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Post-secondary education is effected in every country through the daily

operation of certain'fbrms of organization (universities, teacher colleges,

technical institutes, research centers) and types of control (personal domi7.

nation, collegial rule, bureaucratic hierarchy, trustee supervision). As .

the forms and types develop historically, they are both embedded in the

larger educatienal-sxructure and linked to organized groups outside ofedu-

.

cation. Acquiring a fundamental momentum that carries them-into the future,

the fixed forms sex the' terms of reform: "the direction which a reaction
/

assumes is determined' by the. direction of the forces against which it reacts:

the reformer is as much indebted to his environmeht;ts the conservative"

(Rashdall, 1936,.Volume I, p. 166). Following 4,fs perspectiVe, we grasp
'

the underpinnihgs of current practice by studying the historical proddction
4

of the present .educational struettre. We s7h se better the possibilities of

successjor propbsed reforms as'we beceifie Aware of the embeddedness'and
.

relatedness of the involved'forms and their charaCteristic drift and momentum;

0
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Appropriate research becomes a combination of orginizatkona1 and historical

J
analysis that centers on the evolution of types of institutions and the

provincial and national- systems that embrace them.'

THE ORIGIN AND
*
DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL TYPES

1

Three analytical problemt may bp posed for f6 educational structure of

,a nation:. (1) .why did certain' orns that now compri-Se-the,structure origt-,

nate. (2)once each -form was initiated, why'did it then persist into the

present, somtimes eien,enduring over centuries of marked turmoil and change?
A

(Stinchcombe, 1965, pp. 153-169) (3) extending question one., how did

dearlier forms condition later ones aS they emerged? Several guiding ideas,

can be established before turning to specific easeslof modern.academic

structures.

For -a major type of organization to onkginate, there must be a doman
.

of work into which it can squeeze, a territory.within organized society no.

longer 'effectively monopolized by prececding types. Then, which particular

forms are invented oradopted depends greatly on the existing social tech

nology. on may dream of many altetnativeways of organizing but th& ones

that can be put into actiondand made to survive need a minimal fit to the

real world; there must be an open domain and they mutt be able to draw

resources, personnel,-and clientele by serving one or more interests;- Com-

monly, a new form initiated in the open doMain .of one sector of,society is

orrokedfrom another part of the same society andadaptcd.to its new home.

4

. Or, a similar prOcdss may take place at the level of whole societies, as

4
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nations borrow forms froM one another andbtry to adapt them to local-condi-
,

. ,

tions. 711e origin-of the university in the twelfth to fourteenth centunlies

is the great case of such phenomena in academic organization. An open

e

domain,was- made possible by-the inability of cathedral schools and monas-
.

taries and other existing formi that handle advanced 1parning to service
, .

. c /. .

the societal need for
.

more lawyers, doctors, and administrators for state

hurch,'and the growing need of scholars themselves to ollectiVely:

systematize-their oricand to look out for llither coeJtive fare In

the opening that invited invention, the university began as a guild, or

more accurately 1 confederation of guilds: the:guilt:I wasthen the common

form for,the organizatidA of work.in,the cities-(Rashdall) 1936

Haskins, 1957; Baldwin and Goldthwaite, i972; Thrupp, 1968), ,Instructors, .

and in some dases students, borrowed this farm as a way'of colleetively

implementing a common, interest; through acquiring certain rights and pri-

-

vileges, establishing selfgovernment, and developing means of defense

against adverse actions of other groups. Control by private trustees was'

not then an option, even though municipal boards were sometimes createdas

A
a form of public supervision, since neither the legal nor the social under-

pinings of trusteeship had yet appeared. Npr was bureaucratic gqvernance

a reliable alternative, at a time when central control over local factiont
_

% c.
was' so problematic. Thus,Oeven when the formal initiation of a univerilty

was at the pleasure ofa king or a pope, he either chartered a group as a

recognized guild or soon found the-academicians,Brifting into the guild

style qf self-regulation in which ,a group of Masters jointly controlled a

territory, of work, elected oneviof their on as head, took oaths of obedience

and fealty, and individually exercised in smaller domains, personal control

. -

'
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over 1Qurneymen and apprentices'. In comparison to the conditions of later

it f

centuries that encouraged other options., the extensive fragmentationof

operative authority characteristic of the late medieval peried encouraged

_ .

efforts in occupational home-rule by those who wanted,toteach and Yarn

advanced bOdies of knowledge. The guild form became the fsirst organizational

base for..the idea of the university, a foundation that has endured for cen-
ti

turies and still appears in modern higher education (beeves. 1970; Ashby,

1974; Clark, 1976).

Whatever the Conditiops and choices that gave/kse to certain forms,

the more intriguing questions are found in the capacity oftypes to persist,

often with remarkably little cienge in basic structural Characteristics:

Stinchtombe has shown, for economic organization in the United States, that

"structural characteristics of a type of organization tend to persist, and

4
.consequently the re is a strong correlation betweenthe-age at which industries

-4

were developedand their Structure at the present time" (Stinchcombei 1965,

p. 159). persistence may be rooted in apparent effectiveness: a giVen form

seems to remain a
41,

more efficient tofl than its possible ompetitors. Ort

persistence may stem from lack of competition.; the form in question never

has to face an open battle'against other funs that may indeed be equally'ort, .- . ''. ' .

