face of pressure to become coeducational. Although there were only 125 women’s colleges by 1976, it was a historic turning point. Many women’s colleges chose to reaffirm their roles and “asserted their autonomy and their inherent value as entities distinct from other forms of higher education and unique in their concerns for the education of women” (Tidball, 1977, p4395). They created new methods to assist in the development of women, provided opportunities for many women to return to college for training, initiated cross-registration opportunities to take advantage of resources from neighboring institutions, and stimulated scholarship on gender-related topics. Some institutions were also able to maintain their historic missions because of large endowments and active alumnae—an important benefit of generations of student satisfaction with the educational environment.

Most of the research on college students indicates that women’s colleges have been successful in their mission, counting many women leaders and professionals among their alumnae. This success is not only demonstrated in terms of the accomplishments of their students, but also in the special environment of support they create (Smith, 1989). For example, students attending women’s colleges are more likely to perceive personal support for their success than are students attending coeducational institutions (Kinzie, Thomas, Palmer, Umbach, & Kuh, 2007). Women are more likely to find strong role models on these campuses; compared with other institutions in the same Carnegie Classification category (that is, baccalaureate and master’s institutions), women’s colleges employ women in faculty and administrative leadership roles at substantially higher rates (Harwarth, Maline, & DeBra, 1997). This fosters an environment in which faculty and staff inherently believe in the abilities and potential of women, setting high expectations and requiring high levels of academic commitment and involvement (Kinzie et al. 2007).

The supportive environments created on these campuses lend themselves to more positive outcomes for female students than those observed among women attending coeducational institutions. Women’s college students are more satisfied with the faculty, academic requirements, individual support services, and the overall quality of instruction (Astin, 1993). Moreover, their satisfaction with college persists five years  after graduation (Langdon, 1999). Women’s colleges were also found to have positive effects on students’ overall academic development, baccalaureate completion, cultural and self-awareness, engagement, writing skills, critical thinking ability, and foreign language skills (Astin, 1993; Kinzie et al., 2007). A relatively higher proportion of students from women’s colleges eventually complete doctoral degrees compared to those at other institutions, even after controlling for entering academic credentials (Tidball, 1999). These outcomes attest to the relative success of women’s colleges in achieving key liberal education goals.


Historically Black Colleges and Universities 

The earliest of the HBCUs were established in 1830 when the education of Blacks was prohibited, as most were still slaves and considered the property of White landowners. A few colleges were established before the Civil War by Black communities for self-education, but organized efforts to educate former slaves occurred primarily after the Civil War through the work of the Freedmen’s Bureau (a federal assistance program), the Black community, and philanthropic and religious organizations (Hoffman, Snyder, & Sonnenberg, 1996). Most of the public support for the establishment of Black colleges, as well as the general growth in the public sector of institutions, came in the form of funds to states from the sales of public lands in the National Land-Grant Colleges Act also known as the Morrill Act (1862). Despite a call for land-grant colleges to be accessible to all students, many states in the South chose to build institutions for White students only. To counter resistance to the education of African Americans and sustain the development of public higher education nationally, Congress passed the Second Morrill Act (1890), requiring states with dual systems of higher education to provide land-grant assistance to both Black and White institutions, eventually leading to the development of nineteen public institutions for Black students (Hoffman, Snyder, & Sonnenberg, 1996).

To overcome the effects of discrimination and strengthen institutional capacity, several generations of American presidents have signed executive orders in support and recognition of the work of HBCUs. In addition, further litigation persisted well into the 1980s in an attempt to correct inadequate funding of public HBCUs, to increase minority student access to predominantly White institutions, and to desegregate eighteen states with a history of dual systems of higher education. In the 1992  United States v. Fordice case, the Supreme Court ruled that the states had not done enough to rectify the effects of segregation and must justify or revise their current practices. While there was some initial concern that the ruling does not preserve the HBCUs, states appear to be planning to provide more choice and opportunities for Black and White students to encourage more diverse student bodies, both at public HBCUs and at predominantly White institutions (PWIs).

