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Defining Institutional Diversity

HE AMERICAN SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION has histori-

cally exhibited greater levels of diversity of institutional types than any
other country. A range of institutional types, from community colleges to
liberal arts colleges, research universities, historically Black colleges, and pro-
prietary colleges, exist within the U.S. system. e system contains a vast
array of institutions that serve a variety of needs for the nation. Observers of
higher education generally acknowledge the necessity of institutional diversity
to support a system of colleges and universities that proves exible, respon-
sive, and adaptable for a range of purposes. e vast educational aims that
higher education seeks to address would prove impossible for any single type
of institution to achieve. e level of institutional diversity present provides
postsecondary options for students seeking programs from career training to
advanced research degrees. Students can enter the system from multiple entry
points suitable for various student achievements and abilities as well as per-
sonal circumstances. Without su  cient institutional diversity, students would
be unable to attend a program, degree, and setting that matches their educa-
tional abilities and goals.

Colleges and universities with di erentiated missions increase the e ec-
tiveness and e ciency of higher education (Morphew, 2002). Moreover, the
success of individual institutional types shows the importance of encouraging
institutional diversity. American research universities serve as a key national
resource and dominate higher education globally in terms of research knowl-
edge production and dissemination (Cole, 2009). Community colleges pro-
vide tremendous opportunities for students to gain access to higher education
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for general and vocational education. Minority-serving institutions o




meaningful measurement of institutional diversity results from the term hold-
ing different meanings for different groups (Codling & Meek, 2006).
However, my primary goal with this monograph—to better explain external
institutional diversity in the context of higher education— requires a working
de nition of institutional diversity. Over the course of the development of
American higher education, institutional diversity as an idea constantly
evolved, and many in higher education debated the meaning and signi cance
of the concept (Aldersley, 1995; Huisman, 1995, 1998; Huisman et al., 2007;
Huisman & Morphew, 1998; Morphew, 2000, 2002, 2009; Neave, 1979;
Riesman, 1956; van Vught, 2009; Zha, 2009).

Institutional diversity represents one of the great and unique features of
the American higher education system and serves as an in uential foundation
of the system’s historical success (Trow, 1979). Indeed, many scholars argue
that institutional diversity embodies a signi cant ideological aspect and rep-
resents one of the most signi cant strengths of the U.S. higher education
system (Birnbaum, 1983; Morphew, 2009). American society demands a
range of requirements for higher education to ful Il from reaching di erent
student populations, providing a variety of academic elds and degrees, and
multiple entry points into the system. No single institutional type could pos-
sibly meet all these goals. e presence of institutional diversity within higher
education provides an adaptive and responsive system to meet these various
requirements. However, a steady homogenization or a move toward similarity
of types of institutions within higher education over the past 40 years both in
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e diversity of institutions within American higher education constantly
changes as a result of internal and external pressures on institutions. Critically,
internal dynamics within colleges and universities determine the level of
diversity along with larger environmental and system changes within society,
government, and globalization. e growth of online education and for-pro t
institutions represents one of the areas of greatest growth of colleges in the
United States in recent years. e largely unmet educational needs of adult
students presented an opportunity for new higher education o erings and
institutions to enter the marketplace. New institutions such as the University
of Phoenix, DeVry, and ITT began o ering a variety of degrees and certi -
cates while capturing the attention of many across higher education
(Winston, 1999). Traditional colleges and universities failed to fully address
the needs of this population, creating an environmental condition that
encouraged the development of new institutional types and led to an increase
in institutional diversity in the higher education system. A number of issues
within higher education can either expand or contract institutional diversity
depending on various stakeholder reactions. For example, declining enroll-
ment as a result of reduced demand may cause program or institutional clo-
sures. The need for additional enrollment could instead lead to the
implementation of new enrollment management strategies (Holley & Harris,
2010) or the establishment of new programs to reach new students. By the
same token, state nancial cutbacks might result in reduced program o er-
ings, leading institutions to focus on various niche programs and markets.
Institutions may respond by creating programs with self- nancing business
models or reaching out to student populations that the institution tradition-
ally fails to serve. e responses of campus leaders from administrators to
faculty profoundly in uence institutional-level dynamics, which in the aggre-
gate in uence the institutional diversity of the entire system.

