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\ , UNITED STATES

by Burton R. Clark

American higher education developed under conditions
vastly different from those of the Continent an& Britain.
Beginning with Harv?rd (1636), william and Mary (1693), and
Yale (1701), the early institutions were esgabllshed i; a
apaisely populated colonial territory devoid of old cities,

&

medieval heritage, and substantial resources. They were

o tiny colleges, not universities, originating a form knowm

today as the liberal arts college. \Their form casme from
England, where clusters of colleges coumposed Oxford and
Cambridge,-but the distinctive American pattern was to
become the single cdllege operating in isclation. The
colleges were started by religious groups~-Congregationalists,
Preébytarians, Baptiets—as chartered corporations, a form
also bor;owed from the home country, and were placed under

the control of “laymen," managers who were drawn from

outside academic life and from outside govermmental authority
but from within the founding group.l The control device

thereby established was the board of trustees, a form that
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was later used even in public institutions, where the
trustees were to represent "the public interest." The
trustees hired a president and a few tutors to compose a
small faculty. Organization therefore.ctme_about frem the
top down; with thé parental externai group establishing a
. ‘ superior body-—the bosrd of trustees-=that, having all
powers, then delegated authority as it pleased to the
president and the faculty. Compoged of focal notébles, the
controlliné board was phyasically as well as psychologically
close to the college, sble -and usually willing to sﬁape
the decisionsa of those they hired and’fs/;£eck their
bebavior for dev{ation. This pattern of sponsor;hip by
loééi religious interests and institutional control by
laymen was the converse ¢f the original European forms of
organization, where faculty (and sometimes students) banded
together in guilds,‘attempteﬁ to govern themselves through
/ collegial principles, and maneuvered as best they coald

against the somewhat removed officials of state and church

whe claimed ﬁide‘authority.

Nine colleges were established in the colonial period,

2

before the Revolutionary War,” Although some of them were

related to state govermments in their early history, they
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were even then importantly independent in comparisen to
Continental institutioﬁs that were under ministries of
educstion and to later American public institutions that
were directly financed by th; individual statee. The great
jmpetus in the founding of such colleges came during the
first half of th; ninetecenth cantury. Ag the population
moved westward, small communities and religiaus groups
spawned colleges in & chiotic fashion acrosa the landscape,
particularly in the western reaches of the ;astern and
southern states and in the new territories that now make
up the Midwest and the Border States. ’During this period
the small college, isolated in the countrysiée or in a
small town, gecame ingtlitutionalized as the Awmerican model
of voluntary support of higher education. Any group or
sect could try its hand. Good intentions and high hopes,
however, easily cutran the r;sourcea aﬁaii;ble to many
founding groups, and :h;a the growing cohort of scattered
small collegéa experienced a high death rate as well as a
high birth rate. Of the more than 500 colleges chartered
by the individual states between 1800 and 1860,ron1y about .

¢
one~fourth survived.a‘ But in this Darwinian struggle, the
A
i
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form was graduslly strengthened, It took 150 to 200 Vears,
between 1650 and 1800-1850, to‘ﬁevelop effectively the
cun;rol mechanisn of a private board that managed éhe
endowment, property, and affairs of an institution, possessing
the legal status of a charitable trust.® As ‘comerce and
industry produced considerable.prtvate wealth in the last

half of thé nineteenth century, the colleges were able to

turn more fully to support from individuels and families in
the form of both permanent endowment gifts and annual
contributions~-support ths;, together with tuiti;n feesn

paid by students, provided a private financial base.
Businessmen also replaced ministers on many of the boards

of truaté;s, attenuating the influence of churches at the

same time that the colleges were shedding any li;gering
connections with state officials. By 1900, the crowd of

smail private colleges had grown to nearly nime hundred,

located in all parts of the country, with heaviest concentration

in New England, the Middle Atlantic States, and the Midwest,
- and the lightest cn the West Coast, where the drive for
public higher education was strong from the beginning.
The university came late to Anefica, long after Bologna

and Paris and Oxford had experienced centuries of development,

ot

Iy
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decline, and renewal, The fifst university to be estéblia@eé
as such, Johns Hdpkins, dates only from 1876, Other institutions
were slowly evolving from college to university throughout
the nineteenth century, with Yale developing graduate work
in the 18503 and awarding the first American Ph.D. in 1861,
and Harvard éstablisping & graduate department in the 1870s.°
) Other ptivatg collegea~~Princeton, Colymbia, Brown, and
Cornell--scon followed, making up a sector of prestigious
private universities that, joined by Chicago and S5~anford
in the 1890s, was well in place by the turn of the century.
During this period, presidential leadership came into its
cwa, beginning with the reign of Charles W. Eliot a* Harvard
(1869-1909) and including the entrepreneurship of Daniel
Coit Gilman at Johns Hopkins, William Rainey Harper at
Chicago, and David S, Jordan at Stanford.® These were o
models of the captain of erudition, the swaghbuckling
;eader‘who vigorously solicited money, recruiged faculty,
aggembled an administrative staff, and proclaimed the
gréatneas of his own institution. The competitive dynamism

of the American "system"--already endemic among the

colleges—took & leap .forward when the autonomous universities,
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influenced by the Germsn emphasis on research, set out to

become great research universities.

At the same time, a §ecto: of public Qniversities was
also emerging., The firat universitied supported by.the
gavernmenés of the individual states dated from before 1800,
but it uﬁs after the Civil War and more toward the end of
the ce;tury that they developed full form and strength, in
part due éo the resouxr~es provided the states Ey the

federal government through the famous land-grant legislation

~of the Morrill Act. Developing major strength first in the

Midweat and later in California, the state universities spoke
of serving the sons and daughters of the average nan, the
farmer and the mechanic, assuming populist overtones that

contrasted with the elitist quailtiea of the private

7
universities concentrated in the eastern part of the country.

