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ceed in the modern world. Only the
Church has a longer continuous existenc
Western institutions. Higher education |
more than survive; it is In many ways a piv
developments in the social structure and
It is central for the generation of resea
technological innovations. It is also centr
selection, training, and credentialing o
men and women for higher-level positios
occupational structure.

Among the most important sociologl
tions surrounding higher education are th
ing: (1) To what extent have advanced i
societies become based on a “knowledg
my”’ closely related to university resea
training? Related to this question is ano
what extent do we see the rise of a “new
“knowledge workers” with advanced t
differing 1n interest and outlook from b
ness elites and earlier aristocracies of labo
what extent do institutions of higher e
reproduce social inequalities by certifying
tural advantages of children from the upy
es, or reshuffle the social hierarchy by re
intellect and ability independent of stud
cial-class background? (3} Do institutions ¢
education, with their traditions of collegia
and tenure, represent an alternative n
corporate forms of organization? These is
be addressed only after examining the
development, the existing organization
tures, and the contemporary pressures o:
education.

First, it is necessary to define the din
of higher education. Formal educational
are conventionally divided between prim
first six years), secondary (the next fou
years), and postsecondary education
postsecondary schools offer courses of st
are narrowly vocational and very shortin d
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are transferable to higherlevel colleges
versities. Above these lower-tier institu-
> a vast array of colleges, universities, and
ed Institutions (for example, seminaries
schools) that constitute the core of the
ducation sector in all contemporary socie-
els in this institutional hierarchy are struc-
1ost fundamentally, by the type of creden-
>red. In the United States, for example,
> marked by movement from the associate
wealaureate to the master’s to the doctor-
£,

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

ant relatives of today’s institutions of high-
ation go back in the West to the Greek
es of the fourth and fifth centurics B.C.E.
academies, young men from the govern-
es studied rhetoric and philosophy (and
bjects) as training for public life (Marrou
[982). In the East, the roots of higher
n go back to the training of fulure govern-
reaucrats at the feet of masters of Confu-
losophy, poetry, and calligraphy. In both
| West, a close relationship existed among
158, high culture, and preparation for pub-

rever, modern institutions of higher edu-
ace a more direct lineage from the medie-
im generale. In the first European universi-
he twelfth and early thirteenth centuries

Salerno, Bologna, and Paris), students
ters came together to pore over the new
ge discovered in ancient texts and devel-
the Arab scholars of Spain. These gather-
udents and teachers were a product of the
f scholarly inquiry in what has been called
lfth-century Renaissance.” The medieval
lies were similar to modern higher educa-
hat thev were nermanent institutions of

typically with an emphasis on logic and
phy, were commen preparation for stuc
three learned professions. Thus, from tk
ning, a certain vocational emphasis is e
the university, Degrees awarded on the
tion of professional studies certified ace
ments that made their recipients worthy
into professional life. Neveriheless, the

inquiry was equally important in the 1
universities; these were places renowne
mous teachers, such as Abelard in Paris and
in Bologna. Civic competition led to a |
tion of universities. By the end of the Midke
eighty had been founded in different

Europe (Rashdall [1985] 1936).

In the seventeenth and eighteenth co
the fortunes of colleges and universities
The causes for decline are numerous, i
the attractiveness of commercial over s
careers, the interference (in some places)
ious and political authorities, and the inst
faculty who jealously guarded their guild
es but resisted new currents of thought.
this period, colleges and universitics becan
concerned with the transmission of anci
rather than the further advance of knc
Professional training moved out of the
ties: into Inns of Court, medical colleg
seminaries. New elites interested in techr
scientific progress cstablished entirely nes
tions rather than allying with the colle
universities, Napoleon, for example, foun
professional training institutions, the gran
and the early investigators in the natural
created separate elite socictics Lo encou
search and discussion.

