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ABSTRACT

This. study, which was based primarily on a review of the

.

literature on university goals and governance in North America, was
. ) Fang 1 N
. . . 3 .
designed to present a compardtive analysis of governance sys¥ems in
-~ Lol
\ / .

North America and Iran. The analysis explorci the possibility of
proposing an expansion of goals and improvemc:.ts in the.strdeture.cf‘
Iranian universities throughvthe identification and examination of«
North American university practices which appear to be compatible ylth

the Iranian 5001al context. .

The large and expanding body of literature that deals, directly

or indirectly, with goals, administration, and governance of N\univer-

sities was reviewed and through critical analysis a general syn'hesis

was derived. The research.strategy for this report consisted o

p { -

‘ comblnatlon of hlstorical and sociological approaches to comparat've

educational’study in conjunction with selective problem identification.\
A‘number‘er conclusions emerged from this study. The firsr

was that there are practiees in North.Aﬁerican universities which

deserve attention and merit‘examinatign for the possible adaptation in

Iran. A second conclusion was that in spite of theﬂneed and feasibility

of applying North American university practices tg Iranian socia

context, adapti;;/;;e}e practices does nef mean that their philo ophy.
can also be 1mported or transplanted to Iran without any change.

Thirdly, it was concluded that, generallyﬂ universities in. Iran o

iv
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™ . | “

e
introducing change in their goals and governance. .

“ * . ~
v

One recommendation which emerged grom the study was that a.

commission on higher education should be formed to review the goéls

and governance of Iranian universities. It was also recommended that
‘¢

the posslble responses of Iranian unlvers&tles should include such

' N

radical, yet desirable, changes as expllcatlng utllltarlan goals,

reducing campus yollthlZathn andg emphasizing cooperitive leadershlp,

and increasing faculty and student 1nvolvement

~ .
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, Pfessures one,

. ¢
: ~  CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

°

There is general agreement that universities have played a

v

mcjor role in advanc1ng the c1v1112at10n of the world in general and

in developing the technological and cultural aspects of the western

industrialized ssocieties in particula?, But in spite of these

significant contKibutions, unﬁversities‘have’always been undér

pressure. The Medieval unlver31ty, wlth 1ts master and student

structure, the American Land- Grant college, with its unique task;

.

°nd the modern university, with its multiple functions have all
experienced periods of bPressures. The source of these pressures

can be classified into two categories: internal and external.

’
.

. . .
External pressurés come from church, government, business and industry,

professional groups, donors and foundations, alumni, accreditation

agencies, the general public and communication media. The sources
| S

- of internal pressures are faculty, students, adhinistrators, trustees

and éupport staffs. In their long histéry universities fased these
twWwo or three at a time and By resisting, adapting to

or by-passing them, they have managed to survive.

'g////il From the eatly 1960's, univergities have been confronted with

a unique situation: they have been challenged by almost all of the

internal and external groups._ For the first time universities had to’

cope with many pressures at the same time. Governments desired more

-

order and less cost, students asked for more relevance and gﬁrt}cipatioh,

\

X
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gaculty fought for defending academic freedom, administrators wanted

-

more coordination, and alumni sSought more prestige;. the list is
C !

N
!

gndless. AIl of these conflicting demands led to the belief that

%

'there must be more intensive examination of how universities were

. -
actually operating. University governance became a focus of interesg@f-

.

for students of- various disciplines. Sdciologists, anthropologists,

psychologists and students of administration started to look at the
university; the result was nnmerous books, artlcles, reports and

-

manuscripts which’ were added to the’ llterature. - At theisame time,

unlverslty self—stndies were undertaken by many institutions in various
\ - . ' . . . . \

countries.

N

* In the process of andlyzing the~governance of universities
N ) o ,;")
with the intention of adapting them to new demands, different
L™
approaches have been employed by different countries. 'These varia-

{

tions have been in acco;dance w1th ba51c soc1etak dlfferences not \

. Ve

only iM, each country put sometlmes in each province within the same

. country. Despite'these differences, it is recognized that unlver51t1es,
.o . \

-

‘in general, today confront greater and more Crltlcal prob%ems than

ever before. . f// : o

Central to these problems are the issues of goal settlng and »

pollcy formulatlon in the unlver51t1es As is true for any social
organization, the question of aims and goals is an important issue

in governance. 1In universities, by and large, the main functions

13

4
<

are described.as teaching, research and service;-however, 1mp11c1t

in thesé” three broad category of goals are a substantial number of

‘u}
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¥

more specific functions. And it is the very nature of the process

of setting these goals and their execution that makes the university

M o

e

N - o .
into a battle ground for a power struggle with inevitable cOnsequence of

coan;:}ing interests among participants. - For example, it is évident
that some participants would not agree that universities should be

a“\ -
engaged in direct service to society. On the other hand g some would
Ny e
argue that one of the chief aims of universities is to-get involved
in direct services ,to the community and government through research
~ i ' - )
-establish . These controversies concerning university purposes

1

and goats, and the achievement of these goals, provides a dynaﬂic

situation in which trustees, faculty, administrators and students

14

may play a significant role. ¢

[ " l : STATEMENT OF THE. PROBLEM

¢

The main purpose of this study was to review the literature

on uﬁiversity goals ;;B*yevernance 4n North America in order to
present a'compdfative mnalysis of gd§ern;nce_systems in North America

: and Iran. - The intention of. the study was to ;ropose improvements

Aiﬁ the sfrucfure»of Iranian universities} through seliftivé borrowing
of role patterns in North American university séructure which are
compatible with Iranian social context.

The firét s?ecific'quective was to review the development of
un;veréities ahd the evolution of their goals. ‘The f0110wing questions
"3 guided‘the,analysigz

1. What was the early history and evolution of universities in
- ' ‘North America and Tran?

'

4



2. What have been the traditional goals 8 Iranian and North
American universities? o

A 2.1 To what extent has emphasis‘been placed upon teaching,
' research, and community services?

- - ‘ ¢ ' .
2.2 To what extent have.other goals, such as socialization,
been emphasized?

233 . What are the social and cultural causes for shifts in
emphasis on goals?

\\\\\2;4 What are the‘present goals?

2.5 What consensus, if any, 1is there in t literature on
desirable goals for the university in North America?

The second objective was to analyze critically the roles of

major groupé in university governance in terms of the following

’

questions: ’ -

J

3. What have been the traditional roles of trustees, adminis-
trators, facultxf and students in the governance of Iranian
and North American uniwversities?

4. What changes are taking place in roles of trustees, faculty,
administrators, and students in Iranian and North American
universities? -

5. What consensus, if any, is there in the literature on desirable
- roles for trustees, administrators, faculty, /and students in
North American university governance? '

The last objective of‘this'stuaylwas ﬁé-propose some governance
structures which might he appropriate for Iranian universities in the
future. The following “unstions guided the analysis which related to -
this objective:

6. What‘ags some of':ne major social c@anges in Iranién soéiety?

£

7. What are some of the maior consequences of Iranian social
revolution upon universities? ‘

X 8. What possible aéplications are there in question number 2.5
‘ ﬁf' and 5 to university governance in Iran? , » Vg



sy

9. To what extent is the adoption of some aspecgs of the‘North
American university structure appropriate to 'Iranian
universities?

10. What specific structural changes might be desirable in the
governance of Iranian universities?

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM

N In a developing country such as Iran which has an ave{\ge !

economic growth' ¢f ten percent per Year and rapid societal and e\hca—

tional change; universities will play a significant role in the

future of the nation. 1Iran, with 2500 years of written history and a

.

well established system of higher education, as early as the seventh

3

century,éias always had faith in universities. "~ But faith alone is
!

not enough these days. Having been established under the influence
of French models of higher education, the system is now trying to

move toward models which are current in North America.
7 -
The expectations of rapid growth in enrollment and more
2

university involvement in society, combined with the dynamics of
cultural change provide a unique opportunity for universities to
consider major changes in e§ery.aspect of theirvorganization. Yet,

in spite of all these eﬁpectations and foresights, there is only
limited evidence of research into the nature and ge}ernance of £ranian
universities. Even what these few studies offe?/in the form of
recommendations and proposed solutions are based largely upon’
limitating practices prevalent‘in other countrieei This lack of
consideretion for the Iranian social context and Iranian cdlture makes
these recommendations and proposals very difficult,.if not impossible,

~
to apply.



The present study attempted to give more adequate attention to

cultural and social differences than did most previous studies. By

comparing the gOVernanee of Iranian and North American universities
with regards to their intérnal affairs, it was hoped that studenrs
- of oniversity,governaﬁce would be stimulared to acquire a fresh'
iosight into tﬁe universities in Iran. Hopefully, theo, different
and new questions will be asked and new approaches.will be taken,
-and perhaps more.relevant and real7st1c recommendations and‘proposals
will be offered.

Seeondly, the proposed study Qith its broad and general
perspective provided some views of the internal aspects of university:

,

governance in North America. By gaining insight inFo and information
about rhe issues in North American universities, uni&ersity adminjis-
trators might become better prepared to face oniversity_problems

in Iran.

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

-

A

For a study of this magnitude and nature, a study that covers
almost all internal aspects of un1versrty governance from a practical
- - 4 —

point of view, library research was chosen as the most approprlate
,

method. f%e present study was based on the review of the large and

2

expanding body of literature that deals with the administration and

a

governance of universities. This voluminous body of literature des-

cribes the past and Present functioning_of universities and offers

meaningful insights into their governance. But to master this
ki



literature requires a careful selection of bits and pieces from
humerous sources. Therefore, as an implicit purpose, this study

began with the identification of those studies that appeared to be

-

most promising in revealing how universities as a social organization

could be understood.

The;}&gign of this study was based u§o§ the partial use of
historical and sociological approaches to comparative educational
studies. A historical aéproach waﬁﬁuséd to search for historical
causes of present issues in university goals and governance. But,

since the present study is intended to be a base for reform in

I

governance of Igxanian universities, the pﬁ%§§nt issues as reported-
in the literature are at least as important as those of the past.

A direct analysis of traditional issues provided the ground for

understanding why things were as they were, but not necessarily why

things are as they are. To answer the latter, the sociological

o

approach was used to complement the historical perspective. Through
this approach the issues surrounding university goals and governance

were seen not as a direct cause of the past, but rather in relation

to other traditional and existing socia},'econpmic, political, and

cultural factors. Therefore, a qombinatiqn of both historiéal and

b

sociological approaches in conjunct%on with selective problem

-

identification provided the research strategy for the study. )

¢ B o -

The organization of,eaéh chapte; of this study with the
exception of Chapters I, VIII and IX, includes separate sections
for North America and Iran. Also, each chapter follows a pattern

[ ) o . '/"‘,4‘4

{
Y



J\_ -« . . . [y ) [
of analysis along a past-present—future continuum. As for the content

of this'study, 31gn1f1cant yet selectlve features of North Amerlcan
. Al

unlver51ty goals and governance were 1deht1f1ed ‘under the heading of

each chapter, and unlver51ty literature was searched to flnd the
- ) -

appropriate studies for the analysis of these characteristics The
same pattern w&ﬁifollowed for Iranian . unlver51ty goals and goverhance

-

Due to therlack of substantlal dlrectly related materlals on Iranian

uaner ities, part of the analysis was based upon dlrect observatlon

A

and experlences“of this wrlter and naturally subject to hls value

judgments.
, | ‘ . . n

A number of general bibliographies served as the point[éfh
departure for this study. An article by Hodgkinson (1971c), under N

the title: Campus governance——the amazing thlng is that it works at

&

all; 1ncludes an extensive blbllography which covers the Period of
1965 to 1971 Thls provided the bases upon whlch the blbllography
for the study was built. Hodgklnson s blbllographf is d%ylded into
various categories. These are: JResearch material on gOVernance"

"Trustees Theory, opinion and research" "Research onh faculty and

)

governance"- "Statements of oplnlon on faculty and governance"°
j/ "Research on student protest hav1ng f%pllcatlons for governance"
! a

"POllCY recommendatlon on student part1c1patlon" "General articles

on student participation in governance“; "Legal and polltlcal
dimensions of governance"; "Major pollcy statements on campus

governance"-'"Compedla Sources whlch brlng together materials on

various aspects of governance";»"Typ: .:,institutional governance



. L

statements"; and "General works on campus governance.” Not all of
s S l . .
these categories werg employed, rather the title of eacp article,

report, and book was assighed to the following topics: -

N

I. . General materials on governance: : —_—

A. governance models, “
B. aims and functions of the university.
S b

}
II. Students: o

" A. student protest, .
"B. student participation on.governance.

III. /“Facul‘ty.
IV.;’Administrétion: ’;"
A, presidents,

B. . academic deans,
C. department chairmen.

V. Trustees.

Anoﬁhér réport by Harris (1971) ‘under the title Govetnance of

0.
Ky

univei:sity: A selected bibliography, was. also located. S:st of the

"materials were the same as Hodgkinson'é, which‘eould'be c siQerea as

an indication of the reliability of that bibliograph&. Yet, in case .

of differences, additions'were made to the listf'\

A

- The Search’cohtipued and the list which was developed was

D

compared with maﬁy:bibliographies, such as: A.A.H.E. Bidddiography
A : 7 )

oﬂlhigher education (1972) by Kelseyé Selected issues 7in higher

oz

eaqcafion;fﬁn annotated bibliography (1965) by Meeth; and The literature

" of higher -education (1971) by Mayhew.’/ Besides other materials .from

the list of publications of Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

- (1973), énd references of thé books were compared with the original

s
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bibliography and additione were made.

Tne'initial bibliography was e;ifnsive'enough to cover what
the,pfoposéd‘stydy was ;ntended to do, butvthe‘searcn eontinued and
further additions were made durlng the course of the study The !

final blbllography was dlfferent in both number of sources and type
of sources from the initial one. Those materials which were not
. . . B »

. b . . N
relevant were dropped, and the r%mainder were reassigned’under the
appropriate headings. - ) <

B . . @ l \ . \ ) K ‘;
Unfbrtunately,‘because of the lack of gubstantial materials.

-~

on Iranian unirersities, only a limited amount of material* about thé-
Iranian e atlonal system, culture,’hlstory, and soc1ety could be
~ - .

located and examined.
LIMITATIONS = - { -

In Splte of a careful search of the llterature of "educatlonal

research," there were few directions Fs‘tq the nature: of "library

'research:" Therefore, one of the limitations of the present research

eeuld be; its arbitrary nature in designing the study Though thlS
selectivitysmight prove to Ppe an advantage for future students of
university governance rather than being a Limitation. P - | ?

- Secondly, a 'study of this nature, which brings together blté3
and‘pleces from a vast variety ef wrltlngs, makes it difficult for
any kind of éenerahuzatlon or projection into thebfutute.' Yet,

attempts were made to v1suallze the characterlstlcs of university

governance which might ‘prevail at some future time.

-2
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Finally, not all of the faterials in the bibliography could

be found in librafies of the University of Alberta. This necessitated

@. -

major time and effort to locate some of these mateérials through the

-

facilities of the Inter-Library 'Loan Service available in Cameron
‘Library. Naturally, the chance of getting all ‘'of these materials

in‘the course of

sed study’was limited. &

¥

DELIMITATION _

This study was delimited to the discussion of roles of the- @

students, faculty, grﬁstees, and adminiserators (presidents, academic
deane, agd department chairmen), ineofar as these.roles were related
to the issuee'which were idengified during tﬂe course o he’eguay.
The iolee of other ﬁajof groups, such as alumni, the government, and
the generellpublic, and other issues!which might have existed‘in?’

@

¥ " ' . .
university governance were  beyond the.scope of this study.

e . . " 2
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY «
. . |

r

% . - o,

Societal interaction'among nations and selective borrowing

of;varieus aspects‘of one culture by the other are increasingly

becoming a matter of normal practice. The impressive success of

‘0 5

universities in responding to’ the internal and external pressures

for change in the dYnamically‘advanced societies of North America

.

has identified them as a potential source for borrowing by univer-
o \

sities of developiné countries which have faced, or may face, the

same pressures. These pressures are more visible in the areas of the

=4
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goals and governance of universities than in other areas. However,

it should be noted that although these problems may seem to be the
same, the responses will probably vary due}to the social, culroral,
economic, and political differences acro§s countries.
. p | i

' Recent societal developments in Iran seem to indicate that

her universities may gain from the past.ee well as the present eﬁf
periences of North Amer?can universities ‘consequentifjlghey may.be
able to avoid'toe same m{etakes and to 'ow those innoQative ideas
which are in accord with the social context of Iran. The first chapter
of this report presents an overview of the comparativeé study which is.
aiﬁed ar achieving this outcome. )

History is a source of information and experieﬁce wﬁich plays

an imﬁortant part in the educational and sociel life of all-nations.
Perhaps,it is true that mani eaucational problems have their roots

and their cauSesfiﬁ the past. Iran has a long and ancignf hiétory

and many hlstorlcal events have shaped its entire educational sys;em .
]
s 2

Durlng three hundred years of development, North Americah’ un1Ver51t1es

have also been influenced by their phy51cal and social env1ronmemts.

. In order to obtain a better understanding of the functlons and roles
of universities today, Chapter II traces the origin and historical

development of these ecademic institutions and describes their present
- [ . -

characteristics. In Chapter III the traditional as well as the .

present goals of ‘theluniversities in both cultures are reviewed and

r,

the proposed desirable aims for the North American campuses are

analyzed. Attention is also giver to the societal forces which have-
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-caUSed the university to shift its goal emphasis and to assuﬁe new
functions.‘ g : o . Ly -

The next four chapters deal with the major internal constltuen-
cies of the’ unlver81t1es These four chapters ‘review the tradltlonai
as Qell as the p{esent roles of boards of trustees, academic adminis-
',trators, faculty, and students in the governance of Ndorth American
and Iranlan unlver51t1es 'They further identify some future trends
and proposals for North American unlver51t1es

Since, from a theoretical and practlcal point of~y1ew, ‘the
. 1nvolvement of the boards of trustees, pre51dents, academic deans,
rand department chalrmen in the governance of the unlver51t1es has -+ = 'ﬁ
been justified on a legal baS1s, Chapters IV and V are based on’ this -
fact and proceed to examlne the powers and dutles, characterlstlcs,
selectlon, organrzatlon, and leadershlp styles of admlnlstratlve
groups. On the other hand, the part1c1patlon of faculty and students
in the operatlon of these acad mic 1nst1tut10ns is subject to debate;
'therefore, Chapters VI and VII explore the pros and cons or 1nyolve;
viment and descrlbe the neans and- ends of faculty and stuaent
part1c1pat10n.‘ |

The precedlng chapters Qeal wlth the tradltlonal and present

N

‘condltlons of Iranlan unlver51t1es whlle Chapter VIII- descrlbes the
rapld 5001etal changes whlch currently are taklng place 1n Iran and
-analyzrs the 1mp11cat10ns of these changes for the purpose and
governance of these-academlc 1nst1tut10ns LIn addltlon, it outllnes

K3

A‘t%e poss1ble reactions of the unlversitles to these changes. - ; oo

’



Fingi&y, Chapter IX providesg the summary of the entire study
and,"throuéﬁ{critical analysis, 1dent1f1es the p0551b111tles of adopting
some aspecég of .the North American university structure whlch seem
to be_apprépriate for Iranian universities. Some specific structurai
changeg,fgr the governance of these academic institutions are also

. c &
recommended as a conclusion to the study.

14
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. CHAPTER IT : -

HISTORICAL EVOLUTION OF UNIVERSITIES IN ‘ qp

NORTH AMERICA AND IRAN

"In this chapter the historical development of univerSities in

North America is traced from the colonial period to the present time.

" The history of Iranian higher education dates back to the sixth

century; }his chapter gives attention to both the early as well as

the modern periods.

EVOLUTION OF UNIVERSITIES IN : @
NORTH AMERICA

h ) .
Universities in Western Europe in general, and Oxford and

<

‘Cambridge in particular, were the original models upon which the first

colonial colleges were founded in Horth America. Although, the first

college in Canada--Coll&ge de Québec--was established by French
. { ~

settlers, it was the Brit%iﬁ/dnfluence and American examples which

gave rise to the universityvmovement in Canada. -Hamilton (1970) stated
. o i

I

that,

The origin, academic customs, and numerous traditions of
modern Canadian universities may be traced to these (Oxford and
Cambridge) and Otﬁef universities in medieval Europe. Higher
education in the New World has drawn heavily on the legacies
of scholarship and academic freedom fostered at Oxford and

Cambridge (p. 25). -
Therefore, for purposes of this analysis,” the assdmption is
; S S
that North American university development was highly similar in Canada

- .

s ’ ;
and the Uniteq Sfates with the exception that the rate of progress

15
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in Canada was much slower than in the.United States. This assumption

is supported by Prentice (1970). He believes: (
Canadians have been influenced by mahy of the same ideas

and practices in education known or observed in Europe. In
addition, communications between the United States and Canada

“ havé always been consideraBle and the impact of American experience
on®anadian educators and thinkers have been profound. It is
perhaps to state the obvious to remark that Canada's educational
history- has been different because ch of her development occurred
later and more slowly. . . . The dil in Canadian education

has often been seen, whether rightly gly, in terms of

whether to opt in or opt out of the Utopia (p. 66). e .
. : 4 J,,
. ¢
kY
British Influence ‘ . T
' N

The influence of the Oxford and Cambridge universities can be

traced in statements of Harvard's founders as well: /-

. . that the earliest Harvard College statutes were taken
directly from the Elizabethan statutes of the University of .
Cambridge; that the phrase pro modo Academiarum in Anglia . . L .
is to be found in the first Harvard degree formula; that early "
Harvard, like Elizabethan Cambridge, welcomed “"fellow commoners"
as well as serious degree students, "gentlemén"iwho paid double
tuition for the privilege of residing in the college and dining
with the fellows; that even the names of the four céllege classes--
freshmen, sophmore, junior sophister, and senior sophlster——were .
borrowed dlrectly from England (Brubacher and Rudy, 1968, p. 3).

These and other characteristics of Oxford-Cambridge model gained wide

h g

acceptance when Harvard became a model for all the early colleges oﬁﬂgi
CL . o SRS

3

the colonial period in NortH America.

Eventually, the foundess of these colleges realized that
unconditional transplanting of Oxford and Cambridgﬁjmodels might not

9

PR

. work entirely :in “the unique'geographic and social conditions of their

.

own homeland. Some of these conditions, such as size of the cdiony
and the hetérogengous naturg of its.population, were important factors

for later development of highe?, education in North America. Thus'

/
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"lowering the academic stapdardé,'eaqhﬂ

=1

Tewksbury 1932) wrote:
é e ;

The frontier conditions undetr which Harvard, the earliest
of American colleges, was founded were reproduced on each
successive line of settlement across the continent. 1In the
course of westward expansion of the American people, as the

- forces of the frontier life gained a cumulative power, a dis-
'flnctlve Amerlcanxlnst}tutlon was evolved, an educational
institution Shaped and *adapted to the peculiar needs of an
advanc1ng people. In this process of continuous remaklng on -
the frontiers of American life, the American college came to
depart radlcally from its European antecedents, and to acquire
characteristics and functions whlch made it truly an 1nd1genous
1nstitutlon (R. ?)

HofstaQ;é?)(l955)vétates three unique.characteristics of -the,colonial

@ < i )
colleges: :dencominational sponsorship combined-with some state
A ‘ .

~ ‘ :
. supervision, the abBence of professional or advanced faculties, and

Q

& .

a pattern of lay government by boards of non-professional, non-

resident trustees. 1In general, there were and still are, major
f

differences between European and North American systems in the type
o©f control, nature of curriculum, standards of admi®sion and

selection, and finall¥ in ideals and goals.

In the absence of a centralizeﬁﬁm of control and -the

B S . p ,
presence of numerous religious denomlnatlﬁns and sects, the number

-

o% colleges expanded rapidly. As Barnard (1856) described:

Nearly all our collegégeafe, furthermore, the creations of
the different religious dénqmi tions which divide our people.
. . . It is this which has leg}to the great multlpllcatlon of

collegiate institutions in ot country, and which is daily adding

to their number (p. 176).

Also, the lack of class and social distihctiqns and the absence of

-an ‘established culture prov1ded ample opportunlty for the founding

“ ~'. ’ {

B

'of more coLleges for more peopie and ji uqfortunate situation of

/o

3

eépectivély. In spite of the

17



fact that some of}fhese colleges failed tq survive, at the time of

r

the Civil War in 1861, there were 182 establishedlbermanent colleges

in-the United States (Tewksbufy, 1932).

Among these were 21 state universities. The state universities,

Va

however, were slow to develop and like the new colleges, they often
failed to live up to their founder's expectations. Among many, two

basic factors influenced the creation of these state universities.
@

First, the democratic impulses and aspirations of North Americans and
second, the European conception of state education. Brubacher and
Rudy (1968), however, pointed tb other factors:

The growth of universities in America wés brought about by
many factors--the rationalism and empiricism of the enlighten-
ment, the impact of the American and French revolutions, the
influence of the resurgent German universities of the nineteenth
century, and the utilitarian need for incorporating new fields
of knowledge such as science and modern languages into the
curriculum to serve the requirements of an expanding society.
When most of the older collegiate foundations failed to respond
adequately to these demands, initiative pdssed into the hands
of those wha planned to organize, or who were actually organizing,
foundations called universities (p. 143). )

The new trend which arose in cohjunction‘wﬁyh the new social and

political atmospheres of the day did not last too long; critics of

state university movements became eminent forces for disclosure of

' ,fglhese institutions. However, the state university movement carried

«

’
its destined route to success despite the regpéWwed sentiment towards .

church-controlled colleges. While theg#Eastern area had the continuous-
: ¢ ' V4 :
support of an active minority, the support of national government

through land grants encouraged the establishment of state universities

in the Western area (Foerster, 1937).

18
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In" founding of state uni;e&sities the colonists followed the
et A A *
"”,"v‘, ,\\‘IV‘N ' ‘» N )
English pattern Qf;favoring ?EBZCh control over their higher learning

institutions; the state was not considered to be primarily responsible
for higher education. It was only later in the colonial period that
the growth of secular sentiment and French ideals fostered the theory

of state control over higher education. Even then, state universities
. . )
had to face the criticisms_and rivalries of church and it was only

after the Civil war period that the American people began to accept
. )
the idea of state control over higher education..
4

Not all of the state universities before the Civil War period
should be considered as real universities. As Pierson (1950) pointed

out: "In América, the name 'universi%y' has sometimes been claimed by

1

institutions whose advanced program of instruction and research has
remained little more than a noble aspiration (p. 60)." Yet, some of
o

them were "real" uﬁiversities, such as the University of Virginia
which is seen by some writers to be the first of a kind.

The universi%y which Thomas Jefferson established at Char-
lottesville in Virginia was America's first real state universityf
It is an authentic example of this type for a number of reasons.
First of all, it aimed from the beginning to give more advarced
instruction than the existing colleges, to permit students to
specialize and to enjoy the privileges of election. Its course
of study when it opened for instruction in 1825 was much broader
than that which was Customary at the time (Brubacher and Rudy, =
1968, p. 147). -

After the Civil war the'university movement attained its real

momentum. Several factors were essentially responsible for this

¢

development including the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 in the United

States which was the most important action of the federal government

. .
' e

- . ‘
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in higher education in nineteenth century America. Although the
result following the passége of the Act in 1862 was not satisfactory,
by 1890 it reacged to its full potential for providing financial
help to higher education. As Brubacher and Rudy (1968) noted:

The most significant érowth of state universities came where
the land-grant funds were added to an existing state university
endowment. . . . The Morrill Act grants had the least favorable
effect where they were divided up among a number of colleges or
used to create a new and separate institution which duplicated
in many ways the work of an existiﬁg state university (p. 159).