They were precursors of. the modern open~door philosophy.
Linked to popular support, they admitted high school
graduates on a relatively unselective basis and oriented the
undergraduate part of the institution to consumer demands

and ‘manpower needs of the home state. Like the comprehensive

sécondafy aschocl, they emphasized comprehensive purpose and

<y

o
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tended to promié% something for everyone. They entered freely

into guch aress as agriculture, forestry, engineering~—~and
later “home economics" f;r the girls whose jobs would be in
the home, ¢ g |

But, like their private cornterpsrts, the American public

universities married the German model of specialized research

 and advanced training to the clder English-American model of

liberal education by augmenting undergraduate colleges with
graduate and professional schoolas. The higher tier had

\
selective enrollment, prcvﬂded advanced training, and,

particulariy in the graduaée achcol,‘centered on research.

" The graduate schoel became/the home of the research scholar,

and‘iﬁs standards reflected the interests of prestigious
cosmopolitan members of the faculty. The state universities
thus developed a hybrid character, linking & wide range of
vocational fields to the patural sciences, soclal sciences,
and the humanities, with a structure that had to face in
fundamentslly different directiomns. Thus, the University

of Michigan, for example, might obtain its sﬁpport from the
state legislaturé primarily on the basis of what it did for

the students of the state at the undergraduate level, but’

1y
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‘the privata universities, a separate administrative staff
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it .developed national and international standing on the basis
of attractive conditions at the graduate level for research-

ninded faculty and students. And here, even more than in

was assemblgd for the purposes of development and coordination,
headed by s president whose powers were delegated by a ioard
of trustees,B i P

Along with the private college, the private university,
and the state university, other typés of inatituticns emerged; '
Before 1900, ‘a separate set of public\ZSEEEEéa for teacher
training had developed. Firat known as normal schools, and
closely associated with the schoel structuras of the
individual states, they gave a few years of training to
prospective elementary s;hool teachers. In the early
decades of the twantieth'centuxy¢%§§§g§7schools changed their
names to\teachers colleges as they gaineémﬁﬁe right to give
the bachelor's degree and under-ook the prepara:ion of
teachers and administrators for secondary schools. Between
the two world wars, many began to evolve beyond teacher
trainipng into their cdrrent form of public comprehensive
colleges whose undergraduate acope 1s virtually as wide as

that of :hé university, with fewer of the esoteric scholarly

| 11
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,specialtiéa but more of the occ?pational ones. These ‘'state

colleges," many of which acquired the title of "state college

= T university" or simply "state university," have grown rapidly\ g B
3 cince World War II, operating with a low»tu-modezatﬁ degree
of aelectivity at a time when the establisked public
univetsities have become more select 've.

\ Still other secto;s developed, avong them the public ‘
an% p;ivate engineering (or technological) colleges and '
universities, headed in a'pfeetige hierarchy by the ﬁassachueetts
Tnstitute of Technology (MIT, founded in 1861) and the
California Institute of Technology (Cal‘Tech, 1891). Because
the right to'sponsor institutions has been so dispersed, among
private as well as public hands, weny kinds of "miscellanecus"
postsecondary institutions have emerggd, creating a bewildering
array of proprietary, nonprofit; and specialized schools and
colleges. By 1960, official atatistics counted about three
hundred assorted theological achools, art gchoola, QEQ detaphed

Y -

professional schools. that were giving courseés toward a

bachelor's or higher degree. In additiom, as a pureliy
twentieth~century phenomenon, a genuine "short-cycle" unit

emerged in the form of the junicrcollege, which slowly

12
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developed a niche in the educational stxucture. Limiting
it3elf to the first two years beyond the secondar§>acbool,
the junior college has provided both terziugi_ggpgrams of

one- and two~years' duration and courses that parallpl the

. regular first two collagiate yesrs amd allow transfer to

four-year bachelog‘s progrsme at other colleges, Two-year
colleges have been under private auspices as well as public
concrol, but the public sector became the main site of
thelr developnent as the‘commnnicy college concept task
hold. With the first several public institutions appearing
bafore 1910, the "junic{ callege mavgfent“ ﬁeveloped momentum
in the 19208 and the iSBOs, particularly in California,
est§bliahing an organizational basa for rapid proliferation
aod expansion in the era of mass higher education following
World War II. Swelling to & thousand institutions by the
early 19%0s, this sector became preemipently the open-door
part of American higher education, 2 filter that allowed
other sactors to become more Jelective while the "system' as
2 whole became less selective,

The private sector, whizh has been gradually giving way
numerically to the publlc sector and now has only one student

in four, remains enormously varied when seen in c¢rosse~national
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perspective The private guiversity has had at least three
impor- 2t subtypes; the research-centered university, highest
in prestige and national in orientation--for example, Chicago,
Columbia, and Yale; the sé;ulaz urban-service university,
lower in prestige and more lozal in orientation--for example,
Boston University, New York University, George Washington
Universigy, and the University of Cincimnatil; aund the
Catholie municipal university, usually standing well down

the prestige hierarchy and oriented both to locality and
Catholicism—-for example, the University of Portland,
»Aiéérsity of Dayton, Setor Hall University, and St. John's
University. The private college has shown equally great
variation in quality and commitment among its eight hundred
nembers: the secular elite liberal arts college, able to
compete with the top universities, for example, Swarthmore,
Reed, and Amherst; the middle-rank institution that usually
naintains & modest religious commection, for” example, St. Olaf,
Baldwin-Wallace, and Westminster; and the rear-guard places
struggling to gain or retain margiunal accyreditation and
sometimes still completely dominated by a denominaticnal board
or an autocratic president, for example, Oral Roberts, Rio