An unusual mix of private and public support over time has resulted today in many different types of HBCUs that span six of the Carnegie Basic Classification categories. Most HBCUs remain rather small when compared to other campuses of the same institution type; have lower tuition; and continue to attract a relatively  high percentage of disadvantaged students, who view these institutions as places of opportunity for African Americans. Further, many HBCUs maintain open access missions, and students entering with disadvantages in academic preparation find support for their educational goals. The results of education at these institutions are impressive. Although they represent approximately 3 percent of all colleges and universities, HBCUs enroll just under one-fifth of all Black students and are responsible for educating approximately 30 percent of all Black bachelor’s degree recipients (Allen & Jewell, 2002; Nettles & Perna, 1997). They have made significant contributions in educating Black students in the sciences, granting over 40 percent of bachelor’s degrees in agriculture and natural resources, physical sciences, mathematics, and biological sciences (Hoffman et al., 1996). HBCUs are also known for fostering students’ postgraduate aspirations, producing a disproportionately high number of Black students who complete graduate and professional degrees (Allen et al., 2007; Solórzano, 1995). In addition, some of the most prominent leaders in the African American community were educated at HBCUs. Impressive alumni include many famous academics, political leaders, scholars, writers, judges, and entertainers.

Research across many studies indicates that Black college attendance is significantly associated with students’ cognitive development, baccalaureate attainment, and level of educational attainment (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). African American students who attend historically Black public universities reported more favorable relationships with professors, more support and concern for their welfare, better academic performance, greater social involvement, and higher occupational aspirations than Black undergraduates at predominantly White universities (Allen,1992; Nelson Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams, & Salinas Holmes, 2007). In contrast, Black students reported more concerns with the racial climate at predominantly White universities and a lack of integration. However, some of these climate issues may also be the result of impersonal environments and a lack of a student-centered focus at some predominantly White universities. Students reported favorable racial climates at predominantly White institutions where there was a high concern for students and their development, regardless of size or type of institution or the race or ethnicity of the student (Hurtado, 1992). Lessons learned from education at an HBCU suggest that a student-centered environment, high expectations for students, affirmation for racial or ethnic identity, and interactions with faculty make a positive environment for learning and student development (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, & Allen, 1999; Smith, 1989).


Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

Few institutions have been established with the express purpose of responding to the educational needs of Hispanic/Latino students, including Hostos Community College and Boricua College (both located in New York); St. Augustine in Illinois, which offers bilingual higher education; and National Hispanic University in California. The majority of Hispanic-serving institutions (HSIs) began as predominantly White institutions located in regions that have experienced significant demographic growth  in terms of Hispanic births and immigration over time. HSIs are defined primarily by enrollment: at least 25 percent of their full-time equivalent undergraduate student enrollment must be of Hispanic or Latino ethnicity (see the White House Initiative on Excellence in Education for Hispanic Americans, www.ed.gov/offices/OIIA/Hispanic). The Higher Education Act also requires that HSIs be institutions where the student body is composed of at least 50 percent low-income students. Finally, to be distinguished as an HSI, an institution must file a five-year plan focused on addressing the needs of students from Hispanic or low-income backgrounds (Hurtado, 2006).

In 1992, Congress formally recognized the role of HSIs as minority-serving institutions, allowing campuses to become eligible for federal appropriations to support the educational progress of their Hispanic students. There are 268 institutions that meet the federal enrollment criteria to be defined as Hispanic-serving institutions. These campuses are located in twelve states and Puerto Rico and serve almost half of all Hispanic, full-time equivalent students in higher education (Hurtado, 2006). Many first-generation college students are of Hispanic origin, and HSIs enroll a large share of these students as well (Horn & Nunez, 2000). The majority of HSIs are public (68 percent) and are located near urban areas where large increases in the college-age, Hispanic/Latino population have occurred. Although there is much more variety among HSIs in terms of institutional type compared to tribal colleges, approximately 51 percent of the HSIs are two-year institutions that enroll large numbers of Hispanic students. Fourteen percent of HSIs offer bachelor’s degrees, about 18 percent offer master’s degrees, and 12 percent offer doctorates. It is important to note that there are over twice as many proprietary institutions (for-profit institutions with specialized academic programs) that have Hispanic enrollments over 25 percent, but these institutions are not officially recognized as HSIs.