The revived university is the product
teenth-century European reform movem
in the beginning by intellectually oriente
crats and eminent philosophers and thec
The Il Tniverscityv oof Berlin founded in 181{)



ld Ranke in history and Justus von Liebig
siry, emerged (McClelland 1980). By mid-
the German research universities had
a model for reformers throughout Eu-
| from as far away as the United States and
he first research university in the United
hns Hopkins University, founded in 1876,
icitly modeled on the German research
¥
1er education’s current emphasis on train-
wide range of applied fields has an equally
1t history. Here the United States, rather
rmany, was the decisive innovator. The
Acts (passed in 1862 and 1890} provided
r states to esiablish “land grant™ universi-
ovide both general education and practi-
ng in agricultural and mechanical arts for
ied applicants. Such institutions encour-
h the democratization of American high-
ition and a closer connection between
ies and emerging markets for educated
he American university’s role in society
her enhanced by its willingness to work
atively with government, professional as-
s, and (somewhat later) business and con-
rganizations. The “Wisconsin ldea” ¢n-
d close connection between university
ind government offictals during the peri-
e World War I. Universities also cooperat-
y with professional associations to raise
nal training standards. Connections be-
iversity and state were extended, particu-
1e sciences, during World War 1I and the
r, when government grants for university-
entific research became a very large source
ort. These developments encouraged a
-of higher education. In the 1966s, Clark
63} coined the term “multiversity” to
institutions, like his own University of
a, as service-based enterprises specializ-
uning. research. and advice for all mmajor

some time in Europe and Asta, where 2
higher education was strictly limited to th
dents who passed rigorous examinations ar
higher degrees had long served as importar
of social status linked to cultural refineme:
ever, by the last quarter of the twentieth
the entrepreneurial multiversity had bec

important model throughout the develops
{Clark 1998).

Institutions of higher education rar
their earlier identities completely; inste
incorporate new emphases through reor,
and adding new components and new rol
tations, Today, all major historical stages o
sity development remain very much in e
Much of the nomenclature, hierarchy, ar
of the medieval university remains and |
display at graduation ccremonies. Altho
major fields of study have changed dran
the underlying liberal arts emphasis of the
academies has remained central in the |
years of undergraduate study (the lower d
The ninetecnth-century emphasis on s
tion is evident in the second two years o
graduate study {the upper division) and i
ate and professional programs. The nin
century emphasis on research remains an
ing occupation of faculty and graduate s
The twentieth-century emphases on ancillz
mg, service, and advisory activities are ox
in separate compoenents (as in the case of 1
ty extension programs, agricultural exp
stations, unmversity-based hospitals, and c
sports teams) or performed by research f:
their capacity as consultants and lecturer
community.

ACADEMIC ORGANIZATION

Contemporary institutions of hicher ec



nts remain based in departments. For this
departments must be considered funda-
o academic organization. In chair systems,
ristic of continental European universi-
ot two senior professors hold chairs and
- research programs, while the other pro-
erve in subsidiary roles under the direc-
1€ chair. In American universities, depart-
faculty operate independently, pursuing
n research programs, only occasionally in
ation.

larger structures of knowledge-based or-
n are the colleges and professional schools.
> of humanities will, for example, typically
all departments in the fine arts (such as
1 theatre) and the humanities disciplines
philosophy and English). Colleges and
nal schools are administrative units. The
of colleges and professional schools varies
ze of the campus. A very large campus will
varate divisions for the arts, humanites,
iences, biological sciences, and physical
. It may also have half a dozen or more
nal schools. A small campus may have
ngle college of arts and sciences.

eges and universities are under no obliga-
represent all fields of basic and applied
ge, and most do not. {The term “universi-
not, as many helieve, refer to the universe
>[ds of knowledge. Originally, it meant
‘an aggregate of persons.”) New disci-
ust fight for a place in the university, and
plines sometimes fragment or disappear
er. Sociology and psychology, for exam-
1 broke away from philosophy, while the
ith-century discipline of political economy
y divided into political science and econo-
day the fate of disciplines in particular
and universities depends on a number of
ncluding, most notably, student demand
ses in the department, the strength of the

modern university is moving away from

arts core in the direction of a “practical a
composed of departments closely tied to
logical and economic advance or to natio:
rity {such as economics, molecular biolo
ics, and international affairs) and prof
schools providing training for the highesi
occupations (such as medicine, law, and {
Strength in this practical arts core does ne
sarily come at the expense of strength in t
al liberal arts disciplines, however. In th
universities, powerful disciplines help to s
less powerful ones, which, in wrn, may
disproportionate share of students.