Furthermore, as a result of the increasing specialization in many.
dspects %f life, Americans for the first time demanded a broad, all-
purpose training which best éould be offéred by state universities.
A third factor was the rapid expansion of American hi;h schools énd
their graduates who sought, in growigg numbe;s admission, also,
suppor ted the.developm§nt of state universities.
¢

As the state universities grew and became more firmly
established, their main functions--at least in the miﬁds.of the
American public--were expressed through all-purpose curriculum and
servicé to the community; furthermore, it became accepted that
government was responsible for maintaining free higher education‘for
‘the public. Th%s‘reflects the two most important foreign influences/
upon the develop;ent of North Americaﬁ universities: French enlighten-
ment and German séholarship. Hicks (1934) believed that state
uni;érsities can be credited with ste:important achievements since
1865..=State uﬁivérsities helped¥to raise the standards of litefate
leadership; thef up-graded ahd”apcredited the s;andards of high

[

school work; they helped the coeducational movement, university

20
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extension, and direct service to the community; they expérienced

\
4 o

the elective system; and finglly, they adapted themselVes to" the

influence of the German university. James Bryce (1889) commented
o ) L '

on American state universities in this way:

It is the glory of the American universities as of those of
Scotland and Germany, to be freely accessible to all classes of
people (p. 550). While the German universities have been popular
but not free, while the Englishruniversities have been free but
not popular, the American universities have been both free and
popular. . . . Accordingly, while a European observer' is struck
By their inequalities and by the crudeness of many among them,
he is also struck by the life, the spirit, the sense of progress,
which pervade them (p. 567).

German Influence

German universities Agd ahconéiderable influence- upon the
developmeﬁt of Nortﬁ American“universities: In the German unive?sity
§ystem, the major emphasis'yas on scientiﬁic resgarch and seafch for
the truth. There%ore, i; the éerman ideal definition, the university

PN - :
was a place where freedom of 1éarning and freedom of teaching pre-
vailed; this meaﬁt that students should bflfreé to cQQPSe whatever
courses they like and;profeSSOrs shoul@ be free to investigéte any -

and all kinds of problems (Féfmer,gl950)&_ There was a mixed reaction

to the growing Gexinan university philosophy and its application to

e .

ﬁortﬁ American universities. Nevetthél?ss, as érubacher and - Rudy
(1968)(point'oﬁt: “The pet_tesult was that_é Germaﬁ-style graduate

' §éhool had to be built in America uéon the foundation of traditional
English-sgyle'collegé (pt 19§).". Iﬁ‘the‘samenNorthvAﬁe{icaﬁ\university
- the graduate séhbols of arfs and séieﬁce§ were cbﬁbined'with~ﬁafious_

technical -institutes which Flexner (1968) commentea uporr-as an

®
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"astonishing medly of excellence and triviality (p. 181)." Acceptance

of "English-style" colleges became part-of university development and
)

ways were adopted to ease the impact of this unification. Ope proposal

-

was to organize them quite independent of each other. Another proposal,

4
4

which was followed by Harvard (Herbert, 1962), was to integrate

college methods and Germdd graduate style in the university. Harvard
L

in 1890 took action to ogéénize the undergradvate and graduate /

faculties into a single faculty of arts and sciences. \

Present Characteristics of North ..
American Universities '

Over three hundred Years of development. in hlgher education
in geferal ang unlver51t1es in partlcular reveals some unlque and
1mportant characteristics of North American universities. ag

'_~<

Brubacher and Rudy (1968) p01nted out, "American higher education as

. '(" '~ ’

" we know'lt today represents the end product of a long period of
1nteract10n between the Western European university heritage end the
native American_physica%jand_social environment (p. 390).

First, as a result of NottgAAmericanvbelief invdemocraey,
more and more pPeople have been.abl4$to benefit from acquiring educetion
in colleges and universities. Yet, the argument goes on as to whether
all of these students really belong in the unlver51ty. Second, the
heterogeneous" nature of the student body and their varlous demands
for subjects other than the tradltlonai'unlvers1ty curriculum have

béen serveq through coniprehensive and*ell-puroose colleges and

universities. This is a "philosophy" ‘as Conant , (1946) pointed out,
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"moving toward the social equality ®f all useful labor (p. 42)."
: *
Third, unlike the British university concept of training an elite

group or the German university concept of scholarly research, the
‘North American universities developed the idea of service to the
society. Thus, the universities became involved, very quickly, in

serving the needs of the people, and extension programs hold a

permanent place in almost every university.
Fourth, although the fact remains that North,American univer-

sities‘have developed out of the British model, it is obvious that

~

they became diversified and varied when faced with size, competitive.

denomlnatlons, and absence of centraldzed power (Brubacher and Rudy, .

-~ t

1968). Corporate board control s J;e fifth characteristic of North
American universities; whether private or public, universities have
been controlled by non-resident lay boards and their chiéf executive

o ‘
officer, the president. Finally, :the increasing influence on informal
. .

aspects of university life, such as extra-curricular agtivites,.
N o tos

became a matter of normal business of North American universities.

The unique characteristic of this contribution of North -American

universities is the scope and size of these extra-curricular activities

R

rather than its originality. Therefore, to orgahize these aétivitiés

t

even the informal aspect Qf.pniVersity life becan?rfOrmalized.

-

EVOLUTION OF UNIVERSITIES IN IRAN

The history of Iran can be traced rack more -than three thousand

years, w1th approximately 2500 ;Ears of recorded hlstory. During the.
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course of her history Iran has been ihVaded‘many times, and the
welcome or unwelcome invaders left their mark on her social, cultural,
and religious heritage. However, she has always maintained her
national and political integrity. Thus, Browne (1910) wrote:
Again and again Persia has been apparently submerged by
Greeks, Parthians, Arabs, Mongols, Turks, and Afghans; again
and again she has been broken up into petty states ruled by

tribal chiefs; and yet she has hitherto always re-emerged as
a distinct natidn with peculiar .and well marked idiosyncrasies

(p. 13). ‘ P

. s |
The strategic location of Iran in ASig‘?ttracted many hostilities in
various periods froﬁ the west by Greeks’ana Arabs; from the east by
Turks and Mongols; from the south by the British; and from the north
by the Russians, to mention only some . Nevertheless, the constant
contact with other civilizatipns became an impor£ant, and almost
unique, factqrvin influencing the way ofyiife and tﬁ?ugﬁg and,
consequently, the educétioﬁal system of Iran. 1In this long process
of learning, Iranians were never absorbed by others. Rather, they
learned what they saw in other cﬁlfﬁreg_and developed it toward their
needs, culture, and desires. So, in Jackson's yords_(1909;, "The
'artigtic patterns of ‘China were developed into the famous Persian-

miniatures (p. 27). =

Cultural Influence ‘ .

In writing about the development of Iranian universities, some
‘ mention>mu3t be made of the ancient cultural aspects of Iran. Any .

discussion of Iranian universities without at least brief reference

,//;Oﬁthe past would be vacuous. The educational system of Iran has -



/
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changed its shape and form many times in the course of its history.

During this period of evolution, at least three main cultural forces

influencéd its fundamental assumptions, yet tradition has begn, and

. is, the most important one. Ancient culture was the first of these

forces dominating from the beginning of Iranian history to the

emergence . of Islam. Islamic culture was the second influential force
I 4

and, finally, Western culture which has been influential, and is

presently influential, in é;ery aspect of Iranian society.

The ancient culture consists ‘of a period of appr0ximaéély

fifteen centuries. From the beginning, the establishment of the

great Persian Empire, the emergence of Zoroastra's faith, and the

introduction of Alexander's Hellenistic Culture, combined together

to-reshape the cultural and edu¢ational system of Iran (Rogers, 1929).

The followin&‘Seem to be some of the important characteristics of this

period:

1.

- Society hed three special classes: the nobility, the priests,

and the peasants. Educationélvpractices seemed to be based
upon social status in the hierarchy of social class; formal
education was provided for priests as a privileged right in

tHe palaces and temples (Olmstead, 1959). Other youth ;

=

~ training énd_education was informal and mainly the responsibility

of the family.
While ancient Zoroastrianism had tremendous effects on
education through its emphasis on learning and search for

” ‘ - - - * - ]
truth, the introduction of Alexander's Hellenistic philosophy

25
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(scholastic work) brought a new dimension to Iranian education

(Sir Sykes, 1922).

3. Ancient Iranian dynasties emphasized the power of state, and .

every aspect of people's life including eduiégion depended

on state control and initiation.

Richard nye (1953) believqs this is the main historical réason,&}y

z
-

education at all levels has begngxxmralized and controlled by the
state up to the present time.

s

The Islamic culture was introduced into Iran by the appearance
of Islam ih the seventh.century. Although comparatively the real

Arab domination'dia not last too long and was challenged and defeated
’ S

by the people of .Iran, Islam religion and its consequent cultural
and social change remained and was énough to influence the‘form,

shape and philosophy of the educational system.. Arabs themselves

J—)

impressed with the social and cultural life of Iran-brought two types

- of schools, namely, primary school "Maktabs" and the secondary schools

: 14
"Matiressah” (Sadig, 1956).

Perhaps the most 1mportant factﬁr which the Arabs introduced
Y
into Iranian ¢culture and(%hought was the Islamic concept of "tagdlr

Rlchard Gable (1959) noted this phenomenon:

The Islamic concept of 'tagdir' (fate) affects the way an
.Iranian approaches the problems of g0verngent und administration. -
Conditions are pretty much accepted as théy are because they
cannot be’ chahged. The forces which man faces in life are felt
to be larger than he can cope with so he accepts them with a
stoical compassion. He does not accept the responsibility- for
his own conditions. Moreover, he accepts no responsibility for
his fellow man. Consequently, large areas of man's life are
regarded as a matter of fate, beyond control or direction (p. 413).

. y
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Mongol attacks which caused almost complete destruction in Iran. The

E

Scope of the Mongol attack and its destructive outcome is illustrated

by Sir Wilson's (1932) comments: : \
( .

This dreadful succession swept over tle country like a~bloody
foam, leaving the fairest cities a wilderness of rubbish and
rotting corpses. Their speedq, their fury and their mastery of .
€very branch of warfare, made resistance not only futile but

impossible. Their mark was a series of maSsacres and aevastations, g

(p. 31).

and to some extent still can be seen in day—to—day'affairs of £&anian

s
i

People. As one foreign observer explains, and in somewhat exaggérated
. " ' . ' §
terms: A

Perhaps most depressipg for. foreign onlookers is the resis-
tance to progress implicit in the basic orientalism of Iran: the
smiling inefficiency, the gracious ineptitude, the inclination
to wait until tomorrow, the plain bureaucratic incompetence even
in pepped-up officers like the Plan Organization, Farda meaning
"manana" in all its»richness‘and languor is one of the biggest

words in the Persian lexicon (Lehrman, 1959, p. 16).

beople of Iran started to give a new birth to their culture, the

v -

Mongols attacked. This time nothing remained safe; consequently, a o

feeling of resignation-and Passiveness crept into Iranian culture.

'mésgly Greéks and Arabs (Sadig,'1956).‘}Obedience became the normal -

- | <‘ r', ' e !
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.process of learning and tutorial systems of education hecame a rule
of thumb.

It was under the 1n1t1at10n of safavid Dynasty (1502 A.p. )
. that Iranlan natlonal rebirth started Eventually, the strateglc

-

geographical p051t10n of Iran and its untouched numeﬁ%us resourcesl
made this country a focus of interest for the more iﬁdustrialized
European eountrieS. SOue factors which are most resbonsible, in this
period, for the appearance of Westeru eulture could se identified as:

- i .
1. The establishment of political relationships with European

countrieg. g

;h general, and. France and England in particular. =

2. of European countrles 1n the vastmand untouched
Jources of.Iran. .
_;.’ yence of returnihg‘students who were sent to Europe
“ by gyetnment for advanced education. : E !
RN v '
4. The folishment ef many missionary schools by various

f denominational authorities throughout Iran (Wilber,

Theré%dredbby the begiuning of the modern period in the

history of Iran (1921), the educatlonal system already had numerous

.
signs of Western culture, especially French culture. In addition to
the centralization of thgméducational System, modern Iranian education

-

is an imitation and duplication of the French model, having three °

levels*-elementary, secondary, and higher education. Some Irqnlans,

like Armajani (19:

), were dlssatlsfled with and highly critical of

the French modely

28
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' It is unfortunate that we did not show discrimination in the
choice of our model. 1In my opinion one of the most disastrous
decisions in our modern history has been the adopting of the
French system of ucation. This system has” accentua'ted our
tendency toward erged individualism and the almost utter dis-
regard of the social good. . . . The unfortunate Outcome is that
our children, like the French, walk to school as individuals,
recite in class as individuals, and come home as individuals;
and there is hardly anything in the curriculum to show them that -

there are others around. . . . There is nothing. in our education
to teach us. the  art of cooperation which*is the essence of
democracy (p. 4). \\\

Perhaps the chief benefit of contact *with ‘the West is that,

in the long history of Iran, a long range plan for education was

&

designed and executed in 1921. Following the Westernization of the

educational system} p%ogress started toward the establishment of .-

higher education institutions, long before the other two levels. ,

The reason could be found in the personnel needs of the government  °

o
. for many new positions created in its progressive modernization plans.

Furthermore, there was an urgent consideration for restructuring and

modernizing the Iranian Army.

The Origin of Universities

The university tradition in Iran can Bg traced back to the
sixth century.

The university tradition has always been strong in Iran. As
&arly as the sixth century, Kjosro Nushirwan, the just (the
T illustrious king of the Sassanian Empire), founded a university
for philosophy and medicine of Jundi-Shahpur in the Persian
provipce of Khdzistan. . + . It was at this university that Greek
-philosophers, expelled from their native land by the intolerance
- of the Emperor Justinian, found a havéﬁ‘of refuge (Iran Today,
1958, p. 38). ‘

It was this university which trained so many scholars from India,

’”Greece and Arabia. Thus, Nakosteen (1964) pointed out that, "It was
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perhaps through Persia that the Greeks had learned their. first lessons
in science ;nd philosophy (p. 20)." As the first university in the

Persian Empire, Jundi—éﬁahpur enjoyed high prestige and popular supéort
not only from the state but also from Iran's neighbors. Jundi—Shahppr

L .
university survived the Arab's attack and codntinued its excellent

~

performance in attracting scholars and collecting books from the

intellectual centres of the world. Translation of these books'into

I3
/

Arabic was one of the most important functions of this universitQ&

~

Later, it became a medical centre and centuries later a model for

establishingfmany medical centres in the Pmpire of Islam. As a

consequence of the pénipg of other colleges and centres of learning,

like Nazamieh Baghdad, (military school of Baghdaﬁa, Jundi-Shahpur

lost its status and academic prestige, and after 500 ydars of
contribution to Iran and knowledge of the world it ‘disappeared in
the writings of historians. / w3 ‘ 7

Between the fall of Jundi-Shahpur university in the eleventh

P

century and the establishment of the first ‘modern college’in‘f;;;\\x

in 1851, through state initiative a number of institutions and

colleges were founded. e,

In ancient Persia . . . higher learning was encouraged, and.
.those educated were drafted to serve Q§ admlnlstrators, states-
men, an& advisérs to those who ruled.” Almost every dynasty
sponsored some institution of higher learning and brought
‘together the most eminent poets and scholars of the empire <
(Smlth and others, 1971, p. 165). :

Nazam-Al-Molk, who was Prime Minister for the Seljug sultans--one of
. v

Iranian dynasties--opened the first military school in Baghdad .in

1041. Like Jundi-Shahpur which was a model for other medical centres

v))/’
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in the Islamic Empire,~many institutions emerged on the basis of the
foundation of the Baghdad Military School, such’as: Naishpur Military

School, Ray Military School, Bassreh Military School, Isfahan Military

\!
-

School, and four more which were located in various parts of the
Empire (Sadeghy, 1972). 1In addition to these military schools,
. ¢
denominational colleges sprang up all over the Eastern Islamic
countries. More than 24 of these colleges were founded in Iran
v L de o .

(Nakosteen, 1964). Despite their wea%nesses, these colleges provided
a kind of uniform function and standardized schooling. 1In addition,

by educating the peop%g through facilities of these colleges,

Nazam-Al-Molk succeeded in fostering the modernization of Iran on

-one hand and in prdtecting Iran on the other hand from hostile

’

invaders. Nevertheless, these colleges--military and denomimational--
were political as well as educaEional; later they placed ificreasing

emphasis on, their functions as institutions for the study of religion.

~

Modernization  of Higher Education .* N .
i ‘{,‘ . ;"/

From 1810 systematic efforts wére made\§owérd modernization of
. - - Y

Iranian higher education. The first‘gfopp ofus;udents left Iran for
England in 1810 to study meéicine. Five students were chosen as the
second group'and left fo} England -in 1818 to study science, and

another group of five was sent to France in 1844. It was, only in

-

1861 that a larger group of graduates from Dar<Al-Fanun University
were considered for ‘studying in France (Arasteh,‘l963a).

Meanwhile, the bpening of French and American missionary

schools and colleges inéreased the impact of Western educational

s

31
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influence. Gradually in addition to French and American missionary

schools and colleges, British& German, and Russian missionaires

-

=

opened their own schools. As the missionary schools expanded both

\

in number and‘enrollment, the foreign influence spread not only in

3

Iranian educational systems but in the social and politipﬁl system
' \

of the country as well. 1In ordér to bring these widespread efforts

under more control, "Beginning in 1935, all foreign schools ‘é

~
~

closed by the pfocesé pf forbidding their attendance by Iranians . . .
(Groseclosd, 1947, ,pt 4)."

- During the nineteenth century the country began to adopt
 Western-style curricula and teaching methods, but at first
only in®the field of higher education. The governm$nt's need
for trained high-level administrélors, officials, and military
officers led to the founding in 1851 of Dar-Al-Funun, a poly-
technic college staffed largely by Austrian professors (Smith
and others, 1971, p. 165). .

Although Dar—Al;thun emerged as an imitation of the French university
model; Austrian érofeésorgiwere hired as faculty. fhis probably
resulted because of po;itical manoeuvres and pressures behind the
scene from cbﬁpeting’Europea%”éountf?es. In any event, Dar-Al-Funun

university opened its}doors to its first 30 students in 18512§ Within

a few years 105 students were enrolled in the following fields:

Axéiller§, Infantry, and Cavalry ‘ 61

Engineeri Mining 12

Medicine ) ,/A> - 20 ' ~

Chemistry' and Pharmacy N 7 ‘
. . . s N \ .

Mlnerélogy \ 5

o ’ : _ Total 105
(Arasteh, 1963b, p. 328). '

In 1880 the Faculty of Mediciné was separated from the university,

- and gradually Dar-Ad-Funun evolved into a modern high school which

~
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is still in operation in Tehran.

-

Between the time of the foundation of Dar-Al-Funun and the
Universiiy of Tehran, the same philosophy which led to the foundat}on'
of Dar-Al-Funun forced other Iranian ministries to establish their
own colleges. Thus, in 1884 and 1886 two Military Colieges were
founded }n Tehran and Isfahan, respectively. These efforts were
céntinued during the early twentieth century:

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs opened its School of Political
Science in 1901; the Ministry of Economy, its College of Agricul- .
ture in 1902; the Ministry of Education, its School of Fine Arts
in 1911 and its Boy's Normal School in 1918; and the Ministry of
Justice, its School of Law in 1921. Other ministries and govern-
ment agencies, such as the Ministry of Posts, Telephones and
Telegraphs and the National Bank of Iran (Bank Melli Iran), .
established semiprofessional institutes for the technical A
training of their employees (Smith and othens, 1971, p. 165).

The opening of Tehran University in 1934 through unification
A )

of the Teachers' College, the Med%%al'School, the School of Law and

Political Sciencé; and the Techhical School, formed a foundation

for a permanent modernized system of'h&gffi-siffig}éé (Haas, 1946).

In the academic year 196§—i§;: there were 60 public and 13 private .
colleges operating in Iran (Ministry of Science and Higher E@ucation,
1970). 1In addition, there were eight universities, three of them

located in Tehrép. In general, Iranian universities can be’div}ded

into two cgiegoriesir ﬁublic and semi-public or privaté; The main
difference between public'ana private universities is not thé nature

¢

of financial support, since all of the Iranian universities are funded

Qe .

by the government, but the nature of employment of their personnel.

The former's employees are’government civil servants, while the,,

13
. .
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latter's employees are subject to private contracts. ﬁf“

SUMMARY

[0}
During the course of history, the educational system of Iran
&

has been influenced by three main cultural forces: Ancient, Islamic,
and Western.r\Eéucation in the Ancient culture was based on Zoroastriqn
emphasis on learning and Alexander's Hellenistic philosophy of | ,//
scholastic work. Jundi-Shahpur, the first institute of higher

learning in Iran, was founded in th‘.\ferlod With the introduction

of Islamic culture in the seventh century, a number of military as

_ well as denomlnatlonal colleges were established. Some of these N

~

colleges were still in Operatioh when thé first interaction betweaen
Iran and the West was 1n1t1ated in the ear)y 51xteeuth century. In
the seveuteenth century, the prlmarlly polltlcal contacts were expandeqd
to the areas of cultural and soc1al lnteractlons

During the same period, the tirst North American colleges

were founded on European models in general and on Oxford and Cambridge

in partlcular. Among many reasons, the rellgldus, cultural, and

-

. phy51cal factors of the day set the stage for the rapid expansion of

hlgher learnlng institutions; by the time of the Civil War, there
were 161 permanent“colleges and 21 state universities.

The second half or the nineteenthfcentury was marked by the
rapid expan31on of the university systeu 1n North Amerlca, whereas
the frrst modern Iranlan college, based on the Frepch model,‘was

not established until 1851. Apart from this college, uhich has never
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attained the status of a university, the rlse of other colleges was

limited to scattered efforts by various government mlnlstrles whlch

N
N,
>

Opened their own colleges. In 1934 the flrst modern Iranian university
[ o ) N
emerged and the foundatlon for a permanent system of higher education .

was establlshed At present there are less than lOO Iranian instltutes
of higher learning 1nclud1ng the elght unlversltles.'

In North Amerlca, however, through natlonal government 1n1t1a—
tives and the influence of German unreerslty phllosophy in combination
with the lncreased popularlty of democratic 1deals, the expansionFOf
the universities was encouraged. Furthermofe, un1Vers1t? development
after the Second World War - was accelerated to the point where at present
there are more than 3000 institutions of higher education.in‘North

America including 500 universities, Although the rate of growth has

decreased significantly in recent years, North American universities




CHAPTER III

UNIVERSITY GOALS IN NORTH AMERICA

AND IRAN

The simple college'which had teaching as its main function

»

has changed radically, and today's university assumes diversified
L He ' 7

W

sets of goals. ln fact, an’ amblgu1ty of purpose is one of the major
characterlstlcs of the present unlver51ty and 1s sometlmes used as

the basis' for dlstlngulshlngylt from other social organlzatloqs.

Durlng the course ‘of development, ‘many societal factors have influenced
the formation and 1mplementat10n of unlver51ty alms Thls chapter
ltraces the evolutlon of goals in the history of North Amerlcan and
Iranlan universities and dlscusses some of the major soc1al and

\ cultural factors which have shifted the emphasis on these goals
L B o i

Furthermore, the present functlonsuﬂ//the unlverslty in. both cultures

"and the’ future trends in the. North Amerlcan campuses are rev1ewed

o

| oiz'GANIZATIoN t;OALs_" - . ﬁ

3

‘. Organlzatlons play such an- 1mportant role in our world that

Et21on1 (1964) states._
: Our soc1ety is an organlzatlonal SOClety. We are born in
organlzatlons, educated by organlzatlons, .and most of us spend
much of our lives worklng for organizations.- We. spend much of
our leisure time paying, playlng and praying in organizations.
‘Most of us will die in an organization, agd when the time comes
“for burial, the largest organlzatlon of all--the state--must
A\ grant official permission (p. lQ : :
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Because organ Yions are so important, it is reaiistic to assume
that if people get together to establish a social organization, they
probably expect it to perform a funcfion. Perhaps it is not so much
out of a sense Qf togétherness or belongingness that people join
ofganizations, but to do something; that is,.ﬁo achieve a major goal.
Togetﬁérness and belongingness are secondary considerations in most
o;ganizatiéns.

Although an organization serves a number of functions, it is»:
also true thet there is always one recognized andrdominant goal which .
gives the organization its character. -Thué, anvarmy is built around
the ideas ef defense "and attack; hospitals cure pat?ents;.business
‘ organizatioee make proéit; labbur union51pretect labour frem nisuse
by management; and ﬁrieon is a punishment centre which keeps outlaws -
away from the rest of society. The presence of a dominant goal is = _
no denlal of the fact that armies can haﬁé educatlonal functlonslas'
have the "illiteracy corps" in Iran;phdép;tals train medical students;
labour unions perform recréetional as weliias educhtiohal functipns;

and prisons attempt to rehabilitate prispners. As organizations

grow and expand, other functions and goals tend to be added, sometimes
[ .

[3

to the point where the original goal is replaced; however, it is
alweys‘one or a few goals;whicp chgfacterize their uniquéﬂess (Jenkst
and Riesman, 1968). So much so thaf the name of anrorganization
automaticélly sugéestsregme unique goal(s) in the minds }f people.
Universities as social oréaﬁizatioﬁs are no exception. They

have been built around the idea that knowledge is good. So, their



unigque goal relates to knowledge, specifically the transmission of
knowledgé (teacﬁing) ;nd advancement of knowledge (researéh). During
the course of univerSity/development other fﬁnctions were added,
such as the apélication of knowledge (di;;ct service) to the cbmmuﬁity
and a long list of others. Therefore, pragmafically it is logical
for the diécussion‘;f university goals to start with what are commonly
"identified as their main functions: teaching, research and service.
Modern universities are large ;nd complex organizations, and
any discussion of their goals must alsoftake into consideration their
major consﬁituencie§, becaus; individual participants might have
different goals and different priorities in goal setting. . To say

that teaching, research and service are the main functions of
: N

universities is not enough since it leads to questions such as those
which Gross and Gramsbch (1968) raised: "teaching what, doing

research on what," providing service for whom, "to what extent, and

for how long? (p. 3)." They believe that for analyzing university

_ goals, not only must one ask participants within 'the university what

- '

they perceive the actual goals of the university to be and what they
should be, but other activities which normally have been labeled

"maintenance activites" spould also be considered as goals.  Naturally,

since the perception of individual participants-about university goals~

is not necés arily alike, goal %etting-and goal analysié;beCOme

problematic.

In the light of ‘the preceding discussion and for .the purpose-

of the present study, *in terms of university goals, a combination of
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both approaches of Bureaucratic (Weber, 1964; Stroup, 1966) and
SYsteﬁ Theory (Parsons, 1960) in contrast to Action Theory (éilverman,
1970; Pannu, 1973) was used. The main difference between these two
)appro;ches is that the Bureaucratic and System Theory tends to take
organizationa} goals as given, while the Action Theory tends to view,
organiéational goals as-problematic and subject to hhe pefception of

the individual purticipant.