Aspects of Institutional Diversity

e research literature (Birnbaum, 1983; Huisman, 1998) identi es aspects
of institutional diversity allowing the delineation of ve commonly accepted
aspects of institutional diversity in U.S. higher education.




Systemic: Di erences in Institutional Type, Size, and Control
Research studies most frequently consider systemic diversity, and these con-
cepts in uence many other institutional diversity aspects identi ed later. e
Carnegie Classi cations, the most widely referenced classi cation scheme in
higher education, creates a typology using six primary criteria: undergraduate
instruction, graduate instruction, enrollment pro le, undergraduate pro le,
size, and setting. Since the rst iteration in 1970, the Carnegie Classi cations
have undergone subtle and more dramatic changes in an attempt to re ect the
changes among higher education institutions. Despite the changes, the in u-
ence of the classi cations remains substantial and results in the importance
often being placed on systemic di erences. Furthermore, the aspects of sys-
temic diversity may appear separately but frequently occur together. For
example, many small colleges are private institutions, while larger universities
tend to be under public control. Research universities o er more graduate
programs and typically enroll a larger student body with more full-time stu-
dents. e relationship among the various characteristics of systemic diversity
allows a categorizing of institutions that provides an easy shorthand for
describing colleges and universities. As an example, if told to imagine what a
private liberal arts college looks like, one might think of a small school,
located in a rural or suburban area, with a collegial culture and a focus on
teaching and student—faculty interactions. Although this would certainly not
describe all private liberal arts colleges in the nation, the typical characteristics
enable generalizations useful for daily practice.

Programmatic: Diversity of Degree Level, Comprehensiveness,
and Range of Disciplines O ered

Programmatic diversity includes ve components: degree level, degree area,
comprehensiveness, mission, and emphasis. De ning institutions based on
their highest degree awarded (associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate)
remains one of the most common ways to di erentiate among various higher
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degree awarded as a community college with programs such as college transfer
courses and vocational education to serve a sizable adult and part-time stu-
dent population. A doctoral-granting institution would lead one to expect an
institution with a research emphasis, a broader array of academic o erings,
faculty who emphasize research and tenure, and graduate education pro-
grams. Certainly, a great variety exists among institutions that o er an associ-
ate’s degree or those that o er doctorates as their highest o ering. However,
the use of the highest degree level o ered provides a frequently used variable
to di erentiate and categorize institutions.

Procedural: Di erences in How Programs Are O ered

Programmatic diversity refers to the disciplines and academic programs an
institution o ers, while procedural describes these programs from a policy
perspective. is type of institutional diversity refers to modes of study or
student policies and constitutes a smaller impact on institutional activity than
other areas noted in this section. Despite complaints regarding the ine -
ciency of face-to-face teaching in the modern technological environment, the
typical mode of study remains a faculty member in a room with a group of
students. While the primacy of the lecture slowly fades (DeAngelo et al.,
2009) with the advent of newer pedagogies such as problem-based learning or
service learning (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2005; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000;
Savin-Badden & Major, 2004), the fundamental approach of faculty and stu-
dents together at the same time and place remains. However, the change in
procedural diversity related to the growth of online education embodies one
of the most signi cant changes in all of higher education during the past 10
years. Students, often working adults or others unable, for a variety of rea-
sons, to participate in traditional face-to-face higher education, take advan-
tage of online classes or entire degree programs. Birnbaum (1983) noted that
“these atypical approaches to the delivery of education are at such a low level
and of such peripheral importance to the institutions’ mission that their pres-
ence has almost no impact upon institutional diversity” (p. 43). During the
fall 2009 semester, a Sloan Consortium study found that 5.6 million students
or nearly 30% of all higher education took at least one course online (I. E.
Allen & Seaman, 2010). Surely, the change within this area eclipses any other
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the classi cations as rankings, prestige generators, and as a recruiting tool for
faculty and students. e recent changes to the system, particularly to create
independent and parallel classifying frameworks, attempts to minimize these
alternative uses. However, this change also limits tity
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administrators, broader economic trends, state legislators, alumni, federal pol-
icy, and demographic changes represent only a few of the inputs into the higher
education system. Diversity within higher education creates stability by allow-
ing the system to more e ectively respond to the institutional and societal
expectations. e large and relatively autonomous components within higher
education can respond more adequately and sensitively to stakeholder and envi-
ronmental changes than could a smaller and more centrally controlled system.
e nature of this loosely coupled system as explained by Weick (1976) and
others insulates the system from undue external in uence as a result of the
variety within the system. Di erent types of institutions vary in their response
and dependence on resources and constituencies, making them more or less
vulnerable to changes.  erefore, institutional diversity not only serves as a
value of the system but as a key protector as well.
In the current environment where accountability, increased scrutiny,
nancial cutbacks, and escalating costs seem paramount, researchers and prac-
titioners need to critically understand the processes both internal and external
to the higher education system that in uence institutional diversity. Higher
education advocates and political leaders attack colleges and universities for
their growth both in size and cost as well as the lack of programmatic focus
(Christensen & Eyring, 2011), yet little information exists to explain the vari-
ous forces responsible for changes in institutional diversity. The tension
between standardization and diversity remains underexplored as well. For
example, what contextual issues created a fertile ground for online education
and for-pro t higher education while traditional institutional types such as
women’s colleges and private 2-year colleges waned? Most observers consider
a healthy level of diversity one of the valuable attributes of a higher education
system that o ers choices for students, multiple entry points and program-
matic o erings, and a range of programmatic options (Birnbaum, 1983). For
example, a higher education system that possesses research universities and
community colleges can provide opportunities for students to engage in aca-
demic pursuits as varied as doctoral training to vocational certification.
Without a more systemic approach to the research and a broader empirical
basis to explain changes in diversity, the policy debate around supporting
institutional diversity will continue to struggle with “policies [that] are
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ill-informed and run the severe risk of becoming ineffective” (Huisman,
Kaiser, & Vossensteyn, 2000, p. 564).

