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Cross-national research on higher education
is a potentially large field of inquiry that can
extend to many countries the major areas of
research we pursue in the American setting,
ranging from the psychological development of
students to the control of national systems.
Whatever we analyze at home can be studied
to advantage abread, since it is by means of
comparative analysis that researchers identify
what is unique to particular settings and what
is basic to education everywhere. The possible
gains may be likened to those already realized
in such fields as comparative politics and com-
parative economics. We have learned a great
deal about American democracy — and alterna-
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ting inquiries of those political scientists, soci-
ologists, and historians who have held our
particular governmental institutions up against
the light of forms in other democracies and in
authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. We cle-
arly will gain in effective knowledge about
American higher education when its forms and
practices have been thoroughly compared to
those found in other countries. '

My interest is the organization and govern-
ment of higher education, across all the many
ascending levels that stretch from department
and chair at the bottom to the national minis-
try, chief executive, and national legislature
at the top —an analytical interest that began
in the sociology of organization and which has
been gradually expanded by a growing interest
in the politics of higher education and by a
deepening concern ahout the effects of the ever-
stronger tendency to locate higher education
within the administrative apparatus of the meod-
ern state. A dictum of this approach is, that
we leave a huge hole in the middle of analysis
until we get inside the black box of organiza-
tion; that, for example, it makes little sense
to do research on problems of access to higher



tives to it — from the sustained and illumina-
education without first understanding the inte-
rnal composition of the systems involved; or,
that to understand the connections of higher
education to work one must disaggregate the
structure of higher education as well as iden-
tify the substructures of labor markets. When
organization is made the central concern, an-
alysis can then branch outward systematically
to consider how higher education is related to
components of the environment, including the
push of consumer demands on the input side
and the pull of labor markets on the output
side. In such matters, it turns out, the study
of other countries has much to teach Americ-
ans, not by way of specific itemns that can be
wrenched from historical and contemporary
context and readily imported, but in a more
sophisticated understanding of the advantages
" and disadvantages of different educational str-
uctures and processes as they have been evi-
denced in other systems. When our counterparts
in other societies have gone down particular
roads ahead of us, lessons of history are then
often to be found outside our own system. Such
lessons from abroad may allow us to reduce
the injury wrought by unanticipated, undesired
consequences, such as the bureaucratic and
political pressures toward uniformity that will
follow in a decade or two if we create a na-
tional department of education. If we concent-
rate on enlightenment rather than narrow engi-
neering, cross-national research can be relevant
to policy.

This type of research—organizational and
governmental—in a virtually virgin field re-
guires methods in the main that are not curr-
ently in vogue in American social science and
psychology. If one looks at country configura-
tions of organization and governance, approp-
riate materials are qualitative or only prima-
tively quantitative. Given little knowledge and

a weak state of the art, the compelling context
is one of exploration and discovery rather than
of hypothesis-testing and validation. The good
news is that, in the context of discovery, some
serious progress has been made in the last ten
to fifteen vears. We clearly now know more,
and can arrange what we know in useful cat-
egories, compared to 1960 or 1970.

What then do we now know cross-nationally
about the organization and government of hig-
her education? In what basic ways is the Am-
erican system similar to and different from the -
British, the French, the German, the Japanese?
What are some of the more promising analy-
tical approaches and problems for the near
future? 1 will treat in turn three topics: how
national systems structurally allocate and sup-
port academic activities; how they coordinate
and control those activities; and, lastly, how
they handle a set of basic insistent values that
pull in different directions and require all the
delicate arts of muddling through that mortal
persons can muster.

