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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
Graduate School

Minutes of Executive Committee
Thursday, May 20, 1971
11:30 A.M. ‘ Campus Club

Present: Professors E. W. McDiarmid, Frank Ungar by invitation, D. W.

Thompson by invitation, William Warner, Joseph Schork,
Stephen Prager by invitation, Robert Dykstra, John Howe by
invitation, David Berninghausen, Gerald Needham, Alfred
Caldwell, Frederick Forro; Deans Luther Pickrel, M. Harry
Lease, Millard Gieske; Graduate Student Representatives,
Robert Bower, Dick Aura, Sue Coiner, Marguerite Bissonnette;
Dean Bryce Crawford, Jr., presiding; Beverly Miller,

Dean Crawford opened the meeting, welcoming the Policy and Review

- Commi ttee chairmen; he invited them and other members of the Executive

Committee to the Directors of Graduate Study quarterly meeting to be
held on May 26. He also invited all present to the final meeting
for the year of the Executive Committee to be held on June 3,

1. Graduate Student Organization

Dick Aura then reported on the progress of the Council of Graduate
Students. He informed the committee that a constitution and by-
laws had been approved. He said that their first task was to get
students active in selecting student representatives for the Policy
and Review Committees. In the fall term they expect to get a dis-
cussion going on the Carpenter statement, presented earlier to the
Executive Committee; they also hope to have a social gathering of
some kind., The Council received 71 responses to their survey; the
groups responding are now members of the organization.

Graduate School Reorganization

Dean Crawford reported that with the assistance of Gladys Upham
of his office the Policy and Review Committees were arranging
their initial meetings; he elaborated on potential Unit organi-
zation and combinations, as they had been discussed at the
meeting he had had with the Policy and Review Committee chairmen,
He pointed out that the Duluth Graduate Faculty Committee would
be the "Unit" for Duluth programs and would also become involved
in some policy matters.

Professor Forro raised a question about the old Biochemistry sub-
committee under the new system. He wondered whether that sub-
committee would be responsible to the dean or to a Unit Committee.
Dean Crawford responded that there would be a Unit Committee

which includes Biochemistry, and tentatively Microbiology, and that
it is assumed that these fields will act jointly in reviewing
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student programs in both fields., The recommendations from the
Unit Committee will come forward directly to the Graduate School.
It was the basic assumption of the Task Force that the Units
would act as committees, jointly reviewing student programs.

. Only in a few select instances will fields be acting alone on

their programs. These are in fields with distinct areas of
emphasis which will assure a diversity of viewpoints and thereby
the heterogeneity that the Task Force was concerned about.

There was a brief discussion of the volume of work which might
reasonably be handled by a Unit, and it was agreed that the
present Group Committee chairmen would be the best source of
information in this regard.

The responsibilities of the Units and the relationship of the
Units with the P & R Committees was clarified. Dean Crawford
pointed out that on all individual student items recommendations

would go forward directly to the Graduate School, not to the P

& R Committees. Responsibility for A3 and B appointments and
for the approval of off-campus courses would be borne by the P &
R Committees.

There was a discussion of student representation on the P & R's
and the appropriateness of the representation if graduate faculty
appointments at the A3 and B levels are to be considered. Mr.
Aura, Mrs, Coiner and Professor Thompson agreed that since these
are the levels which involve approval to advise students, student
involvement is probably most appropriate.

Professor Warner asked whether admissions would be referred to
the Units and Dean Crawford responded that they would not.
Admission, as in the past, will continue to be referred directly
to the major fields in which the students are applying.

Preliminary Cost Analysis and Analysis of "Dropped'" Students

Dean Crawford then asked Dean Pickrel to explain the analyses
that the Graduate School Research Center has been developing on
the costs of graduate programs. Dean Pickrel pointed out that a
variety of pressures were on the University to develop such cost
estimates to achieve a better internal allocation of resources.
He distributed to the committee samples of the kind of data
being used to develop cost analyses of academic programs. He
said that a major contaminant in the figures is that they include
students on the way to the doctorate who may have made substantial
progress toward their Ph.D.s before receiving their Master's
degrees. This may skew the figures on cost analyses for the
Master's. They have been unable as yet to solve this problem.
The figures do include, he said, costs for civil service and
academic salaries, general equipment and maintenance; they do not
include capital costs. There are wide differences in cost per
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credit hour from one area to another. There is available a
summary of techniques used in developing these figures which
GSRC will be happy to provide on request.

Dean Pickrel then distributed selected figures on 'dropped"
students. These are figures being developed in an attempt to
learn more as to the number of students who drop out of the
graduate programs and the reasons they do so. He-asked that
the Executive Committee consider these figures and make sug-
gestions to him. Dean Pickrel said he would like to discuss
the matter individually with anyone interested. He would also
like to take up the matter again at a later Executive Committee
meeting. With respect to the "dropped" figures Professor Howe
said he thought that information as to how many quarters in
addition to how many credits a student had completed at the

.time he dropped would be helpful. Dean Crawford said he

thought the Policy and Review Committees would be interested in
this kind of analysis since it would highlight areas the Committees
might wish to concern themselves with in the review process.