Grande, and Bob Jones. The institutions found at the tail

i
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end of the academic procession, inferiox to the best high

Similarly in each type of public institution—university,
astate college, community college-~dispersed public control has
:fprgduced a great range in the mixture of purpose, program,

and‘academic quality.- The University of Mississippl
qualitatively differs from Berkeley; Western Kentucky
University differs extensively from Bfgoklyn College or San
,Franciac& State University; and suburban Foothill Community
College (Los Altos, California) is an academic showpiece
differing radically from Chicago Loop Colleée and Los Angeles
City College—downtown community colleges thai, within a
: huge scale of 6peragiona (more than 20,000 students), have
large numbers of poor students from minority backgréunds
and dozens of oma~ snd two-year ter—inal programs along with

academic courses that permit transfer to four-year institutions,

The development of so much variance among and within the

major sectors had led long before World War II to an

/ unparalleled national diversity. This primary characteristic
of American higher education has interacted with a second ¢
marked competition among institutiens in the search for

financial resources, persomnel, and clientele. Not only

schools, are "calleges only by grace of semantic genetgﬂitnyg__ -
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did the privately controlled institutions compete with one
an;ther but alsc with the public campuses. That such competition
ﬁeéiﬁe a habit is indicated by the way publi. institutions took
to vivaling one another, explicitly and sharply, eveﬁd;ithin
the same state syatemzﬁ for example, Michigan State University
versns the University of Michiéan, the University of California
at Los AngglesA(UCLA) versus-Bérgeley in Californie, Southern
I11inois University versus the University of Illinois.

A third charscteristic of “the system," especially
remarkable when viewed in cross-national perspective, is the
huge size of some wmajor parts as well as the whole. After a
quarter-centﬁry of rapid development of mwass higher -education
following World War IX, official stavistics in 1970 showed
more than 2,500 iasti{tutions snd 8 million%students. By the
nid~1970s, New York State had moved rapidly izto ar 1mmen§e

state system of 64 institutions and 325,000 students; New York

City operated a separate system of its own, with 11 institutions

and 250,000 students, The total scale of operations for the
entire atate of New York was second only to the huge public
system in California where the university has 9 campuases
(122,000 enrollment), the state collegss numbered 19 (291,0¢0

enrollment), and the commudity colleges nurmbered 1103 (757,9b0

/
/
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%

enrollment), with total enrollment for the statz in excess of

1,372,000, 10 - o
Because.of such enormous scale §n¢ é&tensive diversity,

it i1s difficult to identify and degcribe modal patterns of

control, especially in terms fitting for cross-national

comparison., To establish a first approximation, we limit

our observations eo the university, and there primsrily to

the public sector, and work up the levels of organizaticn

common to the chapters of this volume.

-~

LEVELS OF ORGANIZATION

e,

At the }owest level of organization in the American
university, the standard unit is the departiment. The reasomns
for the development of the department rather than the
one-person chair have not been documented his;grically.ll
We can guess that the>style of top-¢ m organizatiom, with
1ts similarity to business structure and bureaucratic
delegation of power to impersonal offices, probably accounts
in large measure for the department form. The guild forms
of older countries, which locate so much power at the bottom

-

in the person of the ﬁaster, the chairholding professor,

i
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never obtained in éhe early colleges of the United States.
In any event, by 1825 the department was in being at Harvard
and by 1900 it was firmly in place throughout the nation's
univarsipies and colleges as the basic way to accommodate

apeclalization and divide the ever larger attuctutes.lz

N\
\

In congar{;on with the chair and its oftenfrelgted
\institute, the department distributes power mof% widely:
nfirat, among a group of fu{l professors; then, in reduced
porg;cn, to associate an& assistant professors. The
chairmanship of the department is an impersonal position

in the';ense that it commonlf gotatgs on three~year term
among the senlor figuras tather than';emaining the fixed
possession of ome person. On some issues the incumbent

must consult with othef full profesaors and perhaps tenured
asgociate profeasors; on otﬂéra, the chairman must take up
the matter with the entire tegching Qtaff. In such meetings,
majority vote has been the coﬁmdn device for decision making.
Thus, the department has been first of all a collegial body,
one that ie relatively unitary around comion interest fn a
discipline and nildly hierarcgical in the vertical arrangement

of the ranks of full professor, assoclate professor, and

assistant professor (and scmetimes instructor).

[l

1b
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N

3ut the department is also a bureaucratic unit, :ﬁe
chairman being the lowest erm of general academic management.
He is respousible- to one or more deans and one or more
campus~wide officials {president, acsdemic vice-president,
provest). To a much greater degree than the chair professor,
the chairmat is accountsble "up™ an organizational hierarchy -
as well as "down" to collezgues of eqﬁhl or ﬁear-equal v
status. Often appointed by the administration after coneultation\\
with department mewmbers,. the chairman serves at the plessure
of the central éampua officials., Therefore, gt the level :
vhere the personal rule;ship of the professor,is strong in
chair systems, bureancrgfic aﬁd collegial authority are
heavily intertwined in the American department system. On
occasion the department can be highly particularistic,
through personal dominance of a towering figure in its midst |,
or through logrolling politics in the voting of a collective
body. But the forces of particularism and personmalism are

. v,
damped by the lateral control within a bollegial body and

the department's vertical links to highég officials. Because

there is dual authority, the collegial bédy and the
bureaucratic staff also tend to watch one another, thus

providing some check ¢n the arbitrary exercise of.pcwer

1o

‘ | | .
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) within the department., The tensions of the system fall p08t
heavily on the chairman, as the person in the middle, straddlins‘
the line between faculty and administration and assuming
responsibility on an ambiguous fogndation of authority.