UNIVERSITY GOALS IN NORTH AMERICA
>

- v

.
The North American colleges were founded on the assumption

that they would meet the spiritual needs of the new land. The college

7

"nnvement before 1861 in North Amerlca can be Ldentlf\fd with the rise

:iahd growth of religious denomlnatlons, and therefore,ythelr goals

<

reflected the interests and motives of a religious <{~ he ploneerlng

groups who settled in North Amerlca brought with them thle_cultural ¢

g
heritage of England This culture had, from the beglnnlng, consisted

of varlous religious dogmas. and beliefs. . Since the founders of the

colonial colleges were the holders of these religious dogmas and

39

beliefs, it was natural that the North American colleges became primarily .

-

concerned with the preservation aﬁd transmission of a religious culture

for the tralnlng of the leaders of the church (Brubacher and Rudy,

1968) . However, it should be recognlzed that the development of
) Ca
various denominations in the period before the Civil. War not only

represented a diversified religious orientation, but, it also showed

the varying economic, social and racial differences between the North

-
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American people./‘%he denominational colleges served both as the
preserver of religious culture on one hand and as a centre for various
cultural patterns on the other hand XWright, 1955).

Religious Emphasis ’ ) ‘ﬁ%

!

From the beginning the need for an educated ministry was

recognized by various denominations, and to meet this need their

colleges expanded. It is not surprising, therefore, to learn that

-those colleges founded for purposes other tharn those associated with

religion failed to survive. In the words of Tewksbury (1932): "In
- .

the founding of denominational\colleges in America, the pPrimary purpose

in most cases was that of providipg_the churches on the frontier with

a successioh of learned and devote&ﬁ;ihisters of the gospel (p. 78).

In the seventeenth century aboet half of the graduates of Harvarad

entered the ministry. Bﬁt, gradually, the proportion of graduates

who entered careers outside the ministry increased (Morison, 1935). fg*f
In addltlon to the goal of tralnlng rellglous leaders for

various denomlnatlons. North American colleges were also involved

in the <¢raining of yohth for proper behavior. Samuel.Morison (1936)

-

pointed out that, "the ZEmerican colleges were by no means egalitarian;

o

they gave ample recognition to social éistinctions (p. 452)." Yet
North‘American institutions never had the rigid distinctioq between

gentlemen and common people as their antecedents, Oxford and Cambrldge.

Nevertheless, collegés were hlghly engaged in tralnlng the students

in good manners and fine behavior which derived frqm religious

'moréliStic principies. It must also be recognized that other general
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\aiﬁs such as the training of citizens, the pursuit of prectical

minded students, the advancement of knowledge, and the promotion of

state interests, existed in the colleges fouﬁded before 1861, even .
, o

though sthese had a secondary position.

On the whole, fhe prime function of the universities before
the Civil War was teaching. The general structpre oﬁ colleges and
universities weevorganized around instruction, whieh even today is
oObservable in academic institutipns. James Perkins (1973) pointed out
that the main structure of the universities before the nineteenth

-~

century, "in order to deal with a body of expanding knowledge, were

. e
ARG . ¢

a fixed meeting'piace, close connbctionsﬂnﬁween master and scholar,
independence from churcﬁ end state, and a minimal administrative
apparatus ehat could support these needs (p. 65." .

After acceptance of the principle of the seperation of chufch
and state, the unitary aim of the colleges in the period.before the
Civil War which was characteristicelly réligious-oriented in principle,
gradual;y disappeared and more and mdre newer educational ideas became
firmly eeféblished. Within the universities the status of different
subjeEts was regarded as-equal. Universitieskbecame'so diverSif%ed
that‘nene of them coula.really be identified with any one %cademic
philosophy.' Laurence Veyéey (1965) etated that except for a few
ipstitutions such as Yale, Princetoe and Johns Hopgins, "on the usﬁal
campus could be-f?und pockets of excitement over'research, islands
of devotion to cgltgre,‘and segments of adherence to the aims of

vocational service--all existingCEOgether (p. 58)." Even when

'



Ye stable, the identification of one university

. ademic goal was subject to its administrative

ft matter.

universitied
existed long]

gutside the acH

and expansive planters (Handlin and Handlin, 1970).

o

claims for use

practice.” Ar

B

4?ore»1861h

tdemic community;

2SS were more

ts of utility

. the goals of the faculty were as diversified as

{pporters of utilitarian approach for colleges and

;ﬁo were against the prevailing educational goals had

Their voices were almost entirely from

they were mostly farmers, merchants
Although the
in terms of tokenism than dctual

and service to the state remalned

and gained hlgh rq?ognltlon after the Civil War (Thwing, 1906)

After»the Civil w§%:>cplleges and universities moved rapidly

in the direction of utilitarian reform as more and more of-the

utilitarian advocates occupied the presidencies of}colleges and

) un1vers1t1es and faculty support accelerated the moveTent

The

assumptlon was that life outside the campus was-more real than that

inside.

The 'university years werexCOnsidered as a part of the

outside life and universities were regarded as*a work-shop (Jordan,

-1903).

~ .8

and reality perspectives:

e§§nessed as the equality of all fields of learning,

i
normal practice.

-

———

democracy and vocational goals.

Two concepts were 1ntroduced by the emergence of the utilitarian

Democracy,

came to be a

To s%ggort the democratic approach, Wheeler (1901)

" 42



-

43

pointed out that: SO

A unlversrty is a place that rightfully knows no aristocracy
as between studles, no aristocracy as between scientific truths,
and no érlst0cracy as between persons. All that can make one
man's study better than another's will be the devotion and clear-
headedness with which he pursues it. All that can make one
doctrine nobler than another will be its deeper reach toward a
solid foundation in those eternal verities on which the world -
stands. . . . All that can make one student better than others
is-clearness of soul, clearness of purpose, clearness of thought,
and clearness of life (p. 2).

The second trend was toward an emphasis on vocational goals as North
American industries expanded and were faced with increasing demands
for skilled manpower. Furthermore, the Federal Government in the

United States, through the.Mo}Fill Act ,of 1862 and 1890 provided an
. I ,
ample opportunity for establishment of Lénd—Grént universities, which

L

fostered the idea of utility. The utilitarian approach with its

offspring effects became so eminent é; the turn of the century that

James (1905) defined the university as\fa great.qivil service academy,
: |
preparing the young men and women of the\gtate for: the 01v1l serv1ce

N

of the state, the country, the mun1c1pa11tyxﬁand the township (p. 625).
The "Wisconsin idea," so important anpd famousx@n the gvolution of
American universities is an extréme reflection bf the utiiitarian

approach which defined the unlver51ty as a part of the state.

By the turn of the century the advocates of utllltarlan goals
for colleges and uniVErsities sought@%o up-date their definition of

utility. As a result, the concept of "efficiency" was introduced
\

into the literature of hlgher education (Draper, 1907) ., Through a
union of the sc1ent1f1c and the practlcal goals, efficiency became
7 : '

the prime value of universities. Contrary to the early emphasis on

Py
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\ . ;:;v,_
individuali$m in the use of utility,<mofe gnd more gfoup work and
cooperation came to be regarded as the major ideal in North American
universities. Utility, however, after the turn of the century was
merged with research as one of the major goals ,of the North American
universities.

In general, before 1870 the purpose of colleges and univer-

sities was quite ambiguous. Universiti®% were found for various

o

reasons and sometimes differed with respect to resources, faculty,

religious orientation, regional qharacteristics, and relationships Eo
° [ 4

the government. Behind the explicit purposes of colleges and univer-

sities, they were also quite strongly involved in ‘training some youth
' |
for life in a dynamic and rapidly growing indust¥ialized environment

which characterized the North American society of those days (Rudolph,
_ : v
1962). . .

A

Scholarship
o Q) : . _
Scholarsﬁip\ghs/aiggygﬂbeen a function of the university.

Closely related to.}ts teaching goéiéand to pure résé;tch, scholarship
! ¥ . R
Af ) o ‘-'
has been, at least since the end of the nineteenth centqt
: : - ’ W( .
feature of the academic ideal. The introduction of German in"wvation,

a . “

Xp the malq

in terms of knowledge for its own sake, {eremphasized the notion of

143

pure research as one of the most important functions of universities.

AY " .
Pure research was fostered by Americans returning from @ermany and

al;o by the establishment of Johns Hopkins University in 1876

(Hofstadter -and Hardy, 1952).

The'idealrof Lehrfreiheit and Wissenschaft as the main aims
LY .
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© ®
of German academic life were important to North Americans. However,

either North Americans misunderstood the German conception of the

- K]

idealJuniversity or they deliberately redefined these principles as

to be applicable to their environment. It took more than two decades

IS

for practicél:minded North Americans, especially in the United

: < . . - . .
States, to combine the Gérman ideal withsutility in universities.

%

As the guardian of Culture, universities faced difficulty in accepting
.scientific research.“ The idea that knowledge can best be pursued

through the use of reason and experiment« put too much pressure on

.

scholarship. The amateur nature of scholarshfb was to be replaced

by the pPrinciple of specialization and by technical skills and

~

detailed examination of every subject.

In 1870 scientific research held very low importance in the

North American universities. Even after the opening of Johns Hopkins
University, it took se' -~-al years for universities to recognize
research as one of- their mainigoéls. Research for the first time

oc¢upied its relative important place in academic organizations in

'

1890 (Ben-David and Zloczower, 1962). ~By the turn of the century it
. ) N ) 2 . .
was possible to identify research as a firmly established function

¢

) |
of North American universities. Nevertheless, it should be noted

that research was only one. concern of universities, and it would be
L]
a mistake to assume that research was emphasized over other functions:-

s

of the University.~ It seems, however, that competition, among
LY

teaching, utility, and researé‘\was quite strong within the individual

university. Laurence Veysey (1965) pointed out:

~



basic changes in the nature of American,higher‘educationl Res-
ponsibility for the first change, a tendency toward ever increasing
specialization of knowledge, it shared with the movement toward
productivity. The second, the liberation of intellect for its

own sake, resulted more exclusively from the climate of abstract
investigation, although, intellect was eventually to owe a certain
degree of its increasing acceptance to advocates of Iiberal
culture (p. 142).

Useful Scholarshig

.Research came to be Aﬂericanized in principle and géefui
research, in terms of its practicality in life, led to the emergence %
of specialized units and departments Qithin the'unive;sities. On
the one hand independent graduate schools emeréed at a rélatiGéi;;
rapid pace, and on the other hand a Gérman-type structure was adde@

to the existing English undergraduate colleges (Storr, 1953). Thus,

became quite popular as universities followed €he trend. The appearance
of g;aduafe and various profe;sional schools and the multiplication of
universities also mgde the process of education, against its loose
arrangemenf of earlier times, more formalized.

The organizational structure of North Americantuniversities '/?
faced difficulsy in'accebting research as a new mission. While the
new goal needed different Kinds of §tructure,‘it was assumed that
just like scholariy effort, which was the.pursuit of indi?idual
faculties, the new function could be handled primarilvaith éhe old
structure; that is, a teaching structure. By. the end of the nineteenth .
‘century, it was realized that research was an end in itself And did

not have much impact on -teaching. Even today there are thoée who
. - e

N .

\\ | 5
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American university presents numerous problems.

47

believe that teaching and research are so highly intercennected that
the organizational structure of teaching should accommodate the
research function of universities as well (Wolff, 1969).

On the other hand, Perkins (1973) argues that the missions
~ . -

of teaching and research are different; that is:

In research, ideas become more important than the people,
the laboratory and the library more important than the faculty
meetiﬁg, and external funding more important than the internal
budget allocation. The judgment of peers in one's field of
specialization, rather than the progress of the students, becomes
- the critical measure of performance (p. 7): .

As the sigze and cost of the libraries and laboratories grew, centralized

management became inevitable. 1In addition, the demands of industry

and the interests of government made research into a growing enter-
o ’

- Prise with increasing dimensions. So much so that new structures

outside the formal universitxgstructure grew in thé form of institutes,
. :

agencies, and councils. Even today the attempt to make provisions

for Both_effectiva teaching and productive research in the North

Y

&
Liberal Culture

The critics of utilitarian education!‘bf scientific résearch,
and Qf ﬁarrow specialization finally introduced the concept of
"liberal culture," as the fourth'aimbof the North American colleges

) <
and universities (Veysey, 1965). Although the ifiea of "liberal
culture" was an old one, the movement“§tarted~late in the nineteenth

century and, by the early years of the twentieth century, its supporters

succeeded in placing it side by side with other mainvgoals of academic
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sities became wide-spread (Koos and Grawford, 1921). The role of the
university as custodian of culture became popular. Religion was
replaced by culture whigh  gained the status of the pPrime guidance
for thought. "The cultural citizen in command of scientific methods,
was the cry of the tlme (Tappan, 1951, p. 58). Unlvers1t1es were
expected to resist materialism and the business spirit- and to produce
educ;ted leaders Who could guide society .. Therefore, training engineers,
lawyers, or architects was ‘a secondary function, unless the training "
1ncludedrmaster1ng intellectual and moral aspirations.

The role of universities as custodians of culture had ios own .

critics. Many North Americans viewed the unlver31ty as the supporter

of gentility which was Somethlng unreal for the people. The Opposition

with the social context of North America (Veblen, 1957). Furthermore,

the concept of culture asg the ideal of the unlver51ty was contrary

to the tradition of utlllty and usefulness, Colleges and universities, -
to be able to survive, had made a oase for utility. ' of course, this

is not by any means to say that oﬁiveréifies had completely abandoned

their role as custodlan ‘of culture. On the Contrary, even after

universities shifted thelr emphasis from culture to practical usefulness

5
.
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they still were highly engaged in training youth for leadership in

[

the service of society.

From the time that colleges and universitjes began to emerge
as institutions for higher learning in North America, their mission
hag been service to society. By preparing individuyal studentS(for
Specific Skills or professions, universities have sefved their
€nvironment ever since they were founded. As sdon as 4 professional
skill was aeceptedein the uniVerSity, it was Converted into a body
of teaching and scholqrship- This practice was regardeq as the

. 4
. indirect service of the university to society.

Agriculture was the flrst major industry inp Amerlcan dociety
which received the direct Serv1ces of the uanGrSlty Some writers,
like Nisbet (1971), argue that even the agrlCUltural asslstance that
State uﬁiversitiee prov1ded Was through Agricultural Exten51on. which
Wwas sharply distinct fyom the department of agricultural science in
the unlveg%ltles that is, it was an indirect Seerce. -It is probably
safe to assume that by t . ﬁéginning‘of the Second World war univer-
Sities were engaged, ;t an aCCelerating‘péce, in prov1d1ng more and
More direct services to North American society. This happened mOStlY
because, through research grants, an immense amount of money}poured
into the UﬁiVersities,‘eséecially when the federai government and
industries began to search for _Solutions to war-time pProblems through
the UanerSltles The result was 51gn1f1cant €nough to make univer-
sitieg up to the present tlme”the "service stetlon" of soeiety; So

o
o

19
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N e
much SO that Nisbet (1971) made this comment:
i ¢
Few things, however, are more spectacular about the contemporary

American university than its plunge into direct servite to society;
to agriculture, business, government--local, state and federal--
social welfare, environmental control, middle-class leisure needs,
and most recently, the whole,. infinitely delicate and mine-strewn

field of ethnic uplift-—from-Har;em across the codq}ry to Watts
(p..129). . ’

o

Nevertheless, by the addition of the direct service function

to the existing functions of the uhiversity, its organizational

structure proved to be a serjous hanqiyap.’ If the tradifional.
structure was 1arg;Ly dnsuiteé'tg the Yesearch function, it was almost
complgtaly irrelevant to the néw goal. James Perkins (1973) pointed.
out that.universitiés were faced ;ith two probleﬁsifhen éhey assumed
mé;é direct seiviéé to the socigty. '?irst;ithe decéntrélized structure
of thé univefSity was ihadequate§to ﬁéet thé needs of fﬁe new function,
éiven éhe fact théﬁ the service géal ;f the uniﬁeréity requires thev“
commitmerit of the whole'institution., Seconaly;;universities cannot |,

provide direct service to society and enjoy their autonomy, at the )

same time.  Further, to illustrate this po{nt Perkins argues that:

, With respect to the teaching process, society has come to
-accept the idea that it should provide funds but permit’Ehﬁy’””‘
university to determine how those funds are used. In genéral,
the same is true of the public's attitude -toward research. In
both cases, the public does not feeil confident to, pass judgment,

not only-because the content’is beyond its capacity but also
because measurements of success.are so difficult to establish.
But with respect to public service, measurable, practical results
are expected (p. 11). : - ‘

* By accepting ‘the assumption of.direct service to the society, C .

universities have opened a new relationship with their environment

4

which requires different structures from those existing for teaching

kd

and research. : . a
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Since the turn of the century very few innovative ideas have
been introduced into universities and the structural pattern of the

* North American universities assumed, with a few exceptions, its

Y

recent form. The merging of goals rather than introduction of new
aims came to be the central issue. Laurence Veysey (1965) wrote:

As the structure of the American university rapidly took
shape, the ' several ideas of academic purpose tended to lose their
distinct outlines. They became lazier, and rhetoric slid more
easily from one of them to another without the speakers' being
conscious of uncongruity. As time passed no new ideas arose,
clean-cut, to challenge the claims of the old ones; instead,
such "newness" as .there was toward 1910 came from the cross-
fertilization of previous philosophies. (p. 342).

The shifting orientation of universities from traditional religion to

ko4

scientific knowledge, which began early in the twentieth century,
was based upon” faith in the ability of universities to combine the
socializing function with scholarship. By 1930,_aé this belief

declined mainly because of changes in the society, universities were

no longer in a,posit;on to assume their role as an agency'for spcia}—
ization of students.(Handlin and Handlin, 1970).

.Unifi%ationrand reéonciliation of culture, utility, teaching,
and research was the inevitable consequence.of a long perigd of debates

over academicfgoals\ Recently, instead of fbrcing these goals to the

extremes, univérsities started to look at tHeﬂinterrelationships among

A
H

all of them. The function and goals of North American universities

in the twentieth century are so diversified that any discussion of

academic aims of the entire university m would be impossible,
AN .

-ekcept in abstract statements of teaching, reSeafch,and service. 1In
general, thé North American university became an agency for social
s ) ) : ‘”’_\

El



change; it became a unique academic institution in the world in which

all kinds of ambitions could find a place. Diversified and diffused

Y t

goals are the normal organizational characteristic of the twentieth-
century North American Qniversity. They produce scholarly fesearch,
high quality teaching, and more difect services to their internal
constituencies and to the society at large.

‘After 1930 the rqpid expansién of uqiversitie? combined with

. . ) 3 -,
an increasing rate of enrollment, the accelerated pace of industrial-

ization, the growing rate of economic rlchness, and the tremendoué '
‘changes in the moral and ‘social behavior of the soc1ety, ténded to
widen the gap between academic and social reality. There were
growing nﬁ%bers of youth who had no important fﬁnction other than
attending col;eges and universities on one.hand; on the other hand,
universities increasingly became staffed with-faculty who were
primarily concerned with specialization. ihstead of being the
‘custodians of general culture, universities became guardians of

Segments of all kinds of Specialized knowledge.(President's Commiésion,

1, 1947).

-

\ . ¢
The present North American university is as complex as its

’environment; it is a "lérge scale academic ente:pfise;" which serves
a variety of pﬁrposes (Ben~David and Zloczower, 1962). Uﬁlike most
other organlzatlons in soclety, the statement of goals,k and purposes
- of the unlvers1ty is so vacuously descrlbed that it can prov1de only

a general gu1de11ne for its act1v1t1es and leaves the detailed

functlops to be stated by its internal constituencies. Consequently,

52
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one can find in the unive;sity ggtélog a séries of general statements,
such as: "to devéioprthe individual," "to develop the well—réunded
man," or “to giQe stud?nts the greatest possible opportunity to develop
their individual capacities." John Corson (1973) argues that the

¢ v
reason for_this generality is, first, the existence of many approaches
for discovery ang instruction of knowledge. Secondly, as éhe goals
and interests of individual members, Qithin and outside of the
university, are t6 some extent varied, onl§ a general st;temenf of

v

aims can be acceptable.to all factions.

Socialization ang Direct Service

The period after theVSecond World War has been identified asg
the beginning of confusion about goals and shift in direction of North
American universities (Sanford, 1970; Nisbet, 1971; Barzun, 1968) .
After the war, the federal government, began to offer contractual
research directly to the individual faculty member. Thus, faculty
found outside sources of financial support, applied research and
direct service gained status, and as a result, teaching occupied a
' secondary position. Indeed, Brown and Mayhew's (l965f observation ~
is probably éorrect. The wrote:

Research<gnd scholarshiprare the primary emphases of the -
university, and productivity in these areas is the essential
criterion for faculty appointment and advancement. Although
no university president would claim that teaching is unimportant,
actual practice relegates teaching to a secondary role. .Generally

. the assumptiodn is made quite explicit: no one can be an effective
. college teacher who is not a productive scholar. Instruction

becomes, in essence, one additional means by which scholars publish
the results of their investigations (p. 32).

(N
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L}

But if teaching moved to a secondary position in universities, the
service function gained'amplé status. Gradually university involvement
in solving Eociety's.problem was replaced by a notion that the
university is actually capable of taking direct action in societal
change. The increased demands of government, business, industry, and
pgblic at large from outside and ghe eagerness of faculty and adminis-
trators froﬁ inside tb ignore the outcry of studént;, forced the

university toward its present characteristics as azdifficult to define,

huge and complex social organization.
’ )

Present Ambiguity

14

ﬁespite the vagueness of rpose, it seems the prqunt North

American universitie Ye engaged in performing three basic functions:

"The acquisition of knowledge," which "is the mission of research;

the transmission of knowledge," or "the mission of teaching; and. %

, 8.
the application of knowledge," that "is the mission of public service
(Perkins, 1966, p.10).": It is important&to note that, in the course

of university development, all three aims have not been'given equal

importance and emphasis, rather ong or the other has usually gained .

more attention than the other two. For example, North American ' T

universities started with the British tradition of undergraduate
\instructibn, iéter adéed theAGerman concern for research, énd then
combined both with a native born ideal of serzice to sociefy. Today,
as Kérr (15635'pointed out: -

Newman's "Idea of a Ur{iv‘ers.;ity’i stAll has its devotees--

chiefly the bigmanists and the generalists and the undergraduates.
! e.of a Modern University" still has its supporters--

Flexner's ‘|
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chiefly the scientists and the specialists and the graduate
students. The "Idea Sf a Multiversity" has its practitioners—-
chiefly the administrators, who now number many of the faculty
among them,. and the leadership groups in society at large. . . .
These several competing visions of true purpose . ., . cause much
of the malaise in tne university communities of today. The
university is so many things to so many different people that it
must, of necessity be partially at war with itself (p. 8).

The above remarks from Clark Kerr suggest a generai belief

in the literature on university goals and governance. In general, the

A

: ' /
discussion of the goals of universities is perhaps more productive in,

terms of the relative wgight which is attached to teaching, research,
and service by eéch university. Thus, the argument in the literature
centres around the proper role of the university, on the grounds ﬁhat
if &%iveréities rgcogﬁize their place in the society, the definition
of aims and priorities would be much more appropriate.

Several major roies for the North American univeréities can
be identified. fifst, there a?e thése writers who see the main role

of the university as a "research establishment," which necessitates

the greater involvement of the university in assuming responsibility

For solving the technical, vocational, social, and other demands and

' prqblems of societf (Chronister,. 1970). Secogdly, thé'university

is seen as the "microcosm of culture," which emphasizes.thé transmission
of society's cultural heritage and naturally f6Cu§ses on.teaching
(Levitt, 1970; Nisbet; 1971). vThird, the university is regarded as

a training and éonsuitating centre for the government, business, and
industry. This role re-emphasizes the politization 6f the university
(Bloland, 19695. Th¢<f0urth role derives from the notion of the .

g

univerity as being the chief critic of its environment ang a model
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for other sectors of the society (S.E. and Luria, 1970; Case, 1969).
. ‘ b 3

. The university as a direct service agency constitutes the next role,

with the idea that the university is responsible for offering direct
! a

service to its "creator-society" (Chapple, 1969).

i

Beneath all of these views concerning the proper role of the

uéiversity, there is a general agreement that the modern North

American "multiVQrsity" assumes all of these roles at the same time,

o élthough the degree of emphasis is relativeiy different between

/
/
/

various universities. .However, universities increasingly respond to

4, the needs of society. It seems that North American universities, in

[l

i

out:

general, are aeeply involved in solvidg the racial, ethical, moral,

| ,
economic, and political problems, not only of their own society,

but of the world. ’ / =

.

Future Trends ‘ . » R
i ) .

'
\

' .au’
Perhaps it is safe to’ conclude ~that North Amerlcan unlver§*t1es

2.
i «

are more research and serv1¢e oriented an teachlng orlented - of
o

éourse, this by no means denles the fact thdt teachlng has been

eonsidered in writings,éf almost alrlinteresféa individuals to be the
i ~ ’ ’ . ) ,
one mission inseparable from university. | Yet, as Orlans (1963) pointed

’

. -
A Brooklngs Institute survey of over 3, OOO faculty members _-

showed that .in colleges as well as universities, small and. large,
1n the humanﬂ~*v )d social sciences as well as the natural

' ' bers at every rank, regardless of how little
ndergraduate teaching, wished to reduce that
1 jhough all groups wished to increase the
time & f- instruction and especiajfly to research

56
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‘Therefore, in relation to the research function of the North
American hniversity, it seems that there are two extreme arguments.”

. ’ ) hg
There are those who believe 1arg?-scale research enterprise should
be/Zemoved from the university én the grounds that it is harmful to

N A4 .

teaching on one hand (Kristol, 1970), and, on the other hand, there
are others who argue that as society moves toward more complexity
and as the technology demands answers to its problems, university
must assume responsibility for responding through large-scale research
(Dobbins and Lee, 1968). Whatevef the pros and cons of fhe argument,
as Orlans (1972) éointed out, large;scale research Qfll gemain in the
universities.

The service function of thé North American university can be
divided into two categories: ‘internal services, mgstly to itudents
and to a leéser degree to faculty, and external services.

With regard to external services of the North American

university, the argument for reducing public services_is based upon

ey A

£ﬁe assumption of the academic comﬁunity as a centre for learning

and scholarship. Since most of these services are not directly related
to'the procesgyg% learning, there is no point for_the'univéréity‘to
pérform them (Goodman, %962). Yet, others likevMayhew (1967) wrote,

"When an institution iq)b?responsive'to the fundamental demands of

*

and needs of its societ%;jit loses™its vitality and becomes irrelevant

(p. 3)." To the extent that large-scale research will remain on

A 3 ! B .
campus, and to the extent that most of the externdl services of the
& : :

universities are highly reseatch—oriented, one could easily assumg

5\



'\fﬁtes\emggggéi structural stagnation of the university has added .

58

that éublic service functions of the university will increase.
The case against the internal services has been made on the
grounds tha§ by reducing these services the administrative responsibilities
of faculty will sufficiently'decreaée to enable them to ;pend more time
on research or teaching (Wilson, 1965). ‘Those who are in favor of these

services claim that the very existehce of these activities and services

.
4

facilitates the process of learning through étudent-faculty interaction
(Fitzgerald, Johnson and Norris, 1970)« 1In general, as students insist
more &and more on being -treated like adults, and as universities assume

less and less the role of in loco parentis, it is likely that the

~

internal services of the university will decr_ase, yet services which

afe related to research will increase.

