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ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES
IN AMERICAN, BRITISH, AND CONTINENTAL UNIVERSITIES

The common problems of American, British, and Continental
universities are related to the many common challenges of techno-
logical and cultural change in the U.S. and western Europe. The
development and use of advanced technology in a global economy
have led to: (a) intense international competition in a global
economy, (b) widespread concern about the adaptability of national
workforces and their capabilities for technological competition, (c)
changing signals about the role of higher education in training and
developing national workforces, (d) rapidly changing relationships
among business, government, and universities, and (e) pervasive
cultural changes in an interdependent environment.

National success in dealing with such common challenges will
be influenced significantly by the economic unification of Europe
in 1992, the re-unification of Germany, and the changing relations
of eastern and western European nations. Many observers and ana-
lysts foresee stronger ties between European and North American
countries as an effective counter-balance to Japan and the Pacific
Rim. Other analysts see in the re-unification of Germany the fore-
shadows of the European Community's success or failure. And the
many changes in Eastern Europe alter, in various ways, national
expectations in a global economy that must be cooperative as well
as competitive.

The changing role of higher education is evidenced by many
changes in public perceptions and expectations. Throughout the
1980s, as international competition intensified, universities were
challenged to contribute more effectively to economic growth, de-
velopment, and competitiveness. With the increasing recognition
of a technology-driven economy, competitive advantages that were
once taken for granted underwent extensive reassessment. To an
appreciable extent, competitive advantage in international markets
was dependent upon technological innovation and the quality of
research and development in science, engineering, and technology.
Thus, reassessment gave a better appreciation of human knowl-
edge and competence as crucial factors in international competitive-
ness. To become more economically competitive, strenuous efforts
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were directed to ways in which nations could become more educa-
tionally competitive. Schools and colleges were perceived as valu-
able national resources in economic growth, and the international-
ization of university curricula was increasingly viewed as essential
to national productivity and competitiveness.

In the U.S. and Great Britain the many challenges of interna-
tional competition came at a time when the value or excellence of
education was much in doubt. The popular press, in particular,
gave extensive coverage to the failing quality of public education
and to the role of higher education in making the U.S. economy
more competitive in international markets. Technological innova-
tion and change were frequently featured as a national challenge
and as a solution to educational problems. With the close of the
1980s the re-unification of Germany and the forthcoming economic
unification of the European Community in 1992 gave added em-
phasis to national interests in international competition. Prospects
for stronger economic ties between a unified Europe and a more
competitive America resulted in positivistic analyses of national
workforces in the year 2000 and the part that education (and train-
ing) must play in creating more innovative and productive workers
(See Boyett and Conn, 1991; Silva and Sjogren, 1990). Closely re-
lated to all discussions concerning the development of a more cre-
ative workforce were the various efforts to reform undergraduate
college curricula and thereby enhance American knowledge of other
nations and cultures (Groennings and Wiley, 1990; Fincher, 1991).

Universities and National Policy

The interactions of rapid technological and cultural change have
produced an international community in which universities are
challenged by many common issues and problems. Among the ma-
jor issues are national concerns for: (1) an educated, well trained,
and highly productive workforce, (2) creative research and devel-
opment that is responsive to national needs in international com-
petition, and (3) effective leadership and management at all levels
of authority and responsibility. Each of these issues is related to
the working relations of universities and government and to their
cooperative efforts with industry and business.
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In the U.S. a pronounced emphasis has been placed on: (a) the
assessment of educational outcomes for purposes of accreditation
and accountability, and (b) cooperative partnerships with business
corporations that will facilitate technological innovation and pro-
ductivity. In the universities of western Europe there is a similar
demand for (1) improved quality, (2) increased diversity, and (3)
effective institutional management. The university's major func-
tions of teaching, learning, and research are increasingly relevant
for economic competition and new technologies in development,
production, and services are an expected outcome of public sup-
port. The internationalization of higher education is related, of
course, to the international mobility of university students and
graduates within the European Community (Teich ler, 1991).

