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Democratization of Higher Zducatiori: Issues and Trends

/
In countries of both the highly developed and the developing world,
hirsher education has experienced dramatic growth, often in the name of , .
"democratization," during the sixties and seventies. For a variety of -
reasons, this expansion and the changes it has wrought are being questioned. N

The New York Times of February T, 1982, reports that trends in the United

States are such that evenrpublic universities will be cutting back on
enrollment and will become more selective. The'Birector of Admissions

of the Universitv of Illinois is quoted as saying that "if you want to (
study agriculture and you apply’early enough, you can be ddmitted' but’

those lesser qualified students interested in bu51ness and engineering

are 301ng to be squeezed out." The Chairman of the Ohio State University' s
, - Council on Academic Affairs 1nd1cates that "We'd love to met out of the
! remedial education business." The assistant to the Chancellor of Higher

Education of the State of Massachusetts indicates that "People are
qperating under the fallacy that anybody should be able to 'get into a
college. That's not right- A_eollege degree ie not & right under the
United States Constitution."!

" The February 3, 1982, issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education

reports on a policy study by the International Council on the Future of
.- the University which indicates that "Italy's uﬁiversities have been
crippled by the country's efforts to-move from an elite to a mass system
of hipher education." The report indicates that the';talian universities
afe plagued by a chaotic admissions system; inadequate physical facilities;
! highly polarized faculties; poorly worked out career studies for teachers;
high ratios of students to-teachere in some disciplines; infrequent
attendance of students in some cLésses, exhaustlng examination loads on
teachers; considerable grade 1nfiat1on, and a high degree of 1neff1c1ency
in the overall education process.2 A 1981 UNESCO study on democratization

of ﬁikher education efforts id/the various regions of the world reports
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on a variety of cases in both rich and pour countries aroufd the world
which indicate that these problems exist, in one form or another, in nost
" 3

countr:.es.3

Central.to the dialog of the eighties will be the concept of
democratization held by those pursuing the issues. Millot, in discussing
France's perpetuation of a stratified school and higher education system
and an elitist society notes that, desp1te the econom1c dynamism which

characterizes the country, such an achieverment "is probably rooted/not

. only’in'the mode of production, but also in the organization of the

networks of signs, codes and svmbolic values which are cohtrolled by the
ruling groups.f“ ~ .

The purpose of this study is to comparatively exanine the\yarious
approaches being taken ercund the world to oven up hiqﬁer)edﬁcation to
new population grouns. From a conceptual noint of view, different
approaches to servins new ponulation aroups imply d;ffering notions of
what democratlzat1on of higher education is all about. The va?ious

ot

" in turn, imply various responses,

1nternretat10ns of "democrdtization,
not only in terms of "access," but also in terms of higher-education
structures, content, egd methods appropriate tq meet the deeds of the.
new po?ulation groups. v .

How have governments and institutione responded to society's demands
for increased access tg higher education?, Vhat are the assuimptions and
implications inherent in the diffegent dnteqpretations of'equalit& of
Educational opportunity? Yhat are some of the major issuds that revolve
around the concept of democratization of higher education? To what
extent have the vorld-wlde effg¥ts of the past decade succeeded in
encouraging new ponulat1on groups xo enter hlpher educatloﬁ” “hat has
been the effect on higher educatlpn itself (content, rnethods, structures,
etc.) of.feforms desifned to democratize post-secondary education? Has
expansion of>hxgher;gdnea%&oa,«wzth~mcre f}ex1bleradmlss1ons stnuctures,r
indeed attracted new povulation Prouns,gor does higher educat1dn stlll
tend to serve essentlally the elite? )

These and - 31m1lar questidns must be discussed 1n an effort to put
the potlon of ' access‘ in ?erSpectlve. Only-after ' settlng the stage'

by attemvting to address such questions can recent reform efforts,
] i ,

r

.
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involving new admissions struyctures and new population groups, be| v \
) . .

assessed. ) - . L
" \ |

Conservative, L1beral and Radical Intern etations of Democratlzat on - . o

Until recently the problem of democraxlzlng advanced educatlo was, | ' \

institutions of higher education. This ied to controversies as to
’ inherent in most selection cr1ter1a. Addltlonally, pollcy-makers bgean
to. reallze that equality of access is not similar to equallty of sucfess,*.
e1ther in school or in adult economic careers.® Husén cites three sqhools -
of thought which have evolved in attempting to define democratizationi
.(1) the conservative and ultra—c0nservat1ve, (2) the llberal, "and (3) \the
radical and ultra-radical (see Figure I). s
According tb the conservative conception of educational equality,

- God has bestowed dlfferent amounts of talent upon each human being,
and it is up to the 1nd1v1dual to make the best pOSSlble use of that
capaclty. The ultra—conservatlve variant of this philosophy ma1nta1ns '
that, by and Iarge, God hds given €ach 1nd}v1dual the aptitudes that \
correspond to the caste or social class in which he is.porn. The -
assumption is that he should be content with it, becausge he had been given

vhat he deserves.l N ) - )
The liberal concept of equality is that all 1nd1v1duals should be \
miven the same opportunltv to start.their careers but not necessarily that
¢ it should bring about greater equality in terms of soc1al and/or econonic i
'status.e Bach individusl is born with a certain relatively constant
capacity or intellicence. The éducational svetem should be so designed s
as to remove extenna; barriers of an econonic and /or geographical nature
that prevent able students of any segment of the population from taking ‘ ’ y
advantage of‘their inborn intellipence vhich, in turn, they nay use to’ . /
obtain social»nromotioan»In achigving this goal, a kind of corrective

eﬂalltarlanlsm should be pract1ced"whereby steps\are taken to encourage .