, more effective. Types of colleges and universities, as well as specific.
--

institutions, clearly develop protected nichki in the ecology of higher edu-

cation, controlled domains where competitive or predator forms cannot

effectively get at them. Public sponSorship so often offers better guaran-
4

tees of survival than does/private support, since' public authorities usually

grant mOnopolies'or quasi - monopolies of gunctions and territories to their

. agencies. A sefof nationally-supported public universities may become i

\
4
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sunk cost in a state budget that realistically can be_only marginally'

adjusted from. year to year,' an entrenched, sector that'then amounts,te a site,-

shielded fromthe performance of other types of oraa4izatibns.

The third, and probably the most important, source of persistence is

the set of sociological forces that turn organizational tools into ends in .

-theinselves, organitations into social institutions. Certain ways of carrying

out a social task become traditionalized, made a matter of commonhabit. -In

some countries, the professor habitually le$Aures to large numbers, while in

others he tul.ors)a few; in some structures, he is' full -time; while in others
^- ;--;"

-his university duties are regulailypiy.a part-time commitment4 The

established way becomes the unconsciously assumed and valued way. Also, par-

ticipants become interested, personally and jointly, in perpetuating a form

that series and protects them, 4nd that interest become vested as core

values of the organization recognize that certain parti-cipants have certain

legitimate rights. AdditioAally, appropriate ideology develops, justifying

. - .

the tradtionalized ways and the vested interests: These sociological forces
; . .

.

of tradition, vested interest., ancideology--the internal forces of institu-

tion- building ---are at the heart of organizational persistence. Theyhelp to
_ f.

fix public definitions of what:forms are naturally appropriate and to estab-

lish the ecoloiiCal gChe that protects against possible competitors. -They.

/
are basil to the stubborn capacity-of colleges and un,iversities to survive ,

altypes of pressures, including the efforts of powerful reformers and to.
)

.

, '
. t

project their own ways. a3ld molds of organization into the future..

4.
. ,

Earlier formS condition later forms in at least two

4 _. ,

important ways.. First; the earlier forms a general expectations of

In What-is the ridht and valuable way. In the countries-where the
-7
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university'-has been virtually the sole` form of higherWucation for. cen-

.

turies; the general publk as well as-edutators have grkat difficulty in

actepfingsuch'possible new forms as the two -year college or the separate

. )

teacher -tratting enterprise. Second, the earlier form of formt sit astride

much if not all'of the organizatieal domain.. 'Any new fort has to find a 4

... .
.,

#
.

viable niche either by taking up a task no one else wants, or by occupying r
.

new desirAle 'ground on the border of the old terrain:or by successfully

invading territory that is already occupied. In short, the old forms opera-
2

7tionally Afine the division ofblabor among enterprises into which the new

forms will need, to fit or-will have to struggle 'to adjust. The common-
c

-result is a power struggle in which victory for the -new form is by fio means

guaranteed. It may secure' only.a Marginal position. For'example, schools 7.

for adults and evening divisions that provide adUlt education have been

institutionalized in Vie United Stdtes in the twentieth century. at the mar-

v.gin of larger enterprises, public echool.systemS apd universities, whose

primary commitAnts lie in the education of the young. The idea of adult

education has had widespread support but supporting units typically end up

in a precarious position. _A, mdre central location may yet be achieved

in the last,gbarter of this century, aided by Such new ideolOgies assthat

of recurrent education; but the fate of the-idea is dependent on the organ-
context Slid the wisdom of supporters in Ueveroping appropriate.

izatienalAforms and maneuvering those forms VI an organiiationai conliest.
/ \

A new form may also be-defeated and eliminated from the scene. For

example, the four-year community_tolleg in the United'State, covering
sf

the last two year of secondary education and he first two years of

, .

.
tCrtiI arl education, was a proMising educatiohaf movement in

tI

Ira



8

The superstructure of public adm4p4eation was ilso initiated almost Simul-

tancously, as
,.

city=states and other, temporal authoritNlattetted to regu-

R.

late the academic bodies, but it developed genuine strength only later as
- s

the national state emerged and.strengthened itself by learning-to use' modern

means of administration. In one country after another, nation - building meant

the encapsulation of higher education ina,publfc bureau. There was-either

the nationalization of higher educition-in which all or'nearly all units

/ were p{aced under ore or more ministries of the'national government, e.g.,

in France especially after Napoleon, in "4taly after unification in 1870; 9r, .

there was strengthened public control'at a sub-national level, as in Germany,.

where the universities became located qithin a bureau 8f. Land government. '1

is

'In each case, it tither'the.rational or the federal variant, /he struc re

came to express two sets of'interests: those of senior prof etsors and those

of minister al officials*

Mat important, the emerging governmental frameworks did not have his-

.