Bearing directly on all such issues is the effectiveness with
which the universities of eastern Germany will be integrated with
the universities of western Germany (El-Khawas, 1990). The em-
phasis placed on specialized institutions, external research, and
manpower planning in eastern Europe is a challenge to the empha-
sis on graduate education and research in universities elsewhere.
Other challenges are seen in decreased public expenditures, im-
proved efficiency in university-based research, and strengthened
competition between institutions (Naumann and Krais, 1991).

British universities are challenged by the Reform Act of 1988
and the uncertainty of academic markets in an environment of
closer control by the central government (Moodie, 1991). Changes
in funding policies have encouraged both universities and poly-
technics to seek additional funds through training, research, and
consulting services to commercial firmsand through additional
grants or gifts from foundations and other institutional benefactors.
British universities are now authorized, and thereby encouraged, to
market inventions resulting from research and development.

Dutch universities are challenged by changes in university-
government relations that involve restructuring and deregulation.
Central control over the universities has been reduced and univer-
sity responsibilities for research and the transfer of knowledge
have been increased. Other changes in institutional responsibili-
ties are seen in strategic planning, management control, and inter-
nal regulations (van Vught, 1991).

0
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In France the universities have been granted additional autonomy
but they are still subject to "a high degree of central government
control." They now have opportunities to develop more profes-
sional degree programs for students who are more career-oriented
than their predecessors. To cope with the increased enrollment of
students and the diversity of programs, a national committee on
evaluation has been established to encourage self-assessment
(Bienayme, 1991).

In brief, university-government relations have changed signifi-
cantly during the 1980s. Institutions of higher (or tertiary) educa-
tion are challenged to respond more effectively to public demands
and expectations, to diversify their degree programs, and to become
more directly accountable for their use of public resources. Changing
university-business relations reflect an environment of interdepen-
dency in which the professional and technical services of universi-
ties play a larger role in national well-being and international com-
petition. All such changes imply a national need for universities,
business, and government to cooperate more effectively in order to
compete internationally.

Administration and Organization

Burton Clark (1990) has proposed that U.S. institutions of higher
and postsecondary education provide a structural model for the
world. Higher education in the U.S. is a complex array of institu-
tions and programs, but its many structural and functional charac-
teristics are responsive to the particular needs and interests of the
American people. Thus the administration and governance of Ameri-
can colleges and universities reflect decentralization and central-
ization on different occasions and at different times. In similar
manner, American universities are committed to both competition
and cooperationand to national, state, and local initiatives.

Another well respected scholar, Philip Altbach (1991) has sug-
gested that worldwide the European university is our one common
academic model. The universal pattern for higher education was
established at the University of Paris in the 13th century. The pro-
fessor, instead of the student, is still the center of the university
and the university's autonomy is still an essential feature of our
academic ethic. Some of us would argue that further adaptations
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will be needed in both American and European universities before
they can serve adequately as models for the future. Universities are
traditionally organized as colleges and departments that owe their
primary allegiance to academic disciplines, and professional soci-
eties often control the incentives and rewards for which the profes-
soriate works. Other kinds of organizational structures are often
necessary for faculty members to conduct research and to provide
instructional services to offcampus constituencies of the university.

Given the range and complexity of technological and cultural
change, the contemporary university needs adaptive organizational
structures that can respond more readily to changing demands and
expectationsand thereby facilitate innovation, creativity, and pro-
ductivity. Universities also need administrative structures that en-
courage and implement organizational climates in which innova-
tive and adaptive leadership can flourish.