Overview of the Monograph

is monograph reviews the research literature explaining the various ways in
which to understand institutional diversity within higher education. e dis-
cussion of institutional diversity begins with the premise of the value and
importance of institutional diversity in the American context. | believe this
work will provide an updated approach to studying the issue and contextual-
izing institutional diversity within contemporary trends facing colleges and
universities today. My main purpose in organizing this work is to (a) review
the research literature addressing institutional diversity in a way that improves
our understanding of the issue and (b) situate the issue within the larger
debate of higher education regarding the role and in uence of market forces,
regulation, and educational outcomes. | have designed this monograph for
researchers and practitioners to help both groups better prepare to confront
challenges to preserving institutional diversity through an improved compre-
hension of the complex issue and the myriad ways changes in diversity impact
higher education. is volume should resonate with faculty and administra-
tors, particularly within public higher education struggling with questions of

nancing, mission, and leading their institutions with an improved under-
standing of the concept of institutional diversity by understanding the various
forms, historical roots, theoretical explanations, and positive and negative
implications of institutional diversity. | believe that improved understanding
of these issues can help higher education leaders navigate the constantly shift-
ing priorities and competing demands that they face almost daily.

To achieve this end, the monograph is organized to provide context into
how researchers have increased our understanding of institutional diversity in
higher education. The next chapter, “Historical Context of Institutional
Diversity,” traces the development of American higher education and the con-
stant presence of institutional diversity since the earliest founding of the colo-
nial colleges. Following this chapter is “Theoretical Contexts,” which
examines the three primary sociological theories used to examine institutional
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diversity: population ecology, resource dependency theory, and institutional
theory. Particularly important in the theoretical discussion of institutional
diversity is how the relationship between higher education institutions and
the environment led to changes in diversity.

e following two chapters move away from contextual considerations to
an understanding of institutional diversity within current higher education
trends, challenges, and opportunities. “Bene ts of Institutional Diversity”
considers the implications of institutional diversity on the goals of students,
institutions, and society. Much of the research literature emphasizes institu-
tional factors, but the chapter considers the interconnected nature of stake-
holder desires and goals. e chapter explores both the positive and negative
attributes of diversity for each stakeholder group as well. “Causes of
Homogenization™” studies the sources for the decline of institutional diversity
over the past 40 years. A range of institutional and system factors push insti-
tutions toward developing similar functions and structures. Academic drift,
the most often cited cause for the decline, is examined as well as other signi -
cant in uences such as the pursuit of prestige and statewide coordination. My
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Historical Context of Institutional
Diversity

