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devolution of government.to regions or for the taking of the risks tﬁat are

entailed in turning over "a pﬁb;ic good" to privage,enterbrise.'"As a segond
» . . . I'd . ' ‘
example, Swedish innovations are usually not transferable to other countries’

-— -

on grounds alone of special characterpstics of Sweden. The country is very
small (only eight million), culturally homogeneous, politically sophisticated

13 - §
in social plafning, and‘:ltras had until recently a system of higher educatjion

: that'contained all of four or five institutions. The {olutions that work "are J
- !
embedded in the integration of a small country well into state planning.

LY 4

'-How‘differeq; are the conditions of system-wide inncvations as soon as we

'observe natisns of 50 million nopulation (France, Ger‘ﬁny, Italy, Great }

.Britain), let alonme Japan with over 100 million and the. United States over *)
e .

200 million all of which have educational authorities and interest groups

a

"that are more nunerous, more fragmented, and, in many cases, more ideologically
. . - 4

contentious than these Jf Sweden.

&
w s

DEMANDS UPON MODERN HIGHER ‘EDUCATION
' >
N [y .‘ I - . . . .
Before turning directly to academic structure, we need to sdy a word.

about modern forces that play upon them., From the outside.and from withip,
. g b
) national systems of higher education are subjected to‘gfggpliferation o£ L

fgmands. The student clientele becomes more heterogeneous, as higher education

moves from-elite to mass numbers. Labor-force demands become mpre numerous and

" varied: "¢he diy}sion of labor proééeds steadily onward, subdividing-old occn:

‘pations, creating .new nnes, and upgrading still‘qthets, giving higher education
¢ . ) ) ' ' K
a preparatory connection to many more fields of ‘endeavdr than in the past.

At the same time, the fields Pf knowledge that are rooted inside h}ghef
i . M -




. 2 ; . ) . . ,," N . ..
edueatggn fracture’ into mote specialties, and mpre fields are brought in from’

- ' L I - .

the outside and made a ﬁart of ‘the vast'mixture of fields. Thus the internal

1 " A .‘-J

-knowledge base is itSelf a third major source of greater variety df demand.

—

. A

“lo All these fundamental forces that press for appropriate structhre alao *
- + ] ,

.now ‘operate at ‘a pace.that is more rapid than-in the paat. Thus each,system
* . N L . ‘

*

v

v - < . . ‘
as a whole, but not every part of the system, is under pressure to -adapt more

quickly. The rate of change in itself becomes an important forcej .and struc-,

\
tural adaptiveness, in the sense of. quickness of regponse, becom ma jor

concern of Mcro-admiffstration. But here we shall require long-timg spans
. T . A} : - . ~\-—.
as frames within whic to’ choose among current policy’ alternatives, eince every
. ‘ N o M .
curredt,chaﬁée, once iqstitutionalized, be&omea.a gource of ntgidity that iight

‘hlock innovations ih theﬁfuture. The;e'is little doubpt that those who are

A

currently fashioning systems, e.g., the Department of Education and Science '

in Britain, are creating future rigidities. Thefproblem is to shape s}stems

.

to answer current reqhiréﬁfhts while minimlzing the resistance to future
. N + .
¢hadges that will be as much needed in their day For exatple, adaptability

- in the future is—probably helped if current changes are effected by admxnis-

. ~

trative or collegial discretion rather tham written down in,national law. * But,

with West Cermany leading the way in the West, the trend is in the opposite

difection, toward an eldborate jurisprudence of higher educagion that will

+ ~

oéigh heavily against experimehtation and adjusthent in the futore. In _
‘produclng such Ioné-tefm effeots, current change;minded ioterest groups that
proceed through law may quite literally not know what they afe doing, or; if‘
they do, care overwhelminglv that their own sg:cial interest become more strongly -
Py “ .

vested in the}structure at whatever the cost iq_later ad justment.
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i, fields exhibit differential accessi

- b ' t ’: » N . 1- L] 4
s, FOUR FORMS OF STRUCTURAL DIFFERENTLATION . o o
: A ’ T
T g ‘ » " : . .
With these pressures in mind# I turn to the concept of* differentiation R

o
- . » .

"in ordér to deve10p a scheme that can:frame discussion of problems of access.
. "y .