The next level up in the American university structure is
the college, or the school, for example, the College of Arts

and Sciences or the School of Medicine, Law, or.Busines:.la

The College of Arts and Sciences commonly contains the basic

H

e ' disci;iines, thus embracing all the departments of the ‘
humenities, the social sciences, and the natural sciences. ’

This central college also commenly has hegemony dver

undergraduate and graduate education~-that is, everything

other ‘than the professional schools which, in the Americun

scheme, how exist almost entirely at an advanced, graduate N
level, in contrast to the Puropean antem vhere the study of
medicine and other professional fields begins immediately after
the secondary level and is organized in faculties. The basic
colleﬁe, or clesely related units, commonly has a dean for

the undergraduate realm and another for the graduate. At

most universities the staff of thé departments teach at both

levels and hence fall within both of these tws major

" administrative jurisdictions., The college deans are usually

20
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appointed by top officials of the university and, moxe thén.
the departmeént chairmen, operate Qs true members ;f the

N cefitral administrgtion. The deans of ;he profeasional schools,
thouéh scmewhat more autonomous, are still appointed father o

than elected for the most part and have the status of an

o administrative officer. Each desnship is an administrative
- office staffed with assistant deans and othef supgorting"
personnel, a base of administrative power independent of
facnlty bodles and ebove the constituent departments.

The college or school also has one or more collective

bodleg~—for examﬁle the Faculty of Art; and $ciencé§, the
Faculty of the Undergraduate College, and the Faéulty of
the Graduate School--which meet occasionally, hear ;:eports
from their own committee and the deans, and decide by
collective voting. There is thus a dual structure within
which the administrative 0officials andrthe professorial
‘bodies.muac work out ways of aeparatiqg'and joining
jurisdicticns. Typically, the sdministration controls the
budget, the teaching staff supervises the curriculum, and
both are involved in student conduct. There are many

dual-membership committees, and there are professors who
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develop administrative capacities and relatidng of mutual o |
trust with certain administrators, thus serving as a bridging
R ‘ oligarchy. Notably, on most campuses, the broad academic

collective bodles-have little say in the crucial area of

~

persomnel. The hiring, promoting, and firing of tesching o
staff falls between the individual department, which dces '
. the basic persomnel work and usually hes primary influence in
junior appointments, and the higher administrative officials
t{ and comnittees of professors appointed by the administration,
Sl “ ~£ who ;pprove all appointments and exercise this power of
‘ approval (and funhing of requisite positions) with great care
; ) in the case of expquive'tenured perso£nel.
' I The complex inéeraecting of administrators and acgdemica
at this level of organization may be characterized as a
bu;eaucraticizea federation of collegial groups. As in the
chair-based systems, wﬁexe,the counterpart unit is the
j . faculty, the American college or school is a relatively flat
. structure since it contains a number of formelly equal coliegial
bodies in the form of departments that may total fifty or more
ia the central collegé (Arts and Sciences) on large campuses, -

But it has also an adm}nistrative office that is hierarchically

“supexlor to the departments and is clearly a part of a large

Rz
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administrative framework, Bureaucratié authority is here much
stronger than in the traditional systems of the Continenmt. It
systematically intrudes upon the power of tt. clusters and

it encourages the applfcation of commen standards. The

diffusion of overlapping power among faculty and administrative

units also makes it difficult to exercise partiéulaiistic
judgme ;ts. "

At the third level of the unigersity campus as a-whole,
the American structure has for somé decades exhibiied a ‘
complex blending éf the authority gf trustees, administrators,
and professors. Thg laymen who serve on the board of trustees

(or regents) that 15 formally at the apex of control are

supposed to guide the long-term development of the institutiom

. in the name of brvad interests of the largef’aocigty. In

public universities; they are largely appointed’by the governor
of the state, with only a few states providing for popular
election, Terms of appointment vary greatly among the stetes
and the institutions themselGQS, ranglng %ram such short

terms as two to three years to very long ones of fourteen

. and sixteen years. The state governors, in uneven fashion,

Y

select trustees who are congenial to their own political

point’ of view, or are wealthy, or have the capacity to
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understand the management of large organizations, of are
spokespersons for groups that need representation in order to
balance the board. In comparieon with faculties and students,
trustees are politically Ebnservative; but recent surveys
(for example, Hartnett, 1970) suggest that they are not now
so much concentrated in business and law as once seemed the
caae.14 In private-universities, they are generally
elected by the existing trustees,-occasionally by aiumni,
and henceé have the character of self-perpetuating boerds.
Like such boards in other sectors of society, the membe;g
are part-time, peeting perhaps once a month, or as infrequently
as three or four times a year, although some among them (the
chairman and members of an executive conmittee) will meet
more often and give much time to the institution. The
trustees, as their moat Iimportant function, appoint the
administrative head, the president or éhancellor, and
officially delegate mich to him, while retaining residual
pbéers and ultimate legal control.