1. A Cross-National View of the
Academic Division of Labor

It turns out that nations “assign” academic
work quite differently and with fateful effects.
The many assignments can be conveniently or-
ganized in four categories, as horizontal and
vertical, within universities and colleges and
among them. When we observe the main sub-
units within universities that are arranged side
by side at the operating level, an important
difference emerges immediately: in the United
States, we have the department as the core
unit, with departments of English, Ecconomics,
and Chemistry side by side, joined by the many
departments or divisions of the professional
schools. But most national systems have not
been organized this way, to the surprise of



Americans, but rather leave the operating level
to Chairs, a unit synonymous with a person,
the Chair-holding professor, who has hegemony
over a set of assistants in a realm of teaching
and research and who, if need be, organizes
and heads a research institute. It turns out that
our old-fashioned unit, the Department, is a
major goal of hopeful reformers in many co-
untries, as a way of supplanting the powers
of the Chair which have grown dysfunctional
in an age of mass higher education. The Chair
can be, and has been in so many settings, tur-
ned into a citadel of personal privilege, instit-
utionalized in the old days of smaller and more
informal systems but now appearing as too
autocratic in an age of participation and pop-
ular democracy and as too ineffectual admini-
stratively in an age of large organization.
And then what can one possibly say about
vertical arrangements in the university that go
beyond dry-as-dust analysis of hierarchical str-
uctures? Again, it turns out, when we compare
nations, that there are major differences. In
the U.S., we have located general education
and a modest amount of specialization in a first
major tier of post-secondary education, giving
an Associate of Arts degree after two years
and a Bachelor's degree after four. Then, true
specialization begins, in the graduate school
with its master's degree and Ph. D, and the
professional schools with their specialty degrees
in architecture, social work, veterinary medi-
cine, education, management, etc., as well as
law and medicine. This two-tier arrangement
was an historical accident, a grafting of adva-
nced specialization and research on to a deeply
institutionalized collegiate structure. However,
the European and dominant worldwide pattern
is quite different. Students come out of the
secondary school and directly embark upon a
specialty, in law, medicine, and other professi-
onal fields, as well as in the basic disciplines.

The first major degree is a certification of
professional or academic competence, with the
holders expecting to be placed accordingly.
There is essentially a one-tier arrangement,
and more advanced work has been handled
largely informally by those whose bhase of
operations is in the first tier, that is, no sep-
arate graduate school or sets of graduate sc-
hools formally occupying educational turf be-
yond the first level. What are the effects of
this cross-national difference? They are fateful

- indeed. As Joseph Ben-David and others have

suggested, research and advanced training
fare best when given their own sturdy bases
within the university, units within which they
are the primary business. And, most of all, the
multi-tier arrangements soften the inherent co-
nflict between mass and elite higher education,
between open-door admission and selection.
This conflict is a wrenching one for all sys-
tems that enter into mass higher education
with simple undifferentiated structures, since
then democratization, equal opportunity, and
open access mesans that large waves of less-se-
lective students enter directly into the single
major tier of the old university that promises
competent doctors and lawyers, economists and
historians, when certification is made a few
years later. Hence the issue of selection-the
new installing of nmmerus clausus-has waged
across the European stage. We have been saved
from this, with no one seriously attacking the
legitimacy of selection at the graduate level,
and particularly for the professional schools of
the most advanced professions, since the open
door for Everyman is at entry to our first tier,
with that tier serving as a buffer zone before
selection exercises its sharpest bite. Increased
vertical differentiation, of degree levels and
organizational levels, is now and will be for
some time to come a major road to travel in
the reform of structures to accommodate mass



higher education.

The most interesting form of differentiation
is on the horizontal plane among institutions,
the setting apart of different types of univer-
sities and colleges or what we generally call
sectors. Here we can quickly identify four na-
tional patterns. The first is a single system
nationally with one type of institution. We
ohserve a thoroughly nationalized and unified
system, operating under a national ministry,
and the system consists essentially of only one
institutional type, the national public university,
containing 85 percent or more of all enrollment.