In addition to all of these viewg; recently Perkins (1973)
pointed out a fourth mission of North American universities, namely,
that of "creating an ideal democratic community (p.-12)." To the
extent that this function is accepted by universities and is highly
related to the gquestion of university governance, dras?ic changés

are required in the universitf structure. ThE'uhderlying assumptions

of the trqgitiondl roles of trustees, administrators, faculgy and.
\) i .
students do not provide the.fundamental ingrediehts, essential for

A

~establishing the new democratic structure. Therefore, as the new

complication to the alfééd?‘éxisting complex affairs of the university.
The-next question is: What was, and is, the role of these major

groups in universities? The next four chapters are devoted to the

-
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discussion of fraditional as well as present roles of the trustees,
faculty,»administrators, and students in the university decision-~

making structure in both North Americe and Iran.

UNIVERSITY GOALS IN IRAN
i i
Universities in Ifan, as elsewhere, did not develop in a

vacuum; instead, a long tradition of culture and social’ factors shaped

Sk ) :
the goals of these institutions. Before the Arab invasion (642 A.D.)

the goal of education, in general, though without any systematic

and organized structure, was two-fold: character building and éhysical
dévelopment. These aims derived primarily from three main Zoroastrian
religious principles: good thoughts, good words, and good deeds
(Fisher, 1968). Therefore, through an alliance-of religion, family,
and state, all you:hs werevsupposed to pursue a common goal expressed
basically in terms of service to the state, family and other members
rpf society. Education was regarded ag such an imbortant factor in
. life that it manifested itself even in every day praying of ;he people:
"Oh, Ahuramazda, endow me with an educated child; a chilé who will
participate within his community; a child who will fulfill his duty
in sogiety; a child who wili strive for the happiness of his family,
his city, and his countfy; an honorable child who may contribute

to others' need (Arasteh, 19623 p. 2)." A child was expected to learﬂ
n§t only to ride aﬁd to shoot tﬁe bow, but, also to undersﬁand the
vélﬁe of truﬁh‘and honesty aqq to differentiate between good and evil.

. 3
In addifiqn, rysical education was regarded as important as mora} and

[

mental educat
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"The dcvelopment of the mind and body were, of course, only a
part of education and socialization. Vocationéﬁ training was also

important (Frye, 1953). Although there is little evidence as to the

ways of vocational trai%ing of youths, it was probahl¥y by apprentico-

ship. Therefore, youths Iearned the importance of’truthfulness, justice,
ty < - »
courage, and picty on one hand, and were trained f & vocation on

the other. Through all this process of education anc socialization,

\
the ultimate aim was to train a loyal and obedient individual for the
state!wsich had a system of social hierarcﬁy based upon seniority
and authority. | . e~
kY . ' Y . .

Islam as Prime Goal

After the Arab invasion (642 A.D.) and the adoption of the

Moslem religion in Iran, education became a matter of learning the

X y -
Qoran in maktab (one room school). The memoriégtion of the Qoran

9
and thce emphasis on moral version of Islamic principle, so close to

the Iranian culture, came to be the aim of the whole‘fabric of

education (Landorg 1903). To a large part, the family and the
i' N

religious communily were still responsible for trafhing and educating

the youth, and the opening of a maktab was supposed to be initiated

by parents. The subjects of the Eurriculum included féading, writing,

learning the Qoran, and classical Iranian texts. Thysical education
N - [ e
was stressed for youth through participatioh in the Zurkhaneh

(House of Strength), yé!pzo a far lesser degree than in the pre-Islamic

\

périod,

9
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were ;interested could coﬁ%fnue clasgical studies’jn Madresseh
(Religious College). Almost all known fields of knowledge could be
found in the Madresseh, such as science, philosophy and mathematics
(Jgckson, 1909): Furthermore, if one wif intere$ted in higher

level education, he could still continue his studies in nezamyeh

at Nishapour, Bagédad, or othe;'citiis. The aim of education in
nezamyehs was more philosophical than religious dogma. The curriculum
consisted of many subjects such as medicine, theology, philosophy,
and mathematics. This diversity of subject matter is noted by Sir
Sykes (1922) when he talks about Omar Kayyam, who "was given the best
education that the age afforded. He was inl vérsed in the Qoran, in
Arabic, Astronomy, and philosophy. . . . His knowledge of medicine
caused him to be called into prescribe whéh the little prince Sanjar
was i1l (p. 300)."

d

Higher education in traditional Iran was only for a few who

were individually interested in learning for the sake of knowledge.

These individuals were dquite familiar with all kinds of knowledge and

as true scholars, learning was their profession (Olmstead, 1959). They

were great teachers too, who attracted students from all over the

world. The goalé of traditional higher learning institutions of Iran,

~

in terms of priority, were based upon schoLgrship and teaching. The
) B ’ r”

original works of individual scholars in' this period (642-1219 A.D.)

are evidence of the scholarly nature of higher education intiraﬂp'.
o - 14

By the time of the attack of the Mongols, the originality

of work was replaced by imitation of great masters (Sadig, 1956).

ES
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The hostility toward aggressive Mongols, and the hopelessness of
developing a culture which was destroyeé by the Mongols, are the
main reasons for this period of Qﬁrkness. A routine and standard
way of teaching prevailed. Creativity was replaced. by obedicnce
which still, to some extent, is a lahdmark of Iraniaﬁ educational
system, even in universittes.

In the period of ruling of Safavid Dyrasty (1502 A.D.) theology

e

occupied an important place'in the curriculum. Religious schools

became important educational centres. They were called Hozeh—ye—ElmieH

bﬂ

(Learner's Centyjes) and were a place highly reputed for theological

{ .
study (Sadig, 1956), so much so that they aroused the interest of the

state in higher education. The financial support. of the state and

the nature of theological studies, in terms of ethical and moral
0
principles, retained scholarship. Here and there, a self-interested

individual devoted himself to scholarship, but there was no systematic

t

effort in training scholars. Instruction was the prime mission of
higher education, and the whole function of teaching was based upon
giving information, any information, regardless of the individual and
as long as itvwas obeyed by students. The function of these institutes

of higher learning was to train young clergymen for a society strongly

.

religious-oriented (Banani, 1961). . ,

-Training Administrators

The early contact of Iran with the West started in the seven-

teenth century. Gradually the French, British, German, American, andi

s
i ]

Russian!miSsionary schools were founded and the influence of the West
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was introduced; however, the need for higher learning institutions
was not recognized until 1828 when Iran was defeated by Russia. The

L o«
power struggle of British, German and Russian govesmaments to exert
their influenée over Iran made the country very sensitive to foreigners
(Sutton, 1941). The lesson which was gained was simple: to avoid ’///

the domination of these’external influences Iran must rely on its own

- ~resources for érutection, even in the field of education. Shortly

a¥ter 1828 the modernization of an undisciplined army became a focus

f interest, and its was in the process of reorganization of the army
0 bt — .
that the need for other trained civil servants and administrators

was felt.

Dar-A¥Funun s founded in 1851 with the understanding that

it would train, in addition to those students who were sent to Europe,

Xﬁ’cadre of administrators who would accept government responsibility \
& C t
. s

(Browne, 1829). Because of British-Russian rival¥ies, Austrians werg B

employed and for'the first time thé‘éoﬁ;;pt of technical education,
was introduced in Iranian higher education. Technical train;ng pecame
'é part of the curriculum i% addition to liberal arts programs and
foreign languages. Although later on ﬁhe state lost inpe;est in
Dar-Al-Funun, eséecially after the qdest for modernity brought it;

unique problems for the government'of-neiqhboring Turkey {Curzon, 1892) -

EY »

the trend was there and the forces of time, influence of the West,
and the need for more and more trained manpower opened other colleges’
which were connected with the several ministries. In“atl these

struggles for modernity, the prime goals of Iranian institutes of
’ ‘ J

hef
b
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higher learning were supplying leaders for service to society. Social-
ization of youth became the responsibility of family and religious
. communities but there was no clear separation between religion,

education, and the state.

Subsequent Developments

By the downfall of Qajar and rise of the Pahlavi Dynasty in

'

1925, a series of revolutiohary attempts were made toward modernization

and indusgfdalization of Iran. The strong quest for nationalism,

which is an important part of the Iranian culture, was followed by a

demand for industrialization. Donald Wilber (1963) pointed out:

Reza Shah felt more keenly than any gf his compatriots the
tragic contrast between Iran's previous past and her present
impotent states, and was resolved to rouse the country from her
lethargy and to foster national unity and pride. Iran was to
throw off all foreign intervention and influence and was to win
full independence and the respect of other nations. She was to

be industrialized, and her social and economic . institutions ~*—\\J/
reformed along Western lines, a program similar in working details
to that of neighboring Turkey (p. 97).

In accord with this plan a fundamental need was fﬁlt in terms
© of educational expansion. The eiementary and secbndary levels of
education received a high rate of attention, and for the first time
an organized system of education was planned and executed. Scattered

colleges of law, science, literature, and theology, which were

~ attached to various ministries as well as the autonomous college of

s

medicine, were merged.to form Tehran Universify. Therefore, the first

‘H‘@Ern university in Iran, in the true meaning of the term, was
) - ]

founded in 1934. Even this reform had only one major goal, namely,
Qf . » . . . .
training potential leaders and administrators of society for the state.

1

&
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The growth of the colleges and universities have reflected the
expectations of the ministries and the /demand of the growing middle .
class. Yet, because of the lack of sufficient financial resources

which government could devote to higher education, the exéansion

1963a). Even thouéh change was slow in hiéher education, the rate
of modernization in general was so fast that the necessary supporting
social change could not keep pace and some parts of'the reform became
unsuccessful. ‘

The lack‘of standards of scholarship, academic integrity,
and intellectual discipline ié the Iranian institute of higher
learning redueed the uniyersity/% reputation asq.made it somewhat
superficial (Arasteh, 1963b). - Purthermore, the uhconditipnalktrggs—
planting of‘the French modei, wgthout consideration of the‘nativg

and>1bcal social atmosphere, prévented the university from attaining

high academic standing. As in France, universities adopted highly

administrative céntralization,'chair-holding professorships, learning ,

based on memorization, ang teaching of classic subjects . in over-
.crowded classrooms. However, the indirect service of the university
through training future leaders of the society continued. and ‘was

considered to be the only goal of the unigggsity. This point was

P t

noticed by Haas in 1946, whén he wrote:

~ The task of.the new univefsity is, and will be for years to
. - éome, to prepare for the vqrious'profeSSions. Independent and
{i:j? original scholarly work and research will ‘be rare exceptions. . .
The absence of independent and original scholarly activity may
be -counteracted by the maintenance of close and continuous

contact with lthe scientific and intellectual moévement goi:g'on

EY

I
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) in the rest of the world. -« . Thorough study of foreign scien-
tific'books and reviews could not compensate for the intcllectual
. 1solation in which the un%yersity finds itself (p. 177).

-~
Haas' observation is correct when one reads the words of a former

minister of . education: B

) - - - 1in secondary schools aAd . . . the university the
gifted youth must be trained for leadership and Service in the
State. They must be given a/Vision of Persia's pPlace, past and
bPresent in the world, with the ideals of leading the country
in culture; szience, technology, business, statesmanship, and
government, to such heights as befits a ﬁrogressive sState (Sadig,
1931, p. 83). '

Therefore, the ideals of society at large and the university
as a sub-system were three-fold: first, a complete break from the
traditional power of religion, secondly, a complete dedication to

the idea ofknétionalism by focussing on the glorious past, and finally

@ rapid borrowing of Western material advances. The underlying force

behind all of these aims was the idea of nationalism. .
: . .
N - o : .
After the Second Worlg War Iran began to rebuild her economic,

social, cultufal, and political institutions (Bal@win, 1967)2 The
~introduction of .Iran's first Seven-Year Development Plangin 1948 was

followed by a second Seven-Year Plan in 1955. Although not quite as
» ?

succéssfﬁi, at least ini§ome areas, as had been expected by their -
. . ‘M .

founders, it did represent the aspirations of modern Iran. vSubsequentl;r,;
a third Five-Year Plan was established in 1962 in which provision was

made for raising eddcational stanﬂérds and for building rew urniver-.

sities in the direétiog‘of ecd?omic ahd social growth of Iraﬁ. fﬁe
pqlitical stability, rapid economic growth, and industrialization

- +

brought with it the need for an inevitable social and cultural.change.

.
A N ’
N
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According to the Ministry of Education:

Despite the rapid economic progress, the.social structure
kept its static and inflexible shape. Economy and politics were
still based upon unjust landlord and peasant relationships, and
the ihequality of social and political rights between citizens

and‘villagers, men and women, and employers and employees (p. 1).

Educational Revolution .

:If§¢accomplish the task of economic growth and social progress,
the Whit%ﬁgpvolution was initiated by His Imperial Majesty Mohammad%
[} ! ‘ .

Reza Pahlavi Shahanshah Aryamehr on January 26, 1962. The White

Revolution, itself a revolution within an already existing revolu-

'

tionary state, aimed at ‘making a new social structure compatible with
’ . ) o
the task of modernization and industrialization. A campaign was

-

launched against illiteracy and prejudice with a view to separating
religion from the state and stimulating social creativity and progress-—_

iveness (Saghavi, German and Missen, 1967). Although the magnitude

L

and the direct contribution of the White Revolution receives a

detailed analysis in Chapter VIII, for the purposé,bf the present

discussion, suffice it to note that the White Revolution b{fught for

the‘first time in the history'of Iran a new challéﬁge into the
= "
traditional passt; attitude of the people on the one hand, and a

' fight against the modern bureaucratic phenomenon of red tape on the

other hand. &an education corps program and the Health Corps and

Extension Corps were introduced to fight against illiteracy and to
hpgrade the health, social and economic standards of the people. For

t¥e first time, the long dream of industrialization and the separation

It .
v

'of religion from affairs of fhe state became a reality. The need for
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skilled manpower and vocational training for industry and demand for
specialized civil servants increased rapidly. The whole pictere of
the economic, social, political, and cultural development of Iran
moved into a period of transition, which Still is the best description
of the atmosphere of Iran. .
| Universitiee, along with the other organiz;tions of the society,
charged with a responsibility of carryieg oet the many otjectives of
the Revolution assumed a neQ role, namely, that of 'a model for the
rest of society. 1In addition to the previous goals of tralnlng
students for a profession through indirect service to society,
universities were now supposed to educate a political youth for
assuming leadership in a revolutionary society, a society in transition.
Unfortunately, universities were neither equipped nor prepared to carry
X o
out thelr new missions. They failed to adjgst‘to the eve:'increasing
demands of soeiety. The old structure, baséd on the French univer-
Sities, whicﬁ/had little flexibiiity, and tﬂe ck of deep understanding ;
of the aims of the revolutlon, made Iranian univergities unsucceesful;
Desplte the report of Rahimi and Hablbzadeh (1971), from the Research
Institute indicating that "Iran has achieved much in the quantitative
expansion of her educational system‘durlng the decade of 196p-70 . . .
with an average annual growth rate of 9.8 percent,RIran has far sur-
passed this'expegtation (p. 3;," Iranian universities fail to

increase and upgrade the quality o: helr 1nst'tu'1on, indeed, the

L
old structure remalned static and internal ten51on became evident.

In 1968, again by the initiation'bf H.I.M. shah nsheg Aryamehr,
. ' 7 ’ : 4

E ) -
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the goals and ideals of higher education were outlined in the Ramsar
Educational Revolution charter. These aims were increases in quality
as well as quantity in the institutions of higher learning. ‘According
‘to Raﬁimi and Habibzadeh (1971), the chérter,“plagea'great stress on
scientific and téchnological subjects so that the distribution of
university students would be such that ﬁifty—five percent receive
education‘in scientifé;, technoiogical énd industrial fields and the
remaining forty-¥ive percent in other fields of study by 1972 (p. 15-"
In addit¥on, provision was made for the universities for internal
self-study and possible reorganizatibn. Finally, the Ministry of
Science and Higher Education was created in 1968 throughllegislation
with the main aim of guiding and channelling the activities of the
universities toward educatiénal revolution.

SUMMARY S

" At present the idea of the university in {gén is largely’.
based on the assuwp§ion that its main rolé is to prepare iﬁdiviéuals
for a@ministrative gnd professional roles in government. Baéed on
thislphilosophy, the main and_perhaps only function of the;university

is the transmission of knowledge and society's cultural/ﬁeritage.

;

Consequently, the teaching function of the universityf&s stressed while

research and service goals are almost totally disreqérded. The
university is viewed as an organization quite apaft from the society

at large but which has the economic and politicai capabilities that

\\may have consequences for the government; this potential, in turn,
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results in g4 highly centralized control over University goals.

Unlike Iranian universitieS, in North America many of these

v

academic institutions assume a n nf&r of diversifjeq roles. wWhile

they are highly'responSive to the cnanges and demands of Society,
they also assume leadership through Critical analyses of their-
social and Political Contexts. Not only do they accept the respon-
sibility of transmitting the culture and meetingwthe s0cietal needs
for traineg manpower, put they are also engaged in adding to the
knowledée of the worlg through advanced research. Based On these
diversified roles, North American universities are mostly characterized
as all-purpose institutions. All of these activities cap be classified
under fouyr major interrelated functiOns, namely, transmission of

knowledge, acquisition of knowledge; application of knowledge, and ¢

providing an internal democratic commhnity. »

It is true that universitie in North America ang Iran started gasg
Centres for gﬂg%ning'?eligious leaders for thei soc&eties; yvet,

from that point on differences became marked.h
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and, gradually, the North American notion of university in the service’

of public was introduced. Rapid'industrialization and the increased

new ones.

Y v .

In Iran, until recently, religious pPhilosophy remained as a
constant companion to the university and the state. The interest of
the state in educatlon which manifested itself in a centrallzed
educat15;3$\§ystem, comblhed with the agrlcultural nature of the
country did not demand anythlng beyond teachlng and individual scholarly

work. In fact, the simplicity of colleges was a reflection of the
society. Unlike the North American socigties which were largely

isolated from the hOStllltleS of the world, the development of Iranian

° ,
universities and their goals was subject to occasional  disruptions

. N
due to various invasions.



CHAPTER IV .

THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES IN NORTH AMERICAN

AND TRANIAN UNIVERSITIES

This chapter examines the role of the board of trustees in i
North American universities in terms of their historical origin,

methods of selection, organization, characteristics, power and
. A

responsibilities, and future possibilities. *The role of boards of

trustees in Iranian universities is agproached in more general terms.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES jIN NORTH
AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES
\

A

The lay board of control is one of the unique features of

the North American university system. " For ,three hundred years these
¢

)

S A
boards have been legally authorized toiéovern colleges and universities.

. ‘ . ’
They have been called by various names suchﬁés board of mggentsr

<2

Overseers, board of governors, and visitorS»éin:the most commonly

used term is'EEg;board of trustees. For a 1ong time in the history
=z , ' : o~

of North American universities,; these people played a Gﬁgzdard‘yet

important role and, admittedly, ‘maintained a very high ievelﬂof

accomplishment in view of the constant expansion of higher education.

'

‘Morton Rauh (1959).p6ihted out that: : ) .
The distinguishing.characteristic of ¢ollege trusteeship
in the United States is that control is vested almost without

exception in lay boards. . . .

Under this system of lay control we have produced a concept
of universal educational opportunity which has characterized the

e
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. \
phenomenal. development of American higher education. The
. . . . . 1
diversity of our colleges and universiticos seems to have bten

encouraged by this systom of control (. 13).

Recently, trustecs became the centre of many attacks on

. \

cambuses, and the increasing demands for reform from faculty, stgdeﬁts;
4

and outside groups made it necessary for trustees Qé assume a-fresh

F

and\differont role than what they held for centuries. The substantial

¢

writings on the pew and changed role of the trustees adds to the
5 L .
alrcady ox1st1nq confusion which surrounded trustoeéhlp of colleges
£ 7 ‘

and universities,

N

Historical Origin : ’ . A s
. : .

In North america the idea of the lay board of trustees, like

that . of institutions of higher learniﬁg, was imported from Europe,
*
o

ki

in particular, from the Gniversitios of Italy and Scotland. 1In

e ®

mediexal Itafian universities students held all administrative

positions and actually were the only groqp with. power. Latgr'bn
N ) '

this power was challenged by faculty and eventuaIlym§tudents lost

N

. " . R
Control.‘_As wIey (1959) pointéa out, ". . . ciwil authorities
took over by app01nt1ng what %e would today call boards of trustees,
; N ,
that 1s, lay bodﬁgs of non- academlc people (p. . 7). Amgrica took
NS

the i the lay board from Scottish unlversities. Cowley (1959)

e gituation in Europe concludes that : L}
. . . LY

Eurqpe n universitieg have followed two historical patterns
of governmfnt, the French and the Italian. American colleges
seesawed b tWGen e two until the beginning of the nineteenth
century and €n chose the Italian. . . . I call it the historic
Itallan plan, .put the Amerlcans gdt it from the Scogti'sh univer-
Sities whlch had topied it from the UnLyer51ty of Leyden, which
in turn had adopted 1}\from the Italian unlver31t1es (p- 7)

in reporging

N
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The main difference between French and }talian universities was 1n
. 4 .
administrative control. In French universities faculty held the

power tor control the university.

In America, Harvard started with a board of overseers in 16306

-

and later on established the sccond body or the "corporatidn." The

board of overscers was composed of clergymen, and the corporation
¢

.

consisted of a president, five fellows--faculty--, and one treasurer
a .
(Brubacher and Rudy, 1968). Other colleges like William and Mary,

\

Yale, Princeton, and Pennsylvania, more or less followed the same

. e ‘
pattern. Since the:uﬁjou of putting the ultimate authority to control

the colleges and universities in the hands of lay boards ¢f trustees

was first recognized and took its place in the government étructyre of
the North Amerjcan universities, it has not been challenged until
recently. Thus, early colleges were controlled by governing boards,

and these boards, exercised exegutive, administrative, as well as
. - 6 - .
a0 .

governing authority over their institutions.® ¥ ]
-

\

The trustees of colleges and universities in pre-Civil .War
g

. & « . .‘ .
. period were mostly ministers. There is no evigdence as to whetMer

special knowledée like business experience was then regarded as an
es;ential qualifgbation'fgryﬁrustées. The loyalty to the church was
far more important than fiﬁénciaﬁ skills (Veysey, 1965). These

trustees were quite dominant up to qbe periéd of the Ci¥vil War,
'mainlx because colleges and universities were small, church related,

. i ) .
"and relatively asy to control. Besides, the absence of sufficient

well-%xperienqu faculty~ﬁembers'advanéed the streng}h of the early

e

boards (Herroh, 1969).



75

3 [
The univorsity after the Civil War became more complex and
comparatively larger in size. As they expanded in size,Acomp]exity,

and functions their budgets also began to increase. This change and

the fact that universities needed more specialized trustees accounted

S

for the replacement of clergy by businessmen or lawyers. It 'was near
the end of the niﬁtteenth century that the trustees of North American

universities started to have somewhat similar characteristics to
N £

the present trustees. They were coilege graduatef, middle-~aged or

~
i

o -
older, successful in professional life, and conservative in their

attitudes (McGrath, 1936) . These people were valued not oniy because
; hY

)

board_membership was prestigious, but also because they were expected /

to raise money especiallypfor private universi nd to maintain
o :

.

good relationships_with legislators in public univeYsities.

‘The areas of trustee influence we;é election of the pPresident,

personnel matters, educational policy, financ + and physical plant

&

(Beck, 1947y, Traditionallyh the board of trustees avoided maklng

2

~ .

decisions in the area of educatlogel programs and left these decisions

to the faculty, while reserving the rlght to make dec1sions of basié.
»

i N . (
and fundamental educational policy. They saw their role as the .
‘spokesmen for the university and becauseéﬁfmie lack of discreﬁahcy

among various interest groups, in terms of educational philosophy,

s

and the fact that "since the 1960"s there was no room available for
. . )

’students and faculty on the hoard thlS .view ‘was not challenged Since

the 1960 s the role of the trustee% has been changed, “and their

authorlty has bgen challengeqd. Yet, as Burns (1966) pointed out,

.




"The nced fof trustees has bgen continually validated throughqut_the

T¥etory of American higher education (p. 8)."

Methods of Selection

There are at least four major ways by which a person can.be
gelected for membersﬁip on boards of trustees of'North American
colleges and universities:. election, appointment, co-optation, and
ex-officio methoas (Burns, 1966; Hughes, 1951}. The eleétioﬁ procedure
fqllqws the choice of either the ‘entire constituencies; or large
segments of the cohstitue?cies of a college or university, of persons
to serve on the board of trustees. The appointment prbcedure places

control of the selection of board members in the' hand%-of an official,

.

such as the governor of a state. Co-optation, the third method of

+

selecting the board members, means that the board members themselves

.

have the right and duty to select persons to fill vacancies or to
add to the board membership at all times. Finally, the ex-officio
members, as the term indicates, are determined automatically by the

particular office held by an individual.

. Additional ways of selecting board members have been

identified by other writers. Beck (1947), for instance, lists six

N

methods of selecting.the board members of the colleges and universities

»

he studied. Eells (1261), in his study of board members of 1046
. H A

S |
[

colleges and universities in the United.Stafes, identified 11 methods’
of selecting board members. “Actually, however, these methods were

exfeﬁsions of the main four'pfocedures that were identified.

«
5 ~ . . I
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The prevailing method of selecting bbard members among

privately controlled colleges and universities is by co-optation and

A , - : SN

among public controlled institutions the practice is to use apboint—
ment by elected state officials. The use of ex-officio members s

very common in both public and private universities. The very nature

of ex-officio members of the board draws large criticism from writers
On university administration (Boyer, 1968; Herron, 1969; zZwingle, 1970).

Several points can be identified against the use; of ex-officio
t

1

members on the board of trustees:

* 1. these members are extremely busy with other official duties

~

of their office and therefore unable to devote enough time
and energy to the trusteeship of the institutions they serve;

2. such membership prevents a broader representativeness of the

board and consequently enlaréés the total number-on the ] N

board; and,

3. besides ex-officio membership, as a wayloé cd9rdinatiﬁ§ the
functions of the board and other agéncie;, thére are other
techniques for exchange of views and informéﬁion %hat can be

used effectively. ' » '

1 M R
There is, generally, a contradiction in the literature with

regard to the importance of thé methods of selecting board members as

being a major isswe in overall functioning Qf%%hq boards. Russell

and Reeves (1936) did not recommend the ificlusion of selection techniques

‘

among major issues ‘in their study of Michigarn Statg colleges and
. o ‘ w

universities. Others, however,, questioned the metbods of selection.
. + . s .

~ - - P s

. . . . o A
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Capen (1953) asserts that the present méthods oégselecting board

members in colleges and uniVersiﬁies of the United States is an examéiev
of authoritarian gbvefnment,‘since they do not rbpresgnt those who

make up the institutions: the teachers and the students. Despite

the argumeﬁt, the literature appears to favor the appointment method

of selecting board members for state contro}led colleges and univer-

sities with the power of appointment held by the governor of the state.
7/

OrganiZation of the Board

' \1$
Size. There are two important issues to be ébhsidered in any

discudgion of the size of the board of. trustees. One is the representa-

tiveness of the university served, which necessitates a rather large

2

board for effective performance. - The second is the administrative

+

manageabiiitynwhiéh émphasizes’that boards should be small enough to

~

ease communication, to bring higher"at}enqance rates’ at meetings, and

3
.