torical primacy but to embrace existingilaculties and universities which

had retained gul/eproperties. The ptoferssor holding a Chair wisa direct

descendant of the guildHaster of old, posSessing life/long auointmeliti..

exercising considerattre personal doM5.nation over assis ants and. students,

_17
and, together with other Uriplrholders, exercising a consieetable monIopoly'in

depidingL what would be done within the University and such major sub-units
r

as'the Faculty and the Institute, particularly in determining Membership in

A

the teaching staff and in'what would be taught. Thus, guild authority was

maintained, in a combination of personal and 011egial_tulership, while

faculty units moved. from the general status of being voluntary associations

to being parts of. governmental bureaus (Clark, 1976). '--Theiinderstructure

IU

*
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the late 1940s and early:1950s, capturing eight locations in California,

the state that led the nation in the development of, community colleges.

7

_

*,
.

However, that particular teform soon peakbd and then quickly fell film

favor as Counterforees were brought to 'bear: among other resistances, the
- r

*thousands,pr senior high schOo ls of the'cbuntry werenot about to give away
. .

their upper two years. The organi zational ecology of American higher edu-

, f ,f-

cation proved to have ample room for ,the twoyear community college, as a\ t-4.
.

.
.

key part of structuratArlustment to Mass higher education, but not fora . .

. ,

, . . ,

four-year versionthat`would cut sharply into the jurisdiction df estab-

liOed`forms of secondary education and would realign the deellly

d o alized boUn between the understioqd territories of secondary and

.higher education.

*11hese galiding questions and conceptiOns may be applied to.con-

;

;

-

temporary systems of higher education. Simplifying considerably we rtview

.

the development of the European mod of academic orgniTation which.occurred
,

(

first in 'tithe and remained domillant uItil well into the twentieth century.

We ,their turn to the British variation o that,modi, a Mode4 which also has
c

e special patternsffoed in the(

had a world-wide import, and finally to t

. United States.'
1

THE EUROPEAN.

The general modern structure of adademic org nitation on.the Continent

k

'can 6e'characterizea as a combination of faculty gu'ld and staxeltureaucra6':

Each of these forms has had a long ilistery. As imdi

I

structure of'gdild -like faculty clUsters originated in

44 t

ated' earlier, the under-

*

I

the medievil period.

51.
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tontini.ted to etfe

point of personal

a t

t ,-,>

ctiy.ely vist4e interestV of
;

c4,
privflege.and, att.imei,7seMi

. .

tiionalizeVays and texpectati4s krOpe9ci,bver lentuKies, since xhe
4 . J

a 9

"*.

,. fir
senior,faylty, Mown to the ='

-hereditary rights.- Tiadi-

4
twelfth-Ceratur beg*nningS in Iolopa and Paris, and appropriate ideologies

.-

Mere never bard to-,find., Indeed,' the leading educational ideal's of the ('

-
,

nineteenth century, those of the'German reseatCh-cehtered university,%gave
4

I 7 I. 1
, 1 a

v a modern rationalp to rule'by professors., .While allowing-for a ministerial

i . . ...
1800 and 1830

framework, the reforms out in between A. highlighted the
A .

. ,
4. t .

necessity of freedom in rt arch and 'teaching if scientifiC progress and

), . _ . . .

.88 national advance were to be served. The apparent: success-of Ge
..

rman , abademic

science durin0 , the' rest of the centry gave aorld-wWe credence to'air,

G--

1. - based.org'anization in which the .prerogatives. and especially the autonomy of

the individual: professor and small clusters of professors were central,

The ideals were congruent with baronial academi.c.power and extenssive:col-
.

1

lective self - rule.'
-

Guild orkanilatienat combined personal and collegial rulersnip largely

. . c , . ,

.
t4theredlaway in indUstry and commerce during the eighteenth and nineteenth .

.

. . .

century, defeated competitively by capitalistic meaes of,,nroduction, as
-.. ..

,11.

... .4 .

tmphitized,by Marx, that toql< a bureatieratic forM,as-zti4ssed by Weber (Marx,

i
.

1965; Weber, 1950).' Elements of guild Organization clarly stilliappear in

modesf*craft unions and professional associatioks, with the question of con-.

i

Ainuity between the old guilds and-the new forms remaining unan wered in
1

.

histortical inquiry (Thropp, 1968). Bit the entrepreneur and th factory did
.

not penetrate the arenas of Cbntinental Higher etucation, nor, n,general;
.

./ .

the-realms of state activity and public administration in which there,was no

profit-seekingactivity: As a result - -a crucialimatter.in the

I )

1 ./- ,

evelopmeni
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of higher-education--the guild-like university never had to face this-com-
-.

petitive fort. Thent,t'as provincial-and national states laid down their

adMinistrative superstructures, bureaucratic, forms were strengthened but

10

4
,

generally remained incoMplete.in flIplementint control over the deeply-rooted

,..acadomic gdilds. Ministries established national rules in such policy, sec-
-

tert as budgetiadmissiont curriculum. and personnel, but other than .under

:ccasiOnalpuihoritari;n,suppre'ssion, Maoneyouidcheck uponcOnfatmity".° .

to Jthe rules' .since inspector generaldmould improperly invade :the rights o-f
-- 3 t

.
,-

professors to-freedom of teaching and research. Extensive rule-making..-
. .