I

neglected proups to pursue higher education. ‘

. .. CN e
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. SOUALITY OF ZDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY:
e

School of Thought/
Interpretation of .
Hguality of Educa-
>tional Opvortunitv

FIGURE I

\

-

— Role of .
Tducational Svstem

Egsential Assumntions

i

Criteria for
Assessineg Equalitv

SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT AND THEIR IMPLIGATIONS

P

Conservative/
Ultra~
Conservative

> God besto&s aptit?de on
individual.

e Concerns of social class, °
not a.function of education.
Intellipgence is innate, can
be predicted at vpuberty,
and can be measured by
nsvchometric testing.

primarv and high school.
High school serves as

f1 terlnp device using -
exams and tracking.
Access to higher edu-
cation reserved for-
those with high aca-
demic ability as meas-
ured by attitude, apti-
tude, and .achievement
tests.

Throurh educational
Darwinism, the "able"
enter elite occupa-

h 4

_© Equality at juncture of *« Quality of enterins

students as defined

by psychometric testlng.
Genetic explanation of
failure of students

to main access.

1

Liberal/ <«
Reformist

Individual has rglativelv‘
coqstant 1hte111pence but -
it 'is influenced to sorie
degree’by socio- economic.
environment; it can be .
measured by,objective
tests which take into
account the influence of
environment -

Cen determine individual's
potertial, but cumula-
/ilvely, over long period
of time.

" o pcademic merit.

tions.
-

Equality at start/ o
entrance. - T
Educational systen to PR
remove external barriers,
Compensatory education.
Curricular . :
differentiation.

: High school (and in some

countries, primary

schoal serves as a fil- '
* °

tering device.

Persisters.

Emphasis on access.
Structural refonﬁ

and professional -
explanations of, -
failure (curriculum, °
methods, etc.).
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tional Onportunity ‘\\Fssential Assumptions

(continved) ‘¢

< .
.. Role of *
~,Fducational System

(. : .
Criteria’ for
Assessinpg Equality

Radical/
Ultra-Radical

+ Educational system -
reproduces stricture of
society, traditionally
serves as sorting and
certifying agency.

+ Intelligence is. a cul-
“tural phenomenon, is
influenced by private .
public envirgnments,
and cannot be measured,
at least by.traditional '
vsychometric avproaches.

-

v

» Ability should not be
a barrier to.access. \
. * Maximum development

of individual accérding
to his needs.

» Equality at end/entry
in society.'

- High school should not
be a filtering device;
special help 'should -be

,provided disadvantaped
grouns.

* Degree to which

educational system
provides for the

needs, of all. -

- Hnphasis on effects on
life chances.

. Welfdre capitalism/
socialist exvplanations ¢
-of failure of present

. systems to provide
equal opportunity.

~ ® v‘
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™ The radical rethinkine of educational eq‘liity pives.adaitional
? emph391s to phe relatlonshln between education and Soélal class.

+ Bourdieu, for example, contends that the educatlonal system tends to

assure the, function of reproduction, i.e. ,\td preserve or even reinforce
the ex1st1ng structure of soc1etv instead of being an agent of soc1a1

b mobility for inherited ability and the motivation’ o use it. His analysis

| X
9~ Accordlng to the

v

is supported by Jencks, Bowles, Gintis, and others.

radicals, the school sunposedly serves a8 an equalizer but at the same "
t1ne establishes, relnforces, and legitimizes dlstlnctlons.10 Radical
thlnkers look at what goes into the systen {equal treatment), gs well as
vhat comes out (equal students). "The 1mp11cat10n in terms of policy is
that 1£ is not very fruitful to put the resDons}bllltV for scholastic
success or failure entirely on the individual. One hés to shift the

* larger bBurden of responsibilit& to the educational system or to soc1ety
at large--somethinw that Husén c4lls redemptive erfalite.rianisn.11

X The ultra-radical concent of educational equality is that, in order

o ! to achieve the lona—?ange objective of more equality in occupatigpal

career and standard of livine, remedial action must be takeén in the

wider context within which,the schools are operatiné,‘j.e., society at

.

larne 12 Thus Bowles arsues that:

The burden of ach1ev1np ‘equality of educational

g

opporturity. . fcannot’ be borne by the educatlonal R
system alone. The achievement of some degree of
equality of opportun{ty depends in part on what

we do in the educatienal system but also, to a very

large degree, on what we do elsewhere in the

w <
«

eEonomy, in the polity, and in the society as a whole.!
Neo-Marxist-oriented critics such as Bowles and Gintis see the role of

the traditional sehqg%.mainly as that of a sorting and certification

agency. They ma1nta1n that: A \ ‘.
The role of the formal educationssystem in Eye .

-

capltallst society is mainly to ‘prepare a docile and
disciplined labor force that wlll suit the . :—3

g hierarchically structured society.l"




. . . ' )
> I1lustrative of proposals put forth by the radicals are thef ‘
sugpestions of Jencgks, growing out of his analysis 65 inequalities .in the
_United States. ' He advances a system of Drlvate schools, a system of
.financing which provides the noor with tecononic 1noent1ves for leavinr
school earlier, and a socialism reached by making the: rich ashamed.!5 i
He recommend§ that social investments towawd eéualization be made in B ) \\\
equalizing income rather than edualizing opnortunity 16 Luck is the

brincf%él actor in Jencks' acctount of the causes of. 1nedua11ty

Four Cr1ter1a of ngher Educataon Opportunity. ’ .

Anotheﬁ_wav of §ummar121ng-current thinking is to‘suggeét that there *
are four criteria for assessing the extent of higher~educatiqp opporfunity .
in any‘natienal or regionalvcontexf: (I) equality of access to higher
> educatien; (2) equality of panticipation within the institutions of higher
. education; (3) equ ity of ecuational results (success in complétipg once
' one has access); and (4) equality of educational effegts on life ?gances
in the future.