Modern institutions of higher educa
far from coflegiua in their authority struct
they also do not fit an ideal-type corporal
of top-down control. Tnstead, decision-mak
tices are based, at least in principle, on
spheres of power and ongoing consultatio
the major “branches” of institutional gove
In this dual structure, both administrai
knowledge-based authority are represent
authority structure of knowledge is consti
the departments and, within the departn
the professorial ranks. Advancementin thi
sarial hierarchy is based in principle on th
of a faculty member's professional acce
ments (typically involving assessments of r
teaching, and service). Differences in r
assoclated with both deference and incor
hierarchy moves from the temporary 1
lecturer and instructor to the regular 3
assislant, associate, and full protessor. Hi
ible full professors may be appointed tc
chairs that provide both additional symhb
ognition and a separate budget for rescarch as

The top level of the administrative hie:
composed of a president or chancellor,
responsible for fund-raising and interact
important resource providers as well as
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retain a decisive say at least in the better
rions, over all decisions involving curricular
zation and instruction. They alse retain the
ninant say in hiring and promotion deci-
vithin the academic departments, expecting
ery rare overrules by administrators. The
‘typically play a significant advisory role in
velopment of new programs and centers
discussions of institutional priorities. Top
sities depend for prestige and resources on
-omplishments of their faculty; as a general
he less distinguished the faculty, the more
ful the administration (Blan 1973). Faculty
elite institutions have, consequendy, some-
“hosen o organize in collective bargaining
o control administrative discretion through
ctural means (Rhoades 1998).

e unique institution of tenure greatly en-
 the influence of faculty. After a six-year
ionary period, assistant professors come up
ecision on promotion to tenure and accom-
g advancement in rank. Tenure, a conven-
rather than a legal status, guarantees life-
mployment for those whe continue to hold

and act within broad bounds of moral
ability. Together, dual authority and tenure
tee opposition to any admintstrative efforts
ndon cxisting programs or to downgrade
rk conditions and privileges of faculty.

¢ primary funding for colleges and univer-
aries by national circumstances. Most insti-
 of higher education in Europe and in the
ping world are state-supported. Modest fees
metimes charged students enrolling in ex-
¢ or high-demand fields. However, the idea
on is only now devcloping. In the United
pubiic colleges and universities are primari-
orted by state appropriations, but they also

tuition and fees. Private ceolleges and unt
¢ lackine state aporobriatons. charve sub-

Sociologists frequently use the term s
describe national patterns of higher «
This term should be used advisedly, si
national “systems” are not in fact high
nated. Societies with strong tradition
planning have relatively centralized sys
Russian, French, and Swedish systemr
among the most centralized today. By
these countries, some private institution
independently of the centrally organiz
system. Societies with weak traditions of
ning and strong traditions of volunta
decentralized and highly diverse systen
can higher education 1s a clear examy
pattern. Colleges and universities have
ganized by religious bodies, secular el
legistators, and individual entrepreneu
sult is a system of some 4,000 largely in¢
institutions. Institutions emulate and cor
one anocther in a complex ecological sett
major dimensions are defined by level o
ty, by institutional identity ({for example
national or nondenceminational, resident
muter), and, perhaps most of all, by g
One of the few forms of regulation is th
ment that curricular programs meet acc
standards.

It 13 possible to classify national s
many ways. Clark (1965) proposed divie
by the primary influence on the coord
the system. He placed the former Sov
near the pole of state-based coordinatic:
United States near the pole of market-b:
dination. He classified Italy as the cleares
of coordination by an “academic oligarc
powerful academics were the dectsive in
the development of rules and policie
system as a whole. Clark argued furthe
dominant mode of ccordination has |
conscquernees for the ethos and struct
cretem Statehaced cvstems tilace 7 of
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uestion of interest, however, other dimen-
- comparison may he equally important.
1 systems, for example, can also be charac-
in relation to their (1) size and openness,
utionat diversity, and (3) interinstitutional
ation structure. Countries vary significant-
 these three dimensions. The United States
nts an unusually large, diverse, and strati-
tem. Two-thirds of secondary school stu-
iter higher educadon, but they enter a very
eneous set of institutions that are highly
d by acceptance rates. Germany, by con-
presents a still relatively small, homogene-
| unstratified structure. About one-third of
L high school students enter higher educa-
ur-vear inseitutions are designed to be
nilar to one another, and there is no clear
systern among them. In the United States,
e, life Fates are determined within the
in Germany, they are determined to a
degree by inclusion in or exclusion from
em. Some systems in the industrialized
>main refatively small but nonetheless in-
s0 a highly differentiated elite track. This is
r example, in France, where the grandes
present a clearly defined upper ter re-
or the very best students. It is also true in
‘here an institution such as the University
o retains very close linkages to elite posi-
the Japanese state and private economy.
wces across these dimensions have impaor-
slications for student consciousness, The
ducated are, for example, more likely to be
a separate status group in societies in
ccess to higher education is relatively re-