My basic proposition 1s: the possihilities of’changing modeseof access aﬂb R

heavily’conditioned by the structural differentiation of academic systeﬂs

-

"We can distinguish four kinds of differentiation, as occurring vertically

,
- -

and hori20ntally, within, institutions and between them,

-

»”

S

A3

»

ﬁifferentiation Within Institutionsr Horizontal N ¢

X
[ o

1 Horizontal - differentiation occurs‘within tise individual university or

;mllege chiefly in the .form of a division of labor among fields of study.
L3

The basic structure shows numerous ci%irs institutes,

-

departments, and

faculties, arranged side by side that " organizationally express the fields .

and disciplines In apparently every system, these organizational uni's _dnd ‘

-" /
no matter how much access to_the entire - ’ .

1

system is opened up, there are .gome highly gselective fieIis and some relatively

-

¢

open fields Medicine generally manages to be selective as'do the natqsal .

sciences, vhile the social sciences,and the humanities are much less so.

\The
reasons for therdifferences aré often exp:essed in such pragmatic terms as L

limited laboxatory space and profeasional need.. But we may note that the .

scructure of knowledge {n the various figlds alﬁb has much to do with it..
« .

For example most of.ué find at some point that we cannot go on in mathematics;”

‘for sqme the stopping sccurs in the secondary schools for. others

v

, the washing

out takes place in the first several years of. tertiary education

It turns

. sjout that there are individual differences in capacity to hangle mathematical

. a
.
- 13
, .

-




knowledge, something that has become - fairly well medsured There'is a '

i .

'and most of us either voluntarily remove ourselves from

the progression ar .
]

“a relatively early point or the mathematicians see thdt ve stop by denying
a, - ’ ) ‘
<" entry ‘to courses for which we have not fulfilled the prerequisites,

e

access is.limited —either at' the door of the institution the door of- thé

.

So '-

| !
major, or the Boor of the classroom There is much self -seléction out of‘
L4 o ¢ ®

the field, in anticipation of a formal denial, and lateral movehent to other

fieldi. L — o R

.

Thus, open-access syétems'and\open;door universities and colleges will

" continue to have within'them limited access ‘to certain fields, déjlugg:or
dg fgétg, '&hen the crucial matter becomes the ease of lateral movement

~ within the institution{ internal transfer i8 part of the access problem, .

[4

If a studént wants-.to become a physlcist'and enters the,appropriate program _
. only.tp find-after.tvo years that the path to.that goal is barred vhat then?
If lateral movement is, easy, as in changing majors in American undergraduate

.

: education then the student rotates on to economics or political science or

-
sociology or education or business

*

Most American campuses have at least a

. - -

handful of majors in which persistence alone will bring completion, and

+

hl

In Epntrast, lateral movement may

o .
. . .

,often be extremely difficult, as in the case of highly autonomous Faculties <

career choices are made* accord{ngly.

- . - 1

within’European universities or at the graduate level of American universities,

’
. _‘x @

and, indeed 4t thust be, once advanced levels of specialization‘are reached

»

In sum:

L

. imbedded in the horizontel differentiation Sf universities

.

. and colleges is differential access to constituegf units, While the insti-
tutions may. vary greaoly in the magnityde. of th fferentiation, the most
/ . « - . . . ' h' - . .
‘e . » T @
4 '
/[, - ) S . [\

. . ) O . T ]
S : . ] Vel

W




e T,

[y . R . - &G - . . 4 ) )
f . - .. ‘2 .‘ !“ ‘ \‘ : " . ‘\

Y P S Lo ‘ . (

fateful difference 15 the ease or difficulty of la;eral movement. Aécess

\ . ‘ .
tensions,are thereby increased or decreased: oneé way to/reduce such‘lensions
. - . . - v e . ’ .

is to make.intErnal mobility easier. I . '

-

L )—
‘. . - : , o .
Differentiation Within Institutions: Vertical ' ‘ L - ‘

P

Vertical dffferentiation of the location of éctivities and programs

withig individual institutions is even more interesting thar the horizontal,

The differentiation centers on levels of training and certification, and
: ° N b ) , ! o¥

more ‘precisely on the organizationél units that.ére responsible for the
. v . '3 o v '

levels, To s:.mplify.1 we may sPesh of one- -tier and multi- tier systé'

The o%e -tier sysiem,has been found in the European mode of academic orgfnization

in which the professional school 1is entered direcgly after cpmpletion of the
secondary level The stddent~enters immediately dnto mgdicine, or law,.or".
. . ) . )
architecture or other'professional;fields; or, éntérs oneé of the natural"
sciences, social sciences, and humani:;gs on a similar basis that he is -

[ ‘f

entering into a -field of specialization. The. first_major'degree certifies

~

professional éompetence: fn'some countries it is the only degrée that cdunts « .

for much as in the case of the Italian-rhurea-'and> in'others a second or
A ' v ts ¢~

v
‘third degree is’ available to only a few as in the Japanese case vhere a

- ; - , ’.\ ' \\ﬂ

graduate level 'has had a very low ratio of ‘students Eo the undergraduate ; .