N The first’criterion stresses the importance of examining selection
precedures,lower down ip the “systemn, as well as the students' character-
isticg..and socio—economic variablee'which condition their abilities to
compete for access ‘to higher, educat1on - The second criterion supgests
that students and the varlous communltles they represent participate in
the plann;ng and development of the curriculum, admlnlstratlon, end distri-

/// bution of resources in the institution. Th outpu criterion focluses <its
: / +attention upon the university'; internal variablés apd whether or not they
- S give all types of studente equal chanceg of eucceedinz once they are in

the institution. Finglly, the equality of life chances Qarieble suggests

that &he entire social, economic, and Dolltlcal structure of a society must
' be such as to assure equal1ty of ooportun1ty if hlgher educat1on itself

is to be tfuly democratlc‘ ' ‘- P ~ . X . .

* Country Experiences e

The range of country and insfitutiohel attempts at’ democratization is

extensive. Without being at all comprehensive, recent approaches which
have been discdissed in the literature include the French "Instituts

Universitaires de Technologie;" Ehe German Federal Republic's B

-
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Gesamthocnschule Kassel; the Norweglan alstrlct colleges, the Br1t1sh

Open University; the Engllsh and Welsh polytechnics; the,Yugoslav1an <
v1se skole; the curtaiiment of the lenpth of courses in the Netherlands,
the Danish self- adm1n1stered Un1vers1ty Centre of Roskilde; “the Irlsh
comprehensive system of hlgher educat1on Sweden's U68; Canada ] abolltIon

of Proy1nce—w1de examingtions, loan and grant programs, the establlshment

of community/collegesz adult education at York University's Joseph E.

Atkinson College, and the Cooperative plan at tife University of Waterloo;

the erection of colleges and the use of additional critéria for admissions’

in Nepal; Venezuela's technical institutes; USSR's‘correspondence courses,

paid leave', and televised/courses; Hungary's publicity schemes and pre-

-university vreparatory courses; the admission of gature’sttdents at

Tanzania's University of Dar—es-Salaam; USA's University yithout Valls,

the learning contract systems, televised courses, adult-education programs,

preparatory courses, evening schools, and others; Japan's correspondence
courses; Egypt's technical institutes; Sudan's School of Extra-Mural
Studies at the- Unrverslty of Khartoum; Iraq s part—tlme multi- “1evel
courses at Al—Mustanslrlyah Wniversity; Vestern Europe s (Belgium, Denmark,,
France, West Germany, Italy, Sweden, Netheflands, U. K.) work leave for

educational purooses; Bulgaria's preparatory -courses for peasants and

. factory workers, Romanla 8 and Poland's bonus—p01nt system, and the open

universittes 1n Venezuela, Mex1co, Coste Rica, and Colombla._

s
~e -

Ther various attempts at democratlzatlon can be grouped 1nto five
categories, as shown in Figure II. The list~of countries mentloned
under each category is meant to‘oe illustrative and is far fron compreé‘
. o A v ’ \.

. The various attempts to equalize educatlonal Opportunlty follow

hens1ve

dlfferlng interpretations of democratization which are embedded in each\\
country s political, historical, ec0nom1c, and social trad1tlons This
is not to say that.there is always natlonal unanimity, and dlfferent
un1vers1t1es and 1nst1tutlons of higher educatlon in the same country
may follow different approaches based on dlfferlng concept1oné@of t
educatlon, equality, and. opportunity. In some countr1es, of course, with
hlghly centrai;zed_h1gher-educat1on systems, nationally leglslated legal

def1n1t10ns preclude, to One degree or another, such var1ety‘
"9

- -




/ " prcURE IT oy
FIVE CATEGORIES OF HIGHER FDUCATION DEMOCRATIZATION EFFORTS

~

Ry

1. The Expansion of Facilities

,

-~ _a. Universities; colleges (most countries)
“ . b, JunioréCommunity colleges. (originally in the United. States;
. more recently, Chile, Ghéna, South Korea, Thailand, etc.).
c.  Vocationsl, technical ‘or district schools; ‘workers' colleges
© (Algeria, Eastern Europe, Egypt, Fuwait, Morocco, Philippines,

, Saudi* Arabia, Soviet Union, Venezfllela) - .
2. Reforms in Admissions Policies = . . , .
a. Open admissions (Nigeria, South Korea, Thailand, United - T
States, though only’'in selected institutions) .
b.  Abolishment of traditional college-entrance examinations
(Canada) : ‘
c. Consideration of non-traditional criteria for admissionz., e.g.,

alternative college-entrance tests, age, competence, quantity
and quality of work experience (Nepal, Sweden, United States)”
d. Lottery for admission to limited spaces within the-same ability
'grouping (Netherlands) » o : ’
e. -FEnlarging previously limited faculties (i.e., medicine, engineering)
¢ by dropping special entrance requirements. (Italy) ) :
f. Acceptance of mature students; acceptance of older students with
work experience; giving collere credit for work experience
. (Tanzania, United States, most of Western Europe, Zambia)
Quotas; siving bonus points to -the disadventaged/minority p
(France, India, Poland, Romenia, Thailand))
. .h. . State/regional proficiency examinations so that students -
i . . compete only against those in their regions (United States)
i. :Crants; loans (Canada, Colombia, India, Nigeria, Venezuela)

)

3.  Physical and/or Temporal Divorce of Teaching/Learning

a. Open universities; correspondence courses (Algeria, Burma,
Colombia, Costa Rica, India, Iraq, Japan, Jordan, México,
Sudan, Thailand, USSR, United Kingdom, United States, Venezuela)

b. "Univensity without Malls," contract learning (México, United
States) . | N

. c. Educational work leave (Austria, Belgium,. Federal Repu¥lic .