The second pattern is similar in that there
is only one formal and all-inclusive national
system, again with a bureaucratic center, but
there are two or more types of institutions.
This seems to be the most common pattern
worldwide; it exists in Communist societies,
Western democracies, and Third World nations
alike. Typically, the main sector is a set of
universities, with one or more “nonuniversity”
sectors organized around vocational instruction,
or teacher training, or both, but occasionally
around an esoteric function prized by the go-
vernment. All sectors are financed primarily
by the national government, sometimes through
a single ‘ministry but often through several
ministerial channels. France is a striking case
of this pattern, with its historical differentiation
of universities and grandes écoles, specialized
schools that rank above the universities in
prestige since the most noteworthy of them
are sharply elite in selection and placement.

A third major pattern of sector differentia-
tion. occurs when formal control is divided
between national and lower levels of govern-
ments. Countries have generally evolved into
this pattern from a background that combined
private sponsorship and decentralized public
control. The influence of the naticnal govern-
ment generally came later, after World War

IT and as recent as the period of expansion
after 1960. At the same time, private sectors
gradually vanished or became reduced to less
than 15 percent of student enrollment. West
Germany is an excellent case in point, where
basic control has been deeply institutionalized
at the level of the eleven Lander governments,
but various bodies in the national government
and at the national level have become more
influential in the years since 1960.

Our final pattern is one in which formal
control is in the hands of private parties as
well as public authorities, to the point where
15 to 20 percent or more of the students are
in institutions that receive most of their finan-
cing from nongovernmental sources and have
boards of control selected through nongovern-
mental channels. This is the most heterogeneous
pattern of control, cne that coexists generally
with a multiplicity of institutional types. Japan
is a prime example with some 75 to B0 percent
of its students enrolled in private institutions.

Our own system obviously falls in this fourth
pattern, with 3,000 institutions almost equally
divided info about 1500 private colleges and
universities and a similar number of public
institutions, the latter all within the fifty sub-
systems of the states. Thus public control as
well as private control is fragmented: traditio-
nally, the national government has played a
small role, much less than in Japan, and the
influence of national bureaus has developed
quite late and in an uneven fashion.

The final form of differentiation needs only
to be briefly mentioned, since it has been ref-
erred to above. There are vertical arrange-
ments among institutions, on grounds alone of
task allocation, as in the case of community
colleges feeding students to four-vear colleges
and universities—short-cycle units existing un-
der long-cycle units—and on grounds of ace-
rued status. Institutional status hierarchies vary
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in steepness: very steep in Japan, France, and
Britain; moderately steep in the United States;
and relatively flat in West Germany and Italy.
And with what effects? Steepness in the ins-
titutional hierarchy increases the likelihood of:
(a) an examination hell for students, since so
many will yearn for so few top openings; (b)
monopolies and near-monopolies of placement
from prestigious institutions to elite positions;
(¢) academic inbreeding, which has been as
high as 100 percent in key faculties in the
Universities of Tokyo and Kyoto; and (d) ac-
ademic drift, in which less-noble institutions,
if at all autonomous, will freely and voluntarily
converge upon the more prestigious models.

In short: relatively straightforward analysis
of how national systemns compose themselves,
allocating tasks to organizations in vartous ho-
rizontal and vertical combinations, can suggest
fundamental similarities and differences that
are worth more exacting and discriminating
research, but which in the meantime can alter,
at least incrementally, how we view our own
system. Even more from without than from
within, our own national system stands out as
deviant... radically decentralized in any formal
sense, highly disorderly, full of inequalities,
inconsistencies, overlaps, and redundancies, and
hence ready for the touch of the central anal-
yst and administrator who will save us all.
Which brings us indeed to coordination and
control.

1. Coordination and Control

The above descriptive types of national sys-
tems may be more analytically dissected and
compared if we consider the respective strength
of four forms of coordination in each of them.
The systems may be coordinated by bureauct-
acy, profession, politics, and the market.

The bureancratic means are well-known, inh-

erent in the formal structure of administration
referred to in the conventional usage of the term
coordination. These means have grown in str-
ength virtually everywhere in the last quarter-
century, as administrative echelon has been
piled upon administrative echelon in the unre-
mitting quest for comprehensive order. The
bureaucratization of higher education occurred
as it became big business and shifted to large-
scale organizatiom.