Adaptive Organizational Structures

As one example of organizational effectiveness in responding
to "a significant change in the environment ... that raises a new and
urgent need or presents a new opportunity," we can look to the early
successes of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) as discussed by James C. Webb (1969) in his book, Space
Age Management. Webb was the top administrator at NASA from
1961-1968 and is closely identified with the success of the Mercury,
Gemini, and Apollo projects. In his judgment, "organizing, admin-
istering, and re-organizing" is the key to effectiveness in projects
where the knowledge, technology, and resources already exist. Thus,
large-scale organizations require "unusually complex" managerial
skills and continuing support. Among the former he listed "high
intelligence" and creativity. With respect to the latter, he men-
tioned sustained public interest and willingness to pay. Organiza-
tions, such as NASA, always have important secondary and tertiary
effects that alter the environment in which the organizations func-
tion. Needless to say, some of the secondary effects are political or
social. Such organizations always include a number of intangibles
because "new ways of doing things" lead to resistance or dissent.

NASA, as described by Webb, was an adaptive organizational
structure in which its leaders constantly prepared for administrative
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conditions that could not be foreseen. The leaders sought patterns
of organization and administration that facilitated signals of in-
cipient failure or emerging opportunity. In Webb's thinking, adap-
tive organizational structure and effective administrative perfor-
mance were both necessary; one without the other would never be
sufficient. The challenge to NASA was explicit: the organization
was to design, build, test, and launch space vehicles. The criteria
would be evident when a man landed on the moon and safely
returned. Webb apparently took pride in a formal organizational
structure that did not differ greatly from that of other federal agen-
cies. He noted, however, that leadership and close supervision were
essential and he stressed the importance of work habits and proce-
dures that fostered innovation.

Throughout his book Webb stresses "allowances for .. . the un-
known and the indeterminate." Administrative leaders should dis-
count the assumptions and projections of systems engineers and
computer models, recognize that the "new art" of management was
similar to the "old art" of government, and keep in mind the overall
objectives of the organization as a whole. He apparently believed
in (and practiced) "a kind of participative and collaborative judg-
ment-forming process" that involved various levels of authority
and coordinated efforts to draw conclusions from the massive data
generated by the NASA projects.

NASA, under Webb's leadership, fulfilled its mission well and
it remains an exemplary case study of an adaptive, responsive,
mission-oriented organization that achieved its objectives in com-
mendable fashion. NASA is also an excellent example of how a
nation's scientific, engineering, technological, and professional man-
power can be mobilized in pursuit of national objectives that in-
clude numerous advantages and benefits for all participants. As a
successful national venture, NASA was quite effective in its col-
laboration with American industry and with the nation's research
universities. The nation's research-and-development talents and ex-
pertise were recruited wherever they might be. A highly commend-
able feature of NASA policies was its effort to seek the contributions
of the nation's emerging research universities, as opposed to previous
federal policies that would have included "only the nation's best."
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In such ways, NASA had a pronounced influence on U.S. univer-
sities and business corporations. Systems science, engineering, and
technology contributed innumerable concepts, principles, and prod-
ucts that affected, in various ways, university planning, management,
and operations. As later experience revealed, the concepts and prin-
ciples of space age technology were not readily transferred to soci-
etal issues and problems, but their impact on business corporations
and universities was significant and enduring.

The benefits, advantages, and effectiveness of adaptive, inno-
vative organizational structures have been demonstrated more re-
cently by: (1) multinational business- corporations that finance, de-
sign and develop, manufacture, and market consumer goodswith
each phase implemented in different countries; (2) telecommunica-
tion industries that facilitate the rapid and continuous flow of "voice,
image, and data" (i.e. news, information, and investments) across
national border; and, of course, (3) the formation of the European
communityand its various internal structures for a common mar-
ket, a common currency, and eventual economic unification. Each
is an adaptive, innovative organizational structure that responds
effectively to technological and cultural change.