- .

o ]
leQel 'In sgch structures, historically, strong units of organization above

»

the first dégree, have not been needed- and sti\fh today are either absent¢ or

only. Weakly develooed In Italy, there is still a problem of differentiating

P ’
a second and thxrd degree. 1In other codntries‘where there is something like
e L 4
the Ph.D., it is handled by the same fafulty unig that concentrates its
4 . -
'energies in first-tier operations. The "Faculty" does all '
). IR SR — .
—_— , ¢ - f‘C‘
’ ’ = :“ - "
- J ) -
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¢ 1. The conurasting situatioh is a clearcut two tiers where the first . \"
T » h 4

S J.evel is largely involved in genga‘l‘ar liberal educat—fon; with limited / N -
#, ~< ) o

speoializa_ion available as students choose +a major in a

study ' Here the first major degree generally does noU’cer

ield of concentrated
tify professional

AN

G . competence, as in the case of the bachelo¥'s degree.in‘theiynited States,

W

-and. it does little to open doors to .specialized lines of work'

l

.~

v

Spec 1alizatiqm

L

finds 1ts home in a secomd tier that is clearly set off in a distinctive

]

o s
7

N

graduate school and in separate professional schools that can only be entered

5

; after cﬁmpletion of the first leqel

Ihis structure developed in the United

11

) e ! ‘
States in part because we had the undergré;uate college in place before_the.

century.

e

)

. - . ‘ . _0‘.
university mdéde of organization ‘came along in the’second half of the nineteenth™ *- -

}

The second tier offers professional certification and certification ,
. . i

N

. o o

v

\

14

—

of capacity in specialized fields.
- i ) * ' T - ~. [ e

In multi~tier arréhgements we find a parallel to the way~in‘which the

» .

o secondary level has-served‘traditionally as a* screening device for higher

. fhnctibn moves up a level:

"N

N

. will use a first tier within,their own operation to screen more for advanced ¢

) work.

education. As the secondary Level has become universal, the screening ’ :

then the first leVel within higher education ’ ¢ e

One can imagine this‘ ’ 5 L.
- i
process moving up and up Jugt as the American  high” schoél diploma became B

] LY
must ' screen. for second, third and fourth levels.

~~

virtually an automat:ic award) 8o may the American bachelor L8 degnee i‘t, time ‘. N

) )
- be assured to those who persist - 1f that takes-place, then.graduate schools

k R - . . . . .~ v
Screening is alwaYs‘in the picture- the Ph D. screens for a post- -
L% L ) N d *

doctoral level that is now embryonic in several societies, the Medical degree

screens for advariced 7medic'alutraining. ; .
\ * . . "
Thus, the multi-level .system can combine open and limited
. N ’
in different 'direations,- and handle différent functions.

—
—_—

. .0 ¢ .
— . .
o ' . ¢

.

. < . N -
v . . \ , . .
. I -

. [} Q, N v

. 4 e * *
.
. .

«

-

, -
accpgss, face

. Rut’'in a single~tier

-W




" gystem, the offe level has to do evefything ind;the tensions have to be,mhch‘
. : : , . ~ ..
- * P ~,

" greater. 1In addition,'all the tensions of acgess of the whole system are

' typically recapitulated inside each institution All the tensions of aecess

o R .

to the entirh national system of Ita}y are recapitulated ‘in the Univerthy

of Rome, or the Uniqprsity og Naples, or therﬂniversity of Milan, and, in . ,
each case, at essentially one level\of organizationi ' : . "~ :‘m
Single-tier systems, facing:the‘demands“earlier set iorth\ are nou

4 .
.