N MANY WAYS, THE STORY OF INSTITUTIONAL growth and

diversity represents a key theme throughout the history of American higher
education. While other international contexts, most notably those in Europe,
sought limited systems with a few world-class institutions, the American
experiment consisted of a large number of colleges spread throughout the
countryside. Institutional diversity results from and is enabled by the
incredible growth of the U.S. higher education system. In part, institutional
diversity arises from the same forces that push the system toward university
creation and even failure (Trow, 1979).  ese currents proved particularly
powerful with upwards of 700 institutions opening and closing during the
Revolutionary and Civil wars (Rudolph, 1990).  ose colleges that survived

Understanding Institutional Diversity 17






fundamentally di erent from proponents of the importance of religion in
higher education would design. Franklin’s plan for the academy that would
become the University of Pennsylvania is particularly noteworthy for its sup-
port of a variety of academic pursuits that he contends are “most useful and
most ornamental, regard being had to the several professions for which they
are intended” (Franklin, 1958, p. 41). e religious focus and favoritism
towards the status quo among established Protestant denominations helped
create an opening for institutions more broadly conceived. omas Je erson
famously attempted to reform his alma mater, the College of William and
Mary, to expand the college’s curricular o erings and transform the college
generally. e reform attempts were “a struggle to shape an inherited institu-
tion into a form able to serve peculiarly American interests without destroy-
ing the institution’s capacity to transmit values important to the survival of
the western heritage” ( omson, 1971, p. 188). As with many reform e orts,
Je erson’s failed and he would not realize his ideals of a college embracing
new elds of study until establishing the University of Virginia years later.
While falling short of modern ideals of religious tolerance, the colonial
colleges nevertheless established a foundation of diversity and a concern for
public service. e signi cant contribution of colonial college graduates in
shaping the American Revolution suggests the importance of the colleges
in creating gentlemen-scholars. e achievement of these institutions placed
higher education in a prominent position in colonial society while institu-
tional de ciencies created an opening for the expansion that occurs following
the British surrender at Yorktown. Higher education played a signi cant role
in supporting larger societal goals since the earliest days of the rst colleges.
As American identity expanded, leaders looked to colleges and universities to
increasingly provide social and educational training for future generations.

Establishing American Higher Education

At the dawn of the 19th century, 25 colleges dotted the landscape of the new
country. Twenty years later, that number increased to 52.  is rapid expan-
sion accelerated, and by 1860, 241 higher education institutions existed in
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the United States. As  elin (2004) notes, “the period saw the creation of
other diverse kinds of institutions o ering formal programs: universities,
academies, seminaries, scienti ¢ schools, normal schools, institutes” (p. 42).
A variety of social, political, and economic factors created the fertile landscape
for this massive expansion of American education. Despite the victory over
the British, the new nation existed without the nationalism one might expect.
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leading patriot, Rush believed in the notion of American greatness and that
“if its destiny was fully to be realized, the youth of the new nation would have
to be taught republican duties and principles” (Madsen, 1966, p. 17). In his
ideas for education in the new country, Rush’s philosophy focused on the
twin pillars of usefulness and patriotism. In the pursuit of these two goals, he
advocated for education’s potential to “convert men into Republican
machines” (Rush, 1947, p. 92) and even suggested after a period of time, to
get the federal university operational, the requirement that all federal o ce-
holders must graduate from the national university.

Rush served as a prominent early proponent of the national university idea;
however, he was by no means alone among the founding fathers. At the
Constitutional Convention, James Madison listed the creation of a national
university as one of the nine speci ¢ powers to be granted to Congress. As the
Convention came to a close, the establishment of a university was still not
included in the Constitution draft. Madison, along with Charles Pinckney of
South Carolina, again sought to provide Congress with the authority to “estab-
lish a university which no preferences or distinction should be allowed on
account of religion” (Hunt, 1903, p. 454). e vote failed with four states
favoring the motion; six opposed; and one with its two delegates split. e
majority not only voted against creating the institution, but many believed in
the argument that speci cally enumerating that Congress had the power to
create a university was unnecessary and super uous. Many of the delegates
were reluctant to put forward a document for rati cation with an extensive list
of enumerated congressional powers. e delegates sought to avoid creating
this list, preferring instead the general welfare clause that gave Congress unspec-
i ed powers of legislation, which presumably included the creation of a univer-
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Despite the failure of the national university idea during the debates of the
Constitutional Convention, the rst four presidents of the United States all
advocated for its creation. George Washington, John Adams, Thomas
Je erson, and James Madison all believed in the necessity of a federal institu-
tion to provide research instruction to bene t the federal government. A gen-
eral uneasiness along with the practical consideration of continuing to send a
signi cant number of the nation’s youth abroad to Europe to attend higher
education existed during this time. Perhaps most signi cantly, proponents
viewed a federal university as a vehicle for deterring sectionalism and promot-
ing national unity. In his last message to Congress, President Washington
made his strongest appeal for the creation of a national university to diminish
the increased sectionalism that would ultimately drive the country toward
civil war:

Our Country, much to its honor, contains many Seminaries of learn-
ing highly respectable and useful; but the funds upon which they rest,
are too narrow, to command the ablest Professors, in the di erent
departments of liberal knowledge, for the Institution contemplated,
though they would be excellent auxiliaries. Amongst the motives to
such an Institution, the assimilation of the principles, opinions, and
manners of our Country men, but the common education of a por-
tion of our Youth from every quarter, well deserves attention. e
more homogenous our Citizens can be made in these particulars,
the greater will be our prospect of permanent Union; and a primary
object of such a National Institution should be the education of our
Youth in the science of Government. (Washington, 1796)

In the end, Washington and the other proponents of the national univer-
sity were unable to nd su cient backing for the idea. A vote in the U.S.
House of Representatives proved the closest the federal university idea would
come to fruition ( elin, 2004). Each of the various proposals to create this
institution faced three primary obstacles even among the ardent advocates.

ese issues centered on the primary mission of the institution, the source of
nancial support, and the governance and control of the institution (Madsen,
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1966). e lack of consensus around these issues was su  cient to result in the
failure of the idea in both Congress and the national consciousness.

One may question the significance of discussing an idea that, despite
prominent supporters, never came particularly close to implementation.
However, a comparison to other countries demonstrates the signi cance of
the American system not possessing a strong federal university. e absence
of a federal university encouraged institution building and developed a
higher level of institutional diversity within American higher education.
Additionally, the limited role and involvement of the federal government ena-
bled institutions to follow more heterogeneous paths. As noted later in this
chapter, the federal government does become more involved in higher educa-
tion, but not until after the foundational elements of the system are largely
entrenched.

Institution Building

With higher education left to the domain of the states, institution building
demonstrated the growing appeal of higher education throughout the coun-
try. Particularly notable in the South, the creation of public universities typi-
fied the newest trend in the evolution of institutional types within the
country. e founding of the University of North Carolina as the rst public
university began the trend of state universities serving the postsecondary
needs of their respective states.  ese institutions served a similar purpose as
the early colonial colleges did as a source of local pride and in providing local
educational alternatives. More substantial was the need for Republican educa-
tion and the development of virtuous citizens necessary for leading the new
nation. With the embrace of Enlightenment thinking, the American colleges
sought to support scienti ¢ thought and reason.

Concurrently, colleges in New England developed, which provided geo-
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interests joined the traditional higher education building denominations,
Congregationalists, Anglicans, and Presbyterians ( elin, 2004). As a result,
small colleges grew in many small towns. With limited enrollments and

nancing, these institutions served moderate-income students throughout
their local areas. is expansion signi cantly increased the number of colleges
in the nation and formed the foundation of the strong private higher educa-
tion system found in the United States.

e Changing Curriculum

e early colonial curriculum largely focused on the ancient Latin and Greek
languages. As the Revolutionary War approached, the curriculum remained
focused on ancient languages, yet introduced Enlightenment thinkers such as
John Locke. Religion remained an overriding in uence even as institutions
struggled to incorporate Enlightenment philosophies.  is tension remained
through the early years of the new country, with Enlightenment ideals playing
an increasingly greater role. Due to a lack of established faculty to teach the
subjects, student unrest, and broader societal concerns, institutions slowly
sought to reestablish the classical curriculum, moving away from the trend to
increase professional education that started to occur in the early 1800s.