~ | . X
to facilitate more exchange of - views among members.
In North American universities the number of members of the
. . B N ' .
beard of'trustees is varied. v Some of them have. as few as three members

‘while others mlght have more than 100 members Heneman. (1959) found

the average between 15 and 18 members.. Charles Elijot (1908) recommendéd

v

that "the best number of }mmbors of a university's pRincipal qbVernjng .’:i

he I
board is seven; bccausg that number can sit around a small table,

*talk with cach other informally w1thwut waste of wordq or anY

. LY
or prutcnso, provide an, advquatv lev sity of ‘point of vxcw <L and
yet bo prompt and vfflrlvnt%in the digpatch'of buu:nvb. {tg 1. 1t

<

%
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. 1]
is very hard to find agreement with Eliot's recommendgtion from

t

.empirical studies available in the. literature. Furthermore, even

the opinion of writers in the field are extremely divided as to the
optimum size of boards. Statements to support large and small boards
can be found. _Daqa (1947), for example, supported largér boards
because he considéred that it helps to bring together broader

representation of the various university constituencies and also

A

provides a greater chance of 5upplying the needed finafcial resources

-

of the university. On the other hand, Cumings (1953), recommended

e

tﬁaﬁﬂthe most cdmhon weaknesses of the board could be reduced by

minimizing the size of the board.
>
N

Actually( the averége size of the boards 6f publicly controlled

>

universities is reported to be between nine to 15 members (Burns, 1966;

Duster, 1956; Rauh, 1969; Hartnett, 1968). The vital question which

remains-unanswered as yet is whether a board's'ability to fulfil its

functions is related to size. ’ ‘ i ‘

4 hcl
K3
3

Committee structure. -To offset the two extremes of large and
. .

small size'of the board, a committeé pattern of boags?organization

-has been used in the North Amerigan universities. With\the exception

of some;/very small boards that always function as a committce of the

~

wholc, most boards of trustees have a committee structurcd. ~ The
: M )

boards, depcending on the institutionsithey serve, ma " have as few as .
- \ : ! \

. . - . ‘ ‘
three and as many as ten to 2 committees, The titles of @hgﬁa

committees are varied and there is no general trend toward a unified

pr

: - ~ ’ - s :
pattern (Hughes, 1951) 0 Theré are ‘many ?\-n\.:m'n:,; for using commit tees,
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- trustees. The oxocutivo committee has fuli autho

‘Amonf these Rauh (1969) pOinted out:

1. To accompligh a 3aIQer order of bu31ness than would be possible
in meetlngs of the full board.
( 2. To "educate" trustees in the problems of the 1nst1tut10n\by
giving them more occasions for intimate contact. ~
3. To utilize special skills of the trustees morc efficiently.
4. To provide.more occasions for direct contact between trustces
and members of the staff. ’ )
5. To takeé advantage of the availability of local trustees where
the board as a whole is .geagraphically scattered.
6. To scregn and péepare &atters for action by the full board
(p. 80).
. W
When the size or other practical. circumstances excludes the
U
pos31b111ty of boards meeting as a whole, they g&gerally establish
3

an executive committee which acts for the board between meetlngs. In

I +

his study Corson (1960) found three standing committees to be commoff

among boards in addition to the executive committee. These were

standing committees dealiné'&ith investment, bddgetary matters, and

’ -

physical facilities.. Hughes (1951) adds another committee to Corson's

list which is concerned with education and faculty. He-goes on,

however, to conclude that "an inspection of catalogues discloses a

great variety of other committees determined by the needs of the

q

several"institutions ip- lO)." ) . ' \\
. . -, ' N

£l .
of thg-board as a whplo,,and,their action is/appr
'; { ; . x:..

° Pl

thc 'tnner l@ard." and’ raimud somctvriticismg. For

80



(1969) argues that the most obvious weaknesses of

example, Rauh

) executive committees are: P

, 1. The tendency to draw upoh local trustees to fill the committee -

Posts may produce a committee gvhich is not representative of
the broader point of view of the board as a whole. .
2. Trustees living in or near the community where the campus- is
ﬁ . located have direct access to information not available .to
more distant trustees. The data ‘tlowing through these
"pipelines" may not always be reliable.

3. The board as a whole may find its role restricted to pro forma

approvals of actions’ already taken by the committee (p. 81).

Cu L4

These serious doubts of the validity of standing committees

and especially executive committees, are the major reasons why Rauh

advocates the abolitioQ of all standing committees and recommends the

& LS

d@ -hoc committees as the alternative. To the extent that this recom-

mendation introduces other procedural methods, some writers supported

- +

. this‘point; others, like Herron (1969), are more in favor of standing

committees and é;ace their emphasis,on the rearrangement of committee
® . e ‘
membership. Ruml and Morrison (#59) believe that boards of
~ Y

4

should use both standinqﬁiﬁd ad hoc committees:

;tfustees
The exisgznceJof standing committees helps in dividinggthe
wq@rk . of trustees,® but- the standing committee can' be impropg;ly
'~ used to conceal as' well as.to inform. The ad héc Special
Commiittece i§ likely to serve a .useful purpose if the members
- willgéooperate and not leave the chairman with an issue too hot
to handle in an openABoafd‘meétin% (p. 78). '

Meetings ‘of the boards. The number and types of meetings ©
@f the boards of, trustecs of North Americaf univb:sit}es are, again,

14

varied. While some meet once a.yea{, others have monthly meetings,

. A iy -
- 3

. | LY o - , .
«  “The larger the size of the board, the fewer tRe frequéncy&meetings.‘
- : . . . . & ° K .

a D +
) : Ls.” : > . . - L v ' ’
- Public coftrolled universities seem totméet every ‘month, or on an <
3 R = <.

e - @ . ' ‘ ‘ S
, . . . - .
. . N " . P -
a B N .
:
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®
average of nine times a year, and most private universities meet only
once or twice each year. Some public-controllod uhivorsities are by
law required to hold a specified numbeg;gﬁ meetings a year. Martoran

(1963) in his study of 150 boards of trustges found that thé,average

: .
requirement was four meetings. '
A}

’ In contrast to privately controlled universities, open meetings

are a common practice in most publicly controlled universities, eithe

\

s s -
by law or tradition. Of course, the boards have provision to close

. o , :
their meetings whenever they consider it desirable, again either by
. l l 1\‘\ < A .
law or custom of the institution. It is“the’very nature of this
o O

authority to close or open a meeting which has the potentiélvfor
’ ' < : -

wide range of opinions, since it is a hard task to argue what is

private' and what is public (Budd, 1971; Havinghurst, 1954). N

.o . . o S 4
‘Holdipg‘spec;al meetings in addition to regular meetings 1s

S

a

r

a way of keeping pace with the ®Bver increasing problem;f%nd emeggﬁncj

issues of a university. Usually, contrary to the openniess of regwla?i_'

“

T

megtingSQ special ‘meetings are closed. In addition to these two‘;
. y . ’
types of meetlngs most boards hold brleflng SeSSLOnS. rn general,
5 nf 5
1f the board cannot K/;e epbughfmg%ﬁl gs%;o formulate the pollcy of
. Fg

R
the un1VGrs;ty, the resultf;ould bé what‘torson (1960) found:

N Y
J Meetlngs, therefore: tend to‘€2 formal affalrs for official
approval of matters prev1ously worked out by the p"nqldent the
- board chalrman, and commxttees.- As a rule,’ 51gn1f1cant decision-
making does not occur -at off1c1a‘ poard: meeflngs? partlcuLarly
by thc larggr boardq (p. Sl) : \ LIS

~ . . v 34 - - . ' N
. . ) . .
. N . . .

©
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Characteristics of the Boards

-

Despite the general agreement in the literature that the

boards of trustees are one of the most important groups in the governance

of North American colleges and universit{SE, few empirical studies

are available about the characteristics of trustees as responsible

bodies of these institutions.' Instead, there are numerous wrftings
'

on qualifications of board members which are mainly subjective and,

consequently, are subject to the values and orientations of their

1
4

respective wrim%fs. Therefore, while the former writers provide data
, ) e w . o
regarding wha't the trustees as individuals or as a group are, thgclatter

1 -

v

writers supé?& information as to what the individual trustees and

trustees as a whole should be,

N . ‘ ’ ‘ i B o
The qualifications most frequently found in university charters,

) .
lggislations, and scholarly writings on university governance are

. . » B
rélated to occupation, age, sex, religion, and residence (Beck, 1947;

'

Burns, 1966; Rauh, 1969). 'such qualifications as personality ‘and

ideals, wealth and income, politicgy education ?nd family connections

s

do’ not exist in charters and laws of the universities but receive

) . . 3 < o l' 7
ample consideration in the literature. - .

- A)

Hubert Beck's (1947) findings baséEAOn 734 trustees of 30

: e . L ) . 5.4
leading univer$ities in the United States indicate that occupationally

- ) . . \- :

90 percent of the trustees-formerly had been college students and

therefore had some understanding of academic community. There was a

)

very high proportion of leaders of "la

’ : 1] L . ‘L ;
though lower fk-puplicly controlled uqiversities than privaé%fy

rge-scale busihess and finance,"

4

l“
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e

1

controlled institutions. Only 36 trustees,

including 12 presidents

AaS ex—offigﬁo members, or 4.8 percent of his sample were educators.

R-%
v

His findings indicate that 47 percent of the trustees were 60 years

v

of age or over and 18 percent 70 years or over; he concludes that

84

this i4s too high fpr'these boards who goVern the educational experiences

of youth. Other findings-'show the low proportion. of women--less

than five percent--on the boards of trustees.

» L

In terms of background

in reliyion, Beck observed that bnly 48 trustees, or less than seven

percent, were clergy, which is a sharp contrast to the preddminance

of the clergy in the nineteenth century universities.

Finally, his

g

findings indicate that the trustees he studied weie generally’
conservative in their political and social orientdtions. ,

b

Although there .are differences of opinion among writers

as to the interpretation of these findings, generally a brief

., . . '
comparison of Beck's findings with the other writings prior to 1947

-~
Y

reveals a wide gap between exlstlng and 1deallzed qualkflcatlons and

cigpositien of the boards at that time.

¢

Newlon (1939), Lindley (1925), and Thwing (1926)- £ook -strong, positions

© e

e
Sy e .

For example, Duggan (1916),

- . 13
against the dominance of busin&ssmen on university boards of trustees.

J

et

Others like Hughes (1951) criticized the age distribution of trustees,

when he wrote:

Q.

T

7
S

: L )
In most boards there dre too. many old men.
of the members of a given board is very often ‘too high. It would
seem desirable to keep the average age between 50 and 60. It»
would also seem des1rable that no member should serve beyond the
age of 70 years. There should’ certalnly be a substantlal number.
of members between 30 and 50 on these boards.

7

’ -

7

o
- 3
Y

" The average age:
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- It scems more important that the board should be young
enough to sense the needs of the people they represent and gquide
the chanding institutions to their largest service, rather than
that a large majority of aged men should maintain policies
unchanged (p. 6). : . Y

This statement is the typical viewpoint of dlmost all writers on

university governance at that time. Several authors have referred

critically to the severe discfiminatioﬁ against wgmen as board memberi)

of colleges gnd universities'in the United States (Counts, 19273 ‘ {,
Reeves and Russell, 1932). Generaliy, however, stx qualifications '////}
of boa;d members have received very littf§ discussi;;: Lindsay

"and Holland (1930) recommended high educational attainment for board s

] O

members based on the assumption that a real university is devoted

to scholarship and so should its trustees. ,Hod%vér) not all writers '
. . ’ L | . ) /. .
prior to 1947 were dissatisfied with Beck's study. Those who argued

that boards should be made up of persons who have themselves achieved . *%
- . . @ '

positions of status and leadership found,ample support in Beck's
findings. _ ' ' o .
More than two decades aftgr the pﬁBlication of Beck's study - .

a nationwide study hy Hartnett (1968) showed that really little

. .~ ¥

change, if any at all,'hadfoccurred in gualifications and composition

’ o

of the boards of trustees' of American universities. Hartnett's data

N . . ' ‘ D -
indicates that: ) . . %‘ o N
LT ¥ ' ) o >

. In general, trustees are male, in their fifties (shough,
nationally more than a third are over sixty), white L o.os, well .
educated, and financially well-off. . . . They occupy prestige

’occup%tions, frequently in medicine, law, and education, but ‘
more often as bugipess executives *{in the total sample @ber»35
percent are executives of manufacturing, merchandising or invest-
ment firms and at private universities nearily 50- percent™hold such
positions). .As a group, then, they personify U'success" in the
usual American sense of that word (p. 19). \\\\ ’

.
R P



These data plﬁs those data collected by Duster (19065) conf;rm the

-

static nature of trusteeship in the American universities.

While this is true in the S%}ted States, data collected by
! o,

-
¥ Pl

Houwing and Michaud (1972) from Canadian univegsipieé indicate the
. &

implementation of some of the recommendations of the Duf f-Berdahl

report of 1966. Duff-Berdahl recommended an optimum size of 15 to

.

25 members for governing bodies of the univer.ities. They also

- . L]
suggested the inclusion of faculty members and s’udents in boards.
‘ . .
In 1970, Houwing and Michaud found that the percentage of medium a

N N

size hoards (15 to 25) increased from 53 percent to 80 percent of
. I :

the total boards in their sample. ' The number of clergy on boards ;q
~ S v

baggween 1965-1970 declined from 17 percent to 13 percenA of the total
\ :

membership in Canadiansuniversities. While in 1965 only 18 bohrds ;o

#a

had faculty members, in 1970 there were 43 boards which fhcluded oﬁéﬂ'>

G

or more faculty members. This means an increase from 32 percent to:

73 percent of membership of the boards studied. Another finding o

& ) o
by these authors,shows a rapid development in student participation

’ -

in the governing boards of Canadian universities. In 1465 there

.
i

were no students on boardsAQf trustees, and in 1970 students\were

present on. 28 of’the 59 boards surveyed. .« N
o« . - . Ll )
o < X J -
+In general, it seems_that Canadian universit '} terms'ofki.
o . ,

faculty and student part1c1patlon in governlng boards are probably
-
, - ) '/
far ahead of the Americaﬁ'hnivefsities. In the United;ﬁtateg,
. . A . \ : . ’ ‘ }
. Rauh's (1969) statement can be considered as typica@ among writers:”

It is surprisingvthgz so few professional educators are
. members of boards considering that almost without exception
trustees and. ppe51dents who have served on boards with educators
testlgy that they make f;rst rate board members (p 62)

/'. ' v ’ {.’_\ a ' E

~



. N .
-Power and Responsibilities ) o ,
of the Board - ' ‘

. Writers in the field acknowledge the fact that the power of
‘trustees_can be approached in “two ways. - First, intheory the
- ; * « .

uestion of trustees' ower seems clear;’ most .Norgh-American universities
Yo.

A

/ A —/f‘
are publicly chartered and flnal and lega?bauthority res?a w1th their

r‘y; u A

\

» governing boards. Indeed thé state COnstitutions and statutes
c P » .

pertaining to public universities and the chgrters dgranted to private

universities usually indicaté that the. board of trustees, in the

legal- sense, is the institution \(Bolton anngenqk, 1971)% 'For example; -

s

v, b £ ‘ ‘
v the legal basid for.the operation of °the University of California
imdicates that: v / . . ;f;’ . .
. ¢ » , . = .
. .
oo : The University of California shall constltute a publlc trust, ‘
to be administered, by the' existing corporation as "The ‘Regent
<~ .. of the UanerSLty of California,”™ with full powers®of organization '
S ; and government, subject only to such legislative control as may

be necessary to insure compliance with the terms of the endowments
of ‘the University and ‘the security of its funds (The Constitution )
of the State of California, 1918). - ‘ . Y

fﬁ the legislative acts for Canadian’ univer51t1es, 51milar-statements
i .

show that the board% of trustees are legally empoweged for the

R

management and control of the _property, revenue, bu51ness and other
: L ! N
affairs of the universitles;~~ ’
The‘officiai founding documents of‘universities»and their‘v - "

< ) .

boards of trustees differ from one to another, and the degree of

board authority varies from state to state. The generalization that

ive sitie's‘has - 3

boards of trustees hold very large powers over their

. '1

McConnell 1971a3 Beckf(l947) states: ‘Almost without eXception ..

1
,

o . : u,’ M © ' A -
. ) L .
, .

3 o » : ‘ oo




88,

governing boards exercise these power's and functions without the S
consent of the gaverned. . . . (p. 30).f Others protested against
3

broad board power and saw it as a "simon pure example of authoritarian _'}

government (Capen, 1953, p.-7)." ‘

s

' Corson (1968) argues that the characteristics of university

L \\ kR

‘communi ¥ dictates different kinds of control than for buSiness and
governme tal lnStltuthﬁﬂ\ and 1n practice the boards of trustees
exercise only limited authorityvover universities. Therefore, the ,

»
second feature of board power is what authority they actually practice
—N - [

" There is a distinction between theoretical'power and actual: power, -
. ,
8 A oo v e
and almost all of the:writers in. the field admit that-beards of .

N -

trustees possess far, more of the- former than of the latter (Herron,u

© i

1969 Gross and. GrambSch 19687 buryea, 1971; McBride, 1959). ‘In

spite of all legal authority, trustees are'limited operationally by
: A C : ‘ :
various factors. P _ ' _ \' IR
. . - '

& - For public universities, one limitation is their;dependence’ .-

&h' the state. for finanCial support SOme“state universities,_like;
v.branches of the state government, are subject to complete state
legislationrand others are lessldirectly subject to legislation.

-Other tYées of.limitations seem to include ﬁudizial decisions,.the

standards of accrediting agenc1es, and the increa51p6 demands of 'i - -
faculty, s/udents, alumni, noh—academic staff and\fhe general\pabiic

which most boards of trustees™in the ‘North American univerSities are

_ fa01ng (Hughes, 1951) Further limitations arise out of the negessity

for delegation of magor‘authority,to the president and to alesser - .
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| T ’ ,. ») \ 7’ . ' \ N ] »
degree to the faculty an@'students. Since trustees.arewusually laymen
and devote ‘only a small portion ef their time toruEEVerSity matters{'f
-in'practiceﬁsome delegatron of authority is inevitahlqr ~The host
cpmmon way of doing ‘this is to delegate a large ahount of authority S
e o D o s
to the’presrdent (Hende?soP, 1970)‘which,'in turn} provides a hier—'
varchicai'pattern-of adﬁinistrative levels in the-un;versity.»'ﬁhile

= . Stroup (1966) believes this structure is similar to business and-
' L s ‘ :
governmental institutions! Corson {1960) argues:
‘ . to understand the governance of ¢colleges and unlver51t1es
requlres the recognition/of the fact that the scalar prlnClple,
so firmly imbedded in the minds of those acqualnted with business,
governnmental, and mllltary organlzatlons, has nd dupllcate in
the academic enterprise. . The roles of the trustees, the presidents,
. the deans,. the department head, and the faculty (faculties) have .
a surface’ 51m11ar1ty to the scalar organization’ found in other
enterprlies, but a- basic drss1mllar1ty (p 14). a *

"o,

t

. John Corson /1973) elaborates these d1s51m11ar1t1es and 1dent1f1es

‘them in the areas of. the charter of the unxversrtyiwhlch lack a clear

P

stated purpose; activities of the university whlch centre around

i -

teachlng, research, and soc1a112atlon, character of the . un1v§E51ty

‘which provides scholarly env1ronment; and membership of the universities

- which shows seven different groups who increasingly demand- participation

\\ . . . - .
*\\inggovernanc_e-' N S

x‘\Scholars inthe field of hlgher educatlon dlsagree on the

: extent to whlch\board authorlty should be delegated ' Hughes (1951),

\
for example d1V1des unlver51ty governance rqspon51b111t1es 1n thls

s 3 K

fasﬁion . S e

;-

-The trustees control all financial .and property matters and
determlne general pollc1es The pres1dent administers the' :
1nst1tutlon under policies fixed by the trustees. The faoulty



4 . . . . . ‘ ‘, . . . «'
controls teachlng and research and is respon51ble for academlc - ﬁ\f‘vv
- standards {(p., 11). o L ‘ . o

g

The p01nt is, no‘matter what type of delegatlon of authorlty governlng

boards use and no matter how much. authorlty they delegate, the ultimate
, responsibility is theirs. Blackwell (1951) describes the p01nt in the
. ) . 4 v
+ United States: : -:ﬁav e ! ’{
In thlS country, the governing board of' a non—publlc collegey 4
_or unlver51ty has plenary autherity, llmlted only by the provision.
of its charter, the laws of the langd, and.publlc opinion. = Much’,
; of this authorltv is usually délegated to the. presiden the
‘ chief executive officer of the institution.  The presi ent, in
' turn, delegates" many™of his duties and respon51b111t1es to- his |
admlnlstratlve officers, deans and” fapulty commlttees. However,
‘the governing board remains the rep051tory of power since - ‘it may,
] at its’ pleasure,.w1thhold or- w1thdraw ltS delegatlon ef power '

In spite of these various"limitations boards still'hold the -
powers necessary for control of the unlvers1ty operatlon The areas.

' - of governance in whlch the boards are most 1nfluent1al are selectlon

T n.

of the pre51dent and other senior administrative officers, edﬁcational : S

policy; finance,\and physical plant (Burns, 966) Most authorltles _ (,'
'?'belleve that the selectlon of the pre51dent is the most 1mportant

functlon of the trustees. The llterature is fuIl of dlfferenf and

*sometlmes contro‘er51al adv1ce for the trustees as what to look for

" when they select 2 Dresldent.» It is;true'that through the type'and et
$ ' ~ '
quality of presid-‘» chosen, trustees are in a posltlon to 1nfluence
N - i i .
o } .
the entire operat of a unlverslty Alang w1th thls 1mportant

A
i

function trustees*'lso exercise thelr authorlty thropgh control of

decrslons w1th regard to dlstrlbutlon of unlver51ty funds..!T‘

° . . . Cor ! 0

In general Rauh (1969) descrlbes the ba51c respon51b111t1es

- ) S DERRE R o : i . . . "
ST ! ) . ° . . - N . i

o
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o ] ' :
of the boards of trustees as:

1. 'They holE the basic’ legal documenu of orlgln e
2.  They evolve: the purpose .of the 1nst1tut10n consqnant with
- the terms of this document. o T e -;‘t
3. They seek ‘a planned development. i T :
4. They select and determlne the .tenure of th% Chlef executlve
5. " They hold the. assets in trust.. : L
H6.'-They act ag court of last resort (p 9)

,The CarneélevComm1551on'onAH1gher EduCation (197“ ‘prov1des a 51mllar !
' outline of board’fhnét?bpsi: The comblned powers a?d funct}ons, both .
‘ : ' R : , o

]

. actual and legal, of the boards of trustees are easy t@ underestlmate.,
. But, most wrlters agree w1th ﬁughes (1951) and hls expr3551on
o . , , mh o k .

- The 1deals and character of. the facultles of these 1nst1tu—
tions, the ‘quality and 1nsp1ratlon of .'the teachlng, their adapta—
tion to ‘the current needs of society, thelr/general eff1c1ency,.
and thelr adequate support. depend very largely on the trustees, :

‘ No public trust. today is more 1mportant than the trusteeshlp
of Amerlcan colleges and,unlver31t1es (p 162), 1

e

Future PossibilitieS'for-Boards

Today 1t appears that boards\of trustees of North Amerlcan

Y ] '} .

‘ unlversltles are 1051ng ‘some- of thelr tradltlonal power Ciark Kerr S-'
. ) : ' ' ’ }
‘(1970a) comments support thlS staéfment when he argues that f"There‘

‘are’ more clalmants for power than ever before, and there ls no more

,power to be.d;V1ded.‘ Someone must lose it if others gain*-a zero-sum

- game."'\He goes on to say that-'»"On Campus, the big- losers,,partlcularly

ﬁn domlnatlon of budget, have been the board and the pre51dent (p, 107)
]

. Ruml and Morrlson (1959) heid a strong view, that;the boards of, trusteeSAA

v

hould "take back from the faculty‘as body 1ts present authonaty over

-

.[the desxgn and admlnlstratlon of the cTrr1Culum .;;‘, not because the”’vﬁ_

board members are able to exerc1se 1t better than can the faculty as e

Ca

L) .



body but because the board does have the flnal authorlty and
‘ accountablllty (p 13)§-
In contrast, the broad*authorlty of governlng boards caused

many wrlters to declare that they constltute an ekample of author—'

:

n

~,;1tar1an government (Bell 1956 Abbott, 1970) This view-has.been? ¢
' pushed to the extreme by Veblen (1957) )

The typlcal modern unlver81ty is 1n a\p051t10n, without loss
or detriment, to dispense w1th ‘the serv1ces of any board of !
.trustees, regents,- curators, or what not. Except for the- 1nsuper-

ZTable dlfflculty of gettlng a hearlng for such an extraordlnary°
- proposal, it should ‘be no. difficult matter to show.-that tdese ‘
governlng boards of businessmen commonly are quite useless to>the :
university for any bu51nessllke pUrpose. Indeed, except for a
stubborn prejudice to the contrary, the fact should readily: be
seen that. the boards are, of no-: materlal use in any connectldn,

their sole effectual functlon belng to interfere ‘with the academic"

management in matters that are not of the nature of bu51ness, .
and that lle outside. their competenc1es and’ ou531de the range of
Lhelr habltual 1nterest (p. 14) e .

e
»

Veblen s. v1ew galned vast support from faculty members._ But most

wrlters av01d these ‘two extremes and admlt the present confuslon

e '\ . 7’ i 1

around the proper role for the trusteés of North Amerlcan unlversltles

S . DAL - .
d
(Trow, 1970). Most of the proposals in the llterature ceﬂtred around

To
v .

. .

-

the issue of board comp051tlon .': . i7's N

e Untll the late 1960 Sy there was no place for faculty and ‘

7. is ‘an 1ncrea51ng agreement.that the greater reg esentatron of faculty

and students on govecnlng boards mlght result 4in a greater degree of:
L q N
L respon51veness by." trustees to the needs ofnvarlous Interest groups.
ﬁ. IEET . ; R
.‘*‘ Abbott (1970) argues that the prlmary functlon of the unlver51ty lS

the operatlon of educatlonal programs, therefore, those who know most-

'

students on the govbrnlng boards of unlver51t1e3. jSince'then, there'”

N



.

S

about this job——the faCulty——Should be represented on the board .

"f

- ) - ) °

ThlS V1ew, however, has 1ts CrlthS For example, Corson (1971) lil

belleves that a faculty domlnated board tcan lead the un%ver31ty away

from the "real world of affalrs (p 4367

.

In general most’ wrlters

<

seem to favor lay members in the majorlty w1th some’ profe551onal Q

educators ontthe board

.(;

LA S

< y . . ’ . -

’
o

A reV1ew of" the proposals and recommendatlons of selectlve .
\

,' . »,. e

wrltlngs 1ndicates that these are generally in line with those of =

the,Carnegle Comm1551on on ngher Educatlon., These recommendatlons o

are s1x, and mlght be consrdered as the ‘main’ pr1nc1p1es in determznlng

\I
A

<

s e - . . .

the future of boards of trustees _ They are N

4‘:

. over Wthh _they exercise such revreWJbedause of the : confllct i
jgof interest and the resultlng double access to control and
_because of the partlsan n7ture of thelr 0051t10ns .‘ KB

N " *

1'Elected offlclals with the power of budgetary rev1ew Should

not 'serve -as members of governing’ béards of publlc 1nst1tut10ns

. ;Members of governlng ﬁbards of. publlc 1nst1tutlons (where the"
governor makes the app01ntments) should ‘be *subject to appro-

priate mechanlsms for nomlnatlng and screenlng 1nd1v1duals
before éppolntme t by -the governor to. assuyre con31deratlon of

properly quallflkd 1nd1v1duals, or to subsequent leglslatlve :;,
'.'conflrmatlon to educe the  likelihood of purely polltlcally
'partlsan app01ntments, or to both .