’ strongly inclined to’“innovate" by turning the first year or two yea{s of

study—into a screening devfce, implicitly if not’ formally
~ . . \
the European version of the open door (all who navigate\their way through

. [

As 4 result of .-

’
. \

sppropriate secondag’,schools fre automatically admitted), large waves’of

: ~ ) . -
studeigs wash into the «first. year, But testing hurdles are now increasfngly )
. -\ . )
'placed at the end of the first year or the ‘second year to wash out many

¢

- students an{ reduce.the wave to manageable size. We can predict that single-
c A
tier 1ysteds will tend'to beécome multiple tier systems in one way or another,

) »

in érder to couple opén access with limited access.

L3

They %ill move into RN

-
- 3

ltiple degree levels,'inoluding a short-cycle arrangement that’ gives a .

degree below what historically hag been the first Professibnah degre;. Tﬁey

* are likely to find.adVantage in setting off graduate work distinctively in .

— .

an administrative unit of its own, and more post graauate work will gradually

evolve beyond" what. is currently the highest{professional\degree We can -
'imagine at, least five-level systems, since the United ttates already exhibits

_four: a two-yeaf Associate in Atts degree eenéeé ‘to mainly by the community-

>, '

dolleges; the historic‘Badhelor,s degree, well supported in undergri.uate

»

. .
[, , . .'l‘ .

units;. the Master's degree and the Ph.D. degreé, botl rooted in gradudte-
/ . ‘ ' i L L
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school units (with- a, single profe‘ssional ﬂegrge that is the business of N Y

“ the postgraduate profesS‘ional schoo.ls) Bat .more on this when we oome to ) .
~ . s B o .

. \\\ speak of ve<§ica1 differentiatiﬂp __gg& institutions. ‘ -
‘ ‘ - In’sum.’ the nature of veft!carhdiffer;ntiati9h of programs within : .."’,‘ |
| acadenic institutions'cbnditions'theii problems of access. ‘In current ‘ ‘
oo decades an.increased degree of differentiation ig' a f%ndamental response '
‘t° the problqp of cpupling open and limited access, When we Lsk of certain (- »
”nationai\systems, now preeminently'thc &herican, hou come they are able., e ' ‘,
p i . ‘ LA - . g .

simultaneously to. perTorm contradictory and even itreconcilable operations”

$ - . N

’

¥ e mn v cemee

.

o Py L N ' - i
.. part of the answer is 'found in extensive vertical differentiation. Different . ;
* ' . ' ' !
R . R . - . - ‘. * ’ L] ¢ * o
: interests? Then, different: levels, L e ' ‘ . |
‘ - . ) ' b ‘ ’ ‘ : -\;? I ’ ‘
! : ' . . . P4 . ' b . " . -
Differentiation Among Institutdens: .Horizontal A T 3
P ‘." .) ) - ‘ - * . " . ’ -

Lo '.Horizontal.differentiation among institutions mainly takes the form
‘ . , \ . . . .
of éectofs."wé can nbte empirically“three arrangements.‘ One is the single Lot

~

. sector found when a nationalized set ‘of universities monopoli:es higher LT

. ‘ a- [ o,

education in a country. Thh}second is a binary or multi- -type differentiation .

0y
.

-of.institutions -- the univer51ty, the teacher tfaining cqllege, the techno~

1 . . S

logicql school -- with all types under the same public purse and serving as , ! KB

"
. > { ‘ .

. ! major parts of a-single system" The third is a mix. of sectors that includes .

., . - - |

e e

, " one .or more private ones togethet with state- sponsored ones. Italy ‘is.an

pﬂ‘ éxample of the first, England of the second and .the Untted Ststes of" the , .

4 . L4 ‘ . . * N . - “ . . .
.- third .o , . ' .. - .

f . .- >
) In comparative pexspective the differentiation of institutipnal types .
’ \_) :

~ . ‘ I
in the Aderican system, the most;extreme in.the world is staggeringh The - ' o
{ T
: Jinplest mapping st{il produces five or six-types: the private universxgy&’.
. . . ‘ . . ’ . b . : ‘
.._; .*'/7‘ . 1' .-~ ; ’ . .
> b 4% - ‘ ! ! AN 4
C - 1e : -
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"L ths public university, the private college, the state college, the two-yeat

conmunity college, and "all others" --a melange of. detached theological

S ‘
schools, medical schools, art schools, etc. An effort of the Carnegie: ‘-

- LS

L3 o

. Commission in’ the early l970s,to he a little more precise, produced over ten

- ¢ -

- important.categories, even leavingﬁthe publiq private distinction aside.