. _

couf)10 with weak rules senfortement andmuch rule evasion b6came character- ,

,,

,4 f. .'i'

istic-of "bureaucratiesystems of highef"education. As.Chairholding-pro-

,

fessors became protected civil servants, their right to rule also generally'

became enacted into state law and codified in state administration and

hence the rules of the state were often even turned, to the strengthening of

personal rulership and collegial monopoly at the operating levelst. In this

settingt administration at the level of the university had 1 the chance to'
.

develop. The professors did not want it.: the Ministry took are of over-

head services; and the "administrative direotorswand other f ld agent of
. .

. ;

/ the Ministry located at the universities generally had little 1 verageon

/
.

. . ,

the professors and ibleir-eleated,deans and rectors. - . .

..

0., 6-

In cross-national perspective, the common Continental cdmbinati'on of ,

faculty guild andllational. ministry may be seen as a structure that minimizes'
.

institutional competition and the play of market forces. Such nationalized

structures as those of France and Italy have, attempted to adirAte equity ..by
. .

., ...
_ P,

...

adm,inistdratively equating'insti;utyans: the universftidegree is an award

of the national system and not of the individual institutpOn, and to study.
..

,

...
, .- .
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.

law at one university is formally equal to'Studying law at anotheT. Faculty
I.

are appointed within a 'single national Personnel.system,'and.promotipfi in,/

11*

vhlves movpmentfrOm one civil ,service category Hof rank and pay to another.

- 41

nitiry standards damp the incentives for the separate institutions to hotter

theMselves.by compdting fof
.

talent and emphastzing distinctive approaches.

And the unitary approach has had the great unanticipated consequence of

-inducing faculty 'members to transport their guild forms'of authority, ori-

ginally.meant and still appropriate for small-scale organization; to the

--- large-scale organization of national systems, or, in Ge ;many, i a.pub-national-

,

but still complex level, in'order to protect themselves against politicians

and'bureaucrats. Central offices become permeated with and often captured

by committees.of senior professors that are simultaneously cases of collegial

rule and national academic oligarchy: The guild as much as the bureaucracy,

prefers closed Mbnopoly of a,domain of'work 4,

The historical prbductidn of modern academic organization on the,Conti-

nent thus led gradually to the error of excessive order, with institutions
'I

inclined towardunity and uniformity,. New forces, new plans, and new organi-

zational forms have had great difficulty in penetrating_sucH 'structures. As
0

a rosultr the main thrust.of7reform in recent decades has been inCreasingly

against nationar neatness. As these systems have attempted toQve from

elite to mass higher education, ifi a setting of the modern complex economy,

they have had to face more heterogeneous consumer and manpower demands, thus

giving them the .problem of creating diverse programs and approaches in struc-

ture

....,
......,

s that are organically uncomfortable with p anned as well as unplanned

ilk
diversity. Adaptiveness then becomes a very great problem: neither the

deliberate actions of planners nor the unplaztd interaction of competitive

1.1
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institutions is a powerful forte compared to the institutihpAized strength

.

-of acadeMiceligarchs and ministerial bureaucrats. Major efforts in "reform

may be MOupted.,occasionally by central edict,under such special conditiOns

of crisis and regime as existed in4rance in 1968. But such efforts prob-

abr lasting impact only as they disperse control and otherwise open

up the domains long monopolized by the old forms. This may possibly be done

by central-edictl%with the commander officially disbanding some old units

and turning -thetroops loose to experiment and regroup.. The French post-1968

reform,.officially disbanding "Faculties" and allowing instructors to regroup

in new units of education and research (UERs), has moved in this direction.

A more basic hope of reform inthe nationalized systeml'lies in:.the broader

effort in many countries,to regionalize government. A general_shift toward

a decentralization of government and a deconcqntration of administration

would increase regional and local influences on the character of educational

'forms and admit more institutional Competition,
. v

THE BRITISH MODE

The British mode of acadeliKorganization has-also been historically

rooted in a substructure of guilds, but the nature of the superstructure has

cauped a quite different combination of interests than those vested in the',
Mk

European tirade. The state bureaucracy has had a leiser hand.(Ashby, 1966;

),Reeves, 1970; Halsey and Trow, 1971; Moodie and Eustace, 1974). As chartered

corporationS composedLof chartered colleges that could and did accumulate

theit'vwn endowment. Oxford and Cambridge, dating from the thirteenth century,

.1 developed extensive. autonomy from the controls of local 'and national depart-'

inehts.Of govccrnment.

