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CONOMIC PRESSURES. AND REWAKDS -quite a few administrators—earning sums
have tiansformed American higher unimagined in the eaily 1960s. The Age of
education during the past 30 years:  Money had arrived, and happy days were here
3 budgets grew, --camp.uées-_g-r'ew, and  again, for some.
; tuitions grew appallingly—even after For others, these decades seemed like the
adjusting for inflation. Advanced degrees and  winter of discontent. More teaching was as-
centers for special studies 'm‘ul'tip]ie‘d. Admin- sighed to part-time faculty, at lower pay
istrative _p_e‘rs_on_nel multiplied faster still. Al -scales. For financial—nat pedagogic-—Tea-
ter a slight downturn in the early 1970s, re-  sens, graduate students assumed a growing
search funding resumed its climb and -portioin of the enlargcd.parr»tmle lahor force, a
dispersed itself over a larger muvber of insti-  trend with obvious implications for un-
tutions. Faculty salaries eventually out- tenured full-time faculty .as well as adjuncts.
stripped inflation, with a few “stars>—and  Eventually, even tenured professors at many
institutions feared for their jobs. The environ-

Authors™ note: Though a box {page. 54 gives periinent facts for Her- _ S e _ o
vard, this article is about the national staie of affiies It is based on fwo ment became tough. from top to botrom: the
years of fescarch in hundreds of educational and professional journals, average terin of 'C(jﬂege and -UTli'VeIf-Sity--PI‘ESI’
studics, hooks, magazines, and staristical digests piblished over the dents is ears: they. 2 a ] .

last 25 veats, A bibliography is listed on this magagine’s websive, ™~ $183.9 years, they-arent around as iong as
“wvwharvard-magazine.cont’ ' the undergtadﬂates. Acc'c)untability,-_ strategic
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planning, and downsizing eame into vogue. The basic raison

détre of colleges and universities could no longér be assumed—

or was forgetten. And all the while—in-our opinion, not cointi-
dentally—American colleges.and universities systemaricaly dis-
investecl in the humanities. Consider the data.

Tt

VITAL SIGNS

HUMANITIES REPRESENT A SHARPLY DECLINING PROPORTION OF ATL UN-
dergraduate clegm.s Between 1970 and 1904, the numberof B.As
‘conferred in the United States rose 39 percent: Among all bache-

lor's degrees.in higher education, three majors increased five- to

ten-folck.computer and information sciences, protective services,

and transportation.and material moving, Two majors, already
large; tripled: health professions and public administration. Al-
ready popular, business management doubled. In 1971, 78 percent
more degrees were granted in.business than English: By 1994
business enjoyed a four-fold advantage over English and re-

mained the largest major. Enghsh foreign languages, philosophy;

and religion all declined. History fell, too. Some felds plum-
meted. Library science shrank to near extinction, from1,013 B.A 5
to 97. On the. Preliminary Schelastic Aptltude Test, only g pee-

cent.of students riow indicate interest in the humanities.

Measured by faculty salaries——a clear. sign of prestige and
clour—the humanities fare dismally. On average; humanists re-
ceive-the lowest faculty salaries by thousands or tens of thou-
sands of dollars; the gap affects the whole teachmg population,
regardless of ranl{ within colleges as well as universitics. Na-
tionally, in 1976, a newly hired assistant professor teaclung liera-
ruxe earned $3,000 less than a new assistant professor in busi-
ness: In 1984, that gap had grown to-$10,000. In 1990, it was
$20,d00, and by 1996 exceeded $25i000, Peginning assistant pro-
fessors in economics, law, engineering, and computer sciences
enjoy a hefty advantage, too. In 1990 their salaries averaged
$10,000 a year higher than those in literature, by 1996 more than
$15,000. Nor is Engllsh literature the runt of the litter: Fine arts,
forcign languages, and education are lower yet.

Salavy figures dorit: tell the whole story. Consulting fees and
second jobs substantially boost incomes in-many disciplines—

except the humanities, where outside-income represents-less.
tharn one-third the average earned by all disciplines. The point is.

that professors in other felds, already morve highly paid by the
eclucational institution, spend Taore time on cutside ventures
and less on duties at the institution: itself.

Humanists™teaching loads are highest, with the least amount of

release and research time, yet they're now expected, fax more than

three decades ago, to'publish in order to:secure professorial posts.
Humanists are zlso, more than others, mcreasmgly compelled

ta settle for adjunct, part-time; non-tenured appointments. that

pay less, have little or'no job security, and earry reduced bencfits,

ornone, o _
‘Consider, tog; the health of graduate programs. From 1975 to

1992, the elite top quarter of Ph.D. programs in English cut their

yearly output by more than 2g students per program; equlv"zlent
prograinsin chemistry increased on average by 38, computer sci-
ence by 47. (On the.other hand, some humanities programs with
the lowest repurations have expanded.)

