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A Late-Developing Litﬁ:atqg§=

&

The myth that the university is somehow abov ﬁolitics has' been dying a
belated 3ﬁd painful death. However noble the image of a community of scholars

5 - * ‘ = _ .
immune from the tainting influences of politics, we are increasingly forced

' td'fgalizé that there 1s, after all, a politics of higher edu¢atia;; But it
. . .

has taken st¥rk evidence of blatant government invglvgment, fallnwing hard on

the heels of tumultuous intra—university palitiéizacion. Scholars have lagged

behind government of ficials in adequately appteciating the Ealitical aspects
of such functions és: training of government leadérs, bureaucrats, techno-
 gfats a;d prafessionals, satisfactian of middle~ Class aspirations, rese;rch
”relevant E“”ﬂgvalﬂpmenz or nationalism Esvnf simply expendit;re of substantial
publig fundsg Even when the politigs of pfimary and secondary educatian began
receiving attention, spurred by cDmmunity power studies in the fifties and

Sixties, ‘the uniqersityas gelfrevident virtue, professional dignity and

innocence" prﬂﬁezted its qanctuary status from pclitical scientists' scrutiny.

R

Development in Africa: The Nigerian -

Bt
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Nﬂtﬁithltamdiﬂg impuztanf pagketg of recent

impfavement, pulitical Ecienti’”'

still lag behind their bre:hfen in etancm,cs, higtafy, and sociology in the
’._.-:udy of higher ecﬁma’tién:z Evern in wha Ehauld be ﬂﬂf special sub—dcmaim }
"~ "Until recently ‘most of the Hﬂrk ‘of 5yé paliti:g of higher educntian was

carried out by scholars in education. :Pclitical‘seientists showéd little

intgres;...'a | |

One reasonable explanatian or :his inactivity 18 the recency of the
dramatlc rise in’ggvgrﬂment control. Study did not come until the university
" community itself perceived an/ imminently Ei&sf and present dangergg But this
-t,tiﬁétable explangtiaﬁ has i;ﬁitgd validityiv In»fagt, strong government con-

7 Etni is not sg!new as cnﬁﬁénl¥ pcrtrayédi Emerging literature on ggve?nmeﬁﬁ
énntraliih the U.S. znql#ften ignores theglegac§ of strong st§te involvement.
At“sny'éaté, éaverﬁ@éntyinvglvémeﬁt 1s histaricaily;mafe-mafked in many other
ns;inﬂsi One need c%f& think of the Hapaleanié model, accenting centralized
cantfal.byithe mini§§ry: 15ng pfnmiﬁént in, Europe and, through export and
adaptatian; paft; ?E Latin America. ép there 15 a %133: need for historical

T as well as tﬂntemﬁéraryaresearch Such research m%ght help identify vhat
sort af gavernmeﬁt control 1s indeed new, in scope or type. |
This éssay/cgﬁcerns itself spgcifiaally with relations between universi-
tieslsnd.gé§efﬁﬁents, trﬁss=natignaliy- Tﬁus, it focuses on the ieggt treated

/,

. _ i L ,
sapegts within the literature. These aspects can be ranked in the following

_/, ] V
SSEEndiﬂg Grder of ﬂeglec; xthé politics of education, the politics of
) i
higher edutatian, uﬂivatsicy—gavernmeﬁt relations; the comparative study of

-

those re atignsiﬁ Even by the time we reach thebﬁalitics of higher education,

paftiéélafxsubstaﬁtive issue or me;hgdnlagical approach for political scien-

4 3

o 4 {
tista/ta pursue.




Comparativists have scarcely appeared aﬁ the scene. This h§§'%éem a
bit surprising given the classic perception of the university ‘as an eminently

international institution, and, especially, given certain definite/erss—

nsticngl trends in higher educatfon. But it is quite understandable given the
dearth of work available on most nations individuaily_l It follows naturally

L

that, "in the comparative analysis of academic power, the stgte of the art

remains pfimitive.“g “Cﬁwpafisnn" still generally refers to interstate com-

1}

. parison within the U.S. ThE'best attempts at such comparison deal with state

coordinating of fegulatgfy;baérdsig ﬁﬂﬁnﬂ;of actual comparilsons, among nations,
. % N
Y )
we have mostly edited volumes with highly individual Ehapters on particular

]

10

1

nations -- and even these fﬂcus only partly on politicq
¢

It‘onitallgi\the pQ]itics of higher Edur_'ntion would seem to offer a text-

book example of the desirahiligg of cﬁmpata}ive analygis.ll Fifst, in an era
in which the Effica of ﬁre§2ﬁt practices ZS then qUEStiOHE%/foﬂE might

well be interes ted in policv lessons from (or for) abroad. Many policy-makers
in both-Nafth éng South America f;vor movement toward certain Furopean modes
of central pla%niﬁg. Meanwhile, some European nations are ‘themselves experd-
mégting with the perceived virtues of greater system decentralization amd _

university autonomy! Yet we know very little about different policy outcomes

across different U.S. state systems, let alone diffeérent national systems.

3 ‘4 . ‘
Second, appretiation and understanding of particular policies 1is enhanced }

when we know how peneral or idiosyncratic’ they are. ﬁhich elements of a given
ﬁaticn'sgpalitics of higher education are attributable to ér@sseﬁational‘pagﬂ
‘terns in higher education and which to particular charaéteristics of éhat
nation's‘pclitiés? A related, thifd reason for comparative analysis is that
such’analy%is is a prerequisite to accurate assessments of the extent of

‘growing or adtual government control. We cannot appreciate the individual
_ - .



higher education, especially for comparativists not expert in thé

r .
trees until we know momething. of .the forest.
The immediate usefulness of a review essay on the':nmpgraﬂ; politics of

subject mat-
ter, lies in synthesizing some significant aspects of a small buit extremely
diffuse literature. Many works énlﬁigher education in particular nations now

devote some section to politics. As interest in the politics of higher educa-

tion gathers momentum, .it is time to take stock of what has been said in.

scattered sources.in theshpﬁe of structuring present (and even Eutufe} research

around salient themes. Two major themes which preoccupy the literature are:

3

the determinants of inéreased government power and the extent of-that power,

Special attention is given here:tagsix very recent books which deal sub-

! . . - : .
stantially with these themes. pue to the proliferation of works which par-

tially treat university-government relations, amidst the dearth of works

which treat them as their central theme, the idea here is tp establish fmpor-

tant cross-national patterns more than to review a few "must" books closely.
) . ¥

In.fact, sad to say, there really are no "must" works in.the recent literature.