. Aber4pen and Edinburgh
.

vier* rooted outside the governmental bureaucracy. I1the nineteenth

The four Scottish universities--St. Andrews, Glasgow,

--originating in the fifteenth and_siitanth centuries,

I, I
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century, after six 'centuries Of an Oxbridge monopoly,- England developed

,civic universities in such ihdustrial cities as .Manchester and Birmingham

and A unique academic holding company for thc.pation and the Empire,, in the

r form of the University of.Londonj which had 'affiliated coIlegps in India

and Ceylon, Africa and the Vestiaidies-as well is in England,. Again, the'

mechanism of a chartered.auto ous,eorporation was used,,rather than the '

A
-Continental divice of placing the university inside of a governmental bureau

and teachers 'inside the civil . Autonomy meant that each institution

was free to admit its own students, arrange:Lts owncourses, hire its own

faculty, own its own propei*y, Idrgely raise its own income, and pay its

own bills.

Guild control flourighed in is British pattern of remotestate super.-

vision, especially in thevtwo oldest universities whose historical primacy

and towering prestige have subtly defited tor all other univers'itie's a

British style of academic control. Immensely elaborate and only partly

codified rules and norms of,personal privilege and collegial hegemony

developed in k web of chaii.s epartments, faculties, colleges - within-

universities, senates, councils, and courts. But within theautnnomy gained

by the individua4 university,- authority was not the only form of '

,,.,

authority. Especially outside of Oxford.and Cambridge, laymen have been

systematically included in in upper tier of academic government ,(the "Couptir)-
,

r.

and a key administrative post has been prOvide4 in the-form of the ;
Chancellorship. These participants have not been completely dependent on th

.

professors, nor have they operated _as functilinariesef tote state-. Respofisihle

for tht welfare of the 'nstitution as awhole, especially the Vice-Chancellor,

their role mandates have holRed tilt the guild interests of the professors

4f;
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toward a sense of corporate identity.

In shoft, compared to academic organization on .the Continent, the

British institutions have been responsiblefor their own administration and
-

,have evolved sevcial forms of participation in that .responsibirity. Bureau-.

craticand trietee principles.drluthority have had a focal role -- a major

role compared to the Continent, a minor one when .compared. to academic struc-

tufc in' the United:States,-.- withe forms,appropriate.for those principles
.

interflicd with the old autoc atic and collegial rights of the professoriate.

Compared to the, tlip-bottom concentration of sources of power found in the

European systems; the British mode has a weaker top butia Strengthened mid-

dle.' The crucial test has nen that the faculty clusters have had to relate

primarily to administrators and laymen who'hold university-level responsi-
.

bilitais rather than to officials Who are directly a past of a bureau of
r

.

P

government. V
'Professorial control excrcisbd across autonomous institutions has also

been subtly elaborate in Britain, more so than in the United States. The

practice of "external examiners," in which students are tested by 'professors

from other institutions (and. hence in which their own teachers are indirectly

and informally assessed), has provided much linkage among institutions. When

'Such inter-visitations becomelkanclard,' a whole "interorganizational field"

that is not deliberately administered May at the same time be well-organized

and Brought to common practice.by mutual tacit'agreement, a set of norms

about acceptable behavior grounded in a basic consensus (Warren, Rose, and

Bergundcr, 1974). Such controls that are elaborated fro# the bottom-up can

be more Compelling than the formal regulations of national systems. Their

great play in Britain helps to explain (a) why that country apparently had
'4
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a syitcm long before kthad a formal system;, and (b) why uniforth practice

and common commitment to certain standards might possibly obtain more in a

set of 'autonomous institutions than in a nationaliied administrative frame-
.

work. Collegial pressure can be more cohesive than bureaucratic pressure,

. - r

among institutions as well as between them. .

.

,

individual utiversities froth statesupervision.

The autonomy of as been so strongly rooted in Britain that we

can - speak of tlie bottom contxoll.ing the top of the national "system" until '''

Y

World War II. The University Grants Committee, ,created in 1915 as a y of
.

fur eking increasing ailltunts of government money, to the universities, has

gloup of university'professors whb received money directly from-the

BriishlTreasUrer and doled 'out lumped, sums to the individual universities.

"buffer" mechanism became-heralded-internationally as an excellent way

of preserving institutional autonomy, as formerly independent organizations

,became parts of an emerging national system. It was also, of course, a

grand case of national academic oligarchy, one,in which commitment to high
(4:1-

standards of traditional performance became institutionalized. But increas-

ingly during- the 1950s and the 1960s, growing national financial support has

meant more direction from the top. The University Grants Committee lost its'

own autonomous position in the -late 1960s as it was placed under the national

Department of Education and Science. The Department has become a more formi-

dable instrument of'government policy; for example, willing and able to pump

monies into a non-university sector.rat the apparent expense of the univer-

sities, particularly the older ones that appear to be expensive bastions of

' privilege. The Department'and the UGC now operate alkolicy'centers in a

ational system, selecting directions of effort, determining salary scales, -

and establishing guidelines
.Athat encourage some universities no to do certain things they would have
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done if left (3. their Own initiatives. In these re'pects, the British hav

moved toward the Continental-mode in which, nearly all units of higher eduCa-
.

' tion fall under a national bureau. Traditionaliz autonomy remains a force'

lik

.