Of courae, what is delegated has beean determined broadly
by the historical evolution of respective powers of the board
and the administration. The long-run drift has been from

close trustee auperviaion to managemént by professional
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adninistration, Beginning with the reign of the atrong
institution~building presidents, formal administration
increasingly caﬁe into ite own &t the campus-wide level of

organization.ls

Here, unlike the Continental gystems and
chair-based systems around the world, a large class of
adminiaérators has developed who are neither of the faculty
and controlled by it.nor of a state ministry of education
and directed by it. A4s axperts in such speclalties as
student admissisn, recordrgeeping, personuel policy, ph§31c31
plant management, library'epe;;tions, budgeting, public
relations, alumni affairs, and university planning, they
compose an administrative ;tructure within which they work
for and at the pleasure of the president, the vice presidents,
the treasurer, and the business office. Their specialized
roles and training dispose them to points of view different
from those of trustees, faculty, and students.l6 They are
generally grouped together in a large adminiscration building
that physically reinforces mutual contact and interest,

At the same time, the academicians have some coilective
and representational bodles, such as an academic genste or

8 board of permanent offic rs, that operate acrose the campus

and major segments of it, But the facuity grasp tends to

dH T
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have a narrower soope than that of the administration and
trustees; the professional~school bodies are usually split
off from those of the central "liberal arts faculty" of the

undergraduate college and the graduate school. All~university

‘~—comnittees that embrace all the schools and colleges are

commonly appointed by, and report to, the chief administrative

officer,

The American‘structure at this level thus differs
coﬁsiderably from the other countries considered in this volume

the comBination of

infél) the presence of layuwen as trustees, responsible for
general policy and holding ultimate responsibility and’ t
power, and (2) the opefation of a major administrative corps
answerable to the trustees and holding delegated authority,
jurisdiction, and respomsibility. As at the levels beneath
it, the all-campus structure is relatively flat and considerably
fed;rative, since the many departments, colleges, and schools
tetain impressive powers and degrees of influerce in mahy
sectors of decisior making, particularly personnel and
curriculum. But the structure also shows a clear hierérchy,

vith central administrators and trustees get above. As a

result, day-to-day activity entails an intermingling of the

forms of authority natural to the separate rule of professors,
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buresucrats, and trustees. Stripped to stark gimplicity, the
centrol structure of the American Quiveraity is a federation
of collegial graups that is bureaucratically ordered and
"supervised by lsymen, Systematic, ;redictable, and dependable
connectionas are noc¢ hard to find, lpt they take unusual
shapes in blending two or three forms of authority or in
establishing a division of labor among contradictory forms,
and hence are not wall conceptualized if they are lumped
together as a "bureaucracy” or a "community" or even an
"organized anarchy."l7 |

Beyond the single campus, at wider administrative levels?
the patterns of contrcl become more divergent. The private
university largely drops from view, since it is not formally
a4 part of large webs of organization; its own trustees are
the highest point of control, éaéside supervision of the
conduct of private institutions has.indeed been light, taking
largely the form of pariodic evaluations by regional voluntary
associations for gemeral institutional "accreditation" and by
professional assaciatié;s for specific p?ofeasion&l and
scientific programs (discussed below), which pose littlé

threat to institutions other than those of very low quality.

The basic fact that the private Instirutions, in near: - all
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states, have not been part of a supefstructure remains a
primaxy cause of the unusual leeway and necessity for
inatitutions to compat; with ose another,

In the public sector, since World War II a set of
arrangements has emerged at essentially the fourth level of
cur comparative schema. There are coordinating structures
for sets of universities within multicampus state universities
such as the University of Californis, which at cne time was
virtually synonymous with the Berkeley campha but has become N
a pine~campus system of- institutions placed formally on a
par with Berkeley, not under it, (In addition, sets of state
colleges and ccrmunity colleges also becamej-as nonuniversity
8estors, nore strongly organized as multicqmpus state systema.)le —_
The cont..nliing board of trustees moved uﬁ from the single-campus
to the gtatewlde level and a statewide university administration
was created on top of the growing campus administration. The
central administrative staff rapidly becaqg an imposing force,
allocating resources, controlling decisions of field officers
(campus administrators) by eatablishing uniform.categories
and checking for compliance. Centrel mnlticampus administration
hae less need to anséeg downward to the teaching staff than

does campus administration, and stronger need to answer upward

<o
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to the trustees. The administration and faculty of a campus
are aow finding common cauge in the w;ifare of their owmn
unit within the system, against the university-wide
administrators who have a responsibility for the whole aund a
view from ghe top that is shared oniy with the trustees. With
this elaboration of édministrativ; superstructure, congrol has

moved even further away from the dominant modes of chair

systems, where the collegial control of professors has tended

/
7

~~  to domipate all levels up to that of state or national ministry
of education. 1In the first level above the campus, professors
have only minor roles: in gemeral, the higher the level,
the lowex the participation of profes;ors.
Because eduvcation in the Unifed States was leng ago

made the responsibility of state rather than national government,
Level 5 in our compavative scheme is & key level iu the

rican structure. It has been to the state executive branch
(the governor, budget and finance officers, and sometimes
the department of education) and to the state legislature
that the trustees and chief administrative officers of the
un}versities and university systems must turan for support,

a situation that has persisted despite the zreat iacrease in

federal grants of the postwsar period. American higher education

N
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assumes a place as a segment of public administration in the
form of a large set of subgoviirfments within the separate
states. The degree of integration into state goverment has
varied considerably among the states, given their different
traditions, politics, and administrative structures. In some
states, the governmen::;;ercised specific approval of narrow
items in university budgets--faculty travel or the pﬁrcbase
of typewriters; in others, there is constitutional angonomy
and lumééum allocation that set higher education apart from
all other governmental ;ctivities.