Reform e orts by George Ticknor at Harvard and ~ omas Je erson’s plan
for the University of Virginia pushed defenders of the classical curriculum to
reassert the supremacy of their views culminating in the greatest defense of
the classical college— the Yale Report of 1828. In the report, Yale’s faculty
clearly de ned the purpose of collegiate education as “to lay the foundation
of the superior education” (Yale Report, 1961, p. 278). e development of
the discipline and furniture of the mind were best achieved through the clas-
sical curriculum. e Yale faculty argued that other forms of education such
as professional training should be left to the work of other types of institu-
tions. e Yale Report’s defense of the classical curriculum dominates curricu-
lum discussions until the post-Civil War period. e emphasis on liberal
education focused higher education on serving the limited, largely wealthy
student population best suited to take advantage of this educational o ering.

e continuing emphasis on the value of liberal education remains a lasting
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impact of the Yale Report. Undergraduate education, particularly in elite
higher education settings, focuses on liberal education eschewing vocational
training. e emphasis on classical education serves as a signi cant counter-
weight to critics arguing for concentration solely on career and vocational
training. As each college and university nds the balance between these com-
peting goals in line with their mission and student populations, a diverse
array of curricular programs develop, which increases the level of institutional
diversity present.

e Yale Report’s supremacy lasted until the Civil War and the enactment
of the First Morrill Act creating land-grant colleges. While not calling for the
exclusion of classical studies, the land-grant focus on agricultural and
mechanical arts transitioned the debate toward the utility of practical educa-
tion. Signi cant for long-term institutional diversity trends, the inclusion of
traditional liberal education with practical elds of study within a single insti-
tution proves important in the development of American universities. In
comparison, European institutions traditionally focus on either a classical
liberal education or polytechnic studies (Trow, 1987). While the ascendancy
of the American university would not occur until close to the turn of the
century, the legacy of the Morrill Act sets the foundation for the complex
“relationship between advanced learning or graduate education, and the
American college” (Geiger, 2011, p. 51). Fundamentally, the second half of
the 19th century saw American higher education institutions responding
to the challenges presented by evolving social and economic contexts. e
addition of new students and academic o erings augmented the traditional
approach of higher education while laying the groundwork for the university
building and emphasis on research that was about to begin.

Rise of the Research University

The time frame from 1865 to 1910 saw substantial formation of the
American university recognizable today. According to
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and cooperation. “Piety and discipline,” “liberal culture,” “utility,”
and “research” were some of the traditions invoked by academic
missionaries and entrepreneurs. Within each emergent University,
these disparate, often con icting, notions took on varying con gu-
rations. (p. 116)

Critical to understanding how the university influenced institutional
diversity are the common administrative and structural arrangements that
developed during this time.  ese core elements of what Edwin Slosson, an
influential journalist in the early 1900s, called the Standard American
University occurred in response to larger challenges and trends as opposed to
elaborate institutional planning. As Daniel Coit Gilman recalled about the
founding of Johns Hopkins, “ e founder made no e ort to unfold the plan.
He simply used one word,—UNIVERSITY,—and he left it to his successors
to declare its meaning in the light of the past, in the hope of the future”
(Gilman, 1961, p. 643).

One aspect of higher education that has changed little since 1900 are the
country’s most premier and prestigious institutions. Of the 14 founding
mid pe.0076 te fA. O

26



organizations, national academic journals, rank and promotion, tenure, and
academic freedom, the university professor developed standards, protocols,
and an ethos. Along with the transition of faculty, pedagogy changed from
the traditional recitation to the lecture, be tting the faculty’s newly estab-
lished expertise, and the seminar to discuss research and serve advanced stu-
dents. e establishment of graduate education to develop the next generation
of faculty experts further encouraged institutions to focus on growing libraries
and laboratories.

Commensurate with the emphasis on graduate education, the faculty
exerted great in uence on the undergraduate curriculum. e elective system
as advocated by Harvard’s Charles Eliot continued to move away from Yale’s
fixed classical curriculum toward one of specialization and majors. Eliot
proved particularly in uential with a clear belief in the future direction of
higher education and the curriculum. “Many subjects taught at a university
involve other subjects, which must therefore be studied rst,” Eliot argued.
“ ere is a prevailing tendency on the part of every competent student to
carry far any congenial subject once entered upon. To repress this most fortu-
nate tendency is to make real scholarship impossible” (Eliot, 1961, pp. 707-
708). e ability for students to study general and specialized areas of inquiry
directly in uences programmatic diversity and the overall future development
of programs across various types of colleges and universities.