¥

Thus, after a few summary comments on the six books themselves, the ésséy‘

LS .

proceeds\difecéiy to an exploratiop of those patterns.
It would seem ﬁetty to belabor the obvious individual weaknesses of the

six works in terms of socialiéciénce scholarship. They are all highly

.. descriptive. -They rarely achieve systematic énalysis or explanation. ‘Even -

the few pglicical scientists represented tend to deal somewhat superficially

with central disciplinary tenets and hypotheses. Instead, some of tﬁe>acccun§5

: by participant-observers (Nowlan, a former state representative, Gladieux, a .

tlegislative assistant, Gomez, a rector —-- énd then pglitiéal prisoner),

offer a cr{sp, lively quality. Other accbunts draw heavily on secondary

sources. Both types often lapse into tedious detail of fcirmalﬁrovisicnsj

5
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tion (France, Italy, Sweden, West Germany) and three less centralized systems

.faqglyzéd Unfortunacely for aur pufposes, the authors devote Substanﬁial

=

pramulga;ed or aimply prapaged, often into bewildeting rebgtitiﬂﬁ; Finally,

there 15 ve 1, le. Etfart at cnmparisani Dnly Van de Graaff et al., make.

a systematic effort. But one should not: be too harsh an wnrks appeafing in
i g LB .
. i S -
a Eelative vaeugma Ve shauld not slay our young. TaEEﬁ as a group, these

A

of: /stilki fimitive\li erature. Thus they are most welcﬂmexcantributians.

/ Paésibly the closest we have tg a "must" work is the sﬁvenanstion study

i
3
|

rby Van de Graaff et al. There are seven separate country chapters, giving °

good covefage of the industrialized democracies.: Interesting contrasts

o / , , v : ) N
"develop between four centralized systems of -state ‘control over éigher_educa=

=

fﬁnglandi Japan, and éspeqially the U.S.). An interactive dynamic emerges

between the'canEﬁtuallyE@rientéd'iﬁtroductory and (two) coneluding chapters

=

[

and the detailed ﬂouﬁtry chaﬁcers_ This 4mparts a cohesiveness téo_often

lacking inimultiplEsagzharship works. , One cam truly comparé the countries ,

'\

;f"‘x . . =
nften related to universityﬁgovernment affaifs_

Etcentian to matters of {intra- univefsity pﬂlicyb but hapf)ilyi these are

The toughest country of thé seven to analyze.at the national level is

# . ’
the U.S., owing to the absence of an overarching fedetal‘gtfucture- But

Cladieux and Wolanin, focusing on the Educational Amendments’ Act of 1972,
document the recent ascendency of a TPederal role. By their own account

(p. 249), the authors attempt lit;}e more than a traditional narrative case-

-séﬁdy of a "fascinating slice of politi:al ;iﬁe," But they do provide a

rare look_ at the national policy=making process as 1t gains iﬁﬁa:tanceg'

+
i

" 5till, the preponderance of govérnment authority remains gﬁ the state level.

We therefore need more monographs like Nowlan's on Illinois. "Nowlan explores

) =

*y
's

aix wgfks aﬁi fsirly representativg - sgmewwat better, cgftﬂinly no worse --

"’r\m
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’ I

A

\  the role of the state legislature, especially the House Higher Education

Committee. His atudy‘ia insightful. Unfortunately, neither.the Nowlan nor

the Gladieux aﬁd'Wolanin acﬁaunts,'due to their focus on the legielative

¥
0

bran:h. glves a clear perapective on the overall growth nf pnvernment pover.
For all 1its ﬂhﬂrtcaminga, thﬂlafahip nﬁ the pnlitics ﬂf highef educa- |

tion in more developed countries farea well campared to gchalatihip on the ~ «

1335 developed c%uncriesi Judging from its title, Ihe Pﬂliticg Df Highez

3

Educaciﬂn in Brazil might geem to of fer more af an exceptign than it d@eszg

in fact, since it aécually limits itself largely to admissions policy.- None-

theless, the \reader gains some understanding of the role.of the authoritarian
' o e

#

military junta which assumed power, in 1964. A broader, if more subjective,

account of even more repressive government policy in action is found in

Gbmez's analysis of Cﬁilg siﬁcg its military coup in 1973. This work gi es
us a fearful look at sgmethiﬁp perhaps apprdaﬁhing the "extreme ogse" of
'ngernmPnt cﬂntral in Ldtin America’. It is more difficult to find a recent

work principally devoted to Aftican university= goverﬁmEﬂt relations. Most,
: - )
like Iké‘s, teally concentrate on, university develapment or the role of ‘the
1] . ;x +
- o R
university in nation-bullding.  Within this latter category, hdwever, one

d?es get a feel for how major political issues impinge on the university.
Drawing continuallv on these six and numE§\$§ other works, the essay |
now considers_the two principal themes -- the growth and‘extert of government

control over the universities -- selected t6 Melp synthesize the literature

on univerasity-pgovernment relatioens. \
\ ' =
. , {

oY
" Determinants nf Increaséd Fovernment antfol

Although the determinants of increased government control obviously vary

from nation to natianirit 1s interesting for comparativists to note the

a

Qo o éf =




-7 -

. L ‘ * ' ) 1 .
‘r:mafﬁnblg similafitiés Faund in vefy diverse settings. The moat freauently

cited determinant ia ayﬂgem expanaion, Fabulous post-war grpwth in enroll-

menta, in more and lesg;dewelgped nations alike, eroded the tfaditiénél

*

elitist aura of the univeraity. FExpanding numbers meant expanding needs,
rising expectations_—— and Rfédtéf-dﬁﬁﬂﬁdEﬂEE on ﬁnvérﬁment funds. The
ivory tower facade crumbled. Skyrocketing costs Epded‘the debate within