In terms of student outcomes, a comparison of Latino students attending HSIs and PWIs revealed that student outcomes were surprisingly similar across institutional type. Students at both institutional types expressed similar levels of higher order thinking, satisfaction with college, and perceptions of a supportive campus environment. This trend may be linked to HSIs’ relatively short history of serving Latino students. Many have not yet fully adopted this designation as a core part of their respective missions, and are in the midst of making the transition from being PWIs to their new focuses and goals as HSIs (Contreras, Malcom, & Bensimon, 2008; Hurtado, 2006). As HSIs engage in this process, it is important that they attend to the climate for diversity on campus. Climate is key to successful Latino student adjustment at four-year colleges, as is providing sensitive support staff and peer support (Hurtado, 1994; Hurtado, Carter, & Spuler, 1996). As HSIs and other institutions become more attuned to their growing Latino student populations, we are likely to learn more about factors that contribute to the success of these students in the future.


Asian American- and Pacific Islander-Serving Institutions 

Frustrated with unequal education attainment and misunderstandings of Asian American students and their needs, there were several calls for more attention to the  issues of these students throughout the late 1990s and early 2000s (Park & Teranishi, 2008). In response to assumptions of uniform success and a discrimination-free experience, Congressman Robert Underwood proposed an amendment to the Higher Education Act in 2002 to establish an institutional type much like HBCUs and HSIs that would meet the unique educational needs of Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) students. The bill was reintroduced in different forms several times in subsequent years, refining the criteria for institutional designation as an Asian American Pacific Islander-serving institution (AAPISI) and detailing how funds administered should be used. Eligible institutions must have an AAPI enrollment of at least 10 percent, and have either half of their student bodies receiving financial aid or a proportion of Pell Grant recipients in the student body above the national median (Park & Teranishi, 2008).

In August 2008, the Asian American- and Pacific Islander-Serving Institution program became a component of the Higher Education Opportunity Act. Six institutions were designated AAPISIs, including four associate’s colleges (City College of San Francisco, Foothill-De Anza Community College, Guam Community College, and Seattle Community College), one bachelor’s college (University of Hawaii at Hilo), and one doctorate-granting institution (University of Maryland-College Park). The campuses were awarded a total of $10 million to develop programs and initiatives to meet the needs of Asian American and Pacific Islander students on their campuses, particularly those from low-income backgrounds. As these campuses institute their programs, it will be interesting to observe whether and how these institutions shape the access, experiences, and outcomes of the students who attend.


Institutions Serving Students Who Are Deaf and Blind 

In addition to institutions serving students who are members of historically underrepresented, underserved, or marginalized ethnic minorities, there is also a well-known college established initially for deaf and blind students. Galludet University was established in 1817 as a for-profit college, and is now one of three nonprofit higher education institutions focused specifically on the education of deaf and hard-of-hearing students. Along with the National Technical Institute for the Deaf (part of the Rochester Institute of Technology) and the Southwest Collegiate Institute for the Deaf (a community college), it is one of the three nonprofit higher education institutions dedicated to the education of deaf students.




Reconsidering Diversity in American Higher Education 

If a small group of strangers were asked to describe what an American college is like, it is likely that most would begin to describe a familiar archetype. They might start by describing old stately buildings and walls draped in ivy. They may paint a mental picture of students walking across a large, grassy quad from their residence halls to their classes, carrying their books and talking about what types of jobs they will  get when they complete their four-year degrees. This is what we often see in the media, when television and movie executives depict their visions of what an American college should be. But not all postsecondary institutions fit into this depiction or are the same. Some campuses are larger than others, many students do not have opportunities (or the desire) to reside on campus, and a significant proportion of institutions offer two-year rather than four-year degrees. Campuses vary according to a wide array of characteristics, including size, selectivity, cost, location, governance structure, instructional delivery (in person versus virtual), and academic focus.

The diversity of American institutions and their international reputation for quality remain key advantages for the social and economic development of our society. The diversity in missions and functions among institutions in particular permits them as a group to target areas of specialization to advance knowledge in their unique ways, as well as join together in consortia to achieve common goals. Institutional diversity ensures stability in sustaining time-honored traditions at some institutions, which can simultaneously exist alongside the more “experimental” practices and policies at others. Despite fears of excessive “institutional imitation,” with institutions tending toward incorporating research in their missions to increase prestige and quality assurances through the accreditation process, which can lead to uniformity of educational standards, it should be noted American colleges and universities continue to strive for unique identities that will attract students, faculty, and professionals.