American universities are often under intense pressure to adopt
the organizational structures that are effective in business and gov-
ernment. The adoption of modern management techniquessuch
as corporate planning models, program budgeting, management-
by-objectives, zero-based budgeting, and program evaluationwere
not only advocated during the 1970s but often mandated by fund-
ing agencies. To plan, manage, and evaluate their many additional
functions and responsibilities in research and public service, uni-
versities freely adapted concepts of project management to their
own uses and made generous use of laboratories, centers, and insti-
tutes as mission-oriented organizational structures. Many of these
extra-departmental agencies began as project-centered agencies that
were sponsored by outside funding. With success and continued
outside funding, the mission of institutes and centers expanded to
include new functions, activities, and programsand thereby
become permanent features of the academic landscape (Fincher,
1987).
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Administrative Leadership

American and European universities may differ in administra-
tive structures and functions as much as any other observable fea-
ture. In the U.S. the college president assumed a visibility and
dominant role that has continued throughout the 20th century. In
the majority of American colleges and universities authority is
vested by lay governing boards in the presidents of institutions
and not in their faculties. Other administrators and all faculty mem-
bers thus conduct their daily business with such authority as del-
egated through the president.

Comparative studies of administrative structures quickly dis-
close their hierarchical and bureaucratic characteristics. Universi-
ties in the U.S. continue to be organized as colleges or schools, with
discipline-centered departments as the basic academic or instruc-
tional unit. With growth and expansion during the 1960s universities
added a vice presidential level of administration that represented
(more or less) a functional division of administrative responsibil-
ity. Vice presidents for academic affairs were responsible for facul-
ties, degrees, and programs. Vice presidents for research were re-
sponsible for sponsored research, and vice presidents for public
service were responsible for continuing education, offcampus cen-
ters, and other forms of non-credit instruction. Vice presidents for
student services administered non-credit programs and activities
for students while vice presidents for business and finance served
as the institution's chief fiscal officer. Later additions to the vice
presidential corps have included vice presidents for institutional
advancement and/or development and such other administrative
functions that may be deemed worthy of vice presidential status
and representation.

As used in European universities, the administrative titles of
chancellor, vice chancellor, rector, principal, master, and tutor amaze
and confuse American students of higher education. Such titles
suggest a diffusion and a concentration of administrative responsi-
bility that is antithetic to graduate and professional education
and to basic and applied researchas seen in modern, large-scale
universities. In addition, there is often a deference to European
ministers of education that is never shown to U.S. secretaries of
education. Nonetheless, there are many functional similarities in

11
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organizational structures that imply similar administrative func-
tions and responsibilities. Academic decision making in all univer-
sities is evidently a prolonged, deliberative process in which nego-
tiation and compromise play a heavy role. Policy decisions may be
more centralized in European universities, but the implementation
of policy -is often diffused in subtle ways by university faculties
and academic departments.

The organizational charts of U.S. universities are elaborate and
show a host of associates and assistants reporting to vice presi-
dents. As the administrative structure expands, associate and assis-
tants are appointed to positions in which they report to deans,
department heads, and directors. The variations in administrative
titles thus are enormous and yet stereotyped. Given the organiza-
tional capabilities of American institutions and the "state of the
art" in organizational theory and research, the lack of innovation in
administrative organizational structures is amazing. Very few Ameri-
can presidents have been recognized as organizational geniuses. At
best their efforts to organize colleges and universities are limited to
administrative staffs, academic and/or administrative councils, and
the general administrative structure of the institution. Very seldom
can a president exercise his or her organizational skills in dealing
with the basic instructional divisions or departments of the university.

The lack of innovative administrative structures in higher edu-
cation is apparently matched by the great reluctance with which
institutions educate, train, or develop their own leaders. No Ameri-
can university offers a degree in which students can specialize in
the duties and responsibilities of a college presidency. Despite
widespread development of doctoral programs in higher education
they are not widely regarded as adequate preparation for presiden-
tial leadership. And yet, the career patterns of many college presi-
dents involve an early commitment to administration and suggest
that opportune beginnings should be in an administrative position
not too far removed from the president's office (Kerr & Gade, 1986).