*

many U.S. universitles as to the desirability of seekinp greater government
L1 - \ Cf }
aiﬂ.“j Responding to thelr ever-greater burden, government officials world-

wide naturally concluded that more accountability was ‘proper cnmprnnationgl'

Concomitantly, many p?ivgte'séctOTE declined in proportional size, as {n the

U.S., or became "less private,” as in Brazil and Japan. The Brazilian pov-
erﬁménfbfirgt set a Iimit on the amount private universitiesgcould collect

in exam fees and then of fered compensating subsidies onlv if these univer-

) ) o aea , 15 . ,
sities joined the natfonally-unified exam system. ~ The Japanese povernment,

brea?inﬁ sharply with {ts post-war policies, assumed a major burden for pr1=

vate universities' expenses.

Paradoxically, and this symbolizes the momenrum toward government action,

not only greaqhgr increasing scale, but limited or stapnating scale, are
) \

rationales for greater control. African povernments insist that limited

enrdllments and reacarch capabilities make {nherited traditions of university

)

utonomy unaffordable luxuries. Governments which a few years back Insisted
that expangiantfequifed preater direction now arpue that sharp reversals in

B

enrollment rates, coupled with hard economic times, require imposed priorities
i - Y
2 ")

and economies, Maurice Kogan's analvsis of the Fnplish evolutfon from contral
predicated on growth to control predicated on stapnation, 1s {llustrative.
Returning to factors associlated with grnwth, multiplviﬁr enrollments

often led to drnmﬁéic ingtitutional proliferation, whicﬁ,iin,tufn,»has?lcd
. . *

. \
(
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to increasing government control. There are two basic ways in which prolif-

aration is asmoéiated with control. Firnt, never. inatitutions penerally

lack the ‘size, tradition, alumn{, or, in short, entrenched power which help

shield more established institutions from external control, Moreover, a (

disproportionate percentape of these new inatitutions belong to the non-

H . s .
univeraity sector. VWhere technical institutes are created largely out of

government dissat{afaction with the manpower performance of traditional uni-

trol {8 a logical consequence, ,Englﬂnd's "binary svatem," i{n which poly-

‘technics labor unélr far.-greater government supervision than univeraitics

*

; , , , 18 ; . ; " ,

do, 18 a gpood exﬁﬁr&s. Similarly, two-year inatftutfons or "community
colleges' have been galning steam throuphout the Amerleas. Within a decade
after the hipg surge atarted in the late fifties, the U.S. had over 1,000

| . 19 g
such inatitutionsg,with 30% of the highir education enrollment., Chile'n
1 R , , | , ,
"repional collepps,” atarted In 1960, mark one {mportant Latin American

foray; Mexico's regional {natltuces, atarted fn 1948, but prol{ferating

rapidly after 1970, mark another. ;
* +

The second bnale reason that {nstitut{onal praliferatfon nav lead to

increased povernnent control {a chat '{c !HC%%HSPB the need for active
. : i
coordination. Smelser, probing the fundamental structural-functionaliat
A _ . _ B _ ’ . N : ‘
fasue of how svstems change during expanhfon, findg that maok education (in
. , )

Californla) haus led to tnatitutfonal d{versification, vhich, fn turn, has
\ . »

y . A , - 20
stimulated efforts-at coordination, even standardizatdon, ™ Of courae, the
eatablished preatipe universities resist efforts at external rnafﬂinatiun,
especially when standardizatiopor resource-sharing are {mplied. The {saue

then becomen HhEShPTiﬁhF external author{ty has the power to impose {ts

{11, The State of California sometimes did'uith Rerkelev, the Fast African

P , |
‘ v 1 | \a”‘%af;s ) ‘__q/ff
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) '
Pada%atlhn gﬂnéfally did‘ﬁnf with quﬁdn'a H’tigprﬁannivﬁrnlty CﬁllegﬂK(Fhé  ?§
hijér conat{tient !ﬁnti%utiﬁﬁ within’rhé Uﬂiféfsity of éngt»AFrica).ZLg
‘Short of %Ff%ffﬁ nt Rtﬂﬂdﬂfd!lﬁrfﬁﬂ; coordination may he deemed NECORAATY
. .o " , . .
to curb the "waateful ﬂuhl!cgtlmn“-fuund in Epnnt9neﬁusly prﬂ;ifgrnting .
HYHI@%H{ i*hﬁ Chilean junta pfnvidﬁg an extreme 5;ﬂﬁp]ﬁ. - 0r, coordination

f N

may be a reaponae to the complex and competing demands of an "ever-diveraify-

ing" higher education avatem, an Houwlan shows for T1linels. Also, am {nati-
tutions proliferare and compete apalnst one another, the lepitimaecvy of what
had been.consfdered thelr natural needa {a thrown futo quest{on. This cn-

couragen cloner acrutiny of such vonarable dantitut fons an the Univers ity of
+ B N i
I11tnola, the Hatfonal Unlveesity of Mexieo or the Central Iniverasity of.
P T ) S ) . . : f"' , T .
Vﬂ;i‘;‘,m‘}ni In sum, {natitutional proliferation leadd hzﬁenlr‘r effortn

to control the established as well ag the new {oat{tut fons,
Expansifon has also chgnged Intra-unfvers{ty structures {n a way that

stimulates povernment favolvement . Tn most et Weatern Purope and fmome of

1 ) ) ) N . s B 7 R . B 3
Latin Amerfeca, expanafon fueled demands for “democrat{zatfon, often leading to

the brealdown of olfpearehieal deetsfon making centered around senfor pro-
: S :

Aensors or "ehalrad." Paradoxieally, thig creatod a viteunm (nto which not
E N k1 X i o Lot <

A
i

iglents hut also povernments would move.  To take

anly Junicr profeqasors and Bg

- N . \

an example from another regton st he rnltdpl featfon of  deciafon-makers Wwithin

¥

the unfversity stratned the Japdang '—ljﬂl[‘hiiﬂzf?'& on dchieving consensus, weaketi-

i
: . o R o - 24
fng the fnst{tut lonal structure andg af fect ekiciting outslde interference.