Dean Pickrel said the GSRC was also still interested in developing
a definition of FTE (full-time equivalent) students.

Christiano Committee Report on Master's Programs

Dean Crawford reported that the Christiano Committee on the
Master's program in IT fields had reported to him. Copies
would be distributed to the Physical Science Group Committee
and would also be sent to each of the P & R chairmen, He asked
the Physical Science Group Committee to report back to the
Executive Committee on June 3.

Joint Thesis Proposals

The committee then took up the matter of the proposal for a joint
thesis effort. Dean Gieske said that a proposal was in from

Speech-Communication but that the larger question arises from

time to time. The problem is one of factoring out the individual's
abilities from the joint effort. He thought that the Policy and
Review Committees should probably take up the matter. The justi-
fication usually offered he said was both the scope of the

problem being investigated and the fact that this kind of joint
effort was probably what the student would become involved in

after leaving the University. Dean Crawford said that the

immediate response would be that the joint thesis would be
acceptable if the individual contribution can be readily deter-
mined. The larger issue should be taken up by the P & R Committees.
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Xeroxing of Applicant Files

Dean Crawford said that due to fiscal limitations the Graduate
School was considering discontinuing, at least for the interim,
the individual xeroxing of applicant admissions files. He
wanted the Executive Committee to be informed and also to hear
any objections to the proposal. Professor Howe suggested that
it was putting the budgetary problem elsewhere. Mrs., Coiner
said that the practice at least assured the student's record
would be somewhere if the original were lost.

Foreign Student Registration

Dean Crawford said that the Graduate School would alter its pro-
cedures on foreign student registration effective with the fall
term. In the past, because of the Immigration Department's
requirements on student visas, the Graduate School required

that foreign students register individually through its offices
so that it could monitor, on a quarter by quarter basis, the
maintenance of a full-time load by each student. Beginning

in fall, 1971, foreign students will be permitted to register
under the same procedures that domestic students use, with the
understanding that if, at the close of the year when his visa
requires renewal, it develops that the foreign student has

failed to maintain a full-time load (9 credits per quarter or its
equivalent in degree related work) for the academic year, the
Graduate School will reserve the right to refuse to sign the I-20
form recommending a renewal of the student (F-type) visa. The
Foreign Student Office is being informed and will be asked to
publicize this change in procedures; the Graduate School will
include this information in quarterly registration information
and in the fall quarter issue of G.S. Form 7000,

Requirements for Admission to Ph.D. Preliminary Oral

In a further effort to reduce clerical work in areas where it will
do the least (or no) harm, Dean Crawford said that it had also
been proposed that the paperwork requirements for admission to
the preliminary oral be simplified. At the present time the stu-
dent must have completed his minor coursework and his language
requirements, in addition to presenting evidence of the satis-
factory completion of the preliminary written. If any of these
requirements are lacking the student must take care of them
before being authorized to take the preliminary oral. Since it
is rarely, or perhaps more accurately, never the case that the
preliminary oral is canceled because the student has failed to
meet one of these requirements, but rather a case of seeing how
fast the Graduate School can get in touch with him and he can
take the necessary steps to get a waiver of the requirement, it
is proposed that the Graduate School simply notify him, when
authorizing the prelim oral, of the things that are lacking.
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The use of time in such cases is not in actually doing the
checking, which is relatively simple, but in getting in touch
with the student by phone, and his getting petitions, etc.,
filled out and approvaed in the usually very limited space of time
(5 working days) between the scheduling and the taking of the
exam. It would eliminate for many students an undue amount of
stress over administrative details which occurs at a time when

‘most of them are under considerable stress already. Professor

Forro said that he was reluctant to see administrative duties
passed on to faculty. Professor Howe said that he thought that
most of the missing items were probably not significant enough
to justify canceling a prelim oral, and that the decision that
the student is ready for the prelim oral, having presumably been

made by the adviser in agreeing to examine him, should not be

made by a bureaucratic process. Mr. Bower said that he thought

~that a change would be to the student's advantage; the other

student members agreed. Dean Crawford said that if it was
decided to approve these procedural alterations he was sure that
other safeguardswould effectively maintain the quality of the
graduate program. )

Respectfully submitted,

Beverly D. Miller
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To: Members of the Graduate School Executive Committee
From: Stephen S, Carpenter, Graduete Student

Subject: Proposal for a Statement of Policy about Admission

Thé possibility of eliminating grades as negotiable credentials
igs the most important educetional reform contemplzted in American
universifies in recent years. I have come to believe that the ad-
missions procedures of graduate schools provide an obstacle to this
reform all out of proportion to their actuzl need. The academic pro-
fessions, that is, the graduate schools, have come to detefmine the
forms as well as the contents of undergraduate education to an unpre-
cedented degree. It follows that if any substential reforms in
undergraduate educafion are to occur, the graduate schools have an
obligation to lubriczte the process, if only because doing nothing
is so obstructive.

With this in mind, I should like to propose that the groduate
school make a strong public statement to the effect that it encourages
admissions from schools which do not grade, and that it is eager to
explore alternative methods of evaluation,.