Public research universities also adapted to the changes occurring
throughout higher education. President Edward Kidder Graham of the
University of North Carolina argued that the boundaries of the university
should be coterminous with the boundaries of the state (Snider, 1992). e
University of Wisconsin serves as a prime example of the evolution of state
colleges to state universities during this period. e “Wisconsin idea” distin-
guished the university as producing high-quality innovative research while
also serving the needs of the state. e University of Wisconsin, thanks in
large measure to the proximity of the state capital in Madison, created edu-
cated civil servants across a range of elds to serve throughout state govern-
ment. The ability of public flagships to engage in high-quality academic
pursuits within the framework of a state university proves a lasting legacy of
the Wisconsin ideal (Thelin, 2004). The evolution of the university and
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several decades of a push toward standardization provided greater de nition
to higher education, even while the system largely appeared fairly decentral-
ized and possessed signi cant levels of institutional diversity. By the First
World War, standards existed regarding admissions, academic o erings, and
structures. For example, the student credit hour expanded as a standard unit
to measure instruction and in uenced a variety of academic and administra-
tive decisions throughout higher education (He ernan, 1973; Shedd, 2003).

e major di erences were largely a result of the number of resources avail-
able that would only expand the hierarchy of higher education following the
two world wars.

Transition From Elite to Mass Higher Education

With the massive enrollment growth during the 1920s, higher education
began the transition from elite to mass higher education (Trow, 1974). e
traditional elite student identi ed as full-time, residential student focused on
liberal education with the goal of achieving success in high-status professions
started to change. e di erentiation between the historically prestigious and
well-funded institutions and those serving a mass education role expanded
the perceptional hierarchy among colleges and universities. Mass higher edu-
cation o ered opportunities for part-time, older students and those seeking
technical and vocational education. In particular, the growth of junior col-
leges and the evolution of normal schools into teachers’ colleges provided a
major expansion of the mass higher education sector.

e growth of junior colleges during the early 20th century represents one
of the most remarkable growths of any institutional type throughout the his-
tory of American higher education. e rst junior colleges, as 2-year institu-
tions were known during that time, multiplied during 1920s. By 1940, nearly
11% of all college students enrolled in junior colleges. Although many of the
institutions were tied to local high schools, the junior college movement
affected both the purposes and structure of American higher education
(Geiger, 2011). e value of the community college movement rests largely
in the sector’s emphasis on providing postsecondary opportunities to local
communities and businesses. A uniquely American invention, 2-year
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institutions provided general education or vocational classes enabling students
to later transfer to a 4-year campus or enter the workforce.

e original transfer function of the community college was frequently
superseded by the technical and vocational curriculum. e University of
California encouraged the state’s community colleges to focus more on voca-
tional education, joined by the California state education establishment, who
also strongly advocated for vocational training programs.  ese government
and policy leaders supported the vocational emphasis through their ideology
of supporting the “social value of aiding business” (Dougherty, 1994, p. 242).

e local in uence of junior colleges challenged the presence of the state
universities. With new institutions outside of the control of the established
higher education system in any given state, public university leaders often
pushed junior colleges away from providing the rst 2 years of college instruc-
tion and toward terminal technical and vocational programming. A goal of
the state university leaders was to integrate junior colleges into the system,
thereby also preserving the hierarchy and influence of the state flagship
institutions.

As impressive as the growth of junior colleges was during their rst few
decades of existence, this pales in comparison to the growth that occurred in
the 1960s and 1970s, with many college enrollments increasing more than

vefold to over 2 million students. Estimates of community college growth
suggest a new community college campus opened each week during the
1960s. Junior colleges served two primary student populations: (a) students
interested in transferring to a 4-year institution and (b) students seeking ter-
minal vocational degrees. Junior colleges continued to expand these missions
and evolved into “community colleges.” With courses from traditional general
education to short-term training programs and certi cate o erings to com-
munity education classes such as photography or computer training,
community colleges expanded to a nearly impossible mission, with detractors
often criticizing the attempt to be all things to all people. e complex and
even competing origins and functions present challenges for the sector, par-
ticularly in light of the declining numbers of students transferring from com-
munity colleges (Dougherty, 1994; Grubb, 1991). Despite the criticisms of
the institutions because of mission expansion and from those who call for a
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reemphasis on transfer or vocational programs, the community college move-
ment profoundly expanded the massi cation of higher education, particularly
within the public sector. Despite uneven resources and pushback from other
public institutions, higher education would be profoundly less diverse with-
out the institutional type of the community college. With over 1,100 institu-
tions nationally, community colleges represent one of the most diverse areas
within all of higher education, serving students and o ering pro