In 1960, one of every six facnlcy members proféssed the liberal

arts; in 1988, one of 13 While one can argue that this teturns to a

norm present in the first half of the twenticth century, thar's
hard to'document. Th truth is, there was 4 slow slippage in lib-
eral arts beginning asearly as igoo, intertipred in the 1g50s:and
early ig6os. But in the last 30 years, the erosion has accelerated,
cutting into a base now much weaker.

The weakened condition of humanities within higher edueation
is also reflected in the ¢aliber of studerits pursuing the disciplines.

By all availible measures, national performance in the humani-
ties has declined, Scholastic Aptirude Test verbal scores have:
fallen: Even allowing for the undisputed complexity of the:
causes, the key fact is that they've dropped far more than SAT
math scores, hoth reported for the same population. Moreaver,
top performers (scores of 750 or higher) in math have climbed: in
Ianguage theyve plunged.

A more select population. takes the Graduate Record Exams.
Bt again, the verbal slide remains unmatehéd in math er analyt-
jcal sections. In addition, berween 1965 and 1992, écores on GRE
chemistry and biology tests remained virtually unchanged, yet
Eriglish literatire scores dropped by some 6o points.

Teaching and mastery of languages other than English have de-
clined. The educationally intensive-skill that might have a posi-
tive impact for students who will work in 4 global econory—
nandely, ability in a foreign ldnguage—has been neglected. Across
the.country, college entrance and graduation requirements in lan-
guage have been eased, even dropped. In 1960, for every 100 stu-
dents in college, 16 envolled in foreign langitages. In1g7o it-was 12,
and by 1995, w1th aglobal economy in full swing; fewer than &

The mést auchorivative; trusted study of the subject (a yearly
poll of college-bound high-schiool graduates) reveals:that in 30
years a total {lip-flop has occurred in the propoition of freshimen
entering college who expect their higher education to enhance.
future job ‘;eLurlty and assure high-wage employment (greatly
increased) versus those who want to develop values, form:a
broader social vision, experiment with varied forms of knowl-
edge, and formulate a philosophy of living (greatly decreased).

Past declines of the humanities were changes.in degree. In
1998, with weakenied faculties and less well prepared studedits,
we face an:imminent, dangerous change frrkind. As a society, we
seemt to be saying that the more w¢ expand the numiber of stu-
dents enrolled in ¢ollege, the less important if is for them to:
study the hitmanities,

—at
THE CREDENTIALS CULTURE
EVEN IN TERMS OF SECURING FUTURE EMPLOTMENT, DOES THIS MAKE
sense for the students themselves?

As the fate.of liberal education darkens, the humanities, once
seen 4s its core, have been largely replaced by occupational ma-
jors. Tronically, these courses of study fail to demonstrate that
they're berrer prépavation than the liberal arts and sciences for
their asseciated oecupations and professions. Medical schools do
not prefer particular majors, not evén biology, as long as basic
pre-med courses ate taken successfully. The Associarion of Amer-
ican Law Schools recommends coursés that stressreading, writ-

‘ing, speaking, critical and logical thinking Law schools report

that by yardsticks of law review and grades, their top students

come from math, the classics, and literature—with political sci-

ence, econorics, “pre-law” and “legal studies” ranking lower.
The idea that students are in college to prepare:for full partici-
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pation in society—including participation that won't advance
their careers or enlarge their bank accounts—no longer has
much sway in higher education. More than ever before, policies,
curricula, and salaries no longer follow what an institution
thinks students and citizens need to prepare for life, work, judg-
ments, and complex decisions requiring a social context of sev-
eral kinds of knowledge; rather, they increasingly follow the vot-
ing feet of students from class to class—though students’ grasp
of what training eventually helps to secure good jobs or a mean-
ingful life, likely punctuated with several career changes, is com-
paratively naive and unformed. This practice can be rationalized
as respect for student opinion, or meeting consumer demand: in
the market-model university or college, what is prudent prevails.

But serious education entails unpopular decisions on the part
of administrators and faculty. Students aren't getting the educa-
tion they deserve, a failing that affects their wisdom and judg-
ment more than their intelligence. Narrow-minded doesn't mean
completely unobservant—students can tell which way the wind
blows. As one American Association of University Professors re-
port demonstrates, undergraduates became keenly aware which
professors were getting paid more, and this strongly affected
their choice of majors and classes, “with the result that enroll-
ments in these fields began to increase rapidly, further accentu-
ating the demand for faculty members in these disciplines.” The
self-fulfilling prophecy continues to unfold.