Strictly speaking, of course, it is in a graduate schoocl's vested
interest to discourage any tampering with the undergraduate credentials
systems The process of admissicns is exaspvirating even when it is
made easy. Added to this is the necessity for vew students to be
avproved by both departments and the echool as a whole. The school,
incompetent to evaluate more srecific virtues in applicants, needs a

universel quantifier, an academic credit rating, so to sneak, to reduce

the "quality" of an applicent to a number readable by anyone. The
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grade-point average fills this purpose perfectly, and it has been
shown that the correlation between undergraduate.grade point averages
and graduate grade-point averages is high. (But the correlation be-
tween graduate grades and perforﬁance in the career, as Jeuncks and
Riesman point out, is quite another story.)

Tﬁe question before us, however, is whether an educational
institution can in any conscience justify encouraging a nractice
which is.so damaging to the purposes and to the very idea of ed-
ucation, and which causes human suffering. Although it is not the
purpose of this memorandum to provide a detailed argument for the
elimination of grading, I ought to sketch, in a general way, some
of the reasoning proponents have used to show that this reform is
more heeded now than earlier. The reasoning accords with my instincts
and my experience as a recent undergraduate and more particularly as
a teacher of undergraduates.

The grading system has, to put it simply, increased its power to
hurt students far more than its power to helv them. This fact is both
psychological and socio-economic, Studentis nowadays are much more
likely to feel intense anxiety about their grades than in the time of
the "gentlemanly C." They blame themselves for what they consider
inadequate performance and they tend to accept with resignation and
sometimes dispair the judgements of the pgrades. This makes advance—
ment difficult and sabotages communications between students and
teachers. Much of the anxiety is justified. While the increase in

the absolute number of oprortunities opened by a degree is offset some-

what by the decrease in its relative social advantage, the social
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disadvantoge occasioned by failure in collcge haé increased both
relatively and absolutely. (See the essay accompanying this proposal.)

A teacher with a2 heart naturally finds it herd to give a s=tudent
a poor grade when he knows that the grade will not likely heve any
effect whatever except in aspects of his life not remotely releted to
the subject matter of the course. Such toachers are statistically sig-
nificant; Their behavior is understandable, but the general lowering
of standards does no one »ny good,

A small but distinguished group of schools have recognized this
problem sufficiently to initicte some sort cof counter—progfam. The
best have simpnly elimineted the nerative esvecti of prcdivg as much as
possible by permitting no record to te mrde or ccurses not sztisfac~—
torily completed, thus compensating for it: increased destructive power,
Such institutions are satisfied to make the student suffer only
financially for his pcor work, reother than to give him a mork that
pursues him the rest of his days. Other rrosrems are comrremised so
severely that they ore useless or worse. iow enc then, after much
fanfarg, a system avpears which is indistivguishable from the old ex;
cert that the letters hive bLeen renlaced by prectentious words whose
tone, writes Jaques Barzun, reflects the "Advertiser's soapy mind."

In view of the magnitude cf the prcblem, exveriments arc disappoint-
ingly rare and timide Even those who do not feel thot the armuments
deserve to be stated so ~iron;ily should crrec that exnerimentation on
a meaningful scale is warrented. It woull bLe im-occitle to dotermine
Just what the cmrllness of the efrort owes to the cowpetition among

colleges for‘graduate scnool admissions. Surely the competition is




enormous, and the graduate school admiseions offices are correspondingly
influential. But however great the influence may be, it constitutes

a responsibility for the graduate schools to adapt to the rerform not
after it happens but before, ir order to encourage experiments‘aqd to
avoid obstructing the changes they recommend.

Finding alternative methods of ascertaining applicants' quelifications
will no? be easy. Recommendations obviously are not the wliole answer,
even such time-consuming processes as the course-by-—course "evaluations"
used ﬁt Santa Cruz. The potentiai of this technique for fatuity is
well known ?o faculties, although it retains ite¢ usefulness for pointing
up special qualities, or rarely, weaknesses of applicants not readable
in their transcripts. Nor have standardized tests proved as culturally
neutral as was once hoped. Still other methods of evsluation will have
to be explored.

The most promising 2lternative, to my =ind, is the submission of a
portfolio, a sample of real work, as has alwayé been the practice in
fine arts depertments. Within the departments, it is unlikely that the
portfolio method would lower standardse In M.F.A. departments, it has
the‘opposite effect - they would not think of admitting an avplicant
without having seen a sample of his work. If anything, these d-p:rtments
are more cautious about admitting poor students than are academic de-—
partments because the worlk of the art departments' students is more
visible. They exhibit their work publicly, and its quality has a notice-
able effect on the department's rrestige. I do not wish to overdraw
the analogy between M.F.A. prccedures ani academic nrocedures, ovut this

method of admission strikes me as an effective and even more flexible

B




procedure than the transcript for some academic departments as well,

This is not the only alternaiive. Some departments might want
specifioc questions answered in recommendations; some might devise
tests or prescribed essay questions. Possidle admiséions procedures,
within a generally flexible admissions policy, are as diverse as the
various @epartments' needs,

Any new method will probably give the Zepertmentis an even greater
share-of the responsibility for admitting new students than they now
have, becauqe of the absence of quantification. It is always a. poor
thing to weaken a unifying device in the rapidly-dissolving university.
Even though the number of students rejected by the schools and accepted
by the departments who could do any real damage iz probadbly small, and
some may be late-bloomers of promise, the graduate school admissions
office has a symbolic and perhaps deterent value, I am confident,
however, that some equélly satisfactory way of‘maintaining standards
over the school cen be found.