‘ Ty,

Crog a-natfonally, proving unfoniza tf, fsu;f,iif' profeasnrg 1w unlvyersity vorkers

x.

i 3 o o
. . : N O N .
has presented a partieularly thorny problem, v,lgn}g'f né’it leads to power which
. ] ".‘,‘ Y ' = -

unfversity adminfstrations cannot themselves tame, as In Chicapn's commund ty

colleges, or as 1t Unks personnel mattars ‘ta national labor lepislation, as
[ f\",_‘ , :
Loy

{a happening in Mexico, ] L
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t
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SvPrﬁbably the mnqt-bsllyﬁpaeﬁ aspect of ihtraﬁunivgfgitf}pélities hgg.
ibggﬂ student ac¢tivism.. West Gggﬁ;n atudgn€3.°FUE;uing quuesg pbﬁﬁi}tizéd
b§ Argentine atudents fifty ‘yeara earlier, dEmanded Jcaagnverjmenc?‘with:
atrang ‘atudent and’ 1uﬂicr fgculty participﬂtian, And, aréuﬁd.the wcrid;

nﬁtivinm has often ﬂpilled over 1ntn violence beyand cﬂmpus enclaves. Many

authors have argued that ncciviam sha;tered the univeraity gDVETnmEﬁt

&

“"affair," demolished Ehé‘university s*gpecial aura, and killed the myth of

rthe univcraity 8 dlépnsqiannd judgmﬁnt 25 Specifie¢ examples of cénsequenﬁ 1

povernment reactions abound. In many pﬂrl£;mentarv democracies, the student . -

disorders of thr late sixties IFd dire'tlv to qpntﬁq of Envernment legisla-

tiﬂh;zﬁ Cerman laws which se recentlyTHad proma;ed QQEDEnNY*Eﬁd intra-
univeraity democratization, now (sitice 1973) have ﬂémanded’reduqed autonomy

and greater state involvement. Japan's ministrv of Education (1969) passed

its firat post-war law on internal university povernancé. ‘The Brazilian

junta, which upon its ascension had reasponded to student leftism by abolish-

f N i
ing tha atinnnl Union af Studentsy, fPSPDﬂdEd to renewed activity (196758)
with rentewed repreasiéni%? Chile's University Reform MDVement (196?*1973),

which (feﬁlecting"turhulent national poiiticéi‘events) invdived unprecedented

pﬂlitici?ntiﬁn, wnuld be drilt with Eimilaflv by thﬂt natian 8 1Uﬂta.2

Thus the ahnlitinntaf all qcudent pnliticnl aftivity to. eradicate the

"marxist cancer." Compared to these cases, U.S. government reaction was

minimal. But ghé Federal Higher Education Act bf;lQGB,ibarring ald to stu-

dents: {nvolved in disruptions, enc prnpéd many %ta;g efforts to infrinpe on

university authoritv: though most efforts never were pfﬂmulgated, they some-

times compelled desired measures by ''sending a message."

Adjusting the focus a biE,Athere are céftainlbasically Extragunivefsity'-

¥

L o , , ‘ :
factors which, while interrelated with .other factors, deserve separate

12
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attention as determinants of government control.
~. Van de Graaff and Furth write of the growing belief in the "politiciza-
tion" principle that university performance should be gauged bx‘natiahal

needs and social standards.zg Governments inﬁréasingly demand that univer-

) gities meet needs beyond thé»gémpus. The sanctuary ﬁfinciple is in general
disrepute, nowhere more starkly evidenced than in those Latiﬂ Ameficaé
countries, iike‘Veneguela, Ghere the traditional claim to "extraterritori-
ality" has been SupprESEd_BO Many Third World goverﬁménts; such as the
Mexican and the Tanzanian, havé decreed ﬁhat all graduates devote some
specified timg to social service, decrees which inevitably 1ead‘to university
protests and only sometimes (Tanzania) to apparent gavernm2ﬁ£ gﬂécessia’ !
Those povernments, such as the Tanzanian and the Cl'l,x,\lmrpi which demand that
their- universities produce "new" or "socialist" citizens, have obvious
‘rationales for gfeat control. Throughout the world, légs intense but stili
signifiéantly increasing government pressure is found, again often despite
univeréity resistance, for programs of "lifelong" or "recurrent" or "open"
(noﬂ—classraom) education, Even in the U.5., not generally cited to illustrate )

"7 active government involvement for egalitarian soclal ends, the trend is
clear. Qladieux and Wolanin {(p. 95) describe the evolution of législatign:
atmed at "equal opportunity' or even "college as a matter of right." And
everybudyﬂis%talgihg about couft‘pressyres for affirmative action Qr

~
"reverse discrimination."
Beyond such social ends, governments worldwide are Increasingly pressing
their univé%%i;ies to achieve definite political and economic ends. In
vl Af{éga, as Tke shous fﬁf Niperia, the watchword is nnt{nn—huildingﬁgz Until

= A
L

S - o ) , . ) ) o
indepéndence, Nigeria's "university colleges"” were intimately tied to the