'v

, Faculty members, students, and alumnl should be a550c1ated
‘w1th the process ' of nomlnatlng at least some board members

in private and public institytions, but faculty members and

l_students should not- serve on the boardsvof_lnstltutlons where

‘they are enrolled or employed.

;

Bpgrd membfrshlp should reflect the dlfferent age,'sex, and

' rac1a1 groups -that are 1nvolved in. the concerns of the -
-1nst1tut10n. Faculty members from other 1nst1tut10ns and

‘Puyoung alumnl should be cons1dered for board. membershlps

"Boards should con51der faculty and student membership on

approprlate board'- commlttees, ‘or’the establlshment of parallel -

"fcommlttees with arrangements for 301nt consultatlon

e

Y
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.
s 6. Boards periodically should review the arrangements'for
’ »governance——perhaps every- four or five years—--to be certaln
th&t they fit the current needs of the institution and are
appropriate to the varlous functions being performed (p.: 34).
The above recommendations deal with,the composition of the
. . ; -~ ] - . ) e ;

boards. . Other future possibilities haveebeen propcsed in the literature. L.
For examplle, Rauh (l969) describes five modifications which he thinks

"might have important long-range results." Thesé are: 1) “out of
! : i : : : . —

_seclusion," or openness of board meetingsé 2)/"au'enlargedkfranchise,‘
LN - ) - : 1 :
nor a challenge tof"selfeperpetuation." He belleves that students

and faculty should ‘have the rlght to elect the. trustees, 3) "dlver51—

flcatlonq" cr a new yardstlck for measurlng board attltudes, 4)'"shared AR

'requn51bill§y,V he feels‘it is ‘the’ reSponsibility of trusteesjto
encourage faculty and. students to join in-theAﬁEnagement of univer-
. . ' . . N : ,4' - ) ‘ N R 3 .., :

'sities;'andffinally<5) "involvemerit .and time," which- in Rauh's View

méans "the achievement of iAC
, - : N 4

ased involvement without intrusion

. universities;f'Yet, the syntheSLS

generallzed rcles for the trustees 1n the future (Hartnett,_
Burns, 1966 Hughes, 1951 Ruth, 1969 Carnegle Comm1551on on ngher

Educatlon, 1973):

.
)

- l;_zgoverning bcard members,will'play‘aﬁhimportant'role'in‘the .

Lt Lo TR L -9

" universities by assuming more authority. ‘

2. Governing board members will be selected with more care and
COnsequentlvalllihave mcre_orlentatdcnftoward‘higher,éaueationfz"

.



©

- EY

. 3. Governing board membersewill devote more time and energy as
o ) R -

they become more involved.

3 . ,y

T 4. GOVernlng board members wlli assume more rnvolvement in 1nternal

and external financial and educatlonA1 affairs of the
l‘ . . | ’ Y
B 'unlver51tles . Y < i P . .
[ o _

BOARD OF TRUSTEES IN IRANIAN
UNIVERSITIES . -

N

In @960, on the 1nv1tat10n of the Government of Iran, a survey
D ‘ . :

team composed of the president, secretary, and two faculty members

of the Unlverslty\of Pennsylvanla v151ted some of the Iranlan 1nst1tu—v

K

tlons of hlgher learnlng. The main purpose of that 1nv1tat10n and

5

: :thelr visit was to prepare a proposal and recommendatlons for the

poss1ble establlshment of .a new. un1vers1ty in Iran along the lfnes oﬁ

_Unlver51ty of Pennsylvanla Survey Team resulted 1n a- brlef report

_submltted to the GOVernment of Iran for fLrther con31deratlog 1n .

:"fseptember 1960 (Uq‘:er51ty of Pennsylvanla Survey Team, 1960)

°

: Further lnvestlgatlons by the Government of Iran and her
,\ = K .

‘fstrong determlnatlon, comblned w1th frequent v151ts of the Unlver51ty

"

of Pennsylvanla off1c1als to Iran, made the report.a reallty and
. . N

_‘prelimlnary steps were taken for establlshlng the new unlver51ty 1n
. :

-f//Shlraz, 600 mlles south of Tehran, a relatlvely small c1ty w1th ,‘ .

g 250 OOO populatlon and an attracblve sett}ng for an academlc communlty

.

.‘Among those condltlons were the fact that Shlraz had already a
prov1nc1a1 unlver51ty (Unlver51ty of Shlraz) and,lmportant_corollary B

i . T

o

'

the tradltlon of Amerlcan unlver51t1es. The short v151t of the \.7l--”

95
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institutions such as Nemazee/ﬂospital.

" The. Unlver51ty of Shﬁraz consisted' of the Faculty of Med1c1ne,

established in’ December, 1948 the Faculty of therature and Agrl--

- °

'culturef 1955 ~and the Faculty of Sc1ence, 1958 In June'30, P962'

by the approval of the reert and order of H.I.M. Shahanshah Rryamehr, i L
Pahlav1 Unlverslty off1c1ally succeeded the Unlver51ty of Shlraz and 7; K ;

s . a /QJ, ,H oL
absorbed all bulldlngs, assets, 11ab111t1es, studentS,,and faculty*

-.&_- ':,n :

in- accordance Wrth ‘the const1tut1on approved by jolnt commlttee of

E)

~,Majlls and the Senate on 6th Khordad l34l—-June 1962 (Pahlav1 Qn1vers1ty
Bulletln, 1968 p- 11) o R S W
~Onevof the’lmportant recommendatioﬁs of.therniVersity of * ¢ :

.Pennsylvanla Survey Team was the 1ntroductlon of tﬂe notlon of the

o

board of‘trustees as the ultlmate authorlty for the Pahlav1 Unlver51ty.[ffiﬁ' s

o Therefore, for ‘the’ flrst tlme 1n the hlstory of Iranlan unlver31t1es,_ﬂ.ii

‘s

1n accord w1th the law, Pahlav1 Unlver51ty was placed under the super—?j

CUe

. vision of’a board of trustees.d SIT years later, in- 1968 other *%

- Iranlan un;ver51t1es establlshed thelr own boards of trustees and

& s
o ‘ B - AR

approprlate changes in the law put them dlrectly under the control of_ffu'5 "

. . <’ ,a . - L
‘s-. :'_‘.’ B CoA '.7,"

, thelr reSpectlve boards., CRRTIS L N S

y o e T e T

'TheﬁselectlonfmethodfforftrUStees‘of Iraniantunléersities -

1c1o membershlp Inltlally,

5,._ . . “'~'«

,‘LS malnly by co—optatlon and ex—

the app01ntment method was used to form the boards of trustees in

“.v
‘1

‘.5-1968 and later the approval of parllament was. secured The trusteesif-4_55¥

'_of the”Iranlan\unlver51t1es wene appoxnted by HEI M. Shahanshah

e

Aryamehr. After the 1n1t1a1 formatlon of the boards, prov151on was

e : S . SR
- : N . i R -




A ey

"made for the boards‘to'be self—perpetuatlng Trust%es .Serve for 3 \rr

‘term.of,five years, and can be app01nted for not more than two
. X . [ 4 .
Ty L o . . . L o . N S
Successive terms. P T oLt ,

; The'size Of the goards of Iranlan un1Verslt1es ranges from )

ten to 25 members, however, a mlddle 51ze board of 15 to 17 members e

¢ ) '_;_ ' ( . R A
t - gt

is commonf Except for the three unlver51t1es whlch are.Iocated dn

)' " ~ - . R &R
- - - . B - M . - A

Tehran, other.trustees are non- resrdent The’vommlttee st{goture?' o '

-dn’ use 1s almost entrrely ad hoc commlttees There 1s no executlve T

. - - ‘\ T N ~. E . . ;A, <
oommlttee to act for boards between the generai meetlngs. Because' .
-~ - = ‘, - . - N S = 1y g - ; DR

'Of thlS, most of, the *time the decrsion~makrng proceSs is often R

delayed _ By law, the ‘board of trustees of Iranlan unlver51t1es must . -

meet on%e or>tw1ce a. year,*and they meet once or tw1ce a year unless
~ ;, ’

s

there as an emergency or when, through hard work the pre51dents of
. ot H . ~ \

the un1versrt1es ~can arrange a tlme approprlate for all of these S ,*"rﬂH

busy men.x The meetlng place is ﬁot on campus, except for unlver51t1es
“"'\' v . . . B

located in Tehran,land almbst'all”of the:meetingS”are held‘in,Tehrani B

c1es unless, of course, the outcome of the meetlngs carrles good news., R

ThlS secrecy results 1n many grlevances and rumors and deepens the, o

r

present gap between the boards and other maJor groups on campus.jf_l,; c T X
‘ The composxtlon of the board - Sistngf;a largéwnumber of .7'3T

«*.

For example, the ex~off1c1o members of the board of trustees of the

.

-



and some other Mlnlsters who are. adv1sors to theaPrlme Mlnlster 1n

";various*fields. Other unlver51t1es 11ke the UnlverSLty of Tabrlz,'

also'hold electrve'officeg'

=‘ some of them hold or have held hlgh admlnlstratlve pd51tlons 1n

Tehran University areiv.the Prime Minister, the Minister of Imperi'all

Court, the Mlnlster of Sc1ence and Hrgher Educatlon, the Mlnlst/r of

Flnance, the General Dlrector of Iranlan Natlonal 011 Company, the
. . \ T D -os -
Head of the Plan Organlzatlon of Iran, the Chlef Secretary of the'
L3 N ‘Q», -

Recrultment Organlzatlon, the Pre51dent of the Tehran Un1versxty,_~

o

Isfahan,fMashad Gjoundl Shapur, Aryamehr,/and even the Natlonal

'
ce e -

and Pahlav1 Unlver51t1es have a board of trustees along the samé llne

.. ©

as that of the Tehran Unlve551ty The maln dlfference 1s that the 5

_7 IR SN : T
Prlme Minlster is- not a member of the boards of othe& univers1t1es

L - —
-

Apart from the ex—off1c1o members of the boards, the second category

~

A .
of members lncludes leaders in- 1ndustry, publlc llfe, and other flelds

B ’ B -.'

very 1mportant to the natlonal welfare of Iran.- Sume of the trustees

\' A T . . L . ¢ : L)

el ) ‘.“.4:'. 3 P T
Except-for a few.members;:all?of:the'truStées of?iranianﬂyf;"\
unlver31t1es are hlghly educated ‘Theyvhaye,beenytrained“in andr""

e - . . R . )
o

hold hlgh academlc degrees from colleges and unlver31t1es of Europe///ﬁ

/,,'

T

. or North Amerlca._ A majorlty of members hﬁye teachlng experlence\ahd

?"

S R o..u R

, Ve
Iranlan colleges and un1versrt1es, yet almost none of them are

~educat0rs.' They have a’ polxtlcal career,»a polltlcal orlentatlon,<.'

L /AN s,

and a polltlcal 1ns§1rat10n no matter what they have been d01ng or .

what they are dolng Thay\are, almcst,w1thout exceptlond from elzte

h"

groups in the soc1ety and are wealthy enoughcto be categorlzed 1n

- '.°_‘
. . : LS Lo o
R . - . . UL P
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the high ieVel of iqcome distrfbdtioh.' Thelr ages range from 40 to

}e60 years, w1th the majorlty being 1n the’50 to 60. years bracket

WOmen occupy a very lowdpercentage of the trustees and therefis{ﬁo"

“h autonomous bodles responslble for the hahagement and control of
property,_bus1ness and other affalrs of the unlversltles :”fhey:hayé=
the power to adopt statutes and other regulatlons cons1stent W1th |

iﬂthelr leglslatlons or %harters In summary, the boards of trustees‘
oquranlan unlversltles have\the‘follOW1ng pbwers and respon31b111t1es.

.;1 Appolntment of admlnlstratlve offlcers the boards have E,;:_?

C

"“the Qower and responsrblllty to select the preSLdent and
o R ,

hother senror admlnlstratlve offlcers.,h"

- 2.,‘App01ntment of faculty '%he boards'havefthelpowerfahdﬁresf o

'§1“fof the pres1dent 7f7‘t . [v ~ g ." .

A . R

\_Schools and programs., the boa ds have thevpower and res-;yf

W

e ponslblllty to establlsh new schools and new programs.»"'ak'] S
f» L\__/» . o ol
: 5Q,4. Degrees- the boards have the power and respons1b111ty to ;

graht deQrees 5 '”,,; ';VTY". . al?‘“ﬁ‘ {,{' jj;f:;:h;,;fgigc
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A\ 5. Finangial affairs: the boards have the power and responsibility
T ¢ . : . ' . a

to request and to receive funds from,the govérnment and make,

* internal distribution among various segments of the univer-
v
e , IE . : . . ) .

",

sities.

6. Report: the boards have the respon51b111ty to report annually {

.to the Mlnlster of Science and Higher Educatlon on the present
cond;tlsns and future plangof the'unlver51t1es.

7. Delegation: ‘the boards have the power to delegate their power

"to the president and others. " L 4‘

In practice, however, it is quite different. The boards do

¢

‘not really select the presidents, rather they get 1nvolved in political
’ negotlatlons and rartisan act1v1t1es. They delegate a small portlon

of their pOWer to the presidents, epough only to somehow run the .

unlver81ty and llmlted enough to prevent any-lnnovatlve and unantrc1-
pated deolslons. Thelr conservatlve poiltlcal attltudes are agalnst
‘any unpredlctable actlon. There is no formai ;eport to the Mlnlster

©

.of Science and ngher Educatlon Actually, there is- no need’of thms‘

. &

j51nce the Mlnlster hlmself is a member of the board of trustees of - /

. 0 v,

all elght Iranlan unlver51t1es ' All of the programs have to be EE

A’approved by the Mlnlstry of Sc1enbe and ngher Educatlon in terms
. N -
of their content and the overall fea51b111ty for the whole country

'Therefore, in’ this area again, the boards do not exerc1se their

{ o

formal power The budget of the unlver51t1es, althouﬁh it mlght be

rev1ewed by the boards, has to be approved not“by the Mlnlstry of

:-».‘
,_~__¢4.‘

- 801ence and ngher Educatlon but by the Central Budget Offlce of
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Iran which is connected to the office of the Prime Minister and whose

) 4 . LY - . . ot
General Director is one of the assistants to the Prime Minister.

Therefore, in practice, the typical board of trustees of
Y

, . , . ) .
Iranian universities can be described as a gathering .of conservative
o S SO : .
¥

: - :
elite politidians who probably know very little about current issues

in higher egucation; who meet once orvtwice,a year in a closed.

LSS

se331on, who do not communicate with faculty, students, and non-
academlc personnel of the unlverSLty, and who hold a great amount of

formal authorlty and yet ‘do not know . why they are trustees and what

i
1

are the real functlons assoc1ated w1th the trusteeshlp of unlver51t1es

g SUMMARY - \ :

>
/’

The concept of a;ﬁay board of trustees as oné of the principal

: . | . | | e
' icipants in the .g’overnance of the North American university,

whlch was 1mported from Europe, is based % 'Oon the assumption that they

ensure the 1ndependence of these academic 1nst1tutlons from out51de

Ctian 4 e
\‘A'

, pressures,whlchmwguld;threaten their essential freedom. They-also

e

represgnt the mechanism thrdugh which the demands and requlrements

4

of soc1ety at large are communlcated to the unlver51ty and further—
as a result of thelr 1n1t1£t1ves the unlvers1ty galns needed flnanc1al
support._ Invéartlcular, the- concentratlon of executive authorlt; 1n
the local board of trustees encourages the rapld e;pan51on of |

1nd1v1dua1 unlver51t1es and fac111tates 1ts adop{f'h to the'changes : *

and demands.of the_enVironment, ‘

The idea of the board of tlustees for Iranian.universities



St
was imported from the United States on the recommendation of a team
of American experts in'1962. The perception of the university as a

. P . . . : 4 .
national political institution, to a large extent influenced the

concept of the board of trustees»in‘t'e'Iranian contex§> This

philosophy'indicateskthat the idea of fhe board qf trustees is not

- based on. the aSSUmptidﬁ of fund raisijpg or buffering ouE;;;:\pressures.
; : - :

The idea is to oversee the work of thé niyversity to ensure that it

‘

is in accord with the government needs and demands which in itself

i~ 8

is a matter of duplicating the work of the central Ministry of Science*

and Higher Education. It is not, perhaps, a matter of exaggeration
e '

to claim that there is a lack of understanding in terms of the

philosephy of the concept of the board of trustees in.Iranian

universities.

J -

These differences in the interpretation of the philosophy
of the board arefreflected in the differences in the organizatioh,

composition, responsibilities, ‘and selection of the board of trustees.

-of‘North American and Iranian universities} -In. Iran the composition

2

of the boards con51sts of a majorlty of ex—off1c1o members ‘who are

cablnet ministers or hlgh governmental off1c1als, whereas in North

America, ; board membeYship ihcludes busrnessﬁen,-educatienists, lawyers,

and recently faculty and students. Among four major selectloh methods,

"‘co optatlon and app01ntment by elected state off1c1als are the

prevalllng methods'in~North American universitiesﬁm The way ‘of

‘selectlng the board members in Iranlan unlver51t1es is malnlyﬂﬁpsgd

" on the self-perpet. - tion principle,‘with the exception'of:ex-offieio

‘members,

’

‘

\\ ._,//'/
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Q

Organizationaliy, the average size of the unlver51ty board
of trustees in both cultures 1s slmllar Unlike the board of trustees 4

=
in Iranian unlver81t1es who do not have a systematlc organlzatlonal

;arrangement, in North America a board usually has at least _three

standing commlttees and on -the. -average holds open meetlngs four times

A

a year _ The legal power of the board in both cultures is prlmarlly
¢

the same and covers allxaffalrs of th€inn1Versity.' Yet, in practlce
the"trustees 7n North American unlver51t1es exerc1se very little of

their pOWer whlle in Iran they do not exerCLSe 1t at all. The
' ¥

o

comblnatlon of these dlfferences indicates that the board of trustees '

in Nbrth Amerlcan unlver51t1es are an actlve and part1c1pant bbdy,,

and in Iran they are only a symb%l of’ author;ty : .

-, . - . 1l



CHAPTER V

.

ADMINISTRATORS IN NORTH AMERICAN AND

IRANTIAN UNIVERSITIES ' - o

(l‘

This: chapter revxews the fUnctlons and c racterlstlcs of

N

pre51dent5, ~academic deans, and‘department chalrmen in North Amerlcan

and Iranlan unlversities. The 'roles of North Amerlcan academlc

- . .
,admlnlstrators w111 be approached 1n terms of thelr hlstorlcal orlgln,

dutles and powers, soc1al characterlstlcs, career and selectlon, and
. N :

leadershlp style Furthermore, the~changes whlch 1nf1uence thelr
L. . .

"roles as. well as future proposals and trends w1ll be dlscussed. For

Iranlan unlver51t1es,_1t was reallzed that any dlseg\slon~of academlc L

admlnlstrators W1thout reference to the- meanlng of admlnr' ationiin

-9

5001ety 1n general would be mlsleadlng, therefore, the role of th 2
* : \
iacademlc admlnlstrators is placed in the context of the generdT“ SE

,"\

admlnlstratlon of Iranlan 5001ety )

It should be recognlzed that there is a tendency 1n the - ~-

Py
e

'llterature to ‘ignore the off1c1a1 requlrements Wthh deflne the powers-
‘ and duties of th;se ‘who' occupy the offlce of pre51dent, academlc

: y ¥

dean, and department chalrman the prescrlptlons tend to be based “on
1deallst1c/3§§aq§tions about the scope whlch aoademlc admlnlstrators SR

have. for defrnrn‘//helr roles. Furthermore,vespe01ally in’ the case

-~

of pres1dents and academlc deans, the tendency is to v1ew these o ‘p»'

» offlces only in terms of the.lnd1v1dual p051tlons of pnes;dent}énd
academlc dean, whereas they actuallyrgperate under a form of cablnet
& m— '.»V-LM“_" .

o)
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_monarchy 1n the pOlltlcal system of the country‘and democracy 1n :

“(1957) belleves thls was because in’ Amerlca N A,:: . ‘f;5‘. -

'1640, however, came to be known as pre51dent (Th&lng. 1926) Other

.

which 1ncludes various vice- pre51dents, a55001ates, and a551stants
(Rourke and Brooks, 1964) Generally, the combination of’theSe two

factors seems to contribute toathe existing ambiguity in the

literature on the role of thege Ehree-academlc administrators. T
THE ROLE OF AQADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS

;°" IN NORTH AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES Y

Historical Origfn

VL |
~In contrast to the Brltlsh tradftlon with 1ts acceptance of ¥ v

LA

the unlver51ty,_th6 gpvernance of ear}y colleges in North Amerlcan N

g democratlc socrety tended to reflect extreme monarchy. \George Schmldt

_ .+« . the pre51dent was a more 1mpontant fiqure than the - .
pres1dents or principals of the colleges,of Oxford and Cambrldge,
" who though~the1r powers: were expandlng were primarily the senior
fellows; and hls functlons were much broader and more varled

than’ those of the rectors and chancellors\ofrthe large European
universities (p. 103). T D S
Neveftheless,'while‘in England the chief executive officers‘of'the T

universities were. called “chancellors," in Amerlca, Eaton became

‘ ; o
fHarvard's first executlve and carrled the tltle "master" whlch was

~
1

commonly used 1n Brltlsh colleges. Hls successor Henry Duster 1n

o

]

4 .

colleges, although they mlght have started w1th other tltles,:.';7>:*

b~

: gradually began to adi:;athe same practlce. At present, the moEEE

popular tltle in the North Amerlcan un1versxty is Eres;dent
)\

l -

@ In the Pre—C1v1l War perlod college pre51dents were. respons1ble ':'_ -

v



s

'

}fqr carrying_out’all administrativebfunctions. \As might be expected
. . I8 \ N
they were malnly drawn from the rank of clergy and were "usually the
N : : 'y

pr1nc1pal faculty member, admlnlstrator, educatoq (who persbnallyv“‘

4
\ .
P

looked after the welfare and extra currlcular act1v1tles of hlst
. students), fund ralser, record keeper, and accountant (Schenkel 1971
.p.313). " fn the words of Brubacher and Rudy (1968), when colleges

were in thelr early growth, ". .. the pre51dency was»an exactlng and~'

ol

tlme consumlng respon51b111ty (p. 28) . Ralph Prator (1963) 1nd1cates

"that in the Pre ClVll War perlod two factors contrlbuted to the growth‘
: 1

-

“of the offlce of pre51dent the heavy rellance of the board of

4

trustees onypresidents»to assume "uv.v._executive type.of respon¥ o
. 91b111t1es,“ and the fact that pre51dents were among the few- who

: ehjoyed a ". ,'. permanent membershlp of the college (pp 3 4) The L

latter fac or was also empha51zed by Hofstadter and Metzger %1955)

who belleve that "The only secu:é and sustalned profe531ona1 offlce

NS '7-.
LN

'1n Amerlcan colleglate educatlon was that of the college pre51dent

*,

hlmself (p 124) L Perhaps these factors explaln why pre51deﬁts came t,k-*-

to. be regarded as domlnant flgures with* autocratlc power.s
After the CiV1l War the&irwene many changes which affected

'colleges and . unlver51t1es and thelr chlef executlve offlcers. Durlng
. Wqﬁ‘\

~the flrst few decades after the ClVll War, the 1ncrea51hg rate of v -

"enrollment, the changes in the currlculum. the steady growth in: extra—‘

s *" '

,icurrlcular act1v1t1es, and organlzatlonal deveﬁbpment led unlver51ty
C o

pre51dents often to assume two dlstlnct roles._ They assumed the B

L@

‘role of the spokesman for the academlc community and they also acted

3

i
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/j' t ! ’ . g [
as 1f they were the manager of . a busxness enterprlse (Brubacher and N

r

.ﬂ§dy, 1968) They enjoyed much authorlty whlch was, delegated to

{.
N

'them by boards of trustees ‘and llke true entrepreneurs, unavers*ty

. © _..'.

pre51dents bullt thelr emplres and ruled as dlrectors (Schenkel 19;1;
¢ ) ', s B bl
’ There 1s agreement 1n the 11terature that the Yapld develop—
ment and growth/of the Amerlcan unlver51t1es durlng thls perlod was,'vg

Vv

BRI
_largely dpe to the er51dents' freedom of actlon and the vast
authorlty they enjoyed The llterature is full of cases descrlblng cen el

_ o § SO P
-the success or fallure of these pre51dents, hOWGVer, ‘no mat%er what

thexqusequence of thexr attempts, they were hlghly devoted to thelr;,.‘

"unlver51t1es. Routlnely, unlver51ty pre51dents had pre emlnent power ~ff;fz”
. and 1t seems w1th a few exceptlons the trend Was toward xncreased jn;

presxdentlal authorlty (Rudolph, 1962)

SRR Durlng thls perlod, growth 1n the slze and complexlty Qf the

] ‘3_.'_,

duniver:;ty made the tasks of the unlver51ty pr851dents dlfflcult

To dop w1th t?ese pressures new admlnlstratlve p051t10ns were

o
o

created Therefore, Pre51dent Ellot at Harvard 1no1870. to release 4?h iff'

h hlmself from academ;c routlnes and dlsc1p11nary matters, app01nted

Professer,Ephrain Gurney,‘of the hlstory department,_as the flrSt
. dean offthe college ﬁMcGlnnls, 1956) Twenty years later, 1n 1890, tﬂ yff‘ }, .

the deanshlp was d1v1ded’1nto two offlces, nahely, academlc dean

5

and dean of~s udent affalrs. Thls pattern was followed by other f

i O

colfeges and uhrver51tles in Amerlca.;‘In studylng the hlstory ofw_7

the offlce, MCGlnnls 01956) p01nted out that'iy'
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» As;de from the\app01ntment at Harvard . ... the recognltlon
of the need of such'an office bore fruit, first at Amherst in
1880; at Yale in 1884, when Dean erght was appointed; at the

-Unlyer51ty of Chicago.in 1892, when.a full set of deans was .
selected; and at Columbia College, in 1896, when Professor Van ™
Amringe was elevated to that affice (p 191). C

Accordlng to Brubacher and Rudy (1968) the median rate for the ' : o

« appearance of. deans was_ the 1890' The findlngs of Deferrar1 (1957)

of the century the offlce‘came to be unlversally accepted as a

permanent structural unlt in the North Amerlcan unlver51t1es.
' ‘ Q
Among many and varled reasons for the” establlshment of the
dean s offlce, Ward (1934) points to the major ones: .- L ’“\kﬁ

Frequently the deanshlp was establlshed to aid’ the president.
e Sometlmes it was developed to meet” ‘an emergency, ‘such-as
: lllness, res1gnatlon ‘or death. of the pre31dent .+« .« Often it
: “came about: through the reorganization. of the 1nst1tut10n, PR c,
tho o In many instances it was. created at the. opening of the c¢ollege,
R %4 ... In the gréatest number.of cases, however, it was a logical®
';'f7:~1 step in the natural development of the 1nst1tutlon (p.‘22) ‘

' -
»

R 3
*’ . »~

‘It seems that 1ncreased admlnlstratlve act1v1t1es of the unlver51t1es

was the prlme motlve for the’ establlshment of the dean s offlce. s
vfﬂ. o ' E AR L '
' Along w1th these deVelopments‘ln the unlver51ty structure,

T e

another organlzatlonal unlt gradually appeared in, the colleges and -

i

univer51t1es of North Amerlca Durrng the second quarter of the

. nineteenth century, the development of knowledge in general and the

1ncreased spec1allzatlon of faculty members 1n partlcular led to the.
establlshment of departmental structures in the unlver51t1es Brubacher

and Rudy (1968) 1nd1cate that "the peglnnlngs of departmental organlza—

¥
“t

tlon are easxly dlscernlble at both Harvard and the Un1versxty of

o Vlrglnla 1n the second quarter of the nlneteenth century (p. 367)

. - :V . . . 5 ‘ _‘ : ; B v - .
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~

The early departmental structure}‘however, had limited 51m11ar1ty

- to the medern university departments. Usually it con51sted of a .'_,

L

profdssor who helgd the “"chair" of a subject angd, consequently, othersh

{
L

were under his domin‘gtion .