D

Ta

( .
And.with some 2 ,800to 3,000 institutions to be. encompﬁssed, most primary
categories c/ntain gre¢t variation. Kor example’, the “private university'(/
;,-‘,sector contains ot only the high endowment research universities to.which

T we tYpicdlly point but also in greater number both secular and“Batholic

- A 0w
)

institutions that have little or no income from endowment do 1ittle or no .

-
e

-~ !
research and much,-as in the Japanese private institutions, operate with

high student - teacher ratio that allow. most costs to be covered by income

L » .

Japan also exhibits considerable diffeyentiation of'sectors: " ‘the

.imperial universities, other public institutions, private universities,
private colleges The Japanese have astonished all of ‘us who h é assumed

that mass higher education will naturally fall upon the pubric purse by having

SOCtOI

moved into mass Higher educati;n mainly by- expansion of the priva

.

/ (They went more "mass" by going more "privat€ " go that now some 75 to 80%

2
-

/

of student .enrollment, in Japan is in the private sector financed by the
- & -

v tuition payments of ‘the: Japanese middle class However the Japanese hmﬂe

[

worried increasingly abeut low quality 4n this sector -- apparently a case
R
of "more meaning worse" - and in the 1970s 'the national government has

e

- — 1

increased the flow of'public monies to it with, of course, some-‘guidelines"

to raise standafds. But even as the privaté institutions beaome dbre quasi-

.

Ve

from student tuition - ) ' A ' o
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public th‘. eVer before, they retain'meaningful differéntiation from the

several types of public institdtions, especially the imperial upiversitie

in which‘ligh status has been imbedded

,Whatever their problems, the American and’ Japanese systems have found

.\p,,' sectorial de‘erentiation advantageous in helping to plunge so far into mass

-

—

higher eduéetion. The most difficult problems occur when differentiation of

- 3

' sectors is minimal When countries have 1argely a single Sector, the

nationally supported public university, that sector must handle a1 the
heterogeneity of‘modern mass. higher education. It must absorb all the
& 11 ' i

" students, whatever their diverse interésts and capacities,-perform all the

.= functions:\aﬁd\respond to a11.the expectations that are laid on modern systems.

* Our European coLleagues

.

so many of their central universities p1agued

" with overload. The universities are

LN

sawed by contradicto]’ functions, o
L ]

with a gain in one function producing high costs, h negative effec&s, .

in another function For’example' TorSten Husen has e;pressid‘deep concern

- Y

about the fate of the researdh function within the Swedish university, as

the attention of government and its central educational ministry’becones

4
e

' . 13 ‘-‘ . .

heavily concentrated on another functionm, that of preparation of the under-

. . v L Ty
. : 1

graduate - oL ‘ ‘ ’
. : 9

~ What then, are the ”solutions" Fo problems of mass access in the

- gystems with little or no differentiation of sectors? "One is to go on calling
everything a university but to a110w~and encourage the variation that already
exists~under that 1abe1 to widen Anyone who- knows the Italian or French

.

acene knows that under the ‘same 1abe1 and official stamp of\éﬂstitutfonal

equality there are sfgnificant institutiondl differences: ,attending a hilltown =~

/ S ' \
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o university in Italy thdat has only a faculty of pharmacy and a faculty of o

—
law is not the same thing as going to the Universjty of Milan or the University

‘of Rome. Such de facto differentiation can be uanipulated by public policy%

°

' and, iqééed, by" 1ocal ambitipn and entrepreﬁeurship. Different miatures'of

programs at different places, with'even‘some universities becoming'moren
! v .specialized while others become nore.comprehensive, can be a partial counter-
_part to explicit %eparation of_sectorsaénd‘139v§5y likely to:eccur in systems
' ‘where tradition and‘politics dictate the use of essentially one label for' '

units tkat educate beydnd the secondary level.

&

. .
. .

a A .second solution'is to.move some of the,traditional university functions

to the outside as the new ones crgwd in.. Sweden might well decide to mave

research increa31ng1y out51de the university, “managing" research in a separate

. N .

o ) )
structure of ‘Yresearch institutes. After all there has been much experience

with this form of differentiation in France, Eastetn Europe and'the U.S.S.R.,

*

with great variation in the sﬂ%cific patterns. Specialized training can also .