Also at this level, but apart from the regular offices
of government, recent years have seen the rapid growth of
superboards established for t.:he purpose of coordinating all
units of higher education‘impcrtantly supported by the stste,
thus bringing state colleges, community colleges, and
universities together in one loose administrative framework.
In attempting to map this organizatiomal territory, recent
research has pointed to fouxr types of sitgacions that vary in
degree of central contrbl and in proportion of members drawn
from the public compared to.members drawn £rom the institﬁtions.
The first type, no state cggrdinating board at all, was found

in as meny as seventeen states as late as 1959 but in only two




-United States - 28

states & decade later, The second type, a board voluntarily
organizad by member organizations, also decreased in the same
period from seven states to two., The third tyﬁe, a2 formal
coordinating board, spread from ten to twenty-seven states;

and the fourth and most rigorous type, a "consolidated '
governing board," increased from sixteen to ninsteen in number.19
Thus, the shift was ;ie&rly to the third.type, which is
essentially a formally mandated superboard placed over the
exi§t1n3 boards of trustees that top the irnstitutional sectors

at our fourth level of orgaq;zation.‘ And within that type,

a big shift has taken place from boards that iargely have

\ inatitutional representatives and hold only nominal coordinating
influence to boards that either have a public majority ;nd
ggvisorz~powers (eleven states), or boards that have & public
majority and regglato%y powers {fourteen atates).zo In

these high councils,.profeSBQIB have Qirtually no role;

"Faculty representation at the level of the ‘superbosrd' is
likely to be minimal or nonexistent, %1 Groups of professors

may make occasional presentatioms, but they must turn to the
officia}dcm of their own professiostal associations and, ‘

increasinély, to their own unions to inflﬁence state-level

control.
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Another aspect of the state and regional‘level gf academic
organization is the special role of nongovernmental asapciaéiona
in accreditation, the awarding of legitimacy to }netitutions
and to the degrees they confer. The six voluntary associations
that judge whole institutions are regionals for ezample, the

‘ North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schocls
and the New England Asaociaé}én of Collegos and Secondary
Schools.2?. Supported by‘ﬁﬂngal fees paid by the member
. ' institutions of the :eg;&n, each association has its own
khendquarters and small administrative staff., The associstions
.drsw on professors from within their owm ares, and sometimes
from the outside, to compose the ad hoc committees that-visit,
evaluate, and repert oo varicus irstitutions on, commonly, a
five-year cycle. Their operation permits a mild degree of
professorial supervision., And the occasion of the accreditation
visit calls always for the administration and faculty to
assess their institgciog‘s weaknesses and sfrengthe in a
report ptepared for the visitor;. But, as suggested earlier
for private colleges, ghe'accrediting association 1g an
important pressure only pn'inatitutions that hover. around a

low threshold of quality--or, occasionally, an experimental

college whose new ways deeply cffend established academic
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canqg§,23 Notably, these asmrociations do nct attempt to

administer institutional equality: in no important wsy do

they serve as a private counterpart tc the European ministry

of education that, a8 in Italy and France, attempts to equate

the work at various institutions within the framework of .
&

_ state~certified national degzees, Nor are they equivalent

1

to the English systenm of external examine;s with ite
institutionalized commitment to the uniform maintensnce of
high standerde. The associations arcse in the American
context of dispersed control as a device for ensuring some
ninimal competence. They do not attempt to stop established
institutions from doing largely as they please. They
raecognize that there is considerable inequality among
institutions and they do little to discourage diversity and
institutional competiticon in a m§rket of detached units.

As for Level 6, until recently American higher education
was without any formal national organization. There‘waa no
ministry of education, no structure that reached frmmk
Washington, D,C., to embrace universities, nor any standing
committees, ccuncils, or commissions to play an important
voluntary coordinating role. As late as the 1950s, the

aationel Office of Educatior gathered statistics and
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sdministered a few categorical aid programs such as vocational
education for the public schools, but it dared not disturb

etate superintendents of public instruction much less

presidents of universities, Leaving aside special wartime
efforts centered on scienfifip research, the nearest thing

to systematic federal intervention was, the "GI Bill," which

gave financial support to veterans of World War II and later {
vars, administered #y the Veterans Administration. In the ]
1950s, the National Science Founﬁation and thke Nationsal

Institutes of Health began to influence sclentific research

and teaching in the Gniversities, in patterns of voluntary

echools of medicine and scieitificegepartmants at some
unive:yities have become heavily dependent on national funds,
essentially evolviné into federal-grant units within the o
univereities, state and privnte.z4 The Office of Education
algo became a mejor enterprise in the 1960s, édministeéing
major grants for higher educagion as wa;l'as for elementary
and secondary schools, |
Federal funds have come to universities and colleges
in several fifms. One form is studenﬁ-centered funding,

whereby the govermment makes grants and loans to individuals

34
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vho io turn can "pm‘cl-uzae;l their education anywhere they want,
including private ihétitutiona. This form plays heavily on
the market features of American higher education, relying on
conaumer choice as the iavisible hand that will gulde the
development of a aystem. A second form is institution-centered,
vhereby funds fluow directly from the goverrment to the
institution, As in national syate&s in other countries, such
funds vary from categorical allétment for specific progrgms

te lump sums for general institutional support. A third form
is discipline-centered, whereby regearch and sometimes |
teaching fun&a £low to specific departments and professors

as research grants or awards for improvement of teaching and
training.

An incréasing amount of indirect manipﬁlation by vgrioua
buresus and central councils of the national govermment has
resulted from pational funding. The early 1970s saw the
emergence of direct inmfluence when the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare together with the Department of Labor
decided on the withdrawal of all federal funds from
institutions as a sanction against those who failed to
present an effective plan ofxaffirmative‘action for the

employment of women and minorities. Other such direct

3o
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interventions are under consideration: for example, in the
name of national .medical manpower policy, medical schools may
be required to set targets and quotas for tralning certain,
types of doctors as & condition for the continuation of
federal funding.r
T~ -‘Yet, American universities do not think of themselves
as part of a nationally administered system. In comparative
p5t8pecti§§, tﬁey are not. The basic institu;ionalized li;ea
of influence that are found at the national level in Italy,
France, and even Britain remain strongest in the Unitad
States at the level of the fifty states. Although the
federal lines are growing in importance, they remain_uneven‘
and secondary. Moreover, some federal policles are designed
to e;hance control of the individual states: A national law
enacted in 1972 requirad all states to have some type of
planning grgup ("1202 Commissions," named after the number
of the law) for all public higher education, thus backing
superboard infxuence at the state level.