And, of course, any new method will also mean more work. The
burden of judging human beings is a grave respcnsibility, and anycne
who faces it understandably wishes, if he hos the power, to shift it

to someone else. But for colleges to send their graduates into the

‘world with ready-mzde and ineradicable judgments attatched amounts

both to a breach of confidence in the professional relationship be~
tween teachers and students and, undeniably, to a breach of human

freedom. The burden of judgment proverly belonrs to the institutiouns

that make use of the judged. Graduate schools must realize thiu prin-—

ciple, and, among such institutions, they ought to be the leaders,
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rather than the reluotaht followers,.

* #* %*

The statement of policy might read as follows; I am sure that

you oan improve it:

The Graduate School at the University of Minunesota
recognizes that the admissions procedures of graduate
schools have a dilatory effect on educational experimen-—
tation on the undergraduate level. In corder not to
discourage such experimentation, it wishes to encourage,
in any way possible, applications from undergraduate
schools whose educational procedures do not result in a
normal transoript. It wishes particularly to explore
and negotiate whatever alternaiive means of evaluation

might replace grading and class—standing in the admission
pProcesse.

The probosal seems small, but it may well provide the cunly available
opportunity for the gradueste school to subvert its own detrimental in-
fluences., For this reason, it should be carried out as com:letely as
possible, through all possible avenues of publicity. These might include
avenues by which the school notifies other schools of its intentions,
publications commonly read by college administr:tors, and of course,
the Bulletin. It is particulerly importont thei the Bulletin include
the gtatement as soon as it is accepted - by way of an insert until a
new gdition is prepared.

Finally, if I can persuade you to believe it, as I do, then it
would helv the statement along immeasurably to include the following
addendum: "We expect that students who have attended colleges orsaenized
according to a more constructive principle than the grading-system as
we know it, will be better prepared, both intellectually and psychologi-

cally, for the advaenced work expected of a graduate student at the

University of Minnesota."




STATERMENT TO THE BXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FROM A GRADUATR STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE

Stephen S, Carpenter
December 5, 1970

During my membership in the Executive committee it came to seem
more and more important that I present to that committee a briei, gen-
eralized statement of the points of view that I am expected to represent.
It seemea so partly because there were not very many opportunities to
give that point of view in meetings - there are few issues where the
student point of view opposes the dominant stand of the Committee in a
clear-cut wa& ~ and partly beczuse my own slowness of wit éllowed too
many of these rare opportunities to slip by without the advocacy they
deserve,

At any rate, séeaking out on such issues is onliy one aspect of the
role of student revresentative, The other, perhaps more important aspect,
is to provide the decision-makers with observaiions that may be difficult
to obtain from their perspective., Partly, as a layman, he can observe
the administrative processes from a grester distance; partly he can see
the results of administrative decisions and lack of decision as they play
themselves out on the student level - as personzl tragedies and as indi-
vidual examples of the wasie of talent. In this aspect of my job I
cannot in all conscience limit my observations to those revnresenting the

interest of my own group of gradu:te siudents., Consequenily, I pay more

It should be understood that although the essay, of necessity, is
written from the perspective of Art History, troadened by a little siudy,
my complaints do not arise from dissatisfzction with that cenartment's
behavior. Quite the contrary. It was the earnest and often futile efforts
on the part of professors and T.A.'s there to five studenis an even brezk,
frequently as considerable cost to themselves, which caused me to see the
urgency of the problem.
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attention here to the crisis of undergraduate education, where, I believe,
the most urgent problems lies

It is importent to show that in universities and universitiy-oriented
colleges, which are the rule now rather than the exception, there is
considerable unnecessary suffering and miseduc:tion. The conservative
point of»view might be that it is the student's fault - they arc lazy,
arrogant aﬁd lack moral fibre etc. The radical point of view might state
that it is the fault of a few nopelessly wicked men whce hold the strings
of power. The point of view sketched here, which should be called the
student's poinf of view, nholds that the injustices are not so much the
result of slovenliness, wickedness or design as they are the result of
inertia in the face of changing social conditions,

It will iake design

to overcome them.

Although the presence of student representutives on comwittees
refiects, among other things, official alarm abvout students' activities
of protest toward institutions external to the university, and only
incidentally to the university itself as an ¢rm of the "system," it can
never be the revresentative's duty to address this problem directly.
Problems which arise tfrom studentis acting in their capacity as citizens
are not, strictly spezking, a part of the educatiional crises as such,
which has to do with students being mistreated or miseduc:ted. These
problems are rel:ted to it cnly insofsr as the university's mictreatmont
of students causes them to dicregerd its institutional interests in
their proteats, as when, for example, the proiests precipitate a public-
relations crisis that damages the university financiallye.