) of Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Ngrway, USER, United Kingdom)

b., Different Types of Courses

a. Compénsa%ory'programs; preparatory courses (Bulgaria, Hungary,
, _ Nigeria, United States) .
b. . Adult education; extension courses (Egypt,.Iraq, Lesotho,
Malaysia, Singapore, Sudan, Swaziland, United States):
c. Seminars; waorkshops; short courses; evening classes; iabyr
. " market courses; etlinjc studies (Burma, “Hungary, Poland, Sweden)
., "i 2

¢

-
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EE ‘ . g ‘FIGURE II (continued)

’

5« ) Structural Changes, including Comprehensive Reform . .

a. Associated labor; self-administered 1nst1tut10ns (Denmark
. Yugosiavia) . .

© b. Cowprehen31ve institutions combining academic, and vocational
) education; transfer of credlt,.short— and long—cycle proprans
(Federal Republic of Germeny) - .
- C. Regionalization and decentralization of. higher education
(Burma, Canada, India, Indomesis, Nigeria, Thailand)

[SRJ!:‘ ‘ . - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




Pven thouah developed countrles have made the transition from the ' .
flrst phase of development of higher educatlon (quantltatlve expanslon)
to the second ohase (qualltatlve reform) they Stlll seen to be primarily. -
concerned with "access" or "who gets 1n aspects of democratization. Only ;
a few (i.¢., the University Centre of Roskilde, the Yﬁgoslavian “asso—q
giated iabor"_qroups, and the American "contract earning") are.examples
, of>the.“oarticipation" criterion of democratization. Tne‘preparatory
courses and remedial programs in a’ number of countries are examples of
resnonses concerned with achievement or "what havpens once they are 1n,
and the Svedish end German structural reforms are examnles of the outcone"

-

. test of democratization. . . L ‘J,'
‘Thé developin countr1es, on the other hand, have been prlmarlly .
concerned with exvansion of a more or, less traditional higher education to
encompass more students and are 1ncreas1nnlyaconcerned with the m1s—match
between. numbers of eraduates in dif erlnn fields and the job market.

" In addltlon,\they aré diversifying higher educatign opportunlty to 1nclude
various spec1allzed training institutes and are attempting to spread
hirher-education opportunity morefequitably’from a reopraphic point of
view. The eighties should see many of—these countries'norinn ‘toward
preater emphasis on quaelitative reform and toward greater 1nteprat10n
between university and non-university post- secondary educatlon

For the highly developed countries, the major "access' questionse

.r%volve around concerns for the equality of educational opportunitv. Are
there groups of people whose children still are limited in their onwortunity __,/
to gain entrance to an institution of higher education? Ig the cooling =~ | o
out (drop-out) process still at work among students from underprivileped -

families who get in? Does the value (quality and prestige) of the degree

obtained from an institution negate the " utcome and the "effects on life

chances' measurerient of democratization? These and related issues can be

noted recurring in case studies on -gccess sueh as those prepared by OECD ’
countries during the lgte seventies which are listed in the biblioeraphy.
These qu:;tfons concerning access,"in turn, are givine rise to an oYerall
concern relatins to higher-education policies in peneral. This is |
reflectéd in the move by ODCD to study hlaher—educatlon policies Flobally . .

as an outﬁrowth of the access studles of the late seventies, OECD's

-
3 v
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20 Aumust 1979 vaper is one- -of the first in its Policies for Poséf
Secondary Educatlon Propram T :

For developlng counﬂ§1es, the‘two major questions are: How to j §
deal with the increasingpsecial pressure for higher education; and How
to relate higher education mq}e directly to gconomic and social foals
of the countr&es so that the increasinr cost of hipgher education can ‘! /
more\clearly be seen 8s. product1ve’ .

, “—glestions that one night raise concernlnp the exoerlences in both
hirhly develoved .and lesser develoved couptrles are meny. Eave the various
p011c1es to 1ncrease_access, in fact succeeded in "democratizing" educa-
tion? Or have they Ted even larger numbers of students up the same blind
alleys to ult}mate ‘dead ends? Have the more elaborate reforms produceg, ’
in . fact, perpetuation, at a hisher depree of complexitv, of the dys-
functions they were supposedly correctinz? Is the traditional pattern

of soc1o~cultural reprodnctlon still the best way of assessing the effects
. of the education system, gven thoush its consequences are less v1s1ble

ahd more diversified?!® .

Obviously, in virtually all gountries, there has been an increase ;
(often dramatic) in the enrollment of collere-afe &nd dis?dvantaged stu-
‘dents in a growing number and types of post-secondary education. Swveden,
for example, has developed adult-education courses, labor-market training,
radio and TV courses, correspondence courses, folk high schools,”end N
other "distance. instruction" schemes.!9 Similarly, Nepal proudly presents
its statistics: In absolute terms, the number of higher-education
institutions increased from two in 195T to 49 in 1970, and student enroll—
ment boomed from 250 to 17,200.2° In Canada, the number of part-t ime
students at the universities roge fron 86, 000 in 1966 to 178,000 in 1975,
and the number of mature students is estlmated'to have multiplied many
times over.2! The University of Paris VIII (Vincennes) reports that it
has succeeded in attracting those it was intended to serve: 39 percent
ho.nothave,the baccaiaureate degree, 20 percent work part-time, and 43
.percent work' full-time .22 ’

Even though 2ccess is a measure for determining the degree of success
in the democratizetion of higher education, it is, however, only one

measure and a crude one at best. Gooler (1977) sets seven criteria of

)
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democratization: (1) access (kinds of people, how many, and the con-
ditions of: access or factors that may make access a reality); (2) rele-
vancy to the needs and expectations of the learﬁers£ (}) quality.of
program offerlngs (face—validity, technical/production quality, logic of
products in terms of match of products or program to learner needs, and.
ease of dellvery), (4) learner outcomes (who learns what was intended,

wh1ch\yart1c1pants achieve what was intended, extent to wh1ch Dart1c1pants

. achieved their goal, unintentional learnings, and long—term effects of

-

what was learned); (5) cost-effectiveness; (6) imﬁaét‘of program (on

institutioﬁ p}ogram, and learner); and (7) generation of‘knéwledg

(to what extent does the program contribute knowledge useful to the better

understandlng of problens, issues, and practices of the field). 23
Gooler s report card includes several aspects of democratlzatlo;

including aceess, participation, results, and effects on life chances.