Another reason students and parents choose as they do is that
the United States has become the most rigidly credentialized so-
ciety in the world. A bachelor’s degree is required for jobs that by

no stretch of imagination need two years of full-time training, let
alone four. Why do Americans think this is good, or at least nec-
essary? Because they think so. We've left the realm of reason and
entered that of faith and mass conformity. College credentializing
has lowered pressure on secondary schools to keep up their stan-
dards, already so low that they prompted college credentializing
in the first place. A sharply increased number of classes offered in
four-year and especially two-year colleges over the past two
decades must be categorized “remedial”; they teach what was
once mastered in high school—or junior high. If high schools
turned out graduates who had ninth-grade math, could read well,
wrote correct simple sentences, engaged in problem-solving, and
possessed basic computer skills and the ability to work in small
groups, then a high-school education would sufhice for middle-in-
come jobs. Yet, collectively, high schools can no longer guarantee
these minimal skills. So, even if some of their graduates greatly
exceed them, they must still obtain the credential of a B.A.

]

THE CONTEMPORARY COLLEGE

BECAUSE THEY ARE MORE SEGMENTED, MORE MARKET-DRIVEN, COLLEGES
and universities avidly pursue—and then advertise—trophies:
star faculty, plush facilities, and the reputarion of excellence,
often while neglecting undergraduate teaching. Not to teach has
become a reward. Professorial salaries correlate negatively with
teaching load. It is not overstatement to conclude that the pri-
mary task of higher education is no longer to educate—certainly
not to educate undergraduates. Higher education now reserves
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all itshighest rewards for published rescarch; In the last 30 years,
the average number. of maximum. classroom teaching hours has
remdined steady, but the minimum—that is, the-amount per-
formed by those already teaching less; and. that means those pre-

dowminantly oitside the humanities-—has dropped. Research can.

and.should inform and improve teaching. But a primary einpha-
sis an research doesnt foster that improvement. Sadly, of all data
we studied, only one study is able to conclude that research cor-
relates positively with teaching quality, but then orily ar four-
year colleges, not at docroral of research institutions:

Abundant-anceddtal evidence connécts & skewed emphasis on
rescarch wirh scant attention to teaching, For example, the pres-
‘ident of Princeton has remarked that “rany faculty nembers
“suggest that undergraduate teaching “gets in the way” of front-
line and increasingly complex research..[while other faculty
members) argue that blockbuster grants for resedrch centérs...si-
phon internal funds away from teaching,™ We¢ also have hard
clata From: the late 19605, réconfirmed recently: “The academic
department’s legitimation of, and emphasis on, research special-
ization made reduced teaching loads not only acceptable as a
professorial goal but indeed a demarcator of starus on campus.”
In the mid 1080s, one study reported “only 15 percent of the fac-
ulty members at high-quality rescarch instirutions said that they
were very heavily interested in teaching.” Tn'1994 William
Massy, vice president. for business and finance at Stanford, and
Robert. Zemsky of the resedrch institure an higher education at
the University of Pennsylvania concluded that “the tendency to
subordinate teaching to Tesearch seéms to hive spread from the
major research universities, where it might éanceivably be justi-
ied...to the much larger numbér of fotir- and even two-year insti-
tutions.” The most recent, éxhaustive stucly (1097) reached 4 sta-
tistically unambiguous corclusion: “Qur findings clearly indicate
that research is rewarded more than teaching.”

But the crosion in teaching is not uniform. Faculty in the hu-
manitics teach differently and teach more; especially faculty. in
the languages and composition: They teach more beeause by tra-
dition.and by virtue of the areas they encompass, the humanities
have clmrge of literacy in undergraduare education. Theit basic
mission is to insure that recipients of the bachelor’s dégree can
read and write critically, can reason iu language, can arguie; can
persuade and be open to pérsuasion. Teachers-in other disci-

plines assist humanities faculty in thiscask, and hot infrequently
surpass them. But the-bulk of this job—rouch of it the hardest,

most time-consuming, and least rewarded—helongs to the hu-
manities, Which makes it all the moré disurhing that the mar-
ket [orces-are at work here, tdo. Why are first-year graduate stu-
dents, some barely three months from the B.A., often-assigned to
teach freshman composition, a required counse central to writ-
ing, critical thought, and the logic of argument? Because 1t's far
cheaper for the institution. The- moneysaved i5 spent elsewhere.
Given thar professors in-the humanities are paid less than

those in other lields, and given that the rdition paid by humani--

ties majors usually equals the tuition. paid by students in other

fields, parengs:and-studenits associared with the humanities thus

actually subsidize the parents and students dassociated Wwith
other figlds. In blunt terms, the pooter fields are requiired to'en-
rich the richer—a lesson not* without implications for our na-
tional life at Jarge:

In: short, test what yon will—inajors, sdlaries, graduate pro-

grams, cross- -subsidies, teaching loads, requirements; languages,

aims of cducation, standardized test scofes—the results come

back the same. The humanities’ vital signs are poar. There are
pockets.of health dotred about, but nationally the patient s not

well. Since the late 1g60s the hiunanities have been neglected,

downgraded, and forced to retrench, all as.other areas of higher

'edumtlon have grown in nunibers, wealth, and: influence. When

we rermed the. 11=;L 30 vears the Age of Money, we were in part re-

feérring to: the dollar influx of research grants, higher tuitions,

anid ‘grander capital ititprovements. But therg’s another, more

‘symbolic agpect to the Age of Money, and one not less power, ful

for being mare symbo] te. The'mere concept of [MOTiey turng out
to be the secret key to “prestiges” influence, and power in the
American academic world, Here's hiow:.

e

THE THREE CRITERIA

THE STARVED TOGIC THAT SEES MONEY AS THE MOST DESIRABLE RESULT
of education—that knowledge is money or should be directly
convertible to it—has ploduced what we call the Three Criteria..
Their rule is remarkably potent, uniform, and verifiable. Acade-
mic fields that offer ong: (or move) of thic Three Criteria thrive;

any field Jacking all threc languishes. This. effect can be measured

by any ‘one or combination ol indices; relative proportion of de-
grees éarned, faculty salarics; time allotted for rescarch, new
numbers of faculty appoiritec, geaduate or professional popula-
tions, capital investment tn facilities, support staff, and alurni:
givirig, In the Ape of Money, the roy11 road to suceessis to offer.ar
least oné.of the follawing;

A Promise of Money, The feld is popularly linked: {evenif er-
roncously) to improveéd chances of seéuring an occupation or
profession that promises above average lifetine carnings.

A Knowledge of Money. The field irself studies money,
whether practieally or rore theorerically, i, fiscal, business, i~
nancial, ot economic matters and markets,

A Source of Money. The field receives significant external
monéy; 1.c., research-conitraces, fedéral grants.or funding support,
ar corporate undérwiiting,

The humanitics, apart from a few superstar professors, satisfy
nonhe of the eriteria. They've been penalized accordingly with a
steady loss of respect, students, and, yes, money. Fields that
study money; receive ékrernal money, or are asaocntedmnght]y
or wrongly—iwith monetary rewards are precisely those that
have [ared best in American higher education in the last 30 years.
(Theorctical physics is an interesting anomaly ameng the sci-

ences: it has miet-the third criterion to some degree, but produces

little of immediate utilicy and is often now cut, frc;m funding and
high-paying jobs.) Psychology falls in.the middle of all fields, so-

cialogy and anthropology shghtly below. Health and computet

stiences, law, business, engineering, and applied seiences: they're
all higher. The fine arts, languages, licerarure, history; religion,

‘and phllosophy all lower,

Administrations and administrators of higher education nicely

fit every one of the Three Criteria. Adininistration has been a
booming industry, for decades outpacing—at times hugely—the
growth, il any, in the size.of faculries: more. administrative and

miiddle-level management jobs ar highet pay, even as support-staff
positions thar directly help faculry members are often cut, Admin-
istration # the leading growth sector of higher education. Despite
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alarms sounded in the 1980s, this trend continues
unabated at many institutions. Some administra-
tive growth was required to meet increased gov-
ernmental regulations and a changed student body
with new needs for support. But no one pretends
that these factors explain more than half of it.

The bitter humor of Parkinson's Law is not that
it's a good joke but that his analysis of bureaucracy
is true: “Officials make work for each other.” This
nicely predicts, for example, that if administrative
and executive personnel increase by x percent,
then their subordinates will grow at twice that
rate. This is precisely what happened in more than
3,000 U.S. colleges and universities from 1985 to
1990. While full-time faculty grew only 8.6 per-
cent, administrative personnel rose by 14.1 per-
cent, and their subordinates, “other professionals,”
increased by double that, or 281 percent. It is a law
that central administrations tend to expand, even
when there is less work to do.

Many central administrations take a portion of
overhead on research money to fund their own op-
erations, including their own expansion, typically
without any faculty oversight. And increasingly,
administrators spend little or no time teaching or
conducting research. Administrators have profes-
sionalized, becoming a distinct class. Little by lit-
tle, historical ties between faculty and administra-
tion have loosened—or broken altogether.
Exceptions exist, but many administrations and
faculties square off as “us” versus “them,” an em-
ployer/employee pose. Faculties unionize. Power
over personnel and budgets—hence over curricu-
lum and policies—shifts away from faculties to-
ward administrative bodies, presumably because
faculty members would botch the task.