" By the late nlneteenth cent\fy, autonomous departments were

-establlshed and Harvard Columbla, Yale andigrlnceton, durlng the s
ity . J'
1890-1900 perlod, moved dxrectly toward departmentallzatlon (Veysey,
. __:__‘l.:t = » " o /

1965). Subsequently, as’'a result o

3

the 1ncreased number of the
faculty members and the)appearance of dlfferentlatlng ranks among
faculty, sllght democratlzatlon was 1ntroduced 1nto depaftments../(_%

. Yet, in practlce, the chalrmanshlp was - Stlll 1n the hands ‘of the | éé'

_,»Uv professors who not only ran thelr department but also represented

b d e
Q

7'1t 1n the academlc declslon-maklng body of their unlver31ty DreSsel,

'Johnson and Marcus (1970) assert that.
. By 1nclud1ng in the table of nks assoc1ate professors and
.. professors with Permanent appoimﬁments ‘as well”as the head » R
" professor, t'e-Seed for rotatin Chasrmen  (the temporarily-firsti'~jy e

Chad

s power of the departmental chalrmen (P, 5)

After the 1900 s and espe01ally by the l930's academlc f4 .vr“-.‘p',xlaﬁ;

Vadmlnlstrators seemed to- assume new roles The percentage of pre51dents
uwho had tralnlng as’ mlnlsters decllned to 12 percent (Schmrdt, 1930),/1'
‘The pre51dents' main responsrblllty came to be the superv151on of
the.unlversity,rand thelr p051t10n shlfted from hav1nq\total control

,ober the unlver51ty and 1ts faculty. Now they were recruited mostly

‘from bu51ness and lay people, they ware no longer regarded as’

: academlc entrepreneurs, rather 1n the words of Brubacher and Rudy (1968Y

e




i

v

- 2

deans, and departmept chalrmen tended'f belmorevCOmmoni

_ Subﬁéquently, _tﬂi%-J;

A [ L. >
~f‘a*culty, seemed to brlng, 1n dlfferent degrees,wsubstantlal ohanges
. H

» . s

nln the roles. of pre51dents, academlc deans, and department chalrmem

é'

»‘Morrls Keeton (1971), 1n descrlblng the role of rhe presldent, ." fﬂl ;
g-, : o »,‘ L 'u ] \".

g_commented'that-"prlor to World War II college presldents typlcally

achleved outstandlng results by thelr powers of charlsma, c0mpetence' w2

< . ) PN

and prerogatlve. As campuses became larger and complex, these

P ‘y

:resources ceased to suffice, partlcularly for 1nst1tutlons str1v1ng r;

- e S

to become excellent in thelr fleld (p 22) ThlS observatlon about

,'pre51dents probably can be applled to academlc deans and department

S . : LA

Lchalrmen as well

"Duties and Powers -

-,?fesidents; In asse551ng ‘the dutles and powers of the offlce f/c-

s}

,1of pres1dent, two sources of data can be 1dent1f1ed The f1rst set of
' data 1ncludes the unlver51ty acts, charters, and statutes whlch

legally deflne the functlons and authorlty of the offlce d? pre51dent

[]

g
i



o

presldents and prescrlbe the experiences, observations, and'w;shes.
A e

. of thelr-respectlve wrlters of what the du*les of,a pre51dent

.

should be - and how much power hg’should have 1n order to be successful
[a] : x, . ) : . c

in d1rect1ng the unlver51ty -;;' o o L,

Sk respon51b111t1es are as comprehen31ve as the respon51b111t1es of
ﬁ

From the lega} p01nt of v1ew the pre51dents dutles and

s

the boards of trustees.‘ By statute, pres;dents are the chlef executlve

offlcers of the;;/unlverslty, they are appornted by the boards of

They are responsrble to the boards of trustees for the total operatlon ‘

- ‘of the unlver31ty and are concerned w1th the functlonlng of. all

".“‘ .“
1

s

';operationfof,the uniyersity including}the acadehic1Work;pteachingjandt"

aspects of: un1vers1ty llfe. A typlcal deflnltlon ogidutles and powers

1nd1cates that he has general superv151on over and dlrectlon of the

of a pre51dent, as deflned 1n dnlver51ty acts, charters or: statutes,r'.

. I

e}

» admlnlstratlve staff bu51ness affalrs,"and students of the unlver51ty.;,_

- X .

Furthermore, he has other dutles andypowers whlch may be assrgned to':'{

h1m by the board of trustees from tlme to t1me.7 It 1s these other
s :a

dutles and powers whlgh prevent any detalled generalizatlon of dutses‘:

P

»u’and powers of’ North Amerlcan un1versxty pre51dents._‘ﬁ-,_.” ﬁg"

Colleges and Unlver31ties (1970) outllnes the responslbllltles Of .5n5§=p,

. - 4‘1'

Nevertheless,(w1th1n the context of these references to” the S

Lk

offlce of unlversrty preSLdents, the Amerlcan Assoc1atlon of State L

BN




P plant- development S

| dlver51ty wh1ch seems to be an 1nd1cat10n that the dutles and powers

‘ occupy thla"fflce. HOWever, desplte thls d1vers1ty, th re is one

.;ﬁgeate a- more democratlc structure for the govérnance of theln

S unchallenged power. The shadow»of the famous unlvertltyvpre51dents

¥

rIn each of these areas of respon51b111ty there 1s stlll further

,1s 1ndrea31ng1y shaﬂed by most unlverslty pre51dents. that i?' to
“1nst1tut10ns. ”i% _.».u»~'3 L l:"_': . {'rr

bthe offlce creates ‘a. stereotyped 1mage of the univers ty pre51dent

who is" actually exerc181ng a substantlal degree of autho_ity agg

.of tho *ast to a large extent seems to contrlbute to/“his falsefimage

~
AL
.

i

s " Q - c .‘.‘_0 T e R
the‘uniVersity president as;follows- ’ ’
1. The dlrectlon of «current and long-raﬁ «plannlng related to N
1nst1tut10nal goals, academlc programs and teachlng approacheSf
‘ research, publlc servxce, enrollment progectlons,.and phy51cal
. » . v o B . i :
2. 'The development and malntenance of approprlate admlnlstrat1Ve
SR ;6rganlzatlon ahd pollcy~mak1ng structure ‘for he most " o K
. e¥f1c1ent and effectlve utllxgétlon of: 1nst1t§tlonal resources.f"f;;f
3. The déyelopment and malntenance of a persennel system concerned
’ with" the recrultment, selectlon, a591gnment, superv1s1on, RE
_evaluatlon, and promotion and tenure of all personnel_empldyed-v'
;by the 1nst1tutlon Y S BRI o
4. The preparatlonfand presentatlon of the flnan01al budget and
” .the allocatlon and superv151on of all_approprlated and other L
. funds that flnance any act1v1t1es under the Jurlsdlctlon of - pj‘{
~ the college. S 5~\~ R -.-_ o I

i$. _The development and malntenance of,the fac;lltles and equlp—-
ment necessary ﬁor the support of the college [} functlons
(p 308) C

’

: fof the offlce are as varled as the un1versxt1es and 1nd1v1duals who

' - L . \ T o s

e .,-
-

\ Lo

o »
/'

p*

The broad and exten31ve theoretlcal dutles and powers of ;”5.';.';¢?f;f
E ‘”’ L o . P

- ;_

t\, _*

5 /xﬁh‘;i

’b'v'v‘




N usually become lnvolved 1n dec151ons relatlvefto students and thelr I'{u“. -

- '1970) S i _" - 3 Lo

o -

¢ e

(Lazarsfeld and Thlelens, 1958; March 1966) Agalnst thlS dlstorted

\

perceptlon of the preSLdent s power 1n unlver51t1es Corson (1960)

3

1nd1cates that pre51dents devote "40 percent of thelr tlme to

et
_l)

-‘.'5- -

. flnanc1al matters ;',t, 20 percent to publlc and alumnl relathns.--

<

0

12 perCeht to problems of phy31cal fa0111t1es . lO percent

to general admlnlstration. ,f. . and 18 percent (less than one—flfth)

-_toveducatlonal matters._.“. ( 59) He goes on to conchude that as

‘mi"the unlver51ty grows in. 51ze and complex1ty, pre51dents tend to

devote less and 1ess tlme to maln concerns wh%¢h are students, faculty,_ '

'\..

and the educatlonal program To the extent that pre51dents delegate >

‘nnre of thelr power to other admlnlstratlve offlcers, thlS obserVatlon
seems to be valld Generally, however, pr851dents do influence the

dec;siou—maklng process of thglr un1versxty 1n spec1f1c ways whlch
..A ‘I i
depend on the 51ze, quallty, and tradltlon of the 1nd1v1dual un1versxtﬁ
At preSent,qﬁdgerslty pr951dents often 1nf1uence the recrult-
‘. . _A"jr N." L '.
' ment of ‘the faculty’thrmgghjthe app01ntment of v1ce-pre51dents,_J{w
.ot : \—4"’% . :
academlc deans, and sometmmés«éepagtment chalrmﬁp Presldents B RN
.,Q . ’ ; DN

'extra-currlcular act1v1t1es probably 1n four areas. 'athletlcs,.'f‘”'

; . . R ‘

dlsc1pllne, 1deologlcal 1ssues, and student government The role

v .

‘of the unlver51ty pre51dent ;n student affalrs 15 normally snall vf;7't

except 1n times of emergency (Bolman, 1970. W1111ams, 1965 Blankenshlp,i-: o

0 L
2

AQT, The.control of the budget 1s a. dlrect ﬂeans through whlch

]
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in the universities. Probably they are the central power in,deéisfons
: » : N :
~of current and long-range financing of ‘the university (Demerath;y
. .
v ; _
Stephens and Taylor, 1967).- They may delegate much responsibility

to academic deans, department chairmen, and vice-presidents, but =« -

they are usually assigned,formal responsibility for preparing thg
J o 7 - | s . ,
annual budget and presenting it for approval to governing boards
and legislative bedies. Yet most presidents work closely with a

.t : - “
~ financial officer and this officer may exercise substantial £pfluence

\pver the institution's annual budget. -As Glenny (1972) pointed out:

~
3
&

77 The general public and the polltical pollcy makers are ‘as

" misled as the faculty .and students in thinking that the leadershlp

“of a publlc college Oor university rests with.its pre51dent and -\
YB*ard Nor are*they the students and faculty {p. 10). '

Few realizé the extent to whlch unknowns, w1th1n an institu-
_tion and out51de it, really control educatlonal pOllC
Internally the persons most responsible for the new leadershlp
in both publlc and nonpublic universities and colleges are those
. lengaged in institutional research and analytical studies, and

indicate that presgdéﬁts are perceived as the most powerful individual

in universities, the authority they can . exercise over, university

W

7.

ERNS

@ governax)ce“"ii!ar more, l'irﬁlted ‘than’ is popﬁlarly_ supposed. These - N

‘observationgy€re consistent with'the interpretation of Cohen and March.
(1974) who conclude thats oo
A pre51dent probably has more power ")h other single indivi4b
duals ‘but except for a very .few cases -‘ents do not appear .
to domrnate the. ?eelslon making’in the:: stltutlons They face -

a pooniy un&erstood<and rather tlghtly . 1stra1ned managerlal world




)

)

In that world they contribute 1mportant ritual legltlmacy to
some dec151ons and they play a 51gn1f1cant role in the cert1f1-5
cation of the status of other participants. Their ablllty ﬂo e
control dec1s1on outcomes is often less: ‘than expected by those \
around them and by the elves (p 123).

It seems that the theoretical and normative images of duties and

powers of university pre51dents is far from the realltles of thelr

“

~actual and descrlptlve functlons and influence.

[}

.
Academic deans. .The dlvers1ty of functlons and misperceptlon

e

i

of power is .not limited to un1Ver51ty pre51dents‘alone. In fact the
duties and: pOWers of academic deans are subject to the same, if‘not
more, ambiguity, There is a general agreement in the llterature that

no two deanshlps are allke and there are almost as many roles as

. there are deans. John Gould (1964) pointed out - that:

53

" The role of the academic dean in one 1nst1tutlon is dlfferent,
at least in degree if not in kind of respon51b111ty, from that of
» the dean in every other college or university. Multivarious,
it resists description, and this is one reason why--a fair number
of books, dissertations, and articles by and about the academic
i' dean nothw1thstand1ng--there is little 'systematic knowledge of .
. what an academig dean can do, does, or is. expected to asé by way -
‘ of leadership (p. 41). T v

He goes onaeven to say that the role of the academic dean does not
L,

exist, and any attempt to- prov1de normatlve data of the offlce is

"to chase a w1I1-o —the—w1sp (p. 42) Four decades ago Ward (l934)

admitteq that a deflnltlon and standardlzatlon of the drganlzatlon and .

-

dutles of the deans was de51rable At the same tlme he warned the

o

deans of the shortcomlngs of such an effort L

. Q.

Such a definition should be made by each 1nst1tutlon for its
own deanship. Thislprocedure would offer - ‘sufficient latltude for:
desirable variation and at the same time preclude excessive -
standardlzatlon of the ‘of 1ce It is generally agreed that whlle

115



f é certaln amount of standardization would promote improvement in
. the funct;onlng of the office, a high degree of standardlzatlon
'NM1ght nﬁlley all the benefits thus derived. .

o,

“Phere are at ‘least three reasons why a clear definition of
duties and roles #f academic deans is Perhaps impossihle to detect.
The first reason derives out of the diversity of institutions and-
their administrative organizations. The second one is the‘human
factor which indicates- that any deflnltlon of the offlce depends
ultlmately on who the deans are and how they react to the office
as human belngs The last ﬁactor is the lack of theory; that is,
in the absence of aigeneraliy accepted theory of’administrative
practices, it is difficult'to know what duties the dean.should have
(Hor‘n . 1964) . |
Because of the-lack of'unifornity in the organization of the
apademic dean's office, there are very few empirical studles whlch
deal.dlrectly with functlons of deans Reeves and Russel (1929)

prov1de a-list of i3 functlons Wthh seemed to be commonly shared

by most academlc deans in thelr study Another study by Reeves,

et al. (1932), hOweverL refers to the dlfflculty of 1dent1fy1ng )

the functions of the offlce

: The result of thls'study 1nd1cates the probablllty that if
5 . enough colleges were. visited, the range of duties performed. by
) each of the major officers would be found to. include the' total
scope .of admlnlstratlve responsibilities.  In cther words, 1f
enough colleges are 1ncluded, the deans ‘will be found to be d01ng
everythlng done by any admlnlstratlve offlcer y e (p 86) .

There are Stlll other studles which malntaln a list of dutles for

academlc deans Mentlon can be made of Milner (1936) whlch prov1des

~ a list of 20 functlons, Flnnegan (1951) who -conducted his study of

&

116



117

\

*

' the academic deans‘of Catnplic menfs colleges; and Higgins' (1946)
studyxof.404 college deans."éenerally,-there is very little.ﬁifference
between the findings of these'studiesf €xcept in the case of Higgins

" who found that the position of academic dean with regard to students .
/
seemed to have become supervisory and “coordlnatlve" in many colleges
! s /"\ .
and unlver31t1es. , I o e .
. . - (P " , .
The outccme of these studies indicates the relatively slow .

' ~ changes which have taken place in thezresponsibilitiesuof academic -
deans prior to the Second world War. After the war, however, there

-

are indications'of substantial changes in the duties and rodles of

\\“\academicrdeans.M;Traditionally the main concern of the dean was with

ustudents and the curriculum. ‘Later faculty and curriculum were his‘

major respon51b111ty, eSpec1ally after the emergence of the dean of_ E N
students. And flnal-l_y, hrs main »lnterest,shlfted ard the faculty. ’
7. Some‘writers believé that'acadéhic'deans'a;ﬁeducationalf v;,
R - .
admlnlstrators deal dlrectly wlth two dlStlnCt groups- the faculty

and the students (McGrath, 1947 wOodburne, 1950) Others argue

that practlcally the offlCe of ‘the academic deanjis becoming nighly

detached from dayeto—day activities'of the studentsdand to sbhe

)

extent of. the faculty (McVey and Hughes, 1952 Corson, 1960, Baxter,

4956 Henderson, 1957)

i [P, e g

These observatisns dre- con51stent w1th Gould's (1964) study f‘

AE A, of academrc deans. Hls f1nd1n§s 1nd1cate that academlc deans in

larger dolleges are prlmarlly concerned w1th matters of. pollcy, g

personnel ‘%nd budget Yet, he concludes that;'
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In the past 'year Or two, more of the larger college academic
dean's time has been devoted to making reports to foundations,
the government, and other agencies than used to be; to part1c1-
pating in extra- institutional academic act1v1t1es out of a sense
of "institutional or profe551onal obligation; and to. solving
problems arising out of government-sponsored research, or rather
out of the effect which the avallablllty of funds for research -
in some areas has on people whose interests lie in areas -not so

'blessed with f1nanc1al ability (p' 38).

Cem a

It seems that the trendktoward more tlme consumlng admlnlstratlve
dutles, to a laxge extent llmlts the opportunlty for meanlngful

educatlonal leadershlp Wthh most writers prescrrpe for academlc

! . ’ f
-

a. - A N

deans, =« : . L . S S
.

Department chairmen. . The dutles -and powers of department

o

chalrmen have not recelved much scholarly attentlon 1n the 11terature

»
S
¥

'In fact, except for a few studles, no: attempt has been. made to

"research the role of these academlc admlnlstrators in unlver51t1es.
Nevertheless, in the: llght of avallable llterature, Lt seems that .
-there 1s w1de varlatlon in the respon51b111t1es of department

chalrmen (Doyle, 1953; Corson, 1960), which may be subject to factors :

;such as 51ze, type of 1nst1tut10n, field,. admlnlstratlve organlzatlon,
characterlstlcs of the department chalrman hlmself, and p0551b1y
many more.. However, Dressel Johnson and Marcus (1970) 1nd1cate that

R Chalrmen 1n1t1ate actlon on budget formulation, "
‘selection, promotion, and retention of academic staff; faculty
-salaries; ‘sabbatical 1eaves, 1nterdepartmenta1 relatlonshlpSf
research grants; educatlonal development and. 1nnovat10n, unlver51ty ’
~comm1ttee membership; dlsc1p11ne representqzlon, professzonal , :
growth; advicé to dean on departmental matters . . . departmental
meetings . . . student. _advising; class schedullng o wveand
curriculum. changes (p. 13) Y : k

This“observatlon is consistent with theifindings,of*Hill and French
. . . e : P K . R . -,.l"

o ~
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. o . , o . .:
(1967) whg looked at the functlons of. department chalrmen from a .
_ dlfferentﬁghgle, that is, through ﬂthe power instruments available

to chairmen‘(p. 551)." . : L f, ' ' o
' E & o ‘ ' ‘ .
The power of department chalrmen isas varied as the dutles'

A\

they perform Some wrlters belleve that desplte these varlatlons,
! ”, c v

generally department chalrmen have a’ s1gn1f1cant 1nfluence on
budgetlng, stafflng, plannlng, reportlng, and dlrectlng research
Furthermore, that chalrmen, to a large degree, have control over P

r o,

'class sohedules and 1nstruct10nal and departmental a551gnment (Helges,y

1955 Rlesman, 1956) . On ‘the otﬁsr hand H111 and French (1967;\\\\\\h’

N

report that "professors con51der departmental chalrmen as h&Vln?
' less influence than any other group in the colleges, even less than
the professors (p. 555) The;authors argue(that chalrmen are subject

to pressures from faculty and hlgher admlnlstrators.

The decreased power of chalrmen lS largely supported by

Gross and Grambsch (1974), who found that department chalrmen are ’ . ‘l_;fu -

LI
- .

percelved to be the 1east of all power holders in the u) 1verS1t1es.
N ;

'-YeE’ an- opp051te observatlon is drawn by Dressel Johnson and Marcus
\'(1970) who ?E%flude that "Desplte departmental varlatlons based

on prlorltles and faculty orlentatlon, facultyfmembers stlll seek ~h,‘u
the chalrman s adv1ce and 1nfluence on matters that trouble them .

c-

'(p..83) " Such lack of agreement. makes it drfflcult to draw any

'meanlngful generallzatlons abou$ .the- dutles and powers of department

.chalrmtn from the llterature.'ﬂ” v N oo

-K . ) ) .
[ . - . B [
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academic deans,'and departmentachairmen sOmevmajOr characteristiCS

1nclud1ng age, academlc degree, fleld of study, and term of their .

1off1ce were: chosen for examlnatlon,, h rev;ew of3thei11terature .
‘irevealed that prpbably no rnformatiOn is avarlabie wrth regard“toh
tthehcharacteristiCS of denartment‘chairmen.‘ _fvy“ls ',:1,"

| l . ﬁ v ""- : - .

. «vdPreSidents.f A general description of social characteristicsr

gofiAmerican university*presidents”shows that they are ", {'most

7commonly mlddle aged, marrled, male, whlte,<protestant academlcs

»', h';v i

from a relatl ely Well educated, mlddle—class, profe551onal~manager1al,v'

tv natlve—born, small town, famlly background (Cohen and March, 1974,

7) The authors go on to 1ndrcate that pr351dents ",‘.'2 represent,
»rn soc1al terms, a convent10nal ellte group for the general populatlon»
of the.&perlcan colLege and unlver51ty students and faculty There_ ‘

«a

are numerous exceptlons to the general pattern (p. 8) In the

120

,-absence of emplrlcal data, 1t was assumed that thls generallzatlon ‘ ﬂ P
. ; \'

could also be applledito presidents?ofnCanadian universities.» hf

Earller and more recent studles of pre51dents both 1ndlcate -

a
a . 4

'1that 51nce the turn of the twentleth century there have been only

very sllght changes in the average age of the presndents., These'

"\.v

*wrltlngs show that the avera e ‘age’ of unlv r51ty pre51dents is in
ge ?

\ A

:the rénge of 45 to 53 years (Hughes, 1940 ‘Charters, 1933 Ingraham,»,'

‘1968 Ferrarl, 1970, Hodgklnson, 1971a, Cohen and March, 1974)

,_Furthermore, these data lndacate that those presxdents who are under

‘ . : s S | i . -

T o : i L) 5 . . : . . . fe- :
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40 or above 70 years of age represent only a small portlon of o
A
unlver51ty pres1dents The term of offlce of pre81d6hts ‘is qu;te

B e

varied among 1nst1tutlons There are no data avallable toilndlcate-

~
C et s
i

the average legal term whlch pre51dents are requ1red to stay 1n;&~

off1ce Recent wrltlngs show that the number of years presldents

J

had been in offlce decreased between 1900 1970 from ll to srx years .

ST “

(Kerr, 1970b, Selden, 1960)

- oo N

o

/22)» > Holdlng doctorate degrees is 1ncrea51ngly one of the ;fj S
. characterlstlcs of unlver51ty pres1dents. Accordlng to Ingraham '

(1968), Ferrar1 (1970) and Cohen and March (1974) the three flelds

S Hodgkinson (l971a) belleves that- )
One gets the 1mpre551on that soc1al SCience tralnlng is _
becomlng the "academlcally respectable" prerequlslte for the "
public: pres1dency that “the - humanltles are and- always have ‘beerf
- for the private" 1nst1tutlons Tralnlng in- educatlon seems L
'51nappropr1ate for presidents of all ph. D.. grantlng lnstltutlons,
regardless of public or Private desxgnatlon,.due in no sSmall -
‘way to the lack of - respectablllty within academic clICIes,'
especially in uan&ISltles, of the study of educatlon per se..
(p. 276) . _ S

N L 3

1

Ak

: In addltlon to the standard academlc degree, uniyersity'h}’

) pres1dents have prev1ous academlc experlences. Bolman s (1965) study

fshows that in hls sample 96 percent of pre51dents had less than R

f1ve years of - experlence out51de the academlc communlty.' ThlS
Ve
-pattern has been valldated by other wrlters before and after 1965

(Knode, 1944 rngraham, 1968 McVey and Hughes, 1952 McDonagh

o and.others, 1970). Mlchael Ferrar1 (1970) polntedrout that thls
4 SR e ")

1

E

-4
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pattern ig also con51stent with available 1nformat10n on other

&a

l'v

administrators, such as business executives‘and military .commanders
. ) et _

as far as their work experience is concerned. Two major effects

'of ‘academic background of presidents are noted by Cohen _and March

(1974): ' o : f

Flrst, it means that the have some close attitudinal and

personal f&es w1th the academjc establlshment they(oon51der

. themselves part of the academic" community--most typlcally the
faculty. _Second; it means that the pre51dency is the capstone
of their career Desplte all the jokes about it, the presidenty
is the hlghest status positio t one can reach within the
academic community. It is the end)of a natural chain of
promotion wlthln.an academic org

Perhaps one conclugion from these ritings,is;the-clear indioation

s

that North American university presidents are academic administrators

in terasﬁof-their”baqurounds.and orientations. - ,h o

FI

"Academic deans. Veryﬂfew studies are available for the

social -‘chdracteristics of academic deans. . An indication of what may.
e . >> ’ . N N N N - '. . : . . o ’ ' )

be called either'ignoranoehor lack of significant relationship etween

. the characteristics Sf academic deans andvtheir»role,ingcoilegb and

"“’UnivérsityigoVananoe.ﬁ’The existing data'froﬁ'two major studies'by

: & Cl
14Ward (1934) and Gould 61964) 1nd1cate that deans as a group are’

B

mature 1nd1v1duals in the age bracket of 45 to 55 years.' Academlcally,

the ma)orlty of academlc deans are Ph D. holders and generally they -
g

'rank hlgh among thelr colleagues.' Merle Ward - (1934) p01nted out that

a very low perceﬂilﬁe of deans come: " ; from the flelds of - the -
: B L [y :
Ahc1ent Languages, Mathematlcs, and Rellq D (p, 45)." John;'
: Gould!(l954\ reported 24 different,subje~. jisciplines_for academic-

ization. (p. 16). - #,,»'

122
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"deans, but he concluded that the most representation was from the

N

humanitijes.
‘ Although No research has béen reported on the term of

app01ntments to the office of 3 ademlc dean, Ward (1934) and Gould -
4

(1964) respectlvely report ﬁhe average ‘Years deans have spent in..

office as 8. 5 and 11.5,
"é

Depasémént chairmen. This’ researcher was unable to locate

1nformat10n about the social characterlstlcs of department chalrmen.