His fifth and seventh criteria serve as additional ‘evaluation measures

more akin to the interes% of education economists and po}icy planners.

Bup still, Gooler's criteria seem to be limited. Should unintentional

results be counted as pluses or minuses?

roa
N

A perhaps simpler method to assess attempts at democratizing higher
education might be to ask: (1) Has the scheme accomplished what it was
planned to do? (2) Did the plan have positive or negative effects on
other aspects of the educational system? and (3) Is the program flexible
enough to accommodate incremental changes or is a fundaﬁéntal restructuring

necessary? Thus if the Open University was mostly intended to serve

housew1ves, part-time workers, and educatlonally/culturally disadvantaged

students but ended up attracting teachers with university deprees, ghen
the proeram could be considered a "partial failure. This, for example,
is what occurred in Swefen when adult eduecation courses were offeréd
geared to those ;ho completed only compulsory education.?* In regard to
the second‘question,'if abolishing colleée—entrance examinations results
in a great increase ih the enrollment of students but the university is
not ready to-service them in terms of counseling programs; preparatory
coursescurricula adapted to their;heeds and aspiratidhs; teaching methods;
variety of student assessmentAPTSEedures; physical facilit@es; and_so on,
then agéin the high drop-out ré%e and the problems of studgﬁt adjgspmenﬁ.
Vs
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and dissatisfaction may be indicators of the partial failure of the new

admiégions structure. And last, if a propram is flexible enough to allow

for a "mistake" to be remedied by an addjtion, change, or deletion of

one or more elements in the edﬁcational system, it might be considered

_ more desirable than one that needs to be abandoned qr totally restructured.
The majority of the case studies in the literature use access/input

as measures of programs, unintentional learnings, and the impact of the

programs on the participants? life chances. Liberals and those who look

at problems from an equilibrium point of view migﬁt be content with the

piecemeal approach to;éocial change, but radicals an& those ,who believe

in the eonflict perspective may want, to look at the income distribution of

graduaﬁes from different programs, the politics of new admissions structures,

andfthe role of post-secondary education as a tool for social change. Thus

the definitions used for "democratization" and the selection of proxies may

result in conflicting evaluéti'ns of the same program depending on the

perspective to which the author adheres. The reaéon.is clear: higher

éducation las all eduéation) tends reflect the society in which it is

embedded, and .long-term efforts at democratization of Higher educatioq_will

dépend on the prevalent notions in society as to what &emocratization is all

agbut.

- s

Key Issues in Pursuing Democratization of Higher Education

As countries and higher-educagion institutions have pursued various

reforms in an effort to achieve the elusive goal of a democratized higher

education, however defined, a numher of key issues appear to be recurring

12

in one férm'or another.
1. Equality and Value Judgments :

[

Why\ié it that even though there is so much agreement on eqhality

] of educational opportunity as an idea;, there is so much disagréement
about its‘application? The disputes, Ennis claims, are often %out the
value Jjudgments reguired for the applicgtion of the c0néept.253!R>speciﬂy
vhat constitutes education and having an opportunity would be éo offer a
conception of the concept of equaiity of educational opport / ty~-the
source of considerable disag;-eement.26

-
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'.Colema.nt as an example, "suggested a list of five at least partial
operationalized conceptions of equality of edﬁcational opportunity, one
of which he favored: equality of results, given the same background and
ability.2” He was resolved in advance to ignore facilitators and deter-
rants stemming from a person's background.

Judgments about opportunity are, in part, responsibility judgments,
which are dependent on judgments about what environmenfal changes would
have made a dlfference and what thg‘consequences of such changes would
have been, and on judgments about th//appronrlate focus for chanpe
For example, is higher education a right, a privilege, or a claim? Is.

edticational opportunity or equality of educational opportunity a funda-

.mental right that a government should recognize? Education in the past

societies have failed to recoenize in the pas

+
9

has been a privilege reserved for the elite, the religious, and political *
nobility who were thought to be necessary for the menagement of the social
order and therefore worthy of academic learning. But now the concern is

for the educational rights of categories of citizens which different
t.29

Authors such as Labati state that education is a fundamental human
right, and that the delay in the recognf%ion of such rights resulted from
philosophical interpretations of rights as privileges.3°

2. Identical Opportunity or Identical 'I‘rea,tmeht?

!

To what extent is equality ofxopﬁdrtunity an appropriate goal? Coleman

argues that since -each individual is %orn}wi;h a highly varying set of
private resources, genetic and environmental,. society can only decide
"what level of public resources and what imbalance of public resources

it should invest to reduce the\levg} of 1nequa11ty that arises from
"n3y o . .

4‘-.(:-.

prlvate resoyrces.
Ennis dlstlngulshes between persqnal, environmental,\igadgenetlcally

determined natural ability. He believes that differences in people's

personal factotrs such as motivation, traits, ab111t1es decisions, ideas,

bellefs, and goald are results of 1nequa11t1es in environmental factors,
and that only environmental fhctors are 81Fn1f1cant in shaplng opportunlty. 32
He further argues that the causesg of Qeterrents (the presence or abaence

of somethjng) for equality of opportunity may be only genetically or

\
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environmentally determined. Since selective genetic practices, because

ot their costs in human intimacy, dignity, and freedom, are judsred

unacceptable, only environmental fﬁctg;s can be manipulated to! restore

equality. He suggests that:
Sometwriters .have avoided"endorsement of full. - L ¢
equality of educational opportunity, because they .
apparently belleved that this ideal 1mp11es control ’ ' .
of too many things, 1nclud1ng 'early upbringing, R

! " size of families, and breeding...."