Active protest,

by and large, occurs on campuses where the students are least oppressed
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and best cared for, and where education is at its.best. As.long as
proteét is the result of eniightenment rather thean ignorance, the
'universities have little competence to stop it, even when it occurs
within their walls,
* »* »*

Thg studentgé' primary reletionship to the university has not been
a great sﬁurce of active protest and the solving of its problems would
probably not reduce the protest of students towerd externals. It has
been shown that the previous quietism of students in American universities
is an exceptiﬁn for the history of universities at large. Quite apart
from protest, higher education is in crisis. This is true whetiier one
judges it in terms of the public antiinstituticnal expressions of some
students, of the numﬁer of students (human beings) whc sufier the exper—
ience of being crushed by an institution, or of the distance tuact has
grown up in many of its aspects between the actunlity of the university
and its ideals, Furthermore the crisis is growing larger. It is not
temporary.

In.the course of their develonment, institutiohs sometimes gather
power through no fault of their own, but through changes in the social
relationship between the institutions and their parent culture. Corpora-
tions gein power over consumers, armies gain power in the governments
they serve, and universities gain power over their students and the
institutions they supply with trazined heln. This phenomenon is so wide—
spread that it may be the dominant social charccteristic of our time.

With respect to their ciudents, the power of universities has fFrown

and is growing particularly rsnidly. The growth has accompanded developments
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in the universities' wealth, in the respect and support accorded them

5y the population at large, in the value of their degrees as negotiable
oredentials, in the "professionalism" of their learned faculties, and

in these persons' socio-economic status. University people at all levels

rightly applaud such develomments. But students, who are presumably the

- objects of .all this new prosperity, are likely to feel for much of their

residence both intimidated and neglected: intimidated, because the new
social pressures to attend college carry with them corresponding threats;
and neglected, because in spite of the pressures upon them, students find
it hard to make fruitful contacts with professors, who always seem too busy.
Intimidation must be seen, therefore, not as a const:nt necessary
evil in the procegsses of educetion, but as a condiition which, in the ab-
sence of a rational program to control it, increases in provortionm to
the prosperity of the university. To put it simply, the changing social
relstionship between the university and the sociéty at large has caused
more and more of the opportunity, which children in this country are taught
to expect, to be channelled through a single system of org:nizations, and
the incréasingly homogeneous character of these orpsnizations has made
the requirementé for success both more competitory and more limited.
The result is that the university has increased its nover to hurt
its students vastly more than it has increased its power to help them.
Fifty years ago the university had basically the same contents - history,
the classics, science -~ it has now, It could help students towsrd better
careers than their parents had and it could broaden their cultural horizons.
But it could not do very great damage to a student's future by showing its

disapproval. Abundant opportunities for social zdvancement in every possible
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field awaited him outside ite walls — if he did not succeed within them -
and humen virtues other than academic virtues wcré rewerded in ample
proportion. This is no:longer true, and more importantly, it seems to
most stﬁdents even less true. But the means used by the university to
show its disapproval - grades, expulsion, bad letters - and the rights

of students with respecf to these instituionzl devices have remained
almost unchanged.

It ié true that opportunities within the university itself have
increaseds It provides jobs for scholars and pays them well. It also
makes it easier for those who want an education to get it an: this has
a salutary effect on the community. In addition there is sdme evidence
that the intellectual quelity of instruction has, by some measures, im-
proved., But this does not chznge the fundamental psychological and social
fact - the confrontation of power and powerlessness.

Neglect of students, which cdegrades higher education in spite of
improvements in intellectual quality, has one primery source: the system
of rewards and punishments which the university and the professions bring
to bear upon teachers does not reward good teachinge. It is useless to
pretend that it does. It systematically encourzges teachers to spend
time on otner things, mostly research, that might be svent in one capacity
or another with students. Arguments to the contrary meke use of a paradox:
that research improves one's tecciiing, sometimes for reasons which are
quite mysterious, in svite o the fact that it robs time from teaching,
This is true in some cases, particularly wherc ithe research is important
or iconoclastice But an appallins proportion of university research is

both time-consuming and triviel, snd has little to do with teaching, even
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trivial teaching. To justify the university's vysiem of rewards for
faculty or the basis of this paradox, applicable as it is to a limited
number of cases, is as intellectually dishonest as to contruct Parmenide's
whole system on a paradox of Zeno. At best the glorification of research
is a matter of faith.

0f»course it is true that an article of fzith whick has become one
of’the piilar's of a bureaucracy's program of self-justification is going
to seem like a self-evident truth to those who were born and raised in
the system. This is nothing unusal in our era. John Kenneth Galbraith
useg the phrage "bureaucratic truth” to refer to a belief héld almost
universally within an institution (ee.ge. beliefs held by occupants of the
Pentagon about the value of military force in foreign policy), even when
they are almost obviously false without. The institution passes the belief
on to its new members along with other necessary information, in its
apprenticeship programs. A common riece of fatherly advice given to an
entering T.Ae. is to spend as little time az possible at his jobe I cannot
emphasize too strongly the disastrous ccnsequences, from the student's
point of view, such thinking hes uvon undergraducte education, narticularly
in large public universities like our owne Faced with ill-constructed
lectures, inaccessible professors, and callous T.A.'s, he is likely to
feel that the T.A.'s advice is the fundemental operating principle of
the institution.