If this vast realignment has any justification be-
yond the imperatives of power and realpolitik, ad-
ministrations must constantly be supposed the
sounder judges of the needs and nature of higher
education, research, teaching, and knowledge than
are faculties themselves. A remarkable proposition,
to be sure, but not by any means the oddest feature
of higher education’s odd predicament. It's usually
hard, often impossible, for faculties to obtain a transparent bud-
get, or to know, beforehand, of important decisions that affect their
teaching, their students, their place in the institution, even their
professional future. If faculty members influence budgetary deci-
sions only marginally, then they cannot control major curricular
decisions. At the extreme, departments or schools are cashiered
out of existence. Perhaps some should be, but who should judge?

These developments prompted the late Bill Readings, associ-
ate professor of comparative literature at the University of Mon-
treal, to claim in 1997 that “the University is becoming a transna-
tional bureaucraric corporation... The University..no longer
participates in..the historical project of culture.” More than four
years earlier, Robert Zemsky had seen the trend. Universities, he
said, are becoming “more like holding companies.”

The more that colleges and universities act as purely utilitarian

operations, the more these forces intensify, and the more the
Three Criteria come into play. When humanists raise these issues,
they're often told, or scolded with, the Feel-Good Funding Myth.

THE FEEL-GOOD
FUNDING MYTH

ADMINISTRATORS AND SCIENTISTS HAVE LONG CLAIMED OR IMPLIED
that external funding for research benefits not only the funded
fields but all fields in the university. According to this pleasing
and serviceable conjecture, funds delivered to one part of an in-
stitution permit an internal reallocation to benefit other parts of
the institution—libraries, or perhaps the humanities and the
poorer social sciences (history, anthropology, and sociology).
Any such claim should be expressed in a far more circumspect,
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complex way: when universities first receive outside research
funds for science or other fields, they are able to support those
fields in a new, expanded way. As funding continues, universities
can sustain or expand those fields without siphoning funds from
other departments.

But accepting outside funds entails a Faustian bargain: for if

THE HUMANITIES AT

OR NEARLY TWO CENTURIES, LEARNING AT HARVARD

largely meant learning in the humanities. Other

fields were taught—mathematics, for instance,

and, increasingly in the nineteenth century, nat-

ural science and the emerging social sciences. With

foresight, Harvard often led the change away from higher ed-
ucation centered almost exclusively in humanistic pursuits.

But the humanistic tradition remains vital. With the cre-
ation of Barker Center and the renovation of Boylston Hall,
Harvard enjoys one of the best centers for humanistic study
in the world, a circle of facilities centering roughly around
Emerson’s statue in Emerson Hall
(philosophy) and embracing
great libraries and art museums,
centers of Afro-American, Euro-
pean, East Asian, and Literary
and Cultural Studies, expository
writing, and facilities for per-
forming and studying the visual
arts and music. How are they
being used?

In the 1920s, about half of Har-
vard College students concen-
trated in the humanities, by 1970
less than one-third. During the
mid 19gos the number fell to one-
fifth, a drop of nearly 30 percent
in just a few years. It has climbed
again to one-quarter, but the pro-

those funds are later cut, universities must either retrench (per-
haps drastically) in those fields, or cut elsewhere. We can say that
such funding increases the amount of scientific research and
often the size of science faculties. But we found no evidence to
confirm any direct or indirect financial benefit to fields not re-
ceiving external support. To top it off, some studies conclude

HARVARD: A PROFILE

ranks since the early 1970s exceeds 60 percent.

Within FAS, faculty salaries are kept on a broadly even keel
and professors’ fields do not enter the equation. Across the
University as a whole, however, it is very hard not to conclude
that humanists, whether in FAS, Fducation, or Divinity, find
themselves at the lower end of the professorial salaries paid
by the different schools and divisions in the University.

Teaching loads are notoriously hard to quantify and regu-
late. Responsible deans try to make sure that each faculty
member pulls teaching weight. However, a 1985 survey of ju-
nior faculty in FAS revealed that untenured faculty in the hu-
manities were teaching about 25
percent more than those in the
sciences. (This may be mitigated
by a new leave policy.) Whatever
other teaching is done in labs, tu-
torials, individual doctoral direc-
tion, or reading courses, it'’s com-
monly recognized that tenured
members in the humanities and
most social sciences generally
have a higher course load per year
than most of their colleagues in
the sciences. Many departmental
courses in the humanities are now
small enough (5 to 25 students) to
be led exclusively by a faculty
member, almost all of whom also
conduct one individual under-

portion remains lower, for exam-  The Barker Center. Harvard's new home for the humanities.  graduate tutorial—and some-

ple, than at Princeton or Yale, or

at many liberal-arts schools. In the early 1970s, 28 of every 100
men concentrated in the humanities; roday that figure is 15 of
100, a drop apparently unmatched at any similar insticution,
including others that became coed. Graduate programs in the
humanities have become smaller, a sensible and ethical re
sponse to the poor job market. Entering classes of English
Ph.D. candidates, for example, once numbered 50 or more. By
the mid 1970s, they had fallen to 25. Recently, the norm has
been 15 or fewer.