-~ University of London, attempting to replicate curriculum rather than te adapt

ERIC 13
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to local exigencies. Dependency continued to manifest itself during nationhood,

as reflected in the predominant role of foreign scholars and advisors. And che

problem of nation-building persisted as regional divisions, feaching tfagiz prbﬁ

At

portions in the 1967 Civil War, obstructed therjunta;s centralization policies.
Whatever the fruggra:ionsjahawever, widespread progress toward %fficanization
has taken place; éhg‘ﬁéin p§int here is that it generally came first in the gov-
ernment sector, which then authoritatively démaﬁded it in the university sector.
Similarly, Rudolph and Rudolph cite the nationalistic pressures aimed at making
Indian higher education "less like an exotic ;raésélant*ffsp an alien éuléuf&."
Meanwhile, many Latin American gcvtrnmépté have héen ingisting on nation-

rebuilding. Gémez and Haar detail the appligatiéﬁ.éé éhe Chilean and Brazilian
juntas; counter-revolutionary ideologies .to higher education.- The university
must be a spearheading force to create a strong, centralized, Eéchnoﬁfatié,
"moral" society. Of special interest is the role of Brazil's Superior War
College. xits training not only in waffaré but administration, management,
planning == yes and even social science -- contributed to the military's self;
perceived readiness to rulcgga To a lesser Eitené,gﬁaticual regeneration has
spurred gavernyént involvement in the more developed. nations -also. A common o
ExampIF 1s the ﬁ.S; Nati§ﬁh1 hgfénsé‘Educa;ign Act in response to Sputnik; like-
wise, the English government soon became concerned lest its universities not
keep scientific pace with the U.S5.5.R. and the U.S. |

Recently, a number of governments have beégme more extensively involved

in manpower policy, and therefore in university admissions policies. The premium

is on sound "articuldtion" between manpower needs and university career enroll-

i

ments. Meanvhile, a number of Latin American governments have been impressed
vith planning models focused on human capital.

A final cross-national determinant of increased government control has

\

Q ‘ » I g
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received disﬁfes;ingly little tre?tment in the literature. Perhaps it 1s teo
obvious. Probably the literature simply has not paid due attention to distinctly
paliticairvariables. Gévernment control over the university has increased as
overall g@;efnqent control has increased in most soclo-economic spheres. The
last few decades have witnessed a secular growth in governments' welfare-state
(fbéwers in mosc.western industrialdzed nations. But the secular grcwggagf
gévérnment power in the mdc's pales in comparison to the dramatic growth of
g@vérhmenﬁ power in many lde's. Tke describes how English advocacy of autonomy
for Africa's newly independent universities was fénderéd impotent not only by
]
the quest for Africanization but, more defidiﬁively, by the advent of authoritarian
oneipafty states and then military jun‘:asg35 The Nigerian government moved in
incteasinglyrdetermiped fashion after the 1966 coup and the 1967 Civil War.
_Similarly, there is no more prominent zad%& of the growth of gertﬁment control
over universities in South Ameti;a than sh@éking regime tfansf@fmaticn.
Expansion, proliferation, politicization, and the ideology of development
doubtless would have stimulated significant changes in control in any case--
but nothing like the repreésive grip felt today in Brazil, Chile, Argaﬂtina,

!

and Gomez's accounts, how highly overall government repression correlates with

Uruguay, or, for that matter, Cuba., It is interesting to note, in Haar's

repressive university policies. The Brazilian evolution to increased authoritat-

L.
ianism, 1964-1968, included university purges and depolitization. The Chilean

junta's initial counter-revolutionary wrath focused on the particular personnel,
curricula and universities associated with the marxist left, while its evolving

représsion of middle-class democratic sectors inevitably intensified control over,

L]

for example, the Catholic universities associated with the "recessed" Christian

pis]

] . 36 . . o o .
Democratic Party.” How fascinating it would be to explore what both Haar's and

G6mez's work are already too dated to do: how government control may be receding




as the regimes become somewhat less repressive.

ES

Comparative Extent of Government Control

Fundameﬁtally similar problems emerge in considering the cross-national
extent as well as determinants of increased govérnmencal'gontrcl; Again
there is a proliferatianeaf scattered inf@rmation but woefully little Sysﬁemati:
analysis. One searches in vain for criteria or methods by which to assess
relative degrees of autonomy and control. In faﬁt, the literature scarcely
attempts anything agProaghing an operational defiﬂi;ign af.aﬁtcncmyi There 1s
:only ad:hac cénsideraﬁian of different relevant issuesg Consequently, there is
a ée¢idéd lack of objectively comparable data. Thus it is understandable that
the literature has generally refrained from agtempting cfossEnationél assessments.
But it is also lamentable. Only very broad statements about highbmr 1ﬁ§‘autcﬂﬂmy
are possible. Invidious ordindl ranking as?de, we can rarely compare different
patterns of government é@ntfol. A reading of Ike cﬁ Nigeria ané Haar on Brazil,
for example, allows us to ccmparé patterns only where there are infrequéné
coincident emphases. ﬁhathi§ more distrubing ié that!a reading of Ike on;
Nigeria and, for example, Okafor on Nigeria, produces so little common gr&und.Bi
In fact, Okafor seems to imply a wider range of government control =- desﬁite
the greater recency of Ike's account, covering years in which the gévernmept's
role has -expanded. |
|
Again, the unusual value of the Van de Graaff et al., study 1s evident.
r'hile it does not\allow.far any definite one-seven national ranking, it does
give us certaln grounds for distinguishing cases of relat;vely greater aﬂdiléSSEr
cnncralg and, more importantly, fo; comparing patterns of Eontf01,> The authors

seneral and specific diffgrences between the "statist" political-

establish’

educational jsystems and the more autonomous ones. A good deal of diverse
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literature tends to support %heir broad conclusions. Traditional respect for

'autnnnmy in England and the Q .5. certainly contrasts with continental faith

in centralized adminiszrativa planning. Similarlyj the U.S. or even Japanese

_emphasis on vibrant priv&ze ;%ctors finds no parallel in the continental bias

for higher education gs an integral part of the publ ic welfare sector. Excepting

only West Germany's Land stru¢tures, those European nations have concentrated
| .

- government power at the na;ioial level. Excepting, to some extent, Brazil and

Mexico, the same is true of ngin America. The contrast again is sharp to the™

. ; 38 S ‘

UaS;, perhaps even sharper to Canada. And as in Sn=many pnlicy areas, the
plural checks and balancas among U.S5. branches of gnvefnment impose limits on
government control which appear quite unusual in ETDSSEDEEiQﬂél perspective.