In the scholerly professions, the belief in the nrimacy of research
over teaching probobly arose from the almost merticl single—mindedness
with which, until the "rost-Sputnik boom," they vursued professional

respectability and even the simple right to pl: their trade in a country
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where anti-intellectualism lurkse. The battles of" the A.A.U.P, were

well and bravely fought, but now only the most anfractious Veblenian
would insist that they have not been largely won. Although the reali-
zation may be painful to those whe felt that the triumph of academic
research would bring Utopia, the problems created by the victories of
research are now far grezater than those which remain from its defeats.

These two factors, intimidation (powerlesness) and neglect, are
not unrelated. It is reasonable to expect that in an institution whose
growth has, in effect, been unplanned, the least powerful group within
the institution will be the group whose needs are least answgreé. Again,
this is nothiné unugal in our times. The problem at hand i~ to recognize
the presence in the university of powcr and powerlessness, of callousness
and suffering, of responsibility and frustration, and to act accordingly.
Fixing the blame is not only useless but counter-productive beczuse it
must inevitably provide‘an excuse for doing nothing. With a few out-
standing excevntions, no rowerful group in the nistory of mankind has been
able to avoid the temptation, within its own field of power, to blame the
sufférings of the powerless on the powerless themselves,

Iﬁstead, these conditions must form the basis of a systemic rethinking
and reconstitution of the university as a whole. The most funlemental
assumption to be examined critically is the iden of a "contrect" to
which the student voluntarily submits himself in exchange for the géods
of education. This assumption consciously or unconsciously underlies all
coercive conditions in the university. The "contrict™ resembles Hobbeds
"covenant" more then Locke's "Controct" because it is used to Jqustify

almost unlimited power, within the universiiy, on the part of an unelected




authority which exists priér to the subordinate's entrance into the
contract, rather than to provide a constructive mod;l for an organization
which, systemically, is continually responsive to its copstituants.

The contract as a stotement of authority has been justified in the
expectation that students will be mobile: +that they hove sufficient
freedom to move out of the institution when it grows too uncomfortable.
As we have seen, precisely thic freedom shrinks to less and less with
the institufions' increasing prosperity. Consecuently the contract is
less an agreement freely entered into than a complex relationship where
choice is limited by so many contingencies that it can only be called
political,

Political theories thzt warrant serious consideration have always
assumed that, although it is possible to move away from a political unit
one finds opressive, the political orgcnization should never provide
escape as the only alternative to endurance. They rightly understand
that mobility may be most difficult for just those persons who have the
most reason to leaves This is increasingly the case in universities.
Escape either means dropping out into the world of the lzboring man,
who "has lost relative class status with the growth of higher educationi"
or it means to transfer, which is likely to be hordest for those who, for
honorable rcasons or ill, have had an unhappy college experience., These
conditions are concrete realities with which only a wholly mythological
view of the university can dispense - the only rcasonable way to reconsider

its orranization is as a unit of political realitye.
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Ve * *

The solution to the dilemmas of power is abdications This is,
historically, a venture into largely unexplored territory. I do not
think, however, that the venture is hopeless. Admonitions that some
and perhaps most of the exveriments will fail must be;in with the real-
ization that the university's experiment with power has failed utterly -
not in aggrandizing the university, but in enlzrging the university's
ideals, The university must renounce any powers for which it canunot,
with cénscionce, accept full responsibility in all their consecunces.
This obvious;y means not total surrender, but rather the deliberate sub-
version, by the instituion, of its own unwanted powers and influences,
accompanied by a deeper and more accurately informed responsibility with
respect to the powers that remain.

I believe, however, that if any rowerful group has ever had sufficient
love of truth and senge of justice tc overcome its own narrowest interests
it is the higher bodies of the university. ~

Abdication is by no means the easy way out. Any effort to shuffle
the relations of power within a cumbersome and ill-defined institution
is géing to be difficult.s It requires thought, study and attention to
detail. It will only be achieved through programs of its own. Basically
it will have to involve action in three directions: democratization and
actual accountability, the rearrangement of the system of rewards for
faculty to accord more harmoniously with prublicly stated ideals, and the
elimination or modification of structural devices which have grown to

have an intimidating effect.

Democratization is perhaps the most widely advocated or these reforms,
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and it confronts most directly the basic issue of power, but it has
come to mean everything from total anarchy to the timid admission of
a few handpicked students to committee meetings, and the establishment
of narrow, tortuous routes for petitions The best way seems to be to
establish some form of coalition, where each group has a strong voioce
in university affairs, but where the minority groups are not in danger
of being wholly smothered by the majority (students). Of course, a
major purpose of such a reform would be to hold accountable for his