They need not

have felt so restrained.33

Campbell and Boyd contend that equa;ity of opportunity need not mean
ilentical results, and that botn excellence and equality can best be

achieved through the ma1ntenance of a pluralistic svstem of higher educa-

tion which ranges from open~door community collepes to’?erv ective
institutiens. 3% Slmllarly, Devey's idea of equality does not suggest ®

absolutely identical treatment of different human beings, but rather that
. every being warrants equal consideration of his needs and his pursuit of
happiness. 33 -

3. Equal vs. Maximum Develovment

Authors concerned w1th the democratlzat&on of educatlon usually
describe the 1nst1tutlonal Inputs and the results Qf correctlvd or >
redemptive programs when they assess the extdnt to which an environment . !
offers equal educational Opportunity But Lesser and Stodolsky advocate

1
not equal opportunity for identical development but eoual opnortunlty for * 1J
14

maximum developrient of. each group or individual .35 . They believe that’ . -
within groups of children, social class influences the™Mevel of abilities . ' '

but does not‘31gn1f1cantly affect the pattern of %bllitles. Thus, although

whatever ﬂlPht be done to. com@ensate for soc1al—class differences would .
" tend to make groups of children more slmllar' the dlstlnctlve pattern

assoc1ated with etlnic groups would (and shouid) remain.3? Compensatory

.Dropramstalm to give dlsadvantaggd students what t&ey need ta make them

like everyone else. The aim of aupportlve education, in c0ntrast, is to

give students what they need and can use~max1mally in ordex to 1earn to cope’
‘,w1th and changé their particular env1ronments, even if they are'made more . ) .

~\,dlfferent from everyone elsge in the process:38 ’ @

s
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-instruction or to its external effects.

" unequal post-graduate entry in

. TRl
2N

- 7. _ \

v 4

——
§

4. Democratization within the University and in Relation.to Society

¥

Passeron considers two approaches to.democratgséiion,’depending )
vhether tne concept is applied to the internal functioning of. the university
In Approach A, the/educational
system can be analyzed as a soclal Ssub-system wh1ch within the franework~
of a specific act1v1ty organizes more or less hlerarchlcally arranged
institutional relatlons between the agents. In Approach B, the university

can be considered in its relationship to the entiré social fabric. It

.acts in reference to the‘iqequalities (of pdwer, income; prestige), of that

fabric, not only in terms of access policies but also in terms of selection

of faculty and the collective effects of different educatlonal‘bollcles

on sbclety. ‘ . . . ]
In relation to A, for'example,ione could evaiuate the depree and form

of democracy which cheracterize the organization (the hierarchical order

among the staff members and the reﬂulations governing access to the pro-

fession), and assess the welgﬂt of teachlng authority by looking at the

" teacher-student relatlonshlp. In regard to B, one could look at Yhe greater

or lesser soc1al mobility (inter~ or 1ntra generational) of individuals

among the classes or groups of 'a societys and the greafer or lesser P

inequality (in power, income, prestige) among classes or groups.con-
40°

’,

sidered as a whole.’ ’
L an absence in one aspect of the definition of deqocratization may S

negate or léssen the equalicy mirrored byfanother aspect. For example ,

one could have democracy in the sense of social moblllty but none in

’

terms of teacher-student reLatlonshlps. Un1ver51t1es in Eastern Europe,
wh1ch in the '50s and '60s opened their doors falrly w1dely to various
socia} classes (peasants, workers) hitherto excludéd, retained, or
intensified the most autnoritarian cnaracteristics of the teaching
relatiodship."!: b ‘ L. Co
5. Chain Reactlon £;2 ) 7
Post- secondary education cannot be ana ed\in isolation. It is&

only another stepping stone bezzeen/ﬂn.unequal, pre-school birth to An
Egualizing-higher

& stratified society.

education or discussing democratization in isolation defeats the purpose.

“
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}f higher education alene cannot redress past %pequalit{es, then the

question becomgs: Can higher education serve as a tool to democratize

. life chances, or are the efforts 31mply manicured manifestations of the

political and economic elltesﬂ attempts to appbase social pressure? And
if the argument is that hlgher education can bring about equality of edu-
cational opportunity, then the questﬁéd“becomes- How do we do fit?

Those who beileve tn the confllct paradigm suppoit the first arpu—
ment, deflnlng democratization as outcome and /or effects:bn life chances,
with higher education as one 1nst1tut1o9 within a polity. This approach
criticizes structural d1fferent1atlons, and empha91zes equity. Those who
believe in the equilibrium paragigm choose the sec®nd argument, defining
democratization mostly as access, limiting the problems to those within
the educational system,~criticizing the indlvidualfstudcnt,.and’emphasizing

'

efficiency. . v

6. Equality-Meritoctacy Dilemma o -
A meritocratic society is-one in vhich the status that a person comes
to hold is earned rather than given on the ba313 of family or other

1nher1ted character1st1cs. Eﬂalltarlanlsm refers to the belief that every-

o

one 1s 1nherently of equal dlgnlty and should have a fair or equal oppor—

tunity to develop technical skills and to acqulre a hlgher education."?

A canservative conceptipn of egalltarlanlsm w1ll not be in confl1ct6/f3£
alit

-

the basic conception of meritocracy. but a,llberal definition of eq y

cannot tolerate meritocratic practices.’