But numerous qualifizationsvtn these broad comparisons have now led some
oo , 39 et
scholars to speculate. about "canvergence':™’ sxgtémsiwith centralized eontrol
: ! ) .

experiment with autonomy, while more autonomous ones move toward the "Swedish
k v

model." Much attention has focused on France's 1968 "Orientation Law," P

oatensibly geared to %ncrease institutional initiative and autonomy, and on
Sweden's 1977 Reform as a "farﬁ;eaching attempt to decentralize authnrityi"éo
Perhaps there is some rélevannefhere to the general hypothesis, suggested by -
Huntingtonf and others, that cef%ain political systems Whinh had previously

pursued centralized power in order to harness energies will consider partial

decentralization in order to acﬁiéve the flexibility necessary to cope with

41 " - . ) .
increasing CQmplexitiEE ©  But even after a full decade, decentralizntinn in
, . i , 42 o
French higher education is probably not fundamental. 1f cross-national

. ]
convergence is occurring, it still seems destined to take place far closer to

the government cortrol pole than to a median point.
A particularly dramatic, and much-noted, manifestation of increased
government control over universities (at least in the previously less centralized

L

5
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éyatems) is the growiné power of coordinating boards. The‘liteggture's c¢lassic
:?gaae 1s Great Britain's University Grants Committee (UGC). Originally established
/rés a buffaf between the univeré&tiés and the government, a mechansim Ey which
external canfdinatioﬁ could be imposed by professional peers cognizant of
government needs, it could forestall imposition by government officialé themselves.
There 1s, however, growing desésir in acaﬁémiﬂ circles that the UGC 1s evolving
into that most sinister of alivinsti;gtigﬁgl creatures -- a government bureau.
"It appears to many that the UGC n;w mefely puts an acceptable face upon a
broad policy decided in W@itehall;"%g This fate would represent a particularly
dire symbol for the  cause éf unive;Sity autonomy because the UGC has been so »

widely heralded as an alternative to government control,

The clearest cases of UGC institutional transference naturally involve

commonwealth councries. Nigeria established a National Universities Commission

in 1962, 1In the énsuing_degaégigDVErnmeﬁg rapfésenta;ion increased and the
Comuission's powers expanded; Cﬁgada and Austfalia facé similar prospects for
their UGC-=1ike buffers, found at the provincial 1&?21.44 Despite important
limits on its power, india's‘UGC "is by far the most important influence at

4 .
> “But even the U.S. seems to be

the national level on higher education."
turning its back on 125$£herighed pluralist beliefs in competition among
autenomous ipsﬁf%ufionéias it "closes thegérontier."éé There is a definite
evolutionm of state con%ﬁﬁyating boards from advisory, to regulatory bodies.
Also fgmafkagie 15 the %sveﬁt of strong coordinating boards in nations, such

as Brazil and Chile, with histories of extre%e isolation among universities,é7
Brazil's Federal Education C(’;uncili cc@priéed of twenty-four members nominated
by the President, has broad powers ove;;acaﬂemic pélicyi The Ghile§n junta

has tried hard to transform the previously ineffective Council of Rectors into

a potent coordinating body. New boards in less repressive Latin American
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settings have followed less certain tfajectcries-ég Aﬁd there are samé real
efforts, in many nations, at voluntary inter-university coordination to stall ‘
the government offensive. o
Turning more specifically to what governments have actually come to
control, éhe literature is especially unorganized. There are hapeiessly éd hoc
references to control over some particular aspect hefe, some particular éspezti
tﬁgré. It seems useful, tentatively.at least, to categorize the major issues
in‘academic governance according to three broad policy areas. Appointive,

scademicg-aﬁd financial policies appear to form pretty inclusive, if not so

mutually-exclusive, categories for a range of .issues diffusely discussed in v\
) 8

" the literature. .

The appointive category deals mBstly with the selection of students,

professors and administrators, Of these, no Single issue has attracted as

%

much attention as student admission, especially in those democracies with nationally-
based, rather than university—béﬁed, policies. The continental tradition of
fairly open admissions and career choice for sécondaryﬁschccl graduates has

1argély given way to "government-determined enrollment capacities and controlled

i , nh9 ) , . ,
access and admissions." The Swedish government has gone furthest toward

A ' a . :
explicit linking of access to manpower policies. Certain other systems are

becoming increasingly nationalized, government-style., In Japan, recent laws
limit admissions to provincial universities and impose a St&ndﬁ%dized entrance

exam for national universities. Similarly, as Haar analyzes in detail (pp. 65-
149), Brazil has moved from university exams to a single nationally-standardized
exam. Perhaps the most striking example of government control over access

policy, found in Brazil, or especially Chile, 1s the emphasis on restrictive

!‘

. . 3 Yoo . o f _ : .
political-ideological criteria. Of course, Cuba now has nearly two decades of
experience with such criteria, its adaptation of "red and expert."s

L1y

\ .
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~ With certain modifications, many of these comparisons seem to hold for

E

the hiring (ané firing) of professors. ﬁhgfeas professors are hired as
employees of the national civil service in the centralized systems, they are
hired as‘empioyées of the individual universities in the less centralized

. 7 . ‘ .
systems. Again certaln authoritarian cases show the extreme pattern of
strong government intervention according to highly politicized criteria: But,

judging from the Brazilian case, praféssarial appointments still usually
51 ' B '

\\Eemain within the:university'sVpufvief.

. .

. - , | . ,
Not so with administrative appointments. Most authoritarian governments
| . .

control these very carefully. Each cf Chile's eight university rectors is a

military officer! In a vivid illustration of blunt authoritarian Eaerciﬁn, a

Nigerian military governor, lacking the constitutional means>tqgf%§$ a univer-
sity vi:EEQhanéeilaf (chief executive) simply called him into his fo}ze and
"showed" him his gun; the vice-chancellor resignéd_sz Even in the U.S. there

i .
is considerable povernment representation on public university governing

boards, let alone on statewide coordinating boards.