The means by which administrative leaders are identified, edu-
cated, developed, selected, appointed, appraised, and reassigned
are severe handicaps in the contemporary university's effective-
ness. All such limitations are unaware of the de facto profes-
sionalization of institutional leadership in much the same manner
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that other occupations have become professions in contemporary
society. The professionalization of business management is readily
cited as an embarrassing contrast. Beginning in the 1950s a con-
certed effort was made by American business colleges to develop
programs of formal preparation for managerial and executive
responsibilities in business corporations. The Harvard MBA (master
of business administration) serves as prototype of such programs,
and the increasing demand for business degrees serves as the best
indication of continuing success in placing graduates.

The increasing popularity of the MBA degree in Europe gives
further evidence that management education and development for
business executives is not only desirable but increasingly neces-
sary. Some irony may be involved, however, in the coincidence of
adoption of the MBA by European institutions and increasing criti-
cism of the MBA by U.S. business leaders. Indeed, management
education and development has been the subject of an intensive
three-year study (Porter and McKibbin, 1988) with conclusions and
recommendations that send "new signals" to university business
and management programs. Among these changing signals are many
indications that innovative and effective leadership will be needed
to meet new situational demands and the unpredictable conse-
quences of rapid technological and cultural change.

In international business there is an obvious need for the con-
tinuing professional education of executives, managers, and staff
specialists. Comprehensive management development programs are
regarded as an effective means to successful competition, and life-
long learning for business executives is widely advocated. Inservice
development programs have long been recognized as a responsibil-
ity of U.S. business corporations and as an area in which corpora-
tions and universities cooperate most effectively. As a result, manage-
ment education and development are now a multi-million-dollar
business. A pervasive theme in many management development
programs is strategic planning and decision making; a strong em-
phasis is placed on "adaptability to change" and innovation is
depicted as an essential characteristic of the organizational culture
in which business corporations thrive; the future chief-executive-
officers of multinational corporations are envisioned as "master
strategists" and "inspiring communicators."

13
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Thus universities have long been involved in the education,
training- and development of business leaders. In similar manner,
they are now more actively involved in the formal preparation,
inservice development, and continuing professional education of
government, community, and other public leaders who serve in
many ways the public interest, as well as the agencies, associations,
and organizations they lead. Virtually all universities offer programs,
seminars, courses, and other forms of short-term instruction that
are related to the education and development of leaders in a demo-
cratic society with numerous voluntary associations and organiza-
tions. All such institutions are involved, therefore, in some form of
leadership and/or administrative development. As a result of long-
term and indirect involvement in the formal preparation of public
and civic leaders, universities have acquired a mission and role
that often goes unrecognized: the education of national leaders
who must serve effectively in an increasingly complex interna-
tional and intercultural community.

In the formal preparation and inservice development of future
leaders, more intensive consideration of technological, multina-
tional, and intercultural issues is inevitable. Better educated busi-
ness and civic leaders will be more sensitive to and appreciative of
technological and cultural challenges because responsive leader-
ship in international cooperation will be as important as more tech-
nologically proficient and sophisticated workforces. Unless such
leaders are prepared and sustained by universities with interna-
tional perspectives and experience, the quality and effectiveness of
training and education will be left to dubious methods of instruc-
tion and development. For such reasonsthe cooperation of uni-
versities, business corporations, and government agencies is cru-
cial to the education of future leadership.

To meet their many challenges in educating managers, leaders,
administrators, and officials, universities must accept more respon-
sibility for the development of institutional leaders in higher edu-
cation. Conventional beliefs and expectations that leadership will
emerge from within universities or be recruited from other societal
institutions are no longer warranted. Leaders with knowledge, com-
petence, and experience must be educated, trained, and developed;
their formal preparation should begin at an early stage of education,
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and their inservice or continuing (professional and personal) de-
velopment should include extensive and diverse opportunities to
observe, study, and evaluate the effectiveness of other leaders in
other situations and under different conditions. Many such oppor-
tunities currently exist in the form of internships, fellowships, sum-
mer institutes, and short-term seminars, workshops, and confer-
encesbut the overall (and particular) effectiveness of short-term
training is seldom evaluated systematically and objectively. Many
observers believe that the assessment and/or evaluation of leader-
ship development programs will be essential to their effectiveness
in the future.