.

of 'fragmentation tit resists this nationalizing movement; but, at the same

___)
.,

time, the movement into .a national mold -is coming about at a time when the

.
.

1
i ,

central government has (a) modern means-of.administration for,exatting intc-

expenses

,ration, ,(b) ,a compelling economic.need to conserve in,a higheost
. ,

.
.

sector, and (c) at least some of the tine, the ideological inclination to

ti

eliminate private entevisesland to seek equality and equity through the

adhinistrative arms of-the central sfatpr. In .a system in which there has

been much voluntary convergence, centerinvin emuliktion of the.academic styles

of Oxford 'and Cambridge and the subtle linkages forged by external-examiners,

there has been added much induced convergence through nationalized administrat-tion.,
THE AMERICAN MOUE

The general modern structure of academic organization in the United

,

.

r

I

States
,

is a' confusing mixture of forms of organization and, types of 'authority, ,

.--,

a unique combination that has resulted from the conditions under whith,dif-

.

.

-

ferent sectors have emerged, the ways in which interests became vested, and

4
i \ -

the-impact of earlier fqrms ,on later ones. The first institutionAl type to

emerge was not the university, as in Europe and Britain, but the small col-

ege now known as the private liber41 arts college. That form was organized

,

1 'A
1.
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from the isdoww, as Protestant sedes in the colonial period set up boards

of managers, drawn ptitharily from outside Academic life and from outside

governmental authority, to hire and fire teachers, appoint and dismiss a

, president, and otherwise be,respeintible
./

for the enprprise (Hofstadter and

Metzger, 1955). Trustee authority thus came first, befOre either admintstra-

tive or faculty authority, a way of governing that later became habi4al

even in the public sector. There was little or no sense of cre4t and no

4 guild organization on the part of either faculty or students. These small

"private" colleges multiplied rapidly in the westward fxpansion of the 'nine-
,.

teenth century, especially under the spur of zealous denominational competi-
.

tion. And while some decades saw high-institutional deathrates as weli'as),,

-high birthrates, in this voluntary-association form of higher *cation that

was without a state-supported niche, some nine hundred,of them were in'.

existence by 1900, with the sector as a wholAirmly fixed in the educational

structure of the country.

By that time, several other sectors had emerged, conditioned by the

existence and nature of the college. The university came late to America:

the first newly-established university; Johns Hopkins, dates only from 1876;

other institu,tions evololed from college to university, with, Yale, developing

"graduate work" in the 1850s and awarding the first American Ph.D. in 1861

and Harvard establishing a graduate department in the 1870s. With others

soon newly organized or following a similar evolution, a major prestigeful s

sector of private universities was well in place by the turn of the century.

At the same time, a sector of public universities was also emerging. .The,

first universities supported by the governments of the individual states .

date -from the 17R0s and ,1790s, but it was not until Az the Civil War and
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teward the end of the nineteenth century that they dev9roped full form,

partly due to-the strengthened resources provided the states by the national

government through the famous land-grant LegislatiOn of the Morrill Acts

- (Hofstar'and Metzger, 1955; Veysey, 1965; Storr, i953).

The coming of the, university., after th4 institutionalization of the,

folibLyear college, meant-a two-tier structure: advanced specialization was

handled as graduateAwork.andi:profeSonal-School training, a distihctiVe core=

.onent of the university, by-placing it owtop of the college structure. If

the-German university had been borrowed in its entcreiy, the American univer-

sity would haWe accepted students directly out of high school as qualified

to enter directly the professional schools and the gradliate schoOl. She

borriwed idea of the research- centered university had to have its supporting

fOrms adapted to'American,established expectations and the well- vestedt

intereg in the undefgrc,duate colle!e.( Thu4 anew type of university emerged,
.

one n ly more.comprehensive in fields, covered but also more vertical in

scope,41.*red to include genctai education at the bottom and specialized

(a

,/
educ,ation t the top. The bottom Part in'the state university was the main

basis of appcal,for Support from the state population and-the state, authorities.

The tindergia4uate part in the private university was a similar basis- for sup-
..

port'from'the alumni and for effective competitien against the hundreds of

colleges that 4id,not become universities. Zia upper le41-rparticularly

centered on research in 'thelgaduaie school, vested the interests of the

scientific disciplines and -the research scholar.

The device of a trustee boaPP was carried over from the private colleges

into the public aswel as the private universities: it had become by the

first half of the nineteenth century the American mechanigm for bridging

ro between publiC accountability and the profess onal autonomy of academicians

21
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and their institutions, in sharp contrast to the assumption on the Continent

'and in molt countries of the world that a iovernmental ministry wasthe

appropriate mechanism. With trustees formally in charge and formally respon-

sible', administrative services and responsibilities did not develop impor-

tantly At some level of organization above them, e. g., in a state department

of education or a governor's office, but rather became grouped under them in

the'form of campus adminiitration. In the private universities' and even tore-

in public Ones, a separate group of administrators develbp\d, topped by a

President appointed by the trustees and holding powders delegated downward

from theboard. Presidential leadership came into its own during the latter.