Of 40 new faculty positions planned for the current cam-
paign in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences (FAS), half were
originally targeted for the applied and natural sciences, 10 for
social sciences, and 10 for the humanities. Since the early
19708, o new permanent FAS faculty positions had been cre-
ated, though the size of the faculty is not large compared
with similar institutions. Despite strong efforts undertaken
recently to cut FAS administrarive personnel, growth in their

times three or four—each year.
The College does not require any knowledge of a foreign
language for admission. The foreign language requirement for
graduation, expected to be completed by the end of the first
year, is low by national standards. Among other ways, it may
be fulfilled by a grade as low as D- in one first-year language
course, or an AP score as low as 3. (FAS's Educational Policy
Committee is reexamining the language requirement; see
sCurricular Reform, More and Less,” March-April, page 63.)
Although Harvard undergraduates in the humanities are
heard to worry about the relevance and “utility” of their stud-
ies for the purpose of later employment, no statistical evidence
indicates that Harvard-minted humanists have a tougher time
later in the job markets, or that they become any less success-
ful than their peers. Many go to medical or law schools; a num-
her enter business, education, publishing, journalism, and the
entertainment industry. A small percentage pursue graduate
study in the humanities.
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that universities ¢nd up: paving an overal! unréimbursed cost for
stch suppott. The Three Criteria programs pocket thi¢ vast bulk
of external funding; when it coines time to make up for funding
eiies, it's share and sharc alike.

Bvidenée for the truth of our critique of the Feel-Good Fund-
ing Myth'is overwhelming. Five years ago, Williaim Massy, echo-
ing what Alice Rivlin had published. 30 years earlier with the
Brookings: Institution, came to the belated, obvious conclusion
that “theie is a very real quiestion’ of whether research is.in fact
heing subsidized by undergraduate educatior” He warned. that
federal funding cuts will place “even greatet pressure on reséarch
universities to cross-subsidize sparisored programs. front all
available sources™—a genteel circumlocution that translates into

“raid the alteady ciminished funds available to the humantries
anct social ‘scienices, ask alumni to. support *the college’ or ‘the

univergity, and,.in-all likelihood, hike undeérgraduate tt.lltlD]}S
again; to undeégwritc the research of * aponsorccl‘ programs.”
Absent a moré specific rationalization for the cuirrent system,
prcat]ge is often offeved Up as the intangible benefit’ that-ac-
cries to the whole institution wheit some. segmenits are fatrened
with more staff or better facilities while athefs make do, Bur like
a gravd pIt pTESUge 54 (_t)n{:(.pt th'l{ gmwg more cmpt:y “Tlth

use. To be sure, there seems a.gain in “prestige” and: perhaps, in

certain areas, in quality for iniversities that enjoy exterpal re-
search support; these institutions may genérate a *product mix"
chat accracts bright undergraduates in many elds, arguably in-

cluding the humamtzes But that e*cpl*matmn beygs the question.
of whcl.h(.r it's-good policy or even honest to lure students with.

instituitional prestige’ while chopping away at the very basis of
that prestige. Self-beguiled, many universities and even collees
have in effect decided that thieir real busitiess is golden eggs; the
gaose will just have to lend Tor itsclf.

None of the foregoing isinténded as an assault on the sciences,
or indeed on dny lunded field. Any cut in Finding to-séience rep-

resents a grave danger toresearch universities and to us.all. Scien:

tific research is indispensable 1o national intellectual and eco-

nomic life, ng well 48 tohealth care. T has proven a'wise collecrive.
investinent, and we advocare its continvance and-expansion, But.

the trickle-down fiction that the prospericy of externally fumided
progiams will find its way to undérgraduate instruction and to
the humanities neéds to be exposed for the fairy talé that it is.
When inequitics between acadeinic areas aré pointed out, the
last thing humanists should do is'stay silent, fearful-of precipitat-
ing a Kiltiwkampf against what “brings money in." The pretty
rhetoric produced by high-ranking officials of some universi-
ties—promulgating the notion thar ll boars are lifted by a rising
tide—is devoid of hard figures, Even without going in for hard:
sciences with heavy external funding to the extent that many
other institutions do; the University of Virginia still generates hu-
mianities programs and library collections of the first water. And
smallet liberal-arrs schools also give the lie to rhe humaniries' pre-
sumed financial dependence on the funded “use(ul” disciplines.
They produce huinanities undergracliates the cquals of their col-
lege pecrs at tesearch universities, and rheir faculties ¢an rival and
area source for humanities faculties of those universities. As new

federal puideliies for finarictal accounting in higher education go.

into effect, we're likely to.see—if administrators lét us—that hu-
manities and unfunded social-seience programs hiave been cross-
subsidlizing so-called externally funded piograms all along;

L ]

“THOSE MILDER
STUDIES OF HUMANITY?”