International Cooperation

The dramatic effectiveness of common purpose, leadership,
technological innovation, and technical training displayed in the
Persian Gulf War suggests to many observers that similar forms of
multinational cooperation are needed in meeting the many chal-
lenges of technological and cultural change. The unexpected events
that followed in the Soviet Union imply that social, political, and
economic changes can occur almost as suddenly and as dramati-
cally.

All things considered, the capabilities, talents, and expertise of
contemporary universities are national resources that must be used
more effectively in all facets of national lifeand in all phases of
international cooperation. If American, British, and Continental
universities are to expand and enhance their missions for full par-
ticipation in international cooperation, they must be willing to plan
and develop more adaptive, more responsive organizational struc-
tures than they currently have. They would be wise to experiment
with provisional administrative structures that encourage adaptive
and innovative cooperation throughout the university's various
hierarchial and functional divisions.

The development of more effective organizational and admin-
istrative structures should be firmly tied to better methods and
procedures for recruiting, developing, selecting, and assessing in-
stitutional leadership. The education, training, and preparation of a
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new generation of administrative leaders has never been more im-
portant to the future of the university in western civilization. And if
they hope to maintain any semblance of autonomy and self-direction,
all universities must assume greater responsibility for the continu-
ing professional development of their current administrative lead-
ers. The effectiveness of both administrative and organizational
structures is most evident in sociocultural settings where innova-
tive structures and functions are encouragedand where the rigidi-
ties of hierarchical organization can be attenuated.

In seeking ways in which they can contribute more effectively
to international cooperation, American and European universities
should experiment more freely with forms of inter-institutional
cooperation that will lead to mutual benefits and advantages. They
should observe and study more closely the effectiveness of the
varied forms of administration and organization in American and
European higher education. Inter-institutional cooperation should
include more active, more extensive programs and activities that
involve institutional leaders and professional staffs. The assess-
ment of institutional effectiveness could provide an excellent basis
for inter-cultural exchange in the form of comparative and/or intra-
cultural studies by administrative teams. Various programs have
been developed for the exchange of students and faculty; virtually
none have been developed for administrative leaders.

In closing, it is well to emphasize that American and European
universities have a common intellectual and cultural heritage that
includes many common beliefs, interests and values. Theory and
research in science and technology, intellectual freedom in inquiry
and analysis, the importance of rationality in institutional organi-
zation and governance, the role of innovation and change in society
and culture, and many commitments to humanistic learning are but
a few of the values and beliefs that make American and European
universities distinctiveand worthy of emulation. Whether or not
a new academic ethic or institutional ethos is emerging in the con-
temporary university is a matter yet to be verified. With or without
such changes, there is much in the common heritage of universities
to conserve, extend, and enhance in meeting the many common
challenges of the present and the future.



14 / Administrative & Organizational Structures

References

Altbach, Philip G. "Patterns in Higher Education Development:
Toward the Year 2000." Review of Higher Education, 1991, 14,
293-315.

Bienayme, Alain. "France." In Philip G. Altbach (Ed.) International
Higher Education: An Encyclopedia. New York: Garland, 1991.

Boyett, Joseph H. and Conn, Henry P. Workplace 2000: The Revolu-
tion Reshaping American Business. New York: Dutton, 1991.

Clark, Burton R. "Higher Education American-Style: A Structural
Model for the World." Educational Record, (Fall 1990).

Daedalus. Journal of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences.
(Stephen R. Graubard, Editor). Issued four times each year.

El-Khawas, Elaine. "Uniting German Higher Education: Issues Old
and New." Change, (November/December 1990).

Europe. Magazine of the European Community, (Robert J. Guttman,
Editor-in-Chief). Published by the Commission of the Euro-
pean Community ten times per year.