» -

" be more assumed by industry, enlarging the‘pducational sector composed of

’

' classrooms in the factory and the firm. Or, specialized training may be
N | ", : P
/-. . more assumed _by schools Supported Iﬁinistries other than the ministr’y of-

education, unit% of government that have different missions, constituencies,

L 7

and responses than those of the mainline educational bureau. One need not

Iy N ~ . . d

, .be.cynical to assume that various governments have, and‘will, consider these
ways-of Srotecting valuable operations, when participation and politics come ,

b ] - -
" to absorb the énergies of university faculties and point their develqpment

- 7
-

' in directions not degired by those Occupying positions of central governmentalf;

‘ ‘' - L

power. ° The responsé is: '"Let them have their playpens -- but we will ‘funnel’
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research monies into'separate institutes isolated from the madding crowd
v
/

and tra1n for top grades in ;he tivil service by means of special schools "
. ~— ~ ‘- \-/ o )
. The handling'of contradictigns between open.and limited access is ,

L)
-

gasiest in the multi-sector systema/q- a point touched .upon in earlier

— : Ve e —
.

discussions by Boyer and»Husen 53 qinceodifferential aé%ess among sectors

can be established maintained ans legitimated more readily than visxble
U

dtfferentials wfthin a single system.’ Here again, however,'tﬁé?iey?ib

viability may ‘be ‘the ease of trans;;¥;%ng'fr6m one sector to another, the ., ;

Systema‘ic provision of some avenues of lateral -movement. . Some years ago
: - 4 -

N\
ot

Warren Willingham referred -to nsansfe%ring as the number two access problem
v / * . - ) v; N . ) -
in the American system, The movement?of students from one college to

\

-

. another we may note, is largely movem-ht from’one sector to another,

A -

from two-year plaoes to four-year places, from four-year places to hniversities

~

etc, That mqvement, in the 1966s amounted td over 500,000 students a year.

This inter-sector-mobility abates sqme of the tensions of differential
. A ) Z . ,
access,  since it offers later alterations in the sorting occasioned in the

P N first cut of entry. . ’ é:;, . .
. Y

-

c

_Differentiation AmongAlnstitutions-“ Vertical

¢

The question of vertical differentiation among institutions within
national systems brings us'to the difficult and sensitive problem of a
prestigevhierarchy of institutiqps. Oificial\or not, there will usually'

;be«some'suCh prestige diﬁfef%ntial; usually heavily traditionalized'and

¢ . B : * ¥ . v . .
deeply embedded in the social structure and culture\of a nation. With
the differendes in prestige;‘thef are commonly also differences in amount
@ . ’ ' .

I3
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‘Jinstitutions, and have 8 national degree instead of an institutional degree,’

-~ e

- 14%- - i

.

of finangial support. This is the most difficult kind of differentiation

_to grapple with, especially as we attempt td reconcile it with egalitarian

intérests, T
- . o _

The vertical differentiation initially comes from the horizontal.

»
A

) . L i .
- If there is only one sector in horizontal differentiation, then there is

. - -

a possibility of having relatively little vertical hierarchy.in the system.’

If a country works for-a century ot century and a half at tryidg to equate

-~
-

'ggg elaborate an jdeology that the state-awarded degree has the same value.

o . -

for profesgional employment we matter whére one studies, then the hierarchical
| 4 , ® -

fendency can be diminiéhed.' While if a country has multipie sectors of
horizontal.differentiation, a stéeper bierarchy is more likely. Why mast ~ .
.this occur? Because the ‘differgent sectors y?li be. handling different

functions and those functions will.vary,in'ébciai esteem. A unit Eﬁét leads

. v
to high-status occupations will hg ranked by the general populgtion above a *\j\t_«;d‘

Al .
» N 4

unit that. leads to lower-status océupations. A unit that dves research-

will, in most countries, rank above a unit that does not do research.}

= Differential prestige among institutional sectors has received some
. . i’ . '

attention in research, particuldrly in the work of English sociologists,

who, in studying the traditional ‘ondary level of the British systém,/have
- . - L “ N -

#nade the point that a parity of esteem cannot be achieved among institutions
;ha;'pefforg'gifferent ?unctténs.e So long ag different 8cﬁools perform;d
different quct;onp, with some routes vocational ;nd ter:inal ;hilexgtherg
lead on go ihe»uniqgrsity, there will be a major degree of iFstitutiqnql

ﬁiera%chy. The move toward the comprehensive sghodlfin England has been '

an effort to reduce the hierarchy of sectors. .
. - ,‘ P . .