Three related cross-national hypothese ﬁefit suggestion hef;i The first
1s .that governments generally exert stronger control over important adﬁinisﬁraréj
tive appolintments than over ongoing academiec policy. By vesting autharity:in
officials they can. trust, governments need not attempt to deal with the com-
plexities of specialized academlic tasks. The second is that governments
insist‘on.;if;ct control over appointments or ongoing governance. Thus one
author, perhap% excéésively influéncéd by the Swedish case, poes so far as to
sugpest an inverse relationship between the two zoncerns.sa The third hypo-
£§3515 is that strong university séministrations are inversely related to
strong ministerial rule. Thus U.S. and English universities head off govern-

. \
ment involvement by lodging responsible, coordinating, burénucratic authority

|

Q ) E 20
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in universitygwiﬁe authorities -- precisely 'the.opposite of Eupopean p}acticé,

a

Hhere-universitieé\afe controlled simuitéﬁeously by individual "chairs" and

national ministriesﬁ54 Perhaps it is in this context ‘that recent French and

West German attempts to strengthen university rectors accompany attempts to
lessen ministerial control. Of course, as our:authcfitarian cases show most

clearly, strong university-wide authority may go hand-in-hand with strong
A . -
government aythority. There i3 a pronounced need for furiﬁer investigation ¥

‘of these three hypotheses relating appointments and ongoing academic autonomy.
The category of academic autonomy could encompass academic freedom from
external control, as well as university authority over dégfeeﬁg}%nting, cur-

riculum, careers and the like. Academic freedom warrants somewhat special
) ) i
analysis, however, because it does not necessarily constitute a part of insti-

tutional autonomv. In many West European nations, an enviable degree of |

academic freedom of individual thought and expression traditionally has been
' 5

LWy ]

coupled with considerable ministerial control over institutional policies.
Only at certain points does the distinction between the concepts of academic
freedom and institutional autonomy aatually-bl&r to the point where a viola-
tion of one is a serious violation of the other. For example, miniéteriallya
imposed standardized curricula in France and Italy necessarily restrict
individual professors' freedon. ’
‘Academic. freedom and institutional autonomy over- academic policy correlate
more strongly both in authoritarian settings, where each is limited, and in-ﬁ
less minisgeriallysofiented democracies, where each'is substantial. Our
authar%tafian cases show c;eaf-violaticqg of one which simultaneously vialate
the other. DBrazil's "cnrnerstcne"xlgﬁs Reform abolishes sfudent and professor

dissent, impnses stiff penalties for acts of subversion, and demands intra-

university reorganization with increased government regulatioh of curriculum

L
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" and course c@ntent!56 Thus, for example, the junta determines diéciplinafy
- ’ .

enrollments, eliminating "marxist" or "superflnous" Eoufsés, egpecially in

A‘Fhe social sciences, and substituting courses consistent with its "national -
5 gegutiqy“ doctrine., " The general blueprint has been xeroxed @3% export to

* Chile, little lost in handling or trans;aEian;

’ _ -So it 1s only in certain dEmchaQiés, thoéeiwhere.educatinn ministries |

B g : Q
do not play very strong roles in higher educatiop, that one finds relatively:

high levels of both individual académic freedon ;and institﬁtional autnnamyAi
over academic affairs. Universities usually éet academic %olicy, whilé aca-
demic freedom has b&gn relatively respected, when assessed in cross-national
perspective. (This is not to overlook significant abuses, not only by govern-
ments but by other extra-university powers such as private dornors, profes-
sional associations or external Examiﬁers.)

B ~ But even in th§§§ less ministerially-oriented democracies, fising govern--
ment intervention cﬂips away at Institutional autonomy over academic affairs.
UuGc éuidelines “strongly favor" careers.like computer sclences while they
"sgrﬂagly disc;urage" careers like architec ufe.57 Kogan writes that the UGC
imposes disciplinary distributions by instiEuEian withiﬁ national percen;ages
Eixeﬁ by théﬁministfyfsé If central control over disciplinary choice and N
human resources emerges as one of the musifsalient manifestations of rising
government control, the comparatively minimal government role in the U.S.
probably reflects on the relative strength of the market System.sg }r

Finally, we may speak of financial poliev. No other realm of government

control seems so omnipotent. And yet, despite the fact that certain finan-
. . v,

£

cial matters potentially lend themselves more than other Euvernance matters

to quantitative empirical analysis, there 1s less literature on them. Par=-
‘ticularly striking 1s the lack of study on the political ramifications of

ey
o C ~l
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3

. different. forms of financing. Tultions, loans and subsidies are more often

‘ treated as economic or equit& issues. But even before one considers the

ramifications of who pays, the wery question of who determines who pays
N '

. . . - s {

merits greater attention than it has received. Within Latin America, for -

-examplé, it would be interesting to ccﬁpare the dramatic government impésis

tion of tuition in Chile to the moderate government actions in Brazil and

Colombia, to the relative failure iniﬂexica.GD ' }

Fi

N [ S < o .
For those cases in whicech povernment subsidies sustain the universities,

H
[

the literature's widespread assumption is that funding means control. The
correlation seems especially clear-cut for the more authoritarian regimes

and the state systems of the continent. Haar writes (p. 163): "In sum, the

federal government did not hesitate to uyf)
to pursue its policy goals." European ministries have generally involved

/ ' :
themselves direcdtly in line-budgeting, even to the ektreme, in France, of
pre-auditing expenditures. But it 1s not clear thatspovernment funding,
even in ministerial systems, actually leads to the degree of control commonly
_ , 61 . s . ~
supposed, Some of the Furopean countries are tentatively moving toward

evels of the governance

—

greater autonomy over-distribution at. the lower
structure, and for example, the French Treasurv now demands only post-

auditing;ﬁz

- * o .
There: are, however, sure signs of increasing rovernment finaneial control

in the previously more “autonomous syastems. Kogan notes the ivpﬁrtance of the
- v

“n

UGC's shift away from Treagsury, "notoriously bad at controlling anything

directly," to Education, where "there is now hardly a catepory of university
hd A i 63
expenditure that is not conditioned by UGC prescriptions." ~ Similar comments
i
could.be made for many of the UGC offspring. And U.S, state povernments
. » N
insist on sipgnificantly {increased financial overnight. Even the federal
iy
( < S
Q
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government, via the GAO, now has gained the authority to assess the cost-

%
o

effectiveness of programs it finances.