The professional means reside in the power
of expertise within evermore specialized and
numerous esoteric disciplines and professional
fields, retaining much coordinating influence
within the operating units of bottom-heavy str-
uctures and giving academics local springboa-
rds to national power, as in the staffing of the
National Science Foundation in the United St-
ates, the calling of prestigious professors to
national offices in European countries, and the
institutionalization of national academic oliga-
rchy in such key models of buffer organization
as the University Grants Committee in Great
Britain.

The politicel means are the forms of linkage
and supervision that allow external and inter-
nal groups as well as regular political officials
to have influence. Nearly everywhere issues in
higher education are increasingly divided along
the lines of party politics, legislative coalitions,
and power exchanges among central executives,
External interest groups are more systemati-
cally included, forming a corporatist or semi-
corporatist relation with those formally respon-
sible for state policy.

It has been left primarily to political econo-
mists to grasp and explain the ways in which
market interaction coordinates the behavior of
individuals, groups, and organizations. As put
by Charles Lindblom: “All social controls have
elements of the automatic, unintended and un-
conscious; * and, in market life, people are
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“deliberate and conscious; but their acts acco--

mplish feats of coordination of which they are
not necessarily conscious and which they do
not intend.,” Exchange is a basic form of in-
teraction that stands in contrast to authoritative
command. It can be seen not only as a method
for reshufling the possession of things but also
a method of controlling behavior and of or-
ganizing cooperation among people in higher
education, as elsewhere. Even in the most
state-dominated systems of higher education,
processes of market coordination will be at
work. In higher education, there s always a
consumer market, in which students make ch-
oices and often some payments. As students
vote with their feet, lowing from unattractive
to attractive parts, within and among institu-
tions, they promote certain components at the
expense of others. There is always a labor
market, constituted by faculty and administra-
tive employment. So long as personnel can
make some choices of where and for what
duties they offer their services, free to make
some exit choices, there is such a market.
Thirdly, there is something like an institutional
market in higher education in which organiza-
tions deal directly with one another. This is
all quite unclear, but prestige seems here to
be the main commodity of exchange. Instituti-
ons rank each other, take up locations in pre-
stige hierarchies, compete for prestige, establish
trade agreements, and voluntarily imitate, and
converge upon, the most prestigious institutions.

These four forms of coordination—bureauc- -

ratic, political, professional, and market—app-
ear in different combinations in different sys-
tems. The most elemental continuum running
through the four types of national systems
identified earlier is from tight to loose linkage;
from unitary structure, to pluralistic national
government control, to federative federalist ar-
rangements, to market linkage. Such democr-

atic planning-minded nations as Sweden are
not far from the first pole, followd by a some-
what more heterogeneous and conflictful France,
then to such federative cases as West Germany,
Britain, Australia, and Canada, and then to
Japan and finally the United States, the comp-
etitive market system par excellence, with the
historic pace long set by autonomous private
institutions and with the habit of competition
institutionalized within as well as among the
many state systems.

But this simple continuum soon becomes a
triangle, and then a four-sided conceptual sc-
heme-—and then a series of mixed-up statements
—as we get inside systems and consider their

true complexities. Integrated systems may be
" ruled by academic oligarchs, which has happe-

ned often in Europe, as well as by bureaucrats
ot political figures. The best model in the world
of how to take governmental money without
governmental control—the British University
Grants Commitiee, between 1920 and 1965—is
a great case of a trusted academic elite ruling
responsibly. In other countries, centralization
means that political figures and central admini-
strators join together to declare professors and
market forces alike as undependable and unt-
rustworthy coordinators. In still another, e.g.,
Yugoslavia, decentralization does not mean a
strengthening of the market but appeasement
of local academic cligarchs’and a strengthening
of guild-like forms of linkage among barons
who centrol bits of the countryside.