We appreciate the diversity present in American postsecondary institutions and the uniqueness it lends to our system of higher education. As we applaud this heterogeneity, it is also important to acknowledge that it has real consequences, not only for students but also for the professionals who work on college campuses. Although there is often serious consideration of geographic location when choosing a position, the ways in which an institution fulfills its commitment to the primary functions of higher education often receive less attention. An institution’s mission is easily found on most campus Web sites, and how a commitment to teaching, research, and service is embodied within that mission can provide insight into students’ potential needs and experiences on a given campus. A college or university’s mission can serve as a good indicator of what an institution does and does not value, and misalignment between individual and institutional values can certainly lend to frustration and disappointment as new professionals transition into their roles.

The U.S. Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching provide helpful information on institutional mission, size, selectivity, resources, student demographics, and other important details for most community colleges and four-year institutions in America. Moreover, carefully examining mission statements, organizational charts, and other characteristics on college and university Web sites can also furnish instructive insights into the work environments new professionals will enter. But perhaps nothing is more revealing than actually visiting a campus and talking with students, faculty, academic affairs administrators, alumni, and of course colleagues who work in the student affairs division. As Hirt (2006) notes, thoughtfully considering an institution’s culture, administrative norms and practices, and priorities can have  profound effects on a student affairs professional’s satisfaction and retention within that particular job, institution, or institution type. Thus it is important to employ as many strategies as possible to understand the full landscape of American higher education as well as the specific institutional environments one hopes to enter as an educator or administrator.
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Approach  Time Period  Major Assumptions Major Criticisms
GreatMan  Mid-1800s to  » Leadership developmentis  Scientifc research has not
early 19005 based on Darwinistic principles  proved that leadership is based
« Leaders are born, not made ~on hereditary factors
« Leaders have natural abilities » Leadership was beleved to exist
of power and influence only in a few individuals
Tt 1904101947+ Aleader has superior or « The situation is not considered
endowed qualities in this approach
« Certain individuals possessa = Many trats are too obscure or
natural ability to lead abstract to measure and observe
« Leaders have traits which « Studies have not adequately
differentiate them from finked traits with leadership
followers effectiveness
* Most rait studies omit
leadership behaviors and
followers’ motivation as
mediating variables
Behavioral  1950s to carly  Thereis one best way tolead Situational variables and group
1980 + Leaders who express high processes are ignored; studies
concer for both people and failed to identity the situations
production or consideration  in which specific types of
and structure will be effective  leadership behaviors are relevant
Situational 19505 to * Leaders act differently * Most contingency theories are
Contingency 19605 depending on the stuation ambiguous, making it diffcult
« The situation determines who  to formulate specifc testable
will emerge as a leader propositions
« Different leadership behaviors « Theories lack accurate measures
are required for different
situations
Influence  Mid-1920s to + Leadership i an influence or + More research is needed on
1977 social exchange process the effect charisma has on the
leader-follower interaction
Reciprocal 1978 to « Leadership is a relational « Research s lacking
present process « Further clarifcation is needed
« Leadership is a shared process  on similarities and differences
« Emphasis is on followership. between charismatic and
transforming leadership
« Processes of collaboration,
change, and empowerment are
difficultto achieve and meastre:
Chaosor 1990 to « Attempts to describe leadership * Research is lacking
Systems present within'a context of a complex,  Some concepts are difficult to

rapidly changing world

« Leadership is a relational process

« Control is not possible, so
leadership i described as an
influence relationship

« The importance of systems is
emphasized.

define and understand
« Holistic approach makes it
difficult to achieve and measure
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1. Dualism (positions 1 and 2). The student believes that right answers exist to all questions and that
authorities have these answers. The world s viewed in absolute, right-wrong terms. In position 3
some uncertainty is recognized, but it i viewed as a challenge Set by authoritis for students to
learn to find the answers on their own.

2. Multplity (positions 3 and 4). Uncertainly is now viewed as temporary in areas in which authoriies
have yet to find the answers. I position 4 uncertainty is seen as so extensive that all opinions are.
equally valid, and students begin to rely less on authorites.

3. Relativism (positions § and 6). A major shiftin thinking occurs at position 5 as the student comes
to view knowledge as contextual and relative and is able to make judgments based on evidence
and the merits of an argument.

4. Commitment i Relativism (positions 7 to 9). Students test out and evaluate various commitments
leading to the development of a persanalized set of values, lfestyle, and identiy.






OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_062_r1.jpg





OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_038_r1.gif
waly) Joj siamsue
opioud 10 o503, 01
woneiduwsi 15591 pue
swaigosd Buissaroid

(suopuanuo>
‘saamjn> ‘soopesd

peoiqe Apms Buop-isouwds « “saudosip “69)
ouatada (ieasal suewop abpamouy
BUopsa3s9as 10 WA« snoLea jo syauaq
Sowonno o1} pue suoneyw oy

Buneaw JeUWwDS SIOUOH  pUEISIPUN SUOPMIS AH o

saduspiadxa Bupuiea suoperadxa

nes/Amey

dysaquisw ouno>

(dnosb Apni
a1a1d pue $95in03 J0 125
11010-05 Siuapms “69) s poruayo
Anuwo> Buiiea) «  Aian03sip 1o pieasol
doysyiom SRPNIS 21NN 01
JeuonewRIU PUIS o Jeuatew 5uanbas o
(uomayps *peqpao, Jeinbos
6utoBuo um Jeak ouo Ja4jo pue ondall
J0p) 10105 Aunuiwod o s o011 PO+
wopmis 01 o saa>adsiod
ssep-iaddn pue yers/Anoe; .
&g pa) anp wiy 10 y00q soou)
oM Jo uonRIdwod o 0} Buruiea) d1wapee
isowas PaU0) ‘22ua1adK
U0 10} 1R seasas SW0pNIS w0 ping »

10 el u dusuersissy
JRUILDS SR/ o Aped> SUAPIS DIPIEA o
WO LRI Seapt

U2 JoUIWDS SI0UOH « 10 a1EWD ajes e NRARIN o

51206 feuoneanpa
50 U1 PUE S5 o
Stiomauies 10 513305

(uounbue pue
unpns ‘auoy ajeudoidde
Buisn) 1uab >ynd 1o
S1uapede S(qezIuBo%

© u a0 «

soutonno
Bupusea uspms

soam> Jo soundpsp ‘seapt
oAe0801d i 3606

01 1910 M eI o
WawdA0IdWI J0j sease

pue sbuas $0U0 AJUapI «

ue uo sompadsiad o)
Guikjuap: Aq Alleonud Jurd «
10 yaros

122160) 2op
Bupuasoud A areorunuwos o

si0y10 g
aienobeu Ajeninw
50 [2M 52 Son]EA Uo
o) U0 122 pue BURQ +
sanpodsiod
w10 palu0>
o U prea/ans st
1eymapap soApsWaL;
fauy Mot puesssa
pue sjaIpq umo
51 Buisoou> Uibog «

ste0 [eauswdoppasq

siauo woly
jenosdde uo busmoy
pue suondaied
S50 o paseq
sonpsiuauy Bup o

310U) 31631 0F podu
o) 905 pue aBpamouy
a1eas sonuoyine

oy wonsand +

sdysuonepos
wuapuadap
Jo suoneyu jo
pue Anuept
pe sanjen umo jo
ssauaseme Bunorg «
Auieyiaoun pue
sonmodsiod aydnjnu
Jo ssouoieme Buon3 o

sueay Juapms.

zaon

fenosdde
10519410 0} 212y o
fanuapt
pue waysks anjen
PouRp AR o
(syo0qua1
“Agne) ‘syuosed)
sonUOUINE U0 uLIRY o
uewo> se
pamain abpamouy o

e — suopeadey
Heis/Aynoey

sowonno
Bupuseay uspms

s1e0n easwdoroq

sueay Juapmis

Loy






OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_017_r1.jpg





OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_004_tab.gif
Value

Defi

Change
Consciousness.
of self
Congruence

Commitment

Collaboration

Common
purpose

Controversy
with civiity

Citizenship

As the hub and ultimate goal of the SCM, change gives meaning and purpose to
the other Cs. Change means improving the status quo, creating a better world, and
demonstrating a comfort with transition and ambiguty in the process of change.
Consciousness of self requires an awareness of personal belifs, vlues, atitudes,

and emotions. Self-awareness, conscious mindfulness, introspection, and continual
personal reflection are foundational elements of the léadership process.

Congruence requires that one has identified personal values, beliefs, attitudes, and
emotions and acts consistently with these. A congruent indivicualis genuine and
honest and “walks the talk.”