" %

-

\\
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. Thus, horizontal differentiation will lead to some vertical ranking

> or placement. The questions become how much hierarchy exists id each

B -

8s8ystem, what are the functions and dysfunctions of the vertical ranking, -

what can ‘policy. do to effect changes, and what will be the benefits and ;

" v costs of prOposed changes. Official policy can*work to redyce a high degree

, s

..Jf"”.‘ ) | ¢ ] N ; ‘. ) o

of veértical ranking and democratic doctrine can be used in education to blur
s

N and soften sharp edges of invidfous ﬂistinction. ,But it is not to be supposed

{

*then allows a value-added dpproach to"Aow much Institutions imptove performance,

—
=

e

that hierarchy can be eliminated, a seafch that 1s on a pdr with the ideal- -
of a classless society. No society has finged a way to effect equal stdtus

for all occupations nor®¥or the training institutions that, ab0ve the level

L -

of common education, must provide Specialized routes to ocCupations that

require advanced preparation.. Even if*we c0u1d equate all colleges and
(. v .
universities in their social ranking in an advanced industrial society,
i

the price .in ﬂy_;ﬁgction dould probably be too high. " Por there is 8o much .

~N

_ that higher education is involved'in and does that is well- served apparently

by sqme hierarchy of institutions -- and especially\the fre&dpm of institutions,

' like individuals to try to better thEmselves, even if this means asserting a

persistent.claim that in regard to a certain function ~=- liberal education,
a ‘'scientific research, community service -- we do it better than others.
ﬁurposesiand‘functions are inordinately complex and cannot be reduced’ td”

just one, which f's the bagic mistake of the.paper by Astin that appeared

in the background reading of the first,week of this conference.5 Astin's

‘ logic makes-the simplifying assumptionsfhat the purpose of public systems %

ofvhigher education is to improve the performance of the indiv;dual which

»

r'.q ' . . . . ,"

3

" N . -z 18 . ’ , . . T

. . .
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which/then can show \as muchgain for a year of study by mediocre students '\”'
— N . (‘ » . .
in mediocre places as by outstanding students in outstanding places -- and

. 0

theréfore differential prestige is simply self-serviﬂg.and misehievoup and

- policy should move to enadiﬁgte it. But all the man;7funciions of higher

- . -« \ N .

educetiod ¢annot be subsumed under that simplified version of what higher-
edycation is about. It does not speak to the eVermore\eléborate institutional’

.
= - . . ’ « - -

arrangemehts comstructed in modern bociety for research -- the cultivation of

"new knowledgde 2s a means of qpcial progress and ever, within the disciplines, ~

(3
Nor does it speak to the instieutionalized arrangements

as an end in itself.
N ’

. in higher education for pwbtecting and disseminating the Historicall&-reeeived

Similarly, coqmunity services

P

are not readily subsumed under the single purpose of improving the performanceA

' . N L]
knowledge component of a society's culture.

“of the individual I . : ' ' y

1

The point is to’keep the multi-purﬁo%e nature pf higher educatiod‘in

" mind in considering various recémmended access policies, since 80 many tend -

‘ ';,\‘A \' [
to focus on equal access and treatment for all individuals in very large

Y

systems and.e;olude consideration of effects of those policies on other basic

features. Simple épproachesithar‘assume a simple reality lead to major un-

anticipated and unwanted effects. For example, it is 'unrealistic in considering

. ' 5 - ' . we- ¥
changes in accéss policies not to consider effects on scientific research.

Certain .aspects of that function are highly esoteric and expensive, and.are
5 > ..

served by concentration of resourCes, highly selective access, and merit-baged

Y
.

prestige -~ rather than equal d stribution of resources, unselective access,

~—

and #"democratization ofbprestige in which we are equally good because we are A - ¥
alive aha-attemptingpto fulfill individual potential. And the great . ‘. )
W o S -

- ———

S e -




the official has to work with a‘brcad profile of values and functions that

‘tiers in an'hierarchy of institutions but also open and limited.access can be

~ b .1'. 17; ' SN
\‘ \. \' ' A/ '. ‘.-

[ B *“4_ -

o »

simplification of issues Bo~%ften performed by* analysts hizﬂalmost-nothing

.