On the input side of the higher-education system, colleges and uni-
vers1t1es have been under grow1ng p;essure to contribute to greater
social equallty by admitting studeats to post—secondary studies without
d1scr1m1natlon. On the output side, the un1ver31tv is required to serve as,
a selection and certification agency €§ produce employable students.
Students admitted accordlng to or1nc1ples of equity are somehow to be
arranged according to merit, certlfléd accordlng to intellectual achieve-
ment, gnd stecked 1n\the hierarchical Job~ market that awaits them off 3

L3 !
i

campus. '
 With the lack of consensus, as to priorities to be assigned to these
different functions; the’changing interpretation of key concepts such as

merit, competence, equality, and opportunity; the questionable validity of

-~
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the basic facts froﬁ~§h{ch generalizétions ¥e been drawm by social
301entlsts over the last few decades (amohg them Colggin Jensen and
Jencks) and the way the "facts" are converted into policy, it is hardly
surprising that there-is’ indeed 'a d{lemma.""

Brubacher sees, equality of opportunity as a compromisé of the
paradox involved in recogn1z1ng 1nd1v1dual dlfferences vhile treating
the college population equally. He believes that Jqstlce and equality
are more or lesg.incompatible.us - \

Kerr remarks .that we must devote Sur“agtention to hov the ontribution

of the elité can be made clear to egalitarians*hnd how an ariétocracy

"of the intellect can- justify itself to a democracy.l+6

» Green éﬁates that the real challenge is not one of democracy to

L7
>N
the educational system should reward ability. The question is rather how

meritocracy but of equality to nr1v1lepe "The dispute is not whether

narrovly the nature of theggbility to be rewarded should be defined, "“8
The dilemma is best exemplified with a saying by ‘an Irishman: "I'm as
good as you are, and a fgreat deal better too!"*9 Gardner contends that ’
egalitarianism does not and canndt seek altogether to eliminate individual

differences or their conseduénces‘ Eauality of opportunity means:

An equal chance to compete within the framework of

goals and the structure of rules establlshed by our R

partlcular soc1etx; and‘thls,tends to favor certain

kinds of people with certain kinds of gifts.... .

Men are not equal in their native gifts nor 1h

their motivations; and it follows that they will

not be equal in theii qphievements.so

pa Jefferson, oo, included egalitarianism ig\fhe Declaration of

Independence but stated a selective criterion for admission to higher

education, as he conceived it in Virginia.5!}
Célleges‘and universities are the Eﬁ itarian way
to make ;n‘aristocracy of_achievement‘acceptable in
a demgcratic society. It is part of our democratic
ethos that if you apply meritocratic p;inciples to

,' a large enough crowd, the resulting discr%?ination

_is acceptable. Both policies--entry by egalitarian

OO
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pr1nc1ples and exit by‘mer1t0crat1c standards,...——" : . .

are imposed on hlgher %ducatxon s insiders (faculty,

administrators, trustees) by outsiders (parents, -

’

patrons, politics, and the practical world of "down~-

town"). The outsiders' preconceptlons, in turn, .

are reflected in the students' predllect1ons: they

°want an équal chance at the beginning, bBut also a
~ Job at the end.>2

Husén argues that egalitarianism and meritocracy are incompatibie.
"The school cannot at the same time serve‘as en pqualizer and as an instru-
ment that establishes, reinforces, and lep1t1m1zes distinctions."S3 '

Farabel dealing with the ph11030ph1cal implications of the pros. an&)
cons for an open admission to university, realizes the dllemma betweeF
equallty and select1v1ty and states the problem in the following way:

The 1deoloqy of academic standards brilliantly

reconciles two cpnfllctlng...vdiheQ equaligy an

equallty of opportunity.- Through the system of<

public education, everyone is equged to academlc

standards, yet only those who succée&ﬁin meeting N

tﬁeﬁ advance in our competitive system. Everyone’ s ;

enters the edficational contest, and the rules are , N .

usually applied without-conscious bias. Bit

— since the afflueng tend to be the most successful; . ) .

the net result of the game is tg‘perpetuate inter- .

ggneratlgfal inequaliy= Thus academlc standards ’ . . '

help make acceptable something which rups against - . .
the Amerlcan ggaln. the inheritance of shatus.?“

In the long.run the problem of achieving equality of opportunity is
one of restoring multiple options, based on different values but values

that, are not ranked alonp only one dlmensmn.SS \_

leely Future Trends .

- J
Plato and Aristotle only as angaca’.demic exercise; it had no relevance
during the ﬁie;industrial period; it reflected the class structure during

~ - Nee ?
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the post- 1ndustr1al Derlod, it was limited to access during the post- o=
. .
] VWorld Yar II era, and flnal climaxed as & major issue in the late 1960s
. w1th student unrest and campus protests. LA

Accompanylnp the prollfergt}on of the 1nterpretat10ns of "demo-
cratization of higher eduaatlon‘ were dlffereqt assumptions regarding
the scﬁrces-for existing inequalities,\correspodéing structural implications,
and a spectrum of criteria for the assessment of the concept.~ Once it

was agpeea that equality of educational opportunity was a worthy goal, then

the questions remained: How do we define "equalitf, educatlon, and

"opportunity?" -Equality to what extent? Is equal development possibie? g
,anA Can equality .and meritocracy\co-exist? S
Depending on the ideélogy one follows, ‘the possibility of equality