behavior any officisl who committed a wicked act or any committee which

pessed & wicked proposal. But I do not think that such acts are a very
igpportant cause of the university's problems -~ they come from dilatory
behavior in the face of social change, not from conspniracy and dastard-
liness. No program of democratic reform is likely to succeed unless it
can provide slearly marked ways for students to present major proposals
to the university, from their point of view, concerning any of its activities ~
building programs, investments, campus police, new departments, fees,
outside research, salaries, promotion procedures, credit modules, schedules,
or grading practices. The student body, whose time is already spoken for,
is unlikely to ﬁuster the effort needed to make itself into an informed
electorate if all their representatives can do is to run dances or to
hagrle about minor fees with officials who have no direct power to seik fees.
And nsturally a new system would have to provide that officials who
treat proposals too lightly could get get hurt. This should come as no
surprise, because part of abdicating is makins omeself vulnerabie - studenis
and non-tenured faculty have been geeting hurt for a long time. Elitism

is a much-misused word in the context of education., But in one meaniug
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that is genuine and concrete it refers to the frequent cases wvhere, for
the sake of sparing a few hurt feelings at the administrative or tenured-
faculty level, untold real suffering is tolerated at the student level.
This mode of thought is simply one more habit inherited from the time when
a university administretion was as idiosyncratic and as hurnless as a2
gentlemen's club, !

Resfructuring the system of rewards and punishments reccuires an
activity entirely within the university's realm of competence, the dis-
pelling of ignorance. While the amount, if not the quality, of research
a man does is a public matter, departments and administrations rarely
pursue knowledge more single-mindedly than they pursue ignorance regarding
the quality of their members' teaching. Ways must be found to introduce
knowledge about teaching into the making of personnel decisions. Unfor-
tunately, where information has been gathered, it is usually through methods
almogt as primitive as the grading system itselif. The methodological
problem is delicate, but not impossible. Students are interested that
excellent teaching be encouraged, that excellent teachers be hired, and
that no excellent teachers be dismissed for lesser reasons. They do not
wish to purge thevoccasional professor whose research is goocd, but who is
congenitally unable to teach well. Students can easily absorb such experiecnces.

Again, it is not personalities, but conditions, which want correcting,

The system of rewards is one of a whole set of conditions that demean

teaching, including the priorities according to which funds devoted to

"instructional costs" are spent, the imperialism of vresidents and chairmen
who tend to adapt teachers to needs of curricule rather thon the reverse,

and the resulting format, the nuge lecture, whicih for reasons of economy
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is imposed willy-~nilly on undergraduaste courses.

Such an atmosphere produces a sullen attitude, approaching cynicism,
toward teaching undergradustes that sees it as an unpleasant and ﬁnrewarded
chore. An increasing tclersnce among one's colleague; for half-heartedness
in teaching, mediocre teaching when excellent tcaching would be possible
with more effori, erodes stundards generally. Perhaps the most telling
symptom ié the unabashed discussion and demeands concerning one's "teaching
load."” What is shameful atout this phrase is not its existence so mucnh
as the lack of self-consciousness with which it is used. A resiructured
gsystem of rewﬁrds will have to consider not on.y material allocations,
but also restoring to their full efficacy the innerent rewards of teaching,
including "that balance between teachiug and research which is perhaps the
finest thing in academic life,"

Certain structural devices in the university that are historically
Justified in themselves have grown more and more to intimiaute rcther
than to c&ordinate students and faculty as i;ell. These include most of
the working parts of the course-credit-grading machine, particularly the
meéns by which the universiiy shows its disapprovale The mechanism makes

assumptions about the characteristics of knowledge to which ratier little
knowledge, even kncwledge as defined by the academic professions, conforms.
But this is only a part of an all-pervasive atmosphere of intiridetion,
which includes a vast muititude of barely rclavent procedursl d-tails,
whose nerlect entails punishments thei from any reascnable point of view
are outlandishe. Students cannot count on the help of faculty advisors,

who usually understand such procecdures onliy imperfectly since they are

never held muterially responsible for the consequences oi° their advice.
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The history of attempts to alter this basic structure is not encouraging.
No alternative, though many have been tried and have proven themselves on
a small scale, has ever really taken root. The reason seems to lie in a
principle of inertia whicih the university shares with other establishments
that are in some degree meritocratic: people whom the institution has
rewarded with power seem reluctant to change a system that hes been good
to them; even when it is not good to mosts. Men admire most in others the
virtues which reflect their own. Civilization, however, helps us to over-
come such basic human foiblese As the need for change grows more urgent,
the universities hopefully will abandon their monolithic system in favor
of one that rewards a broader range of humen qualities, by removiung the
obstacles to direct contact that strongle teaching relaticunshipse Universities
can learn to live wifhout grading, with vastly morc simplificd registration
procedures and requirements, with a flexible rother than ¢ schematic con-
ception of knowledge. The responcibility to 21l who have a conscience in
the matter is to battle the forces of inertia. The chief villeins and
the chief hopes in this struggle are the graduzte schools.