Commitment requires an intrinsic passion, energy, and purposeful investment
toward action. Follow-through and willing involvement through commitment lead
o positive social change.

Collaboration multplies a group'seffort through collective contributions, capitalizing on
the diversity and strengths of the relationships and interconnections among individuals
involved in the change process. Collaboration assumes that a group is working toward a
common purpose with mutually beneficial goals; it serves to generate creative solutions
as aresul of group diversty, requiring participants to engage acros difference and
share authority, responsibilty, and accountabilty for the group's success.

A common purpose necessitates and contributes to a high level of group trust, involving
all partcipants in shared responsibilty toward collective airms, values, and vision.

Within a diverse group, it is inevitable that differing viewpoints will exist. When a
group is working toward positive social change, open, critical, and civil discourse can
lead to new, creative solutions and is an integral component of the leadership process.
Multiple perspectives need to be understood and integrated to bring value to a group.
Citizenship occurs when one becomes responsibly connected to the community
and society in which one resides by actively working toward change to benefit
others through care, service, social responsibilty, and community involvement.
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Individual Internal Beliefs

« 1 can make a difference in
individual students' ives

« Student leaming and
development should be
viewed holistically and
individuallyl can be creative
and innovative in my work
with students and colleagues

« 1am a full partner with
faculty in facitating student
development

Group Internal Beliefs

« Student affairs are partners
with faculty in promoting
the holistic development of
students

« Student leaming occurs
outside the classroom, as wel
as within. Education should
be student.centered

« Equity and diversiy are high
priorities

+ Community s a citical part of
effective education

Individual External Actions

Individual staff members are
proactive in their work with
students and colleagues
Student affirs staff reqularly
promote an integrated/holistic
perspective in their dealings
with faculty

Student affairs taff take the
initiative to promote student
learning by proposing and
trying out new approaches

Group External Actions

Institutional mission statements
articulate the importance of
holistic development

Teaching and mentoring
receive significant weight in
the faculy reward system
Student affars sponsors
workshops, seminars, and
classes on diversity and equity
for students and staf

Student affairs builds
collaboration into its work with
students and other employees
in the institution

Student affars creates learning
opportunities and experiences
that faciltate holistic
development of students

Implications for Individual
Leadership Development

Promotes the following

individual leadership qualiies:

« Sell-knowledge (i.e., of one's
capabilties)

* Commitment (i., to making
a difference in students' ives
and to serving as institutional
Teaders)

« Authenticity (.., by
modeling core values to
students and faculty)

* Collaboration (i reaching
aut to faculty and staff
colleagues)

Implications for Group.
Leadership Development

The following group leadership
qualities are modeled and
reinforced:

« Collaboration and division
oflabor (i, in working
actively with faculty and
staff to implement a holistic
approach to student
learning)

« Shared purpose and
commitment (i, n the
consistent support shown for
a holistic approach and for
the values of diversity, equity,
and community)

* Group learing is enhanced
‘when faculty, staff, and
students work together
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Categories of

Pope, Reynolds, and

Janosik, Carpenter, and

Competencies  Mueller (2004) APCA (2007) Creamer (2006)

Foundations History, values, and
philosophy

Leadership, Administration and Leadership, Management,

management, and
administration

Pluralism
Helping skils
Assessment and

research

Teaching
Ethics and the law

Students

management

Multicultural awareness,
knowledge, and skills

Advising and helping

Assessment and
research

Teaching and training

Ethics and professional
standards

Theory and transitions

management, and
administration

Pluralism and
inclusion

Advising and helping

Assessment,
evaluation, and
research
Teaching

Ethics and legal
foundations

Student learning and
development

administration, technology,
and organizational
development

Culture, diversity, and
multiculturalism

Assessment and research
practices

Law, legislation, and policy

Student development,
characteristcs,
environment, and learning






OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_009_r1.jpg





OEBPS/schu_9780470872154_oeb_060_r1.gif
Leadership Is Effective When:

Leadership Is Ineffective When:

Leadership Leadership

Frame Leader is: Process is: Leaderis: Process is:

Structural Analyst, architect  Analysis design  Petty bureaucrat,  Management by
tyrant detail and fiat

Human resource  Catalyst, servant  Support, Weakling, pushover  Abdication

empowerment
Political Advocate, Advocacy, coalition Con artist, thug ~ Manipulation,
negotiator building fraud
symbolic Prophet, poet  Inspiration, Fanatic, charlatan  Mirage, smoke

meaning making

and mirrors
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Developing Competence. This vector focuses on the tasks of developing intellectual, physical and
manual, and interpersonal competence. In addition, students develop confidence in their abilities
within these arenas.