pfrt,of the nineteenthcentux)4z-swashbuckling 'Captains of erudition in.the

eyes of Thorstein Veblen.(Veblen, 1954)--and bureaucratic administration

located within the institution itself, rather than within a higher state min-

istry, becam4by the turn of the century another distinctive, form in the

American mode (Veysey, 1965),

Then, too, the setting in which trus ees and administrators operated was

always inherently Competitive, 'within the major sectors 'as well as between

them, within the individual states as well as among them. The' competitive

dynamism that was endemic among the small colleges took a great leap

forward In the last quarter of the nineteenth century as the autonomous pri-
1

vatc universities and the state-supported publiF universities 'set out to

becoMe great research universities; or at least to becom well.,regarded

American university that woul&bring'some honor to supporters; or, as last

resort, to establish enough of a niche to give hope that students would con-

tinue to'appear, the faculty would not leave, and the bills would be paid.

So much about the present structure of Aherican'saig*r education is a result

of the.role given to Private initiative and volotary'association-in the

-
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to nineteenth

seventeanth centuries, together with the dispersal of public responsibility

.4 A
from the national level to that of the individual states which., itADen 4-

.4-
,

.,
. t .

turned-out, was to mean not ten or twelve provincial authoritiesin a terri-

tory
.... . .

.

tory the
N
size of a Eu6ropean state but the exceedingly large number of forty-

,eight to fifity independent governmental aUthoritieS originating and. eveloping

_public bigherigucation undetar conditions that varied greatly according to

time of-settlement and regional differences.within a large'cOntinental terri-

tory_. No national office played any continuing role in this unplanned aggre-

'
gation'of institutions, as in the French-central=admi :ration version of

the European mode; no state dominated the others,, or even set the pace, as

NW
n the Prussian influence on the other Lander in the German federal-structure

k_

ve.rion of the European style. Instead, the American conditions led to an

unparalleled national- diversity of institutions, dispersed control, and

marked institutional competition-.

If the-university came late to America, guild forms of academic control

came even later. Preceded by the trustee mechanism and even, in real

strength, by university administration,-faculty claims of authority,were

never ablv to claim historicalAprimacy. As forms of faculty control emerged, If

they wire conditioned by and bikendei with trustee and administrative contro17%
/-

and the unitary nature,of organization that had been thereby established.

4

Unlike-on the Continent where acadeMic organization began as a confederation

of guilds, the original building block was the unitary college. 'Begin-

when.
ning in the first half of the nineteenth century,Athe'unitary college needed

104.

sub-divisibn in order to handle specialization, the depattment emerged as an

1

operatint unit that was to be both-a collegial order and a bureaucratic form.

Within it, personl rule could obtain in specialties and the faculty members

cedIaditogether decide on ceitain matters, much in the style of the Chairholding
A./

2:3



professors on the.Continent. An ideological claim to guild-like ru

2.1

also gradually elaborated, particularly in the latter part of the nineteenth

century and the early.part of the twentieth, drawing on the oldest traditions

of_the university, the great nineteenth-century German model of the research

university, arid the concept of academic freedom. More operational leeway was

needed for the emerging function of research and for a critical approach to

receivecridcas. th department also emerged as the lowest-unitin a

bureauciatic structure; with the-chairmad so responsible to administrative

superiors as well as to colleaguesthat he became a ,classic and,criduring

case of the managerial man-in-the-middle% Professors had to win their way

to collegial primacy in matters of curriculUm and,selection of personnel'

within thecontext of established poWers of strong administration working

under the ultimate and residual powers of lay trustees.

Faculty influence has varied considerably among the major institlitional

types of the diffuse American system, correlating generally with age and

prestige. For example, while high in leading private and pftlic`universities

and theAcading private colleges, it has been Fewer in the rearguard insti-
-4

'tutions of each of these sectors. And it has been relatively low in two
1hr ,

sectors'that emerged late in time, where origins and develotzent were con- 0

netted to the already established -modes-of American,ltdministration in elemen-7----1-

tary-and secondary education. One ofthese sectorskbegan in the last half -

of the nineteenth century in the farm of.a "normal school" for training

elementary school 4Achers, which then evolved Ott) a "teachers college"'

in the first decades of this centery that awarded a bachelor's degree and

prepared secondary-school as well as elementary- school personnel, and then

stilt later evolved into a "state college, a public comprehensive college,

24 ik
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and recently soretimes into the title and evon.the-competence of "st ite.

'university."/ The historical association of this form with state boars f

education responSible for the lower schools and with the scheols'thems lves

admitted patterns of heavy 4ominance by trustees and administrators that\
A, -

were more characteristic .of the lower,levels than of post-secondary eauc:-

tion, and control froth the top has persisted later intime. Such control

has been even stronger in the now-major sector df community colleges, a

414

twentieth-gentury phenomenon that was operational before "'rid War II btzt

did not flower across the country until the great expansion into,mass higher .