of educatienal opportunity is being challenged. Equilibrium theorists

believe in efficiency and incretental changes ang emphasize access, ~

whereas conflict theorists believe in equity and then question the power

of higher education or education in general'as a tool for social and

economic | change. They often suggest™that tinkering w1th the educatlonal N \

system will, on the whoié, have little effect on llfe chances unti cmher

)
-

socio-political changes occur in society.
- Surely a realistic approach lies somewhere between the two extremes.
Societ& is, indeed, experiencing change, often revolutionary‘and cften
; evolutignary. The very demand,for access to higher education is an
indicator of such change. The experience of various countries in dealing
with pressures for access illustrate the range of actions possible within -
the context of very different social and economic systems. /\\\ oL
As noted by Clark Kerrfffew countries adhere any longer to the notion
of an elite-oriented traditional’pigher-education system with very limited
access, determined, solely by birth (aristocracy) or demonstratgéitalent
(meritocracy) or some combination of the two. 56 A number of countries
(following Kerr's model) are moving toward production-oriented systems
whereby the university and other parallel.institutions are designed to
prepare manpcwer for all sectors of the econoﬁy. Still others are moving
N N in the Ef?ection of a universal-access ﬁigher—education system, with
community colleges, junior colleges, open-university schemes, mature-age

entry schemes, etc., to make access to some kind o(’higher-education

4
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institution available to a wider segment of the pooulation Most

countries, in addltlon, have introduced iport courses, non-formal and
. exten51on schemes, and llfe—long education programs for adults at ail
ages. None have, as yet, eliminated the vertical effect of.plgher educa-
tion on social stratification'which would. lead to horizontal'equalization
of all citizens. Kerr suggests that the experience in China, during the'
cultural retolutlon, may be the ‘closest we have come to & "horlzontal" )
- ' education apnroach but even there, a political and military elite
remained ' above the mass\gf the people, as well as a small technologlcal
elite with an educational background."S7 v
) As one examines the various-cases whereby countries have attempted
to expand ané/or democratize hiher education, it becomes clear t%at.the
trend is toward putting society and the student first and the institutions
of higher educ¢ation sece;d,‘witg<more attention given to the needs o
e students than to the convenience of . the institutions. The trend is
toward diversity of individual opportunity rather than uniform pre- ;
scription, with a de-emphasis on time, space, and even cou;se requirementse
and, an emphasis on competence and performance. The trend is away from
+ traditional notions of "higher education: that the .university campus is
the only place where advanced educatioh can be.had; that youth is the'oniy
, . age of learning; that knowledpe flows solely from the tkacher; that edu- .
catlon 1s properly measured by the accumulatlon of courses and cred1ts,
that education must be experienced~in unbroken sequences of 16 or more
L years; that hlpher—educatlon programs have to be of two or four years'
durat&on, and that degrees and diplomas sre.the only indit¢ators of
talent and competence and the only 1nstruments by Qﬁlch upward social’

. ‘ moblllty may be acquired. ?8

Concluding Remarks

’The-variety of eountry\e?a institutioﬁai exDefiences is an'indication
that institutions and goverﬁments have indeed responded to the demands
‘ . for the demqeratization of higher s#education. But how does one explain

the continued controversy surrounding hlghex education? One major factor

- could be the conservatlve neture of the 1nst1tut10ns and’ of change in

general. T, ] -

o
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Weighted down by many of the traditional attitudes, ’
and rigid structures aof the surroundfng~society,
the instructioénal systems seem still to lag behind

social growth as a whole, 5?9

Perhaps we have overloaded the universities; we are expecting too iruch

of institutions that have been the histofical transmitter of the -existing
social order, when we demand that they be an innovative agent for radical
change. A second important factor may be the swift and ad hoc 1ncremental
}nnovat1ons that governments or institutions have adopted.
Can the‘kinds of strategies adopted by countries and institutione
truly democratlze higher educatlon9 Are these strategies leading to A
equal ‘access to hlgher educa.tlon, equal participation in the process;
equal success once admitted; and equal success in life chances once
completed?
Tﬁese duestions must be answered cautiously. Educational refornm
cannot, in itself, resolve social dilemmas that arise out of the b851c
. nature of the economic, political, and social system ‘itself. A society
based on largely unequal positions of power, income, and social status
famong adulte will not be sble to alter these relationships solely through
'tinkering with the educational -system. ‘

' Eésentially, efforts'to democratize higher education cannot fully
succeed without challenging the basic inequities within society as a whole.
A total concern for presently marg1nal groups must be built 1nto new
economic and social priorities. Develogment policies must be employment-
oriented. Inveetment in rural areas must equal those in urban areas.
Appropriate technologles for development must receive prlorxty, technologies
which help improve.productivity of all sectors of the economy, not Just
those which benefit the u:ban—based, capital-intensive ‘subsector. L i‘-

Educational policy-making, as a redistribution process, is a highly
political activity, and the educational systen will continue to be a major
veh1cle for transmitting ‘the culture and preserv1ng the status quo. "The
educational system corresponds to the institutions of the larger soc1ety
and serves- the functlons'whlch are a331gned'to it for reproduclng the
‘economic, polltlcal, and social: :plathnshlps reflected in thé pre- .

'vailing ideologies end organizations, e

¢
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As long as society is differentiated by a distinct socio~economic

°

s

“and political class structure, opportunity for higher education as
defined by access, particimation, outcome, and esvecially life. chances,
can only be unequal: If society needs a spectrum of skills from plumbers
and clerks to physicists and analysts, and if society accords unequal

, economic ;nd social prestige t;/those with varying.skills within the

spectrun, higﬁer education will mirror those prejudices.

The limited wisdom of the social sciences with respect to the

i

complex set of ?enetic}_psycholozical, cultural, social, educational,
. political, econogic, and happenstance factors that affect a person's .
Y life chances do not augur well fqr definitive answers about spepific
. \‘ linkages bétwveen a particulari?ducational or training strategy and the
escape from inequality. One can only hope that the universities them-
selves will place vpriority on the study. of these phénomenﬁ\so that the
effects of the various nev stratesies to provide increased access to
higher education can be track;d. The subtleties of the many issues
involved are only bepinning to be underétoodAanq controversgies con~

cerning them will be with us for years to come.
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