In short, we are only at the bare beginning
of analysis of the organization and government
of higher education. But our elementary cate-
gories at least point the way, transporting us
away {rom simplistic views that equate coor-
dination with state planning and administrative
structure and toward the true complexities of
behavior and action in an evermore diverse
realm of human activity. As example: concei-
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ving of the market as a form of coordination
and then distinguishing consumer markets and
labor markets, allows us to to distinguish an-
alytically between Japan and the United States,
the two leading “market systems.” Both types
of markets operate strongly in the United Sta-
tes, with personnel as well as clientele having
a relatively high degree of choice, even in times
of market sluggishness. But, in Japan, the co-
nsumer market is strong, with 75 percent of
the students paying their way in the private
sector; while the labor market is weak, since,
for various reasons of Japanese work-group
loyalty, the baronial powers of chairholding
professors, and a high level of academic inbr-
eeding, as modelcd by Tokyo and Kyoto, aca-
demics do not easily move from one institution
to another. The market concept, when more
precisely subspecified for higher education, sh-
ould help us tease out a number of inter-nation
similarities and differences, and to explain other-
wise baffling contradictions.

A second example of where we can make
headway in more powerful analyses is what I
call “political markets.” Within the broad fra-
mework of state authority, in one government
after another, administrators struggle against

_one another. The more socialist the country,

“the more does the- interest-group struggle have
to take place within the corridors of governm-
ent. Ministries, departments, bureaus, and divi-
sions—and indeed legislative bodies—balkanize
around specific domains and clienteles and resist
mightily the efforts to pull them together. They
compete for power and prestige, as means of
protecting and advancing their own work, and
competition between governmental power cen-
ters becomes a form of coordination. In a cla-
ssic essay written thirty years ago, Norton E.
Long identified such competition as perhaps the
most effective instrument of coordination in
complex government. He noted:

“The position of administrative organizations
is not unlike the position of particular firms.
Just as the decisions of the firms could be
coordinated by the imposition of a planned
economy so could those of the component
parts of the government. But just as it is
possible to operate a formally unplanned
economy by the loose coordination of the
market, in the same fashion it is possible to
operate a gov'ernment by the loose coordin-
ation of the play of political forces through

its institutions.”

Or, as put in the recent outstanding work of
Lindblom on politics and markets: “large-scale
pelitico-economic organization is possible either
through unilateral coordination in hierarchy-
bureaucracy or through mutual adjustment
among authorities who practice an extended
use of their authority in order to control each
other.” Such reasoning is particularly applic-
able to higher education, a sector characterized
by unusual task complexity, ambiguous goals,
and competing forms of authority. The supers-
tructures of higher education generally have
no clear apex, but instead at the top, exhibit
a melange of boards, bureaus, committees, and
commissions.

In short: we come to know little about how
the actions of persons and organizations in hig-
her education are concerted when we look only
to the formal plan and the formal hierarchy.
Much of the coordination is going on in other
ways, including through the struggle, exchange,
and mutual adjustment of officials at the 'hig-
her levels.

1V. The Conflict of Values

In all advanced societies, fundamental pro-
blems in higher education must necessarily
arise from the need to express three, often

— 103 —



conflicting, national interests. One is an inter-
est in social justice, which in higher education
primarily takes the form of equality of access
and, then, secondarily, equality in treatment
and outcome. As publicly interpreted virtually
everywhere, particularly in the United States,
Canada, and Western Europe, this interest pre-
sses hard for open-door admission, so that
everyone can get in, and uniform standards, so
that everyone will be treated equally and fairly.
The equity issue is a permanent one in all de-
mocracies, not solely in the United States, and
should be studied comparatively.