* * *

What applies to undergraduate education aoplies, Mutatis Mutandis,

to graduate educztion as well. The conditions for intimidetion reviewed
above remain, with respect to graduate students, in a more primitive state.
The field of power within which the graducte students are subordinzted

resembles that of the undergraduates; thot is, the powerful cherish the

principle of self-educaticn, hclding the student resnonsible for all of
his troubles whether or rot foculty hos feiled in its responsibility toward

hime And, sometimes tragicaily, the students themselves seem to agreec.
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The pressures to succeed, however, tend to be personal rather than socially-
induced. Individually, graduate students in many departments zre almost

as neglected as undergraduates.s But collectively they are note In matters
of institutional policy, funding and privileges, American universities

treat their graduate students as well as any in history. However, the
principle of intimidation remains true with respect to requirements, which
are eet>by pork-barreling, and witn respect to vroblem solving, where the
school generally assumes that the best way to solve an educational problem
is fo place an appropriate pressure, requirement, fine or restriction upon
the students = never a reward and never upon anyone elses

The graducte schools' main involvement in the educationzl crisis,
however, is not in their treatment of their own students out in the extent
to which they determine the character of undergraduste education. The
nower of the graduate schools is the most difficult kind of nower to
abdicate, since it is one of influence ratlhier thin of commend.

The graduate schools must try, as conscienciously and effectively as
possible, to subvert the influence wherever it cane. Insofar as its influ-
ence is exercised through its admissions office, it can reduce it by making
its adﬁissions policy more flexible, so as vot to impede exneriments in
undergraduate teachinge.

Where the greduate school exerts influcvnce by virtue of its role as
the trzining-ground of college teachers, it must adopt a more realistic
attitude toward this role. By this I do not mean to sugrest that it shoula
assume a competency it docs not heve. Lven if the departments hod enough
members who were both good teachers and couid exvlein why, they would have

no way of knowing which members they werc. But if the devartments are not
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competent to offer training programs they might still provide mouels for
good teaching, if the school encourasged or coercec¢ its feculiy members to
take a personal responsibility for the fate of their studénts. They cannot
in good conscience offer a teaching degree, buti they might still offer a
Ph.D. "without emphasis" or a candidate's certificate,

Beyond this, the graduate schools must takc account ¢of the extent to
which thé'species of knowledge taught to urdergraduates az2re being squeezed
out of the depertments' conceptiorn of what is worth kncwing or researching.
The graduate schools face a dangerous confrontition with their own person-
alitiess They are enormously rowerful, aund enormously nroud, not entircly
without justification. At present, or since the entrenchment of prcfessional
values has acquired institutional stavility, there are two conflicting sets
of possibilities the graduate schools face. One is a continuation of present
trends toward narrowmess in the graduate schools conception of knowledge
and scholarly Yehavior, toward self—aggrandizment for its cwn sake, and
toward an even greater irresponsibility, with respect to its social role -
that is, toward the greater widening of the gap between the institution's
power to achieve social goals and ite actual achievement, The forces of
inertia.now overwhelmingly favor this course,

At the same time they are committed, by virtue of their humanistic
origins, to a fundamentally liberal idea of their role in scciety, an
attitude that frequently finds its way into nresidential speeches, and to
a belief in the unity of knowledge. The student voint of view favors these
values; It encourages efforts to reunify or cven to reshuffle the fraps-
ments of knowledge, and to bring them to bear upon humen problems, among

which is the crisis of education,.
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" This viewpoint is rot, for the most part, nostalrice Witk the
poésible exception of the twelfth century (ihe University of Bolowma was
run, quite successfully, entirely by the guilds of students) it does ncw
find any period in the rast where corditicns were overwhelmingly better.
It recognizes that the faults of the contervorsry universiiy arc in large
part tha faults of its vir.ues, At the same time, nowever, it dovs not
believe that those faults necessarily attend those virtues. With intelli-
gent and properly implemente:i prcpgrams, tie university can utove prosrerity
without crushing most of its students, can educate large numbers of people
without monopolizing the dcors of ornnortunity, ond cen schieve &n otmos—~
phere which is conducive to botu tic growth an. the disseminoticn of
knovledge.

This, naturally, means that in the areas where it dc s not ebcicate
powers but accexts a fullgr recnonsibility ior those it reicins, the
administration must act decisively, scmetimes ovérriding tne wiches of
the faculty. That is not tc suge=st thet the bost ideals oi "coordinated
menagement" should be avandoned, bui rather that the studenis sheculd te
introduced as one of the groups wiose needs sre to be coordinated. Con-
servatives amcng the faculty insist tiat they .o their best work if they
are left alones This is true rostly where the outside vressures which
threaten them have nothing to do with the cunlity of o~ foculty's work.
Students, as educational liberals, would li%e io ser bvrescures arplied to
faculty to do good work i~ their most imrortant capacity ass teachers, =t
the same time as they would like to see some of tie pressures lifed from
themselvese.

That does not mean ihat students ore not almost 25 mvck hounted by
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the idea of an ungoverned community of scholers as anyone else, but they

recognize that what we have instead is an ungoverned marketrlace of scholars,
which is quite a different thinges In our time, at least, events have proven
that ungoverned scholars do not form themselves naturally into 2 community.
The "community of scholars'" is & noble and not entirely mythological con-

ception, which has not lost its nower to stir our imaginationsin spite of

‘the sbuse. it has received at the hands of adminictretion orstorse But if

it is ever to achieve reality, it is going to be the result of careful

planning, not the coordinstion of narrow intercsts but their suspension,

in favor of a high pursuite
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