Y sti1l, we do not in fact know the depree and type of control accompany-

ing government financinp. Surely there is abundant, and growing, evidence

‘

of a correlation. At the extreme, universities in Communist countries suffer

great external control with their 100Y government financing, while certain /

-

private universities in Mexico and the U.S. suffer little such control in

recefving only roken afd. Within a ainpgle nation, South Africa's black nunt-

E 4

versities receive 1007 government financing while the more autonomous white
universities derive 757 of thedlr income from the government.,

Lut while he who pays the piper often calls the tune, there are also
. : I3 : .

dramatic examples which defy the asgumed correlation. The most authoritarfan

AY
povernments In South America have eut their proportional financial contribu- -

>

o~

tions as thev subatantiallv increase thelr control. ceanwhile, national uni-

tain relatively hish

-,

versities In countries l1ike Hex{co and Venezuela mailr

levels of autonomv despite nearly total dependence on government funds. Many
- - — .

J
e i

Latin Amgrignnn would dlapute tﬁu ﬁ}urﬁlist logic, so self-ovident to most
North Americans, and repeatedly ﬂugtninnd-ﬁwxﬁpﬁ:Cnfnﬁniv Copminaion and, for
that matter, endoraed by England's Rebbins Committee on Higher Education,
that a multipliclty of donors helps {nsure tnstitut{onil ;mtmmnw.ﬁﬁ They
ﬂfﬁﬂé insfcead that mnitlplicity mav lénd to duplicity. Responsibility 1is

not clearly fi;ed! Fach of the donors can be fickle, evasive or punftive,
Thus, 1f fundiné neceasarily dmpliecs some depree of control, ft Is not at all
Elgﬂf that a linear correlation holds. Fven [f gnucfﬂmvnt; glving 807 of the
uniucrsiﬁy'a tncome wield more Intluence than gnvvrnmﬂntglgivlnﬁ 207, 1t does
not fallgw that gnvcrﬁﬁunéﬁ niglngii§i>w{pld the most. Furthermore, linear

i\ éqrrelﬂtianﬂ stlll wopld not PYGUP'FJHHJI relat fomsihipn,
O . I ,. BRI

[ERJ!:" R Lo

s - : !
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Roads l.ecss Traveled ,
v

_Focusinp as {t does on the growth of povernment power, emerging litera-

#

ture on the politics of higher education in different nations presents a
bleak pitturé for univeraity autonomv. It sugpests powerful explanations for
ipcreased povernment control, and compelling manifeatations of it. Unfortu-

nately, however, {t has devoted far teo little attention to the limits to this
1 ' b I
g - . . - . ;
growth, A talr overview of current literature convevi the impression of ane
almost inexorable rise of gﬁvvrkmﬁnt power, of a one-wav dynamfc: what the
&
government Joes to the unfversicy, Digging deeper into the subject matter

itself, however, one finds intripuing evidénce that government 'pa\;{:ér penerally

ts limited, To take an example discussed above: 1nstitutional proliferation

clearly stimulates increased efforts at active coovdination, but by increasing

the syatem's scope and complexity 1f conld concefvably produce proportionately
less coordination.  Perhaps it 1s vorth auppesting a fow relevant hypotheses

for future research.
Diffi{cult to deal with, as alwavs, would be a range of political culture

varfables. What ave thie diffude effects of cherlshed tradftions of autonomy

(Latin America), orv deep-seated fear of government control (U.8.), or heliefs

in ‘consensual rather than fmposed decfsfon-making (Japan)? 7 What Hmits

U Co C >€)

“derive from decentralizatfon within the government or from vibrant private
. . &

sectors? Can povernment, especially {u those less developed natfons with

A

notorfously inefficient minfstries, marshal the capabilities nvéﬁn:’g_;ir? for

69

control? To what extent are uwnlversitles safe, and thelr lobbilea’ powverful,

: h N
because few poveraments can hope to cope with the kind ot speclallzed Infor

i ; . - . . L, 70
mat fon and work taslka that are part and parcel of the academice entevpriase?

How politically powertul {a the univ:'!’r;ri,.f,‘v.'ﬂ (uaunlly middle-clansg)
N . LY
. - <)
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constituency of students, professors, and alumni?71 Are these privileged

e
A

constituencies and specialized tasks especially conducive to caaﬁerative,

7 ! .
even 'corporatist,'" rather than subordinate, relations with government

,.elités?72 How much strength does the university derive from its vital role

not only in priméﬁy funétfgns like scientific research, but secondary ones

' 3 73 . '
like politiedl rééguiﬁmént?73 ‘To what extent do all the above factors add

‘up to greaﬁ@smiykgfigy strength which at least slows gavernment efforts at

1ncreased fDﬂEfDl to- an incrémental pace?

Pag; QE_EhF féasan that the emerging literature on UﬂiVEfEitY*gD?éfﬁmEDEV
felatiéns has‘neglected inﬁerent uﬁiversity strengths is that it has coficen-
tréted disproportionately on 'recent reforms" and changes. The sobering ?
fact ig that Qé cannéﬁgprcperly contemplate changes until we understang what
is changing. ,The literature readily éemanstfates tﬁat gaverﬂﬁent power,
QFOSS‘ﬁétiﬂﬂﬂllyi is on the rise —- Sigﬂifitéhtly so. But a review of works.
on different nations also. sensitizes us to the rglativélv ﬁrimitive state of

b
]

i B n
this literature -- its laundry list approadh-to explaining the growth of
) / v .

government control, its ad hoc assessments of the extent of that control,

and, of course, 1ts meager coverafe of the field. It sti1ll lacks the sort

¢
of common language, methods, and historical and comparative data to ‘put

observable trends into persepctive. - Whatever canstrnints all this imposes’

25

on studies of particular nations, it imposes far greater constraints on cross

national annlysiﬁ.
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