In formal organization, the United States has at best
a quasi-~system of largely indirect iufluencés at the broadest

level of control and .coordination, COm§ared to the situation

that existed before World War II, there is now much more of
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a8 gystem; but compared to what obtains nationmslly in most
- { N

- countries today, thé:e la act much of‘z system. The private

sector, headed by such univexrsitiesz =s Chieago, Cclumbiz,
Harvard, Princeton, Stanford, and Yale, remains independent

and gtrong‘ And the public sector is gtill essentially composed
of the fift; states within which iﬁﬁi?idu;l public universities
and collegea control personnel selection and compete with one
anotcher, as well as witb the private places, éor students and
fac;lty. Therefore, smong the major advanced systeme of the .
world, the American remains the most unorganized and approximates
a8 market of freely interactiné competitive units.25 Ig\remains
the most influenced by the unorganized decision making that

can be seen ;s "aocial—chaice," at the opposite end of thé

26 The historic trend is

continuum from unitary bureaucracy,
cleétly toward administered order, with some coordination
provided by voluntary associations of administrators and
professors headquartered in Washington, D.C., as well as by
the increasing influence of a number of federal agencies.27
But market conditlions remain the basic element. The national
level of cont-ol exhibits little structure and fragmented

influence over a congeries of universities that vary greatly
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in purpose and ethos a8 well aa in size and resodurces,
Fragmentation remains .atrong relative to the forces of -
system building.

To summarize the nature of academic cﬁ;trol across the
wvhole of the six levels in the United Séatea: The national . !
center possesaes {glatively little formal authority; the
middle levals (state, multicampus, and university-wide) are
atroqgly organized, with tru;teer#ﬁd’administrative authority
predominating over faculty prerogatives; and the lower levels
(college and department) retain impressive decision making
powers over personnel and curriculum~—~areas in which professors
care most about exercising collegial rule, The various levels
and the several major forms of authofity éonstitute a set of
countervailing forces, In organization and authoriéy, the
"system" is not only inordinately large and complex but alsso
fundamentally disordexly. B

The interests of students remain only weakly voiced at
any level in formal councils, despite the great attention paid
in the 19608 to atuﬁent pfoteatrand’scuden: participation in
governance. It remains true in the United States that students
vote mainly with their feet, exerzising comsiderable choice of

place to attead as well as field of study. In such a system,

38 .




‘United States 36

ﬂ-

consuner demand plays a large roié compared to manpower .

planning, The coésumpra hava had leverage that the plannexs
do not: They not only can choose what unit to enter but also
can meke the "exit" decision, meving from one institution to

28 Because there is so much initial chbice and

another,
later exiting and ‘transferring, the vi;bility of many
individual colleges and universities depends on either
adaptive response to clientele or the establishment of a
claim of uniqﬁe performance. Since distinc:i%eness lays
claim to clients in a way that sameness does not,.many
institution;Ahave thus ettempted to develop a special

character instead of passively accepting a uniform role.29

CHANGE

When we compare the distribution of authority in the
American system with that of Continental systems, we see that
powers ysually elasewhere found at the top are lécated at the
middle levels in ' U,S. institutions. In other systems .
provincial and national ministries of education have been
in charge of the administrative services involééd in m;king

appointments, paying salariea, running the physical plant, and
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supporting studenFS, Until recently little administration

was considered necessary immediately agave the domains of the
profesaors. In any case, ;heir strong guild orgayizatioh

did not permit it, As a c;naequence weak adminis;:ative
struépur; at the university level became characteristic,

But in the United States the hi;toric tradition of institutional
autonomy demanded that the university itself handle overbead
services. The required government and administration Secaﬁa
fixed in trustee and administrative authority that was
separate fgom and above the domains of the g:ofeasors. As ;
adminiatration became located on campus, the energing class

of university officiala developed a vested interest in keeping
it there, fighting against a shift that would move jurisdiction
to the staff of state bureaus,

The forces for change in the 1960s and zarly 19708 affected
this compiicated control structure in a number of ways. Growth
tias led to an increase in unit size at all leQelg; deapening
the need for coordination both within ajﬁzbenwébn the units,
and thezeby favoring the development of more a-d larger
administrative groups. Campus~wide administration (Level 3) ]

1]

has grown measurabiy and has become increasingly professionalized, -

tending toward the use of scientific management techniques to
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inprove central assessment and effective interventiou,
Administrative systems have also grown larger and strenger
at the lavel of state goverament (Level 5); and new kinds
of sdmindstrative systems have developed at a level between
the univeraity and the «_..e in the form of multicampus
university systems (Level 4). A major trend is thus that
of the ascendance of adminigtration at these threaz levels.
So important have sdministrators become that they
qvarvhelmingly make upAthe membership of commisgions~--private
or public, national or state--that advise on educational
policy, in contrast to Buropean commissions that contain
prestigious professora, Thz growth of "federal intervention,”
itself important, remains 2 minor paenvmenon compared to
that of the growth of administrative strength at the universicy-
to~statehouse levals of the 4merican system. Within these
levels, the tilt Lus been definitely upward, toward a
centralization of auth~. ¢y and aduinistratioa.