. Managing Emotions. In this vector, students develop the bty to recognize and accept emotions,
as well as to appropriately express and control them. This vector includes a broad range o feelings
such as depression, anger, guilt, caring, optimism, and happiness.

Moving Through Autoriomy Toward Interdependence. At this stage, students develop increased
‘emotional independence, sel-direction, problem-solving abilty, persistence, and mobility, as well
as recognition and acceptance of the importance of interdependence.

. Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships. Tasks addressed in this vector include the
development of acceptance and appreciation of differences as well as the capacity for healthy and
lasting intimate relationships.

. Establishing dentity. A positive identity includes (1) comfort with body and appearance, (2) comfort
with gender and sexual orientation, (3) a sense of one’s social and cultural heritage, (4) a clear
‘conception of self and comfort with one’s roles and liestyle, (5) a secure sense of sell in light of
feedback from significant others, (6) seli-acceptance and seif-esteem, and (7) personal stabilty
and integration. Chickering and Reisser (1993) acknowledged differences in identity development
based on gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation.

. Developing Purpose. This vector consists of developing clear vocational goals, making
meaningful commitments to specific personal interests and activites, and establishing strong
interpersonal commitments.

Developing Integrity.In this vector, students progress from rigid, moralstc thinking to a more
humanized, personalized value system that acknowledges and respects the beliefs of others. Values
and actions become congruent.
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Preconventional Level

The individual's thinking is concrete and self-
focused. Societal ules and expectations are not
yet understood. This level has two stages.

Conventional Level

The rules of society and the opinions of others
take precedence in decision making. Being a
good citizen is an important criterion for action.
This level also has two stages.

Postconventional, or Principled Level
Reasoning is based on self-determined principles
and values. Individuals choose their own
directions rather than following a prescribed
path. This level has two stages as well.

Stage 1. Heteronomous Morality
The direct consequences of actions determine
fight and wrong, The individual acts to avoid
being punished. The rights and concerns of
others are not recognized.

Stage 2. Indiidualistic, Instrumental Moraiity
Decisions are made pragmatically, based on equal
exchange. “You scratch my back and Il scratch
yours” sums up this position.

Stage 3. Interpersonaly Normative Moraiity
Good behavior s defined as that which pleases
those to whom one i close and gains their
approval. Individuals adhere to stereotypes
images of “right" behavior.

Stage 4. Social System Morality

Actions are based on upholding the system and
obeying the rules of society. Showing respect for
authority and maintaining the social order for its
own sake are seen as important.

Stage . Human Rights and Social Welfare Morality
Right action is determined by the standards

that have been agreed upon by society, but an
awareness exists that rules can be reevaluated
and changed. Individuals are bound by the social
contracts into which they enter

Stage 6. Morality of Universalizable, Reversible, and.
Prescrptive General thical Principles

Self-chosen ethical principles, including justice,
equality, and respect for human dignity, guide
behavior. Principles take precedence over laws.
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Group Values

Collaboration
Common Purpose
Controversy with Civiity

Consciousness of Self
Congruence
Commitment

Individual Society/Community
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Implications for Individual

Individual Internal Beliefs  Individual External Actions  Leadership Development

« My perspectives and * Individual taff members Individual members lose.
ideas would not be taken do not speak their mind or  opportunities to model and
seriously by others at this share their perspectives at  develop individual qualities of
institution meetings leadership:

« The work I do is not * Staff members donotask o it knowledgels distorted by
appreciated within the partcipate in institutional constraining belels
institution decisions or intitutional « Commitment becomes difficult

« I'm a second-class citizen  forums b
within the institution « Individual staff members do  oncrs passion and not shaning

not attempt to influence the  perso o
institution’s values, future + Opportunities to develop
plans, or goals Competence and empathy are

inished

Implications for Group.