By contrast, opportunity consciousness
replace class consciousness in more open

URCES AND CONSEQUENCES OF
GCROYWTH

leaving examinations have been relaxed ¢
larger flow of students into higher e
Nevertheless, both attendance and gradua
1n most of the industralized world remair
half that in the United States. Thus, high
tion in Furope and East Asia is no lon
education, bur it has not reached the leve
education found in the United States.

Theorists of postindustrial society 1
gested that the growth of the knowledge
the economy is behind this expansion «
education. Estimates vary on the rate of g
the “knowledge sector,” depending on tl
tion used. Industries employing high pro
of professionals are growing faster, by a
than other industries, but some estima
them slowing down over time {Rubin an
14806), Every estimate shows thart they do )
contribute a dominant share of the gross
product or even a dominant share of |
dynamic export industrics.

The growth of the knowledge sect
doubtedly an important factor in the exp:
graduate and professional education. Tt
tance at the undergraduate level i1s mos
able. In relation to undergraduate enroll
least three other sources of growth must
proper emphasis. One is the interest of
expanding educational opportunities [or
zens, Another is the Iinterest of studen
these opportunities, to differentiate then
the labor market. As secondary school cos
approaches universality and higher educ
tendance becomes more feasible, more
have a motive to differentiate themselves |
ing higher degrees (Meyer etal. 1979). Fix
perhaps most important, s the increas
piayed by educanonal credentials as a1
access to desirable jobs in the economy.
tials are not simply {or 1n many cases pri
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ormation, motivation, and acacdenc skills
to pass rigorous examinations are highly
ed with social class. Social-class advantages
lisappear in more open systems, but these
do generally allow a higher proportion of
ically able students [rom the lower classes
e, The shecr size of a system does not,
- guarantee decreasing inequality (Blossteld
vit 1893). Much depends on the circurmn-
of students in the system and the levels of
ition within in the system. Since 1980, the
of college graduates in the United States
tinued to grow, but this growth has oc-
almost exclusively from among students
umilies are in the rop quartile of household
- Students from families in the bottom
s are entering at higher rates, but they have
duated at higher rates. The reasons are
hese students are often less prepared and
ivated to succeed, more likely 1o fee] the
work and family responsibilities, and more
struggle [inancially with the high cost of
rs of college. They are alse more likely to
'o-year institutions emphasizing job-relat-

1ng.

CONTEMPORARY PRESSURES

s and universities are increasingly costly
ns. In state-organized systems, growth is
o fiscal circumstances and state priorities.
cet-organized systems, developments are
to 4 considerable degree by the value of
legrees in the labor market and by compe-
nong colleges and universities. To finance
wth that allows for development of new
ithout sharp cutbacks in older fields, cok
d universities compete vigorously for re-
unds, private gifts, and preeminence in
for educational services. They also com-

other for largely moderate- to lower-ing
dents who desire convenicncee and tlex
they juggle school, family, and work. In
mer, the liberal arts tradition remains stro
undergraduate level. In the latter, the enr
on practeal, “consumer-friendly” jobrelev
ing. As a result of this bifurcation of ma
ments, the lower tier of liberal arts coll
begun to disappear in the United States.
cases, these institutions have transforms
selves into comprehensive colleges with
dergraduate professional programs in ax
as business, cnginecring, technology, an
fion {Breneman 1994). The same gene
toward practical, job-relevant training is e
all but the most selective public four-year
ancl universities.

The size of operations and the increas
petition among institutions have strength
influence of top administrators. Manag
started to think strategically about areas
parative advantage, a striking departure
maodel of the past, which emphasized re;
tion of all major fields of study. As a rest
strategic thinking, most departments can
er depend on automatic replacements fo
ing facully, even at the senior level. Admir
have also added resources to student senr
development offices to sirengthen their
with key resource providers. For the firs
the postwar period, close partnerships h
developed at some institutions with prive
which can provide new sources of resear
ing (Cohen et al. 1998). The ability to at
students and sizable research grants has i
the position of some departments and
while weakening the relative position o
Within institutions, power and influence
tinued to shift in the direction of the majc
sional school faculties and faculties in .