KNOWLEDGE HAS CHANGED AND PROLIFERATED. IT HAS CHANGED, TOU,
in what John Dryden calls “those milder studies of humanity.”
But no-such changes can explain why universities and colleges
have sharply disinvested in the humanitics—the very fields
which continne to ask how such changu, affect our lives and val-
ués a5 human beings individually and socially; Our most difheult
problcms remain precisely those that do not admit of solutlons
by quantitative or technical means alone. Nor are they suscepti-
ble to- solution by one traditionally defined professmn working

[=]
alone, Ethical debates in medicine, environmental crises, legal is-

sues involving the history of race relations: in these and move we

require eloquent language, hard analysis and ‘persnasion in
words; and the combined insights of sciénce, hiistory, religion,
business, medicine, and ethical traditions.

But- humanists of the last’ three decades responded to the
Thrce Criteria with near-compléte-ineptitude. They yielded

-ground on nearly all fronts. Many of their tactical. and strategic

failures ean beé traced to their apologetic attltude to other chsuf
polog;

plines, itsclf arising from self-doubt about the value and rele-

vance-of their own activities. Hurmanists began speaking—and

-arguing—more ancl more only with themselves. Their acquies-

cenee in-the role of grateful pensioner of the implicitly “useful”
disciplines and admirnistrations was tacit-aceeptance of theix low
rankin the dcadémic hierarchy of our era.

Temuist be admitted, in fairness, thathumanists have been ma-
neuvered intoa false position where any response seems like an
endorsement of the pecuniary ethos. To insist on their fair share
of fund]ng, if only for equal salaries and hbmry collections, is, in
appearance, to accept the false proposition that moncy s the

-measure of everything, Yer if humanists endure without protest
their Cinderella status vis-a-vis the Three Criteria disciplines,
:they end up conveying the same message: what is, is right,

No such problem would exist if humanists were not embar-
rassed to proclaim their traditional éminence in the acaclemy,
Humanists willing to stand up for their high relevance have only

1o assert bath “Yc.s,_. we too. need money—and more than were
getting—to support our detivities” and “No, that doesn't mean

we accept wealth as the paramount human and educarional

value.” Not having.done: 50, humanists and their disciplines. have.

come to be construed as a dispensable luxury. The scandal is

‘tha, collectively, by their silence in general, as well as in faculty

meetings andl-administrative posts, humanists have acquiesced.
The humaniries inform every deliberative body from the US,
Congress to the local PTA. No marcer what is happening in
higher education, we dor't stop dealing with ethics and acsthet-
ies; with language and rhetoric and religion and the arts, with

the legacy of our past. We're human—we couldnt stop. it il we-

wunted to. What we can do, evidently, is pretend that we can
cope with these matters justas well il no ong studies them. A pe-
culiarity of American socicty is our capacity to question (with

apparent sincerity) the desirability of producing and supporting:

minds trained tn the study of such matters. In this capacity we

seem to be unigue. Our tradition of anti-intellectualism is all the:

‘mare amazing in light of the nation's histor ¥, sinee we count
amaong our founding fathers some-of the most c]lsl:mguls_hed and
(Mease turn to page 121)
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HUMANITIES (continuted from page 53)

learned human ists ever to engage in pol irteal life: Maclisomn,
Franklin, Jefferson, joim and. John'Quincy Adams, Marshall, and

Jay, to name a fes. This:is a country that spends more to support-

becr and shaving cream-on one Super Bowl Sunday (ot to Then-
tion tax subsidies to build the stadiums) chan its government
spends on music and pairtting-and theater in a year. As Richard

Hofstadter noted in 1063, *In the. United States the play ol the

mind.is perhaps the only form of play that is not looked upon
with the most tender indulgence.”

Remarkably, humanists have been active parricipants in, their
ownsubversion. Inner political and theoretical bickering in the

humanities has contributed little- wisdom to.the political life-of
the country or local communities for two decades. Just as the-

cult of money was laying siege to the culrure of learning, many

beleaguered exponents of humanistic study divided into parties

and-embarked on a scries of unedifying digputes, including ones
that degraded the name “humianist,” The subjects were w orthy
enough: the narure of language and. of gender, the roles of politics
and race and non-Western culture. And these received new, wel-
come attentjon. Bur such gains were often squandered through
endemic pettiness, bad faith, and guilt by association. Hum'tmats
developed rheir own politically motivated cult of personalities.
And nowadays few people, understandably, warit to wiite the
way many professors of literature do. Fifteen years-ago Northrop
Frye warned that humanists, like Fortinbras in Hamlet, were
fighting wars over territories barely large-enough ro hold the
contending armies.