These three levelsn have come under greater public sexrutiny
and poli;icxi”ﬁ%gg;;re in recent years. The student
discoantent of the 1960s caused 3 wice range of apecific

publics to watch univeraity affairs nore closely, a rise in

conc=rn that was alsc propelled by escalating costs, growing

41
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intereat in access, and the greater vigibility of a larger
enterprise. BEven without the organized student actions,
increased interest would have brought mﬁre political
attention in its wake, But hostile public reaction to
radical tactics on campus . ensured Interver ion by extermal
political groups at the levels that are primarily controlled
by system administrators, boards of trustees, and state
officials. A second major outcome of growth therefore has
been an inireasing entanglement of adminiatration with the‘
poiitics of the general political arena.

However, these administrative levels are but the top of
8 gizantic academic iceberg whose drift is by no means -
determined solzly by administration at suprauniversity
‘evels and external peliticsl forces. The werk of teaching
and research is still done in the depariment and in such
guxillary units as the research institute and interdisciplinary
programs. FPolicy directly relevant to the basic work ia
declded largely‘at the second lavel of college and school.
At these levels, colleg? 1l cont' »1 remains strong, challenged
mainly by bureaucratic authority of the campus administration.
The understructure is thick and tough and resistant to

externally imposed change. And political groups, to tisir
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constant frustration, are usually unable to penetrate to these
levels, The governor of a state, as in California, may fume
about the little time that the faculty devctes to teaching in
the state university, but the faculty gces on finding ways

. to save time for tesearch, often shielded by campus

adminietratora interestea in attracting and holding faculty

‘ talent.

Put broadly, the growth in knowledge and in ghe demand
for experts that has been characteristic of recent decades
has reinforced the strength of the disciplines inside the
organizationsl niss of the systems that have been made ever
larger. Increased specialization in scientific and other
academic fields, as well as in the upper reaches of the
general labor force, strenthens the influence of those whose
authority is rcotec ‘in expertise.lo Administrators in the
19708 are less, rather thar jore, qualified to pass judgment
in the many specialized academic sectors and hence must
depend heavily on judgment by professorial peers. In the
face of the elaboration of administrative superstructure,
;hp levels of department and college remain grounded in
various forms of personal and collegial rulership, Thus,

there has been & stxengthening of the disciplines that
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crogscut institutions and that compriee a national system of

higher education along lines of occupational specialty.
Becauc> of this increased strength of the diverse clusteés
of experts, organizational structure is pressed toward
greater diiggrentiationlénd decentralized decision making.
In a natitnal system’of institutions that 1is so laége
and internally divefﬁe, hewever, major segments may move in
quite different di;ectionB, In the segmeats where faculty
influence has been weak, the growth in organizational scale
has exacerbated faulty feelings of powerlessness. 4nd.
instructors in those segments, preeminently the couunity
colleges and the state colleges, conceantrate so much on
teaching that they do not receive the rewards of research.
With th;se conditions, the 1970~75 recession in Auerican
higher education, raising employment and jot security to
crucial Issues, has sparked a major leap forward in faculty

unionization., Union hilerarchies are now added to the

organizational web of higher education, replacing disciplinary

asgoclations in first Iimportance for many acedemics, while
H

professors who do research, have naticpal visibility, and

can bargain for themselves will have luss ;eed for union

protection. Senlority status through union membership may
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even replace tenure in thoge places where trustees and
ndministrat;ra wish to diminish tenﬁre guaréhtees and have
the power to do so,

Déspite these trends, the market conditigns under wﬁich
inatitutions have traditionally operated still prevail.
~Private colleges and universitiea 8till meke their way by
individually raisiny funds, recruiting faculty, agd attracting
studénts. Public institutions, although they are within
adninistered systems and are more accountable to higher
bodies:—::211 have tc face the competition generated by
more than 2,500 inatitutiona operating under dispersed
control. Streugthened\ktafe coordination has not eliminated
the market., The growing\gowar of‘administiative staffa
during tﬁé 19608 was coggrﬁéng"with enhanced, GVen-flamboyant,
competition in the affluent .highe'r education economy of

those years; The nouveau riche eu’ng the state systems--

Texas, Florida, and Arizona--~eagerly sought to buy and stock
; faculéy talent on newly built or greatly expanded campuses;
developing campuses in the New York state system such as
Stony Brook and Buffalo tried to lure professors frem
-Michigan and UCiA, Princeton and Chicago. The financizl

turndown of the early 1970s has raduced the competitive
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zeal, but the baaic structure and established custom of the

¢

national system continue tc promeote a level of competition
different in kind from that in the other countries examinedJ
in this volume,

With such complex and contradictory trends in academic
govermuent, no simple picture can be draw that typifies the
whole country. So&e observers have predicted homogenization
under greater control by the state.31 But any trend in
that direction is slight when seen in a cross-national
perspective, and it may actually be to the contrary, toward
greater diversity. The éombinacion of huge size and
decentraliiétion seems to be bringing about an increased
numbe; of modal patterns for the distribution of power.

An enlarged division of labor in matters of academic control
also makes possible the simultaneous growth of divergent
forms of authority. Im the American set of universities

the professional authcrity of faculty has increased at the
lower levels, the bureaucratic authority of administrators
has increased at the widdle lavels, and the public authority
of trustees and other layme; has increased at state and
national levels,

Thus, the organizational evolutiom of the American ““-~,/

.
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university system, and Ameéican higher education as a whole,
is simultgneously unilinear and multilineax.32 The unilinear
evolution is toward ever larger systems, offering more power
to high public officials and senioxr administrators and

_ calling for the attention of planners, The multilinear
movement is toward greater diversity within'syétems, a
looseness within which various professorial (professionsl)
interests are veéted in group ~ontrol over slices 6; the
educational domain. Academic control in America is part

of the broader modern pFoblem of how general policy-makers,
administratogs, and profe;sional experts ﬁil} all be able

to express and combine their legitimate interests in systems

of ever growing complexity.
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