" - . -
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agers, who are conscious, above all, of the
s for their organization’s services. Never-

as long as subject-area experts remain
to research and instruction, dual authority
necessary for academic organization—and
ic and corporate forms of organization will
ompletely converge.

S e AR R T

se organizational developments help to
weaknesses of “new-class” theories. “Knowl-
orkers” (including professors) do not rep-
a stratum with social and political inter-
tinct from those of business elites and
fessional workers. Instead, the interests of
wledge workers are decisively influenced
r particular occupational, organizational,
irket circumstances (Brint 1994). This is
e within universities. Those faculty located
ssional programs are usually closely allied
> administrators, as are “star’” faculty, while
1 traditionat liberal arts are more likely to
“an independent, and somewhat critical,

segments of the faculty do, however, share
guild-like interests in maintaining control
cruitment, employment, and working con-
The development of new electronic tech-
s of learning (such as distance learning,
universities,” and Web-based courses) may
more significant long-run threat to these
terests than any of the recent managenrial
to rationalize campus operations. Studies
r have not shown consistently significant
ices in learning between students taking
offsite in technologically mediated set-
d those taking conventional, on-site courses.
1ds to raise questions about the most pow-
wculty rationale for the current campus-
rganization of academic work. In the fu-
mpuses will undoubtedly continue to exist
s whiidenrs becatiee of the imbortance of
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STEVEN BRINT

ANIC AMERICANS

their common lingwistic heritage, Hispan-
icans are a heterogeneous and rapidly
 population that includes no less than
hree distinct natonal identities and com-
cent legal and undocumented immigrants
ups whose ancestors predate the forma-
he United States as we know it foday. The
spanic is derived from Hispania, the Latin
r Iberia. In 1973 the U.S. Department of
fducation and Welfare adopted the term
ic” at the recommendation of the Task
n Racial/Ethnic Categories to designate
dents who trace their origins to a Spanish-
y country. Following suit, the U.S. Census
wdopted this label as a statistical shorthand
1ispanic national-origin groups (del Pinal
zer 1997; Haverluk 1997). Originating in
crn United States, the term “Latino’ has
opted as an alternative by groups that view
ic” as a conservative pan-ethnic label im-
v the government that ignores their politi-
-conomic struggles for equality and repre-
1. These distinctions notwithstanding, both
rve as umbrelias for a highly diverse seg-
the U.S. population.

»anics are one of the fastest growing seg-
Fthe U.S. population. High levels of immi-
combined with high fertility rates yield a
ate for Hispanics that 1s seven times that
n-Hispanic poputation {U.S. Department
merce 1993). In 1990 the U.S. Census
numerated 22.4 million Hispanics, repre-
) nercent of the acerecate nopulation. bt
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cause annual estimates since that time hay
tently been exceeded (U.5. Department
merce 1996). Hispanics are projected te
blacks as the largest minority by 2003-
sooner, depending on the volume of 1
undocumented immigration from Cen
South America and the Spanish-spcaking
an. Already in 1998, Hispanic children
hered hlack children.

Although immigration has figured pro
in the growth of the Hispanic populati
1941, its influence on demographic growt
diversification and renewal, and populk
plenishment has been especially pronour
ing the 1980s and 1990s, Immigration wa:
sible for approximately one-third of the phe
growth of the Hispanic population in tl
and 1990s. At the end of the 1990s, two-
the population were immigrants or chi
immigrants (del Pinal and Singer 1997), ar
in fertility and immigration suggested highe
of the Hispanic population well into the
first century. By the year 2020, the U.S. ]
population is projected to reach 52,6 mill
resenting approximately 16 percent of th.
al total (U.S. Department of Commerce |

Nearly two-thirds of all U.S. Hispa
percent) are of Mexican origin, while 11
trace their origins to Puerto Rico, 4 pe
Cuba, and 14 percent to other Central ax
American nations. An additional 7 pe
Hispanics are of unspecified national ongy
includes mixed Spanish-speaking natic
Spaniards, and “Hispanos,” the descen
the original Spanish settlers in what car
known as Colorado and New Mexico. Thi
al-origin profile of the Hispanic popula
evolved since 1970 because of the dif
growth of selected groups. In particuls
1970 the Mexican, Central American, ar

A ariecan rasestilatins charae have 11 e Ta9 G