’

Wlth regard to thelr term of offlce Woodburne (1958) reports that-'

A, con51derable number of chairmen have 1nd1cated that a
five-year term is .the shortest .peripd in which any: constructlve
work -could be accompllshed The same group has’sald also that
a term longer than ten years may freeze the program of the

< -

department JUSt when' new 1deas or Course arrangements are

' needed (p. 47) : v o ‘ - _\3\' -

Career”and Selection R L . -

- It is generally agreed that no clear c;ieer llne ex1sts for-'~
those ¥ho' are 1nterested n becomlng academlc admlnlstrators 1n » {5

colleges and unlverSLtles Furthermore, 1t g also agreed 1n the

;T 11terature that perhaps no def1n1te and clear cut. route to these

"ap051tlons is necessary 51nce the hlerarchy of admlnlstratlve promo-

tlons 1s somewhat dlfferent from other profess1ons Therefore, 1t
should be noted that the wrltlngs on thlS toplc are centred around
the questlon of how un1vers1ty pre51dents, academlc deans, and

department chalrmen arrlved at these p051tlons, rather'than‘preSCribing

a career route for them.

123
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Presidents. The fact that most unlver51ty pre51dents in
—Lft=ldaents

in the ministry. However, the academlc background-of recent unlver51ty
pre31dents 1s SO varied that this klnd of'conclu51on seems to be very
_s1mpllstlc In fact, various studles by Bolman (1965), Ingraham
:__(1968), Henderson'(1960); and‘stimson‘and Forslund“(l970), CODClUde
that the career line for the pre51dency is theoretlcally problematlc
and practlcally non—ék1stent DaV1d Rlesman (1970) clalms that
."the career of the pre51dents seems to be a ladder Wlth almost no
rungs . .-, (p. 78) To the extent that he llmLtS the pre51dent1al
career w1th1n a ladder 1s probably an 1ndlcat10n that 1nd1v1duals
can move up to the pres1dency in stralght llne progre531on “Yet,, : '..d$
,.he goes on to say that "There is no. genuxne career llne, elther 1n
. preparlng for the role or in creatlng a rhythm of movement w1th1n'u-"
its and,_eventually, out of it agaln (p 79) ' HlS observatlon 1s

lso supported by flndlngs of Hodgklnson (1971a) who suggests that
‘the moblllty of unlver31ty pre51dents seemé to be horlzontal rather
1than vertlcal He concludes that~

: . ;'.l'working your yay up' doesn't_seem to‘be terribly;" ; R
- appropriate as. a goal foy a presidential,aspgrant; It would: R S
'probably be bettér for him ‘to- go-out, take. an advanced degree-— R A

- ‘probably in education or perhaps in social Science~-and. ‘then:

seek a. position in a public- lnstxtutlon, partlcularly in"a. _
‘community college. In the prlvate sectarlan area, the pre51dent1al '

candidate should erhaps take work in the humanities’ w1th s

- particular emphasis. on rdllglon or theology, and keep hls 'ldll:;tv 7f?~%ff
flngers crossed (p 275) e e T

In contrast to these general observatlons, Ferrari:(l970) e



125

seems to argue that career llnes for unlver51ty pre51dents do exlst.

He 1nd1cates that ‘ - :‘5 S T
A The career llnes of academle presxdents clearly run i

through educatlonal and professional categories; no more than.

10 percent spent an apprec1able number of years in either

business, government, or m111tary service. These 1nd1v1duals

Generally, tHere are two 1dent1f1able routes to the pre51dent1al
eofflce 1n North Amerlcan unlver51t1es that 1s, elther horlzontal
. or vertlcal, or ‘a’ comblnatlon of the two. The vertlcal path con51sts
R : . .

of a hlerarchy of admlnlstratlve p051t10ns.. The hlerarchy 1nd1cates L

s,

that the pres1dent seems to start from a teachrng pos1t10n in a-

~ 3 \ . N N

'unlver31ty and moves up through a serles of "admlnlstratLVe fllters e

' Accordlng to Cohen and March (1974),:"The standard promotlonal

'Afhlerarchy for Amerlcan academlc admlnlstrators is a 31x-rung ladder

‘ = ‘ . RN
o R ; . ) Iuw IR . N

.'~(p‘ 20) T "f'~1<-f- SR VIR A S Ny
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fMarch (1974) belleve vy

s a falrly well deflned ladder w1th

.'rungs (p 23)

5,from out51de.

"51t1es seems to be a long perlod of learq;ng and experlence thxo

fabout three 1nst1tut10ns, rnoludijnld

promqtlon toward the pre51%ency

whlch pre51dents 1dent1fy w1th the values of

'to'another§¢ The flndlngs of Ferrar

‘1n hls sample, were fullrtlme faculty members:e

I S

executlve offlcer.f'It has been;argued however, that beca_sekof

"51de consequences"

a ;r:e'l,éti.:vé'lyi laxge “numbe
& . Ty . DT

The route to the pre31dency of North Amerlcangunlver--

ugh
the academlc communlty % 51i?

. . < s . s .
5 s
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:9;by way of an understandlng of the nature42nd organlzatlon of hlgher

'"ffﬁfQL_learnlng 1nst1tut10ns ' Mlchael Ferrarl (1970) shows that it takes

._‘ R
-

G ;i.;y:':'presldents'to arrxve at the Offl&e.. The ‘outcome of this perlod of

- v
< ,.. E

S '::\'-

uthe socmal background of ’

[

‘ 't’ s
'"~53who 15 probably more acceptable to the internal and external

'From the early twentleth century there ?vere strong arguments

¢ .g.,*

:=around the lssue of selectlng unxver51ty pre51dents.v In fact, ‘Hart

. ,lt_.-;,' . 0 ‘e L.

<

v the selectlon of the presxdent T

-

‘The'e_are also 1nd1catlonsithat_facu1ty members dld

1

n;selectxng<a new pre81dent HoweVer,.'
'(Ward, 1955) Furthermore,_-.

i’

.

”; was con51de,ed”toAbe c0mmon.' Morrls Keeton (1971) shows that "In
. i ) . - o ‘!.,g )

-5®£::'




s 128

-

5

'the choice of president a number of campuses visgited had increased,

within the past decade, , the role of faculty, students, or other

it . } e - {
constituents in the processes of nomination, screening, and recommenda-

tion for appdintment‘(p. 104).
The selection of university presidents is one of the most -

important functions ofvthe board of trustees. Slnce no 51ngle

: procedure cdan fit all unlver51t1es, a general "check-list" is prov1ded

Py Bolman (1965): L R A Lo
1. Appointmené’of an acting-president. .
2. Analysis of the institution.
3. BAnalysis of the president’'s role.
. 4. Appointment of a- committee of the board to- conduct the =,
’ search for a president. e
5. Appointment of a faculty adv1sory committee.
6. Joint meetings of the trustees and faculty adV1sory commltbee.
7. Securing nominations for the presldenoy -
8. Initial screening of nominees. . ' ¥
9. Final screening of nominees befarg;intefﬂqews. . v

10. Initial interviews with 'semifinalists., '
11.  Additional snterviews with 'finalists. ,
12. Final recommendation by the trustees' committee and the
-faculty advisory committee. : ‘ ’ _ .
13. Final action by the board of trustees, - ¢ . T 0 ‘»
14. Announcement of the electlon of the new president. '
'15.. A review. of the procedure 9§Fd (pp. ‘47-51).
7
The 1nterpretat10n of detalls and théblmplementatlon of thls process

s, . of course, sub]ect to the individual unlver51ty and 1nd1v1duals ’

who are jinvolved in the process’ of selectlng a new pre51dent

]

¢ 8

f'? Academic Deans* It 1s generally. accepted that the recrultment S

<

of academlc deans is mostly from among faculty members Beyond thlS,
R
_however there is no 1nd1catlon of a systematlc study of career

patterns for academic deans. Mafﬂ%arshall (1956) belleves that

no path leads certalnly to a deanshlp, but' the’ gravitational pull"

I
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is-evident (p. 637)." This "gravitational pull” is what each

. . ) & F S
individual writer believes to be the most important qualification
for academic deans. LHarold Enarson 11962) argues that: -\\§

chairman or dean of a college. 1In any everit he is picked becéuse
it is felt, always on the basis of too little evidence, that he
has administrative ability (p. 69). '

[}

This view is shared by Gould (l964)pwhen he describes the obstacles
. . N . y ’
academic deans face when they occupy the office:

1. The need to gain the confidence and respect of the faculty.

The need to learn the nature of the job and the character

Of its formal and informal organization. . ‘ o

3. _The need to learn how to change the status quo without
upsettiny. useful elements—gherein. : ) :

4.. The need to be objective,»fair-minded, and college-wide in

N

point of view. _ o . )
5. The need to divorce oneself from deadly paper work, trivia,

and delegatible routine (p. 87). ‘ : .
5 ‘ @ S

In the absence of a definable career line for. academic deans, it

: segﬁs fhat.thé experience ‘as a faculty‘member and department_chairmap

is essential ahg,desirable.

Si;ce ﬁhere is no cleariy defined career route for'acédemiCA
deans, the seléction method has uéﬁally ﬁéeh afbitrary,‘ The présence-
of chance inAselecting an acgdemi¢-dean‘is d0cumented.in’Little:s 
(1930) study. He argues that:’ . | .

): . ‘

Once or twice.in & genération a great humanitarian like former

Dean Briggs of Harvard lights up the lives and hearts of “hundreds
of students, but his appealance is a miracle, a kindness of nature,
‘and not to be called fbrtb by the routine methods or plans of men. .
It is safer and saner to try to aevelpp a 'fool prpof' method,
producing” a less miraculous but more certain solution of the

broolem (p. 66).
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/’Since that day, manyfméthods have been used by various universities
to secure an acceptahle dean for both facuity and administrators

" (Davis, 1956). One method.is ta select .the academic dean by a
committee of the’faculty wrth_the understanding that the appointment
of the selected dean by the president and board of trustees'will oo
follow automatically. Another way is through the establlshment of
a combined commlt“ee from faculty and the board of trustees. Che
third method 1s the exclu51on of faculty from the Selectlon process
and to use the judgment of the- pre51dent alone whichﬁfollows with
the final appointment by the board of.trustees. -Stitl other alter-.
natiues exist, such'as seeking facuity recommendationsaas a-committeev
or as a whole body, and various comhihations of these Tethods
Although Gould (1964) 1nd1cates that 68 percent of deans are selected
and’ app01nted by pre51dents and boards of trustees,olt is common&?
observable tht faculty voice, through formal and informal consultation
or vote,_isAincreasinglplevident; Furthermore, recently the seeklng ..19\#;

of formal and informal part1c1patlon of students in the selectlon

of« demic admlnlstrators seems to be atcommon practice. -h_.‘

) i . ’ !
Department'chairmen. The career pattern -of department chalrmen

is through the ranks of the ‘acadenic hlerarchy wlth the assumptlon

‘that senlor_faculty members are more likely to'become chairmen:than'

junior ones. John Millet§£i1962)vbelieves in two extreme methods for
’securing a department chairman. = He argues that:
‘The department chalrnen-may be app01nted by the pre51dent
upon nomination by a dean; or he may be elected by members of

the department. Each selection process has its. faults and its
- . . S ' 1 .

Y » , /
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virtues.  Appointment after careful éonsultation with members
of the department seems the preferable'praCtice_(p. 89).

Dressel, Johnson and Marcus (1970) show that the most typlcal Lo

-

method fOr selectlng department chairmen is through appointment by

the dean who automatically accepts the;recommendatiOn of the
department, probably prepared by a-committee. The membershlp of

the selectlng committee may vary from unlver51ty to unlver31ty andu
sometimes between the departments at the same institution. _Genera 1y,
however? these committees are composed oferepresentatives f€om faculty

v _ : :
members, central administration and students.

Style of Leadership

-

Most wrlters refer to the diversity of academlc 1nst1tutlons ,
in North Amerlca.' Indeed it is qulte evident that the purpose,.
hlstory, and organlzatlon of each unlver51ty is probably dlfferent
“in 1mportant respects from other unlver81t1es.' This,diversity among"

unlver51t;es rejects the a3sumption of applying'one single‘pattern

of administration to all of them. ~Furthermore, within each university

;the leadershlp style of academlc admlnlstrators may be qulte dlfferent
/

from each- other. Many factors may 1nfluenCe tHe 1eadersh1p style
of academlc admlnlstrators.¢ The 51ze of the unlver51ty, tradltlon, d-:,.';‘v
admlnlstratlve organlzatlon, personallty, and obJectlves are but’

a few: factors which. seem to have a bearlng on the leadershlp oppor-

tunltles of pre51dents, academlc deans ‘and department chalrmen.

r»jConsequently, any generallzatlon about leadershlp style is subject

" to modlflcatlon in l;ght‘of these facto?é; hoWever, an analysis of
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major alternative:styleS'may Prove to be useful.

*

Presidents. MoSt writings on the leadership style of

pre51dents have been. 1nfluenced by the assumption that organlzatlonally A

" universities can be’ descrlbed as bureaucratlc, colleglal, and/;7 .

-

political entltles. UpOn 1dentrfy1ng the unlver51ty organlzat

as one or a comblnatlon of these models, each writer then prescrlbes

. a style of leadershlp for. pre51dents whlch he thlnks is the most

Al ’

sultable Therefore, Henderson (1970) 1dent1f1es four types of

.

leaders as "dlrectlve (authorltarlan), perm1531ve,'group partlcipatrve,

and lalssez -faire (p. 225) . And he goes on to favor the group

part1c1 at;ve model. Harold Dodds (1962) 1nd1cates that in order

v

to préserve the offlce, pre51dents should assume more educatlonal

-lieadershlp and less routlne admlnlstratlve respon31b111t1es. An ,

_oppos1te argument 1s presented by Perklns (1966) who belleves that o ;f"
‘fwhlle " : 1t is true that the president and dean must. not be too
Vlgorous in throw1ng thelr welght around the role of un1vers1ty

presrdent as bashful educatlonal 1eader is mostly nonsense’ and greatly

2
i

o overplayed (p.-8l) The * fam0us "multlverslty" and 1ts~ch1ef executive.
'offlcer as’ "medlatorJ or: non-lnrtlator of actlon which was 1ntroduced
: by Kerr (1963) is reJected by Bell (1971) who argues that "..f'. 3
_pre51dent needs to be active and cool and aware of the 1deologlca1

currents that are runnlng so swlftly in the schools (p. 170)
| The major pornts of these and other studles 1nd1cate that

- presidents are not supposed to suppress confllct but. rather to

N

f_encourage it to the p01nt where the unlver31ty is constantly in-d
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state of unstable and uneasy equ111br1um The‘university president

should administer w1th0ut ever mahaglng If he fails to make

decisions the unlver51ty will elther lose. greatness ér never achleve
it. If he leaves d601510n-maklng to commlttees, of whlch there are

‘many in the unlver51ty and all eager to make dec151ons, the unlver51ty

S will become medlocre.r If a pre51dent makes any de01S1on Wthh

others belleve they should have made, he w1ll see the best-of

unlver51ty oersonnel move to other 1nst1tut1ons. 7

~

From thls vantage p01nt some wrlters belleve that the

- be balanced by hls own admlnlstratlve Skllls. Therefdre, he must

‘be ready to share the authorlty whlch he does not possess. to make

declslons that ‘he really cannot ‘make; and he must understand and

1

épprec1ate many varylng academlc dlsc1p11nes even whlle h1s own

' are becomlng obse&éscent because of lack of t1me to read an& to do

research Through all thlS, un1versrty prgsldents should malntaln L

thelr enthu81asm and contlnue to prov1de leadershlp w1thout even

B hav1ng the flnal say (McConnell 1968 Bolton and Jenck 1971

N

Carmlchael 1970, erston, 1959 Moore, 1969 Walberg, 1969) Al LT

They deflne elght governance models for un1versrt1es, namely.i‘

¥

competltlve market" - admlnlstratlon" collectlve bargalnlng"

.democracy H consensus",c anarchy ; 1ndependent Jud1c1ary". and -



‘;Shlp less effectlve than 1t mlght be (p 4@) They argue that the
P - ‘new leadershlp style 1n unlver51t1es~calls for "entrepreneur v

”’f"f"catalyst " “Judge f and "phllosopher king LR
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O

."piebiscitary aUtocracy (pp.:§7-38) They argue that probably the

y

:more accurate models for unlver51ty governance are competltlve market,

. %
1ndependent Judlelary, and anarchy , ThlS argument does not agree(jigh

the general trend in the llterature whlch tends to move away from

¥

PR N )

colleglal and bureaucrat1c models toward polltlcal model (Foster, 1968

' Baldrldge, 197lb Hodgklnson, 197lb Hodgklnson, 1970, W1se, 1970,

4
ggorSOn, 1969 Bowen, 1969 Slmon, 1967)

v

}

Nevertheless, Cohen and March (1974) berleve that the "‘j‘u‘

L)

S convent10na1 management w1sdom" whlch 1dent1£1es presmdents as'". . .

gadmlnlstrators, medlators, pOlLthal leaders, nelghborhood chalrmen,

i

}ior some comblnatlon of these roles;..u : w1ll make unlver51ty leader-n'

.zv

E
¢!

L

. . v R , . -
R I e . . . ;
SRR/ poTe

'EVAoademicheans; It 1s generally\agreed that the rgle of '

v I.} ;.,
. ,,,,

.-fVacademlc dean 1s to serve as a brldge hetween faculty and admlnlstra-

PR

95';tors. The very nature of the dual role of academlc deans requ1res

e

-ﬂ: Qharmonlzatlon of academlc ‘and admlnlstratlve aspects of hls respons;b111t1es.'7

‘.fThe very nature of the academic dean 'S p051tlon may 1ead to a problem

¢ - d o

'“?fldwhlch, as Duff and Berdahl (1966) report, is* "not dlfflcult tQ descrlbe

Y - N

5 *gbut 1s nearly,lmpo§51ble to solve on any permanent blSls (p 93) ..

:1Yet, even 1n descrlblng the role of academlc deans, 1deallst1c v1ews

) .'.#55

'and sub;ectxve oplnlons are so numerouslthat any attempt at generallza~ ‘

a‘

;tlon would probably be" mlsleadlng

;aoh,,utrlett (19@23, deglares that the academic ™. .- . dean

e
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is expected_to be the spokesman of the faculty to the administration

of ‘a university, and at the' same time the outpost of theAadministra- _
: ’( . ) -y 5. N ‘ : . - ) |
tions inrconVeyingvan understahding of general university point of.

' v1ew (p 92) Referring to the academic dean's dual resPonsibilityh

hhe goes on to say that
0.

Usually the dean is more than thls He does not issue orders
to departments or faculty members, but he.stands as a symbol of .
their collegial responsibility. He.is a reminder to all the -~
'faculty members of a college or school of thelr common purpose .
and common- interest.' To the extent that he can: artlculate this
comfon purpose and can- win adherence to 1t the dean has fulfllled
an essentral role in the ‘academic prooess (p '93)..

: Other writers describe the role of the'aCademlc.dean in terms of his
k N : .

aufunctlons (Koch 1962,‘Devane, 1964) 'Harold Enarson (1962) 1dent1f1esi:_"
t the academlc dean‘as budgeteer, personnel ofﬁlcer, academlc planner,‘f
'lilnnovator, coordlnator, 11ghtn1ng rodw and majorlty leader.ld‘ .ff"

A sllghtly dlfferent approach has been adeted by Flshman
'(1963) and Rosenhelm (1963) ;Thellatter:wrlter calls for e an'

advocate, a defender;°a spokesman,’an enforcer, an innovator~—in short:
. | St

“a leader (p 227) Slmllarly, Cleveland (1960) clalms that the- role

Ta

of the academlc dean 1s the "1eadersh1p of equals Most of these

a -

observatlons are con31stent wlth Gouldf dlstlnctlon between "pos;tlonal"'
~and'"personal"=authoritygoffthe academic, deans. John Gould ( 64)

B argues that the academlc dean "makes a dlStlnCthD between the authorlty

.

whlch is hls-by vxrtue of hls offlce and the‘authorlty whlch’ls hls-by

'v1rtue of hls success 1n persuadlng others to ‘see. thlngs from his
Y A
‘p01nt of view (p 71) Y !

Y R R - . - - . &

' xgenerallg, Meeth (1974)°ont1{nes four alternative major



’

e
e~

s -

roles- for academic deans which he believes "have emerged in the

1iterature»and in the life styles of men who have occupied the position

(p. 46);" The first role is when the dean redards faculty as employees
rather than partners and acts as,"autocrat " Hav1ng the power dele-

. gated by the president, he 1gnores the faculty and eker01ses full
authority on academic matter5p He acts more like a pOllthlan and the "

. head of faculty, rather than belng a' leader .~ In this deflnltlon of

' the role, the question 1s whether the autocrat dean and his empha51s

‘on eff1c1ency is worth the 1gnorance of relatlng the faculty to the 'f?

<.

'.centralvadmlnlstratlon whlch ultlmately decreases the.eff1c1ency of

bthe unlver51ty Accordlng to\Meeth (1971), t. ;f; Stlll a large number

operate in thlS fashlon partlcularly in smaller 1nst1tut10ns (p. 46)
fhe:sgfond p0551b1e role for the'academlc dean is to act as

é:'

' the "faculty servant " In assumlng thls role, ‘the acadenuc -dean

'functlons as 1f ‘he 1s the defender of 1s faculty\before the pre51dent '

and the board Therefore, he becomes/more and more conservatlve in

. /o
’ - /

hls Job and hls prlmary 1nterest would be to preserve hls status dquo.

K

. Change seldom takes place in the 1nst1tutlon under thlS model of

deanshlp "Academlc leader," constltutes the thlrd alternatlve.'

s a

'vHere, the dean has an 1ndependent p051t10n with the understandlng that

3he needs the support of both the pre51dent and the faculty ‘ This role -

'depends heav1ly on the personallty of the academlc dean Therefore,

dependlng upon the 1ssue the academlc dean mlght forget hls neutrallty ;

‘

and adopt a deflnlte posrtlon 1n favor of one Slde or the other. h

; The last possible model for the role of the academlc dean

1

136
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is."change agent " Because of dlsadvantages of the other three models,
Meeth (1971) argues that the academic dean as a change agent can

harmonlze the relatlonshlps between faculty and admlnistratlon. ~This

"role is a comblnatlon of the other three 6&les and prov1des énqugh'
flex1b1L1ty for the academlc dean to perform his tasks He can identify E
the Crltlcal oroblems to the institution, he does not act w1thout |

reference to the pre51dent and the faculty.

Department chairmeh Departments are 1ncreasrngly 1n1t1at1ng
\ : L
most academlc and admlnlstratlve dec151ons in the unlver31t1es, some~

]

wrlters belleve the real hlerarchy of dec1510n-mak1ng in unlver51t1es

starts from the bottom to the top It seems no matter what the argu—_

<

'ments are the academlc department can be con51dered the most rmportant'
structural unit of the unlvers1ty. The role of department chalrman

~as the admlnlstratlve heads of these units is probably very v1tal yet 'y. "
r d . -

‘amblguous In descrlblng the role of the department chalrman, Millett

i-(1962) asserts that

”yNeal Groés (1963) adds another attrlbute, that is, 1f the department ST
i‘a”chalrman "attemPts to exert strong leadershlp, he can usually expect &
negatlve reactlons from falulty-members. If he is a flrst—rate"glmb'h;
schoiar*orbresearch person, he typlcally cannot wait, to get out of '3i¢_ | d”:f;

-

his admlnlstratlve chores. If he is not he does not command the SRR R




3

respect.of his academif colleagues’(p. 66)."

The leadershlp style of department chalrmen accordlng to
Ryan (197Q) can take two forms . The flrst model is the "headshlp“

role whlch is manlfested in dlctatorshlp and oligarchy; the second

‘~role derives from the colleg1al nature of- academlc departments and

'nece551tates demo%%atlc partlcxpatlon in dec131on-mak1ng by the faculty

o But, perhaps, there are many department chalrmen who assume such roles

.

o

S common among department chalrmen They not only share w1th the - faculty

. whlch fall between ‘these two extremes.j Dressel, JohnSOn and Marcus

(1970) descrlbe three leadershlp styles for department chalrmen.

}‘ﬁ%yf"“The dOers" are the flrst type of department chalrmen. It seems thls
SRR

' type usually 1s a loner who does everythlng by hlmself and probably

because of: lack of leadershlp ab111ty hldes behlnd rdutlne work of the

departmegt K-\-,' K h‘ff‘.

The second type or "the delegators" are found to be most

A

xln the decxslon-maklng process of the department through commlttee

structure, but they also delegate some of thelr respon51b111t1es to

@

’fthe faculty members Thls style of leadershlp seems to generate'

-
\ e

faCuiip confldence 1n chalrmen._ Subsequently, as Dressel Johnsonn E

Y
B

and Marcus (1970) p01nt out "If a chalrman had the confldence of hlS.
'faculty, he was able to do thlngs 1n an 1nformal manner whlch mlght
otherw1se need to be delegated in some formal mahner (p 26) : Flnally,

"the dallxers“ constltute the thlrd type. Thrs type of chalrman v

usually follows a'“lalssez falre" style of 1eadersh1p and consequently

in: the“presenqe of a loose structure many act1v1t1es of the department o

138
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[e=undone The serious effect of thls style in the long run seems‘_

;#to decrease the effectlveness of the department

, ‘e@~- .} .
‘Changes Which Influence the Role . o
"~ of Academic Administratorsl o -

The extent to whlch academlc admlnlstrators may assume a

-‘.dlfferent role from that of. the past depends on many changes whlch -
o o . . : SN
seem_to have<become{part and parcel of'unlver51ty governance 1n North

America. The number and rapldlty of these changes are so numerouS'-

e

that probably no 51ng1e role.pattern is rellable enough 0 be pursued
'by_academlc admlnlstrators formany'long perlod“of tlme.. Yet these \

q:nges are in ex1stence and they probably requlre dlfferent leadershlp

_styles from what academlc admlnlstrators have been used to. S

Slzesand*complexity_can‘be“described as the firsﬁ'source-ofnﬁ
'vchange in‘universities. It is no . secret today that the maln concern

'hof academlc admlnlstrators ls largely 1nst1tut10na1 expansxon and

»yoperatlng efflclency (Clark 1968) It is also ev1dent that the loglc'

7.of expan51on and eff1c1ency led unlver51t1es toward more bureaucratlzab

7

tlon andvlmpersonallty.~ As -a cd?sequence,'accordlng to Duryea (1973),

‘:‘academic adminlstrators flnd thelr managerlal tasks s0 consumlng
Z'jthat they become forgetful of the nature of ‘the academlc enterprlse

( 35) Recent studles dt unlver51ty pre51dents, academlc deans

;vand department cha1rmen support thlS observatlon and 1ndlcate that not
d',only are these academlc admlnlstrators qulte busy but they are busy,
: . : . o S
perhaps, in varylng degree for the wrong reasons (Perklns, 1967)

e

bs o The second major change ;s flnanc1al 1mp11catlon of growth and f:j



S L

‘ 51t1es now are subject to "close scrutlny by government off;cals

w1th outsxde act1v1t1es to\ékhleve essentlal support from and coordlna—

leglslatures,‘trustees, alumnl, federal off1c1als, and other out51de :

T~

expan51on which makes unlver51t1es more and- more dependent on: external

support, espec1