The second national interest is in diversity
of response, the ability of a sub-system of a
nation to accornmodate to increasing heteroge-
neity of demand and to adapt differentially to
a high rate of change. This interest becomes
ever stronger in higher ducation, as consumer
demands, labor-force connections, and knowledge
cultivation all become more varied than in the
past. It presses for a multiplication of types of
institutions and levels of training, so that diff-
erent parts of the system can handle different
tasks and spontaneously adapt to dfferent en-
vironmental demands. The needed responses
are too complicated, ambiguous, and contradic-
tory to be handled by ceniral administration
and umiform regulations alone, necessitating
the risk of varied and unplanned reaction by
semi-autonomous segments. Yet, the “market”
can also lead to convergence rather than diver-
gence, and we need to identify the conditions
in large academic systems that promote the
one or the other.

The third major national interest is in comp-
etence, the capacity of the highest levels of
the educational system to produce and distribute
knowledge and to send forth people weil-prep-
ared for occupational performance and civic
life. This interest can he served in part by
administrative efforts to establish minimal,

average, and high standards. However, the co-
mparative experience of many countries sugg-
ests that such efforts are often self-defeating,
given the special task structure of higher edu-
cation. Competence s probably best upheld by
a moderately strong, but open institutional hie-
rarchy in which status is awarded to persons
and institutions on the grounds of perceived
quality—and in which institutions are able, on
this Dbasis, to compete for elevation.

In effecting such disparate national interests,
the structures of national academic systems
must necessarily be full of inconsistencies, co-
mpromises, and contradictions. Equity has to
be limited by the structural arrangements that
accommodate diversity and induce competence,
e.g., private sectors, highly selective eniry to
certain fields and institutions. Diversity is co-
mpromised by the arrangements appropriate
for equality in access and outcome, e.g., admin-
istered uniform standards, and by the converg-
ence occasioned by imitation in status hierarc-
hies. And competence is restrained by actions
carried out in the name of equity and by the
uncontrolled fragmentation of programs and
standards that inheres in extensive diversity.
Thus, it is no wonder that modern systems of
higher education should at this time exhibit a
bewildering mixture of the traditional and the
modern, the open and the closed, the flexible
and the rigid, the elitist and the democratic. In
making the transition from elite to mass educ-
ation, naticnal systems come to embody new
sets of elemental strains and dilemmas, each
system doing so with forms and practices firmly
institutionalized in previous decades and inter-
locked among themselves as well as with a
variety of structures in the larger society.

v

I wouid like to close on a research note by
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offering four “leading ideas” (statements too

loose to be called hypotheses) that can be pur-

sued on the reconciliation of equity, diversity,
and competence in higher education.

1. conflict ameng these competing basic inter-
ests is reduced by increased differentiation
within a national system. As explained ear-
lier, the differentiation can be analyzed
along horizontal and vertical dimensions,
within institutions and among them.

2 the crucial form of differentiation for the
protection of the diversity interest is horiz-
ontal differentiation among institutions—the
‘creation and maintenance of different instit-
utional sectors. Systems that do not have
such differentiation cannot handle mass hig-
her education as well as the countries that
do. -

3. the crucial form of differentiation for the
protection of the compefence interest is ver-
tical differentiation among institutions—the
creation and maintenance of institutional hie-
rarchies that are open to the circulation of
institutions. Efforts to equate institutions

formally in terms of prestige weaken mod-

ern national systems by failing to serve this
interest. '

4. the reduired sectors and hierarchies will tend
to be perceived as sources of inequality.
Given that unlike segments will be cast as
“noble” and “less-noble, rich and poor, high
and low equal freatment of students across
the institutions of a system will not be
possible in the sence of a promise that
everyone will receive training and degress
of similar quality.

5. Hence, the definition of equality that best
allows for the play of the other values is
the traditional one of equal opportunity in
entering different segments, rather than the
definition that leads to, and follows from,
efforts to develop equal institutions.

On such matters, other national systems have
had extended experience that are relevant to
our own ongoing efforts to reconcile these int-
erests. And since these interests are becoming
more manifest to larger publics, it is crucial
that public definitions be more informed by
appropriate broad-gage research. Otherwise, the
rapidly-growing formal coordination we are
experiencing at state and national levels is
likely to lead to more unwanted effects than we
care to know. k
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