R .
to do with the way decisions are actually made, as describ

E

d by Boyer earlier

in this conference as he depicted the hellafire of'pressures, some legitimate,

o=t - 4 v T

sote not, that‘rained upon a state chancellor each day and the way that

[N

“officials have to adjult theit priorfties>fron/one week to the next and

- . .
- LY &

from one year tp the next. At a minimum -- that is, with a clear head! --

L]

*

fieed to be kept in some reasonable balance: e T
- \

The vertical differentiation: of sectors must be resqFrehed for its

effects not only on open and limited access\but also.on such values a8

scientific progress, the transmigsion of traditional culture, particularly N

aspects, and differential training

ER3 -
v . . -

; . n,
for advanced lines of special{zationﬁ A number of important functions geem :

in its more esoteric and sophistic

-

to be protected and served by verticalﬂdifferentEEtion. In the United States,

a limited number of essentially redearch universities group eertain highly- .

advanced activities in their graduate schools, while two-year'colleges and
v _ L A
four-year colleges have other roles that attend to other demands and activities.

3

The logic of the analysis developed earlier in discussing tiers withip insti-
tutions applies 'EVet%ore to tiers among institutions. fot only. can different’ o
s * ’, .

4 . . ‘ ) . :
purposes and functions He given due protection andcévelopment at the different

more readily combined. In the United States, the first tier is open, -and .
¢ b

b

has been open for a long time in some states' the Caiifornia mode of open
— V

accqss via the two-year junior or community college was developed in tﬁe

19ZOs and 19308, backed byl important presidents at the University of California
N A ’ -

\

L]

)
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f:dnd—Stanford University, and was wéll in place by World ‘War II. But the -

~ w -

higher tiers are’ selective and ‘in fact have become more seLective Ln the . AN

last quarter 'of a century. The vertical placemgnt of instftutiOns in the
~ -"‘

g California'mode has worked relatively we11 LR compared not on1y to European/‘”"

2 *

systems but also to "open admissions" in New York City of the|post 1970

« L]

peri?where pohtical pressures pennitted less vertical differentiation '
and the ,old noted four-year colleges became more difectly involveﬂ -in mass ) -
Engry.- There the backing and,filling on differential acces# to two-year

and four-yedr units has been great.

- o -~ -
Those»who attend to problems of access and offer advice on solutions ‘o
' ta - .

cannot,responsiblx escape the four-aspects of differentiation on thch”@e ) |
. ] N .

- . . N ' . .

o > / .
haveﬁconcentrated here. Complexity of task»and differentiation of structure

. +

interact in a fundamental wdy. . A few systems that are a1ready quite differen-

.
‘

. iafnd .may find. their main drift in reform is to tighten a loosely integrated

national system, toward a happy middle ground of autortomy amd coordjination.

r

But most nationa;)ayatems, possessing 1ittls-differentiation'relative to ‘ o

; . -.}' i .
modern task complexity, will be facing increas?ng}y‘heavy pressure to loosen

their integration and in that'way seek a new balance between‘autonomy of

.\‘ ) I .
parts-and coordination of hholes. Questions of access must be located in R -

these broader'mittices of differentiated national structures. If we must ’
have a key problem, differentiation is it, Evolved structural solutions - .

. . 4 » '
PR . '
to increased task complexity will be the substructures on which "innoyations"

in,access will succeed or flounder.

. .
-
- * .
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. ’ INSTITUTION FOR SOCIAL AND POLICY STUDIES
. The mission of‘the Ingtitution for Social and P'oii\cy Studlies. (ISPS) is

Y10 ‘encourage and undertake multidisciplihary research and educa-
tion. The ISP is oriented to the exploratlon of social problems rather
than to the refinement -of discipline-based methodology. In recent

rs, ISPS research has focused on the problgmts of the city, educa-
4 tion, health service delivery, and on the’ modelmg of socml systems.
’ Currently, research is also being developed on‘cnmmal jushce, gov--
ernmental reform, environment, Income dlsinbutnon agmg, fhe policy-
making process, and value problems in public pollcy ISPSis not a
& consulting organization but an instrument for enriching the social
sciences and refated dlsclplmee in the University. . .

] ’ ’ ‘ Institution for Social and Policy Studies . ¥
. - 16A Yatle Station (111 Prospect Street): '
' . NewHaven, Connecticut 08520 .
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