Fincher, Cameron. "Planning for Quality and Efficiency in Higher
Education." Presented at the 6th European AIR Forum in Brus-
sels and published in Charles H. Belanger (Ed.) Beyond Re-
trenchment: Planning for Quality and Efficiency, 1984.

Fincher, Cameron. "When Will Universities Become Their Own
Models?" Research in Higher Education, 1986, 25, 299-303.

Fincher, Cameron. "University-Government Relations and Academic
Organization." Presented at the 9th. European AIR Forum in En-
schede and published in L.C.J. Goedegebuure and V.L. Meek (Eds.)
Change in Higher Education; The Non-University Sector,
1987.

Fincher, Cameron. Assessment, Improvement, Cooperation: The Chal-
lenge of Reform in Higher Education. Athens: Institute of Higher
Education, University of Georgia, 1991.

Foreign Affairs. (William G. Hyland, Editor). Published by the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations five times annually.

7



Administrative & Organizational Structures / 15

Groennings, Sven and Wiley, David S. (Eds.). Group Portrait: Inter-
nationalizing the Disciplines. New York: The American Forum,
1990.

Janssen, Jorine E.M.B., et al. (Eds.). General Report of the Inter-
governmental Conference on Technological Change and Human
Resources Development. The Netherlands: Van Gorcum, 1990.

Kerr, Clark and Gade, Marian L. The Many Lives of Academic Presi-
dents: Time, Place & Character. Washington, D.C.: Association
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 1986.

Moodie, Graeme C. "United Kingdom." In Philip G. Altbach (Ed.)
International Higher Education:An Encyclopedia. New York: Gar-
land, 1991.

The New Europe: Revolution in East-West Relations. Proceedings of
the Academy of Political Science. New York: APS, 1991.

Naumann, Jens and Krais, Beate. "German Federal Republic." In
Philip G. Altbach (Ed.) International Higher Education: An En-
cyclopedia. New York: Garland, 1991.

Porter, Lyman W. and McKibbin, Lawrence E. Management Educa-
tion and Development: Drift or Thrust into the 21st Century. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1988.

Silva, Michael, and Sjogren, Bertil. Europe 1992 and the New World
Power Game. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1990.

Teichler, Ulrich. "Western Europe." In Philip G. Altbach (Ed.) Inter-
national Higher Education: An Encyclopedia. New York: Gar-
land, 1991.

van Vught, Frans A. "The Netherlands." In Philip G. Altbach (Ed.)
International Higher Education:An Encyclopedia. New York: Gar-
land, 1991.

Webb, James Edwin. Space Age Management: The Large-scale Ap-
proach. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1969.



Purpose and Functions

The Institute of Higher Education is a service, instructional,
and research agency of the University of Georgia. Established in
1964, the Institute cooperates with other agencies and institutions
in the development of higher education. Programs and services
help prepare professionally trained personnel in higher education,
assist other colleges and universities in numerous ways, and study
the organizational and functional processes of institutions and pro-
grams of higher education.

Publications

The Institute publishes a series of occasional papers, mono-
graphs, and newsletters dealing with selected topics in higher edu-
cation. The general purpose of Institute publications is to inform
administrators and faculty members of recent trends and develop-
ments in areas such as administration, curriculum planning, pro-
gram evaluation, professional development, and teaching effective-
ness. The specific intent may be to report research findings, to
interpret general trends or recent events, or to suggest new lines of
inquiry into various problems.

Additional copies of this publication may be obtained from:

Institute of Higher Education
Candler Hall
The University of Georgia
Athens, GA 30602
404/542-3464

19



U.S. Department of Education
OffiCe of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

NOTICE

REPRODUCTION BASIS

ERIC

This document is covered by a signed "Reproduction Release
(Blanket) form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,
does not require a "Specific Document" Release form.

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form
(either "Specific Document" or "Blanket").

EFF-089 (9/97)