'education of the 1950s and 1960s. This forth originated and developed con, -

siderablx as an upward reach of systems of secondary eduction. It has been

extensively staffed by secondary-school administrators and teachers and gov:-

erned'by local boards of laymen that also governed the lower schools or by

* lacuird,s_thatmaramede4d on that type of control.

It has been primarily, in the community college sector and secotdly

' among the state colleges that instructors have been inclined to'join faculty

unions as a new form of faculty influence. The relatively weak power posi-

tion of teachers in these settings been exacerbated by theigrjwin'escalb.
.c

a-*

and, complexity of large organization that removes _pils4;top iirther from the 4
\k, ).

t' 't

bottom and horizontally separates divisions.' The:reach for the union means

.

yot another experiment in how to combine ebltegiOgand-bureaucrgitic rule;,
- 1

. .
.,

with union officialdom added to tholset Of groups wiose intorosts botiomo
,.

.,
.

Ai, t

vested in legitimate rights. .

.
.

s
s

. i.

- CONCLUS16 4
..,

4

. .

, ..., ,u

The stubborn momentum of organizational forms and typos of,conii-ol stems
-.w

,..

* ..

naturally from the traditionalizing of their- practicos, the vesting of Aroup,

) r
,

e

A , 4

,A

t
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, - -fliSOresein--theW-eantinuation; and the working out of justifying .ideologies., ..._ - .
.tThe Modentum is ihcreAsea When the forms and types acquire niches in, the

..........-----

larger organizational,*ecor that ,protects" them against competition and
. .

,,.
,

invidious cdWarison.., Judged in "a-f these terms, coligges and universities .

4

and Other carrying mechanisms xn'higher education often score high. , Contpre-

hension:of the sources ana direction of the momentum of educational strUc-,
.

ture is needed in each country if policy is to speak realistically to the',

pessibilitices co! Worn.

COntrary to the popular view .that Old organizations are rigid and new
'f"

ones flexible there stands

viving 'war, depression:and

the likelihood that long:lived organizations, 'slur-

pakitical attack, have d4ised adaptive mechaniims
4 -.-

as well aslordtective niches., One primary adaptive feature or-Universities

and colleges may be their cellular construction: . the operating level of

chairs, institutes, departments, divisions, and schoo consists not ofunits

linked in an integrated prVss of production or service, but of .free-stanting
.

partly self - governing; that can be individually added or dropped,

-augmenied pr diminisheArThe structure responds spasmodically to the quasi-
.

independent dynamics of academic disciplines, with the addition of such new

cells as departments of biophysics and biochemistry. Cells linked todeclin-
.

ing fields and functions are not easily,lopped off; but generally 'receive the

fate of Lingering death by personnel attAuatIon, reduced budget, and meager

emotional and moral bonding to the evolving larger-complex. Perhaps uniVer-

sities perlist so well because 'each is typically an organization of disposable

parts wise ownt-Solf-renewal iS rooted considerably in the internal

thrust of developing fields of knowledge. Their survival is enhanced by the
particularly by

Slack and redundancy built up over time andAthe capacity of faculty clusters

26
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withdraw , * -

into the bunkers of guildiself-organization whenever they are.

undpr.heaviest attack. Reasons abonna-RAy the older a university or college'; *

.
. .0. . 4::

ir '7,..' ,

is, the leis likely it iito:d
. .

The long-view of itrugug I:o4t-secondary education reveals the T-
,- ,4,

mary importance of monopol and disorder among organizational.
,..

"4.

forms. .A monopoly of poWer- great instrument of change-, as when an

authoritarianuler revaraW00.4kisting melange of institutions by Osting, 4
.-. L_ .

them all in ,a national imperial univerAlw But a monopoly of ppwear of

; 1

form is also the,griat souroe'ef-rtgid establishing conditions that once

,-,-.0,
institaionaiized,offectave iy preclu ajor change fOr decades (and some-

times centuries).:.-td. cRe., In the turbulent environment of. the last quarter

of the tWentieth-century;) thetouthstone of viability in national academic , ,

/c-SysteMs hasbecome balance of power and';ffferentiation, even disorder, amen

organizational types. In popessing these characteristics,,some nAtions arc %
cf 1
.E.,--

. . ),
-f,

-hisitoriealliy Wader than oth .).: .

!',1

., ,

.In all na4pns, thobedro task in reform is to help balance unilinear

-0 v-

t,!",4=fand multilineit-trends .The unilinear trend is toward the embracing system,

i't .

at provincial and national levels;* the multilincar evolution is toward dif-

ferentiation and (*ersif4i.cstion* within the whole that vpresses a host vf
4 4 v

*
. .. .

\-1 ,,,4 interests ancraliolis for spontaneous adjustment ip, thotAand and one,seg-

,,

mtnts that com'pos d"tho organized social comple
0 eaion. 311p

$

, Wenlightened institulional leader, governmental o icials,d educational- .

, -

4

'plannef to antittipate the'Consecoences of carrent-pOlicy zlternativeS
...

. ,:-. g I's .*

for ion b4ance between- the forOS . of diversity and.unttn division and
-

cohes
- , Amp

...

01
;

,io. . . .
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