If-recent fhternceine wranglings are impoverished, their ap-
peal diminished by rebarbative jargon, name-calling, narrow
specuhzatlon, and.-dull, prediceable accusations of being on the
wrong “side” ol a pohrlzed “war,”it’s.all the more sobering to re-
alize-that the humanittes have pl(:l(td an especially Bad time to
fall upon-cach other. In 1997 Edrl Shorris put it this way: “The di-
vision should come between market-driven culture and the hu-
manities; not between.the beauty of an* Agian potm aid a Euro-
pean poen.”

s

WHAT DO WE WANT?
FOR THREE MILLENNIA IN EAST AND WEST THE HUMANITIES HAVE BEEN
associated not only with fmaginative art but with the world of
-affairs and professions—law, medicine, trade, government.
Apollo is the god of healers-and pocts. Solzhenitsyirs chaprer ori
‘the family doctor in Cancer Weird might be put.before medical-
school students and their-teachers, Faw has ancient, tleep conr
nections with theroric and composition. Solon wrate his legal
code in verse. Behind the Tron Curtain—in fact, wherever there
was, or is repression and intolerance—poets and physicists alike
have together kept the {aith of humane action and human rlghts
The environmental movement unites sciences, social ‘sciences,
and humanities, business, ¢conomics, and- religion. John Muir
and Rachel Carson: scientists, humanists?

If we segment our edlucation, prizing only what will produce
one kind of economic value, we may segment the totality of our

experience. zmd trlvmhzc all values. There i no faster way to.
guaranree the shattering of our socieral mosaic than to assume’

that its higher education, should be the sum of a series of sepa-

rate professional specializarions—arid that these should be sup-

plemented m the humanitics primarily by arguments over the

study of various cultures constrained to serve present polirical
goals-and social agendas. Are we teady to jettison 3,000 years of

collective experience in higher education? In his eloquent book
The Idea of Higher Education, Ronald- Barnett conchides with 2 per-

tinent question: will higher education be forced ta setrle for.

“the narrowness of an industry-led competence-baund currica-
lum3?”

Is our disinvestmerit in the humanitics—what we might calt
the dehumartization o higlier education—a legjtimate response
to desirable tnarket factors? Or is it ‘more accurately one core
symptony of a national loss of faith in whole areas of human en-
deavor as they'te treated in the academic world—those areas nat

gquantiffable, not primarily driven by economics, , fepresenting a
quality-of life we call culture? Whatever the answer, the system-

atic devaluing oFhumanistic study in highei education makes.it
suicidal for humanists to trivialize themselves—producing spe-
cialized studies few care to read—or to knuckle under to de-
mands for more publication at the expense’of more and better
teaching and better, not more; publications.

‘An econortiic sotial Darwinism can apply itself to higher edu-

cation. Our:society distanices itself fronr pursuits and learning

thar take considerable time and don't pay immediate cash divi-
dends. Ecotiomic competitivenéss is responsible for much good
and prosperity. But when visited on every segment of society,
and on higher eduearion, it may contribitte'to a sacial breakup.
Do we want it increasingly applied to colléges and tniversities?
Do we care any more whether colleges and universitics are
custodians of collective; diverse ‘cultures—whether they record;
teach, and transmit traditions; and give us the linguistic and
symbolic tools to express our veneration, criticism, and contfi-

Thurion:te our culture, to make connections within. its variety, to

examine its checkered past and to imagine its possible future? If
our instinitions of higher-education don't do this, whe will? For

‘intelligent young people; do we want careers in the humanities

to be obviously less attractive than many other options open o
thém? Do ‘we wint marker forces thomughly to work their will

-on the very set ofinstitutions that we once, after carefiil delibér-

ation, decided shiould be largely protected. fromi them?
Tt all boils down vo ohe question: Doés it matter? Tous it's evi-
dent that our narion carnnot steer the best course through our ex-

‘citing but complex nd perilous times without the:aid and lead-

ership of men and women whohave mastered language, who can
put together a sound argument and blow a speciotis ohe to bits,
who have Jearned from the past, and whao have witnessed the
treacheries and glories of human experience: profoundly revealed
by writers and artists. But if nothing changes, we will soon face
our difficult world:and our éndlessly complicated future witheut
new gerierations so trained. We will soon be looking not-at a

weakened tradition of humanistic learning and education, but a
defuncrone. v}
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