Group Internal Beliefs Group External Actions Leadership Development
« The work of student affairs  Student affars staff are Implications for group qualties of
is peripheral to the main generally not included in  leadership:
work of the academy discussions of “academic” + Coflaboration s diminished
« Student affars professionals _ isues < Opportunities to develop
are “service providers’ « Resource allocation does Shared purpose and to disagree
rather than cducators ot reflect the contribution of  ith respect are reduced
« Learning happens mainly  the student afairs division + The Jearning environment is
in the classroom « The administrative structure — pingered because ndividual
leaves student affairs out of knowledge is not shared with

the academic “loop” group.
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Bureaucrati

Collegial

Political

Anarchical

Focus on aligning goals
of various bureaucratic
units
Chain-of-command
decision making

Top-down leadership

Operate by directives

Change occurs by
mandates

Agreed-upon goals

Consensus-based
decision making
Distributed leadership,
but with more power
among certain groups

Operate by agreed-
upon values

Change occurs
through

Contested goals

Bargaining and
negotiation

Confict and
confrontation between
bottom-up and top-
down leadership

Operate based on
negotiated agreements

Change occurs when
competing interests
clash

Ambiguous goals

Undlear decision-making
processes

Leadership emerging
anywhere

Operations based more
onindividual de
‘making and professional
values

Change occurs on
the margins o the
organization, based on
the work of innovative
individuals
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S5.Minute Class  Carcer Services One-on-One College

Outcomes Presentation  Workshop Counseling  Workshop
Students will be able to explain x 3 X €

the purpose of an internship

Students will be able to identify x x 3

the steps to apply for an

internship

Students will be able to x 3

determine whether they need
an internship in order to meet
their academic and career goals

outcome met
E= outcome evaluated
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Barnard College (NY): In-Residence Seminar

Brevard Community College (FL): Center for
Service Learning

Carson-Newman College (TN): Boyer Laboratory
for Learning

DePaul University (IL): Chicago Quarter
DePauw University (IN): DePauw Year One

Wiliam Rainey Harper College (L): Learning
Communities

George Mason University (VA): New Century College
Messiah College (PA): External Programs

North Carolina State University: First-Year College
Living-Learning Community

Portland Community College, Cascade
‘Campus (OR): Multicultural Awareness Council

Prince George's Community College (MD):
Developmental Math Program

Saint Mary’s College (CA): Catholic Insttute.
for Lasallian Social Action

Siena College (NY): Franciscan Center for
Service and Advocacy.

University of Arizona: Faculty Fellows and
Student-Faculty Interaction Grants

University of Maryland: College Park Scholars

University of Missour: Freshman Interest Groups
Villanova University (PA): Villanova Experience

Virginia Tech University: Residential Leadership
Community
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Dimension

External Formulas

Crossroads

Self-Authorship

Epistemological

Intrapersonal

Interpersonal

View knowledge as certa
o partialy certain, yielding
reance on authority as source
of knowledge; lack of internal
basis for evaluating knowledge
claims results in externally
defined beliefs

Lack of awareness of own
values and social dentity,lack of
coordination of components

of identity, and need for others’
approval combine to yield

an externally defined identity
that is susceptible to changing
external pressures

Dependent relations with
similar others are source

of identity and needed
affirmation; frame participation
in relationships as doing what
wil gain others' approval

Evolving awareness
and acceptance of
uncertainty and multiple
perspectives; shiftfrom
accepting authority’s
knowledge claims to
personal processes for
adopting knowledge
claims; recognize need
to take responsibilty for
choosing beliefs
Evolving awareness of
own values and sense

of identity distinct

from external others’
perceptions; tension
between emerging
internal values and
external pressures
prompts sel-exploration;
recognize need to take
responsibilty for crafting
own identity

Evolving awareness

of fimitations of
dependent relationships;
recognize need to

biing own identity into
constructing independent
relationships; struggle
to reconstruct or extract
self from dependent
relationships

View knowledge as
contextual; develop an
internal belief system
via constructing,
evaluating, and
interpreting judgments
inlight of available
evidence and frames of
reference

Choose own values and
identityin cafting an
internally generated
sense of sel that
regulates interpretation
of experience and
choices

Capacity to engage
in authentic,
interdependent
relationships with
diverse others in which
selfis not overshadowed
by need for others’
approval; mutually
negotiating relational
needs; genuinely taking
others’ perspectives into
account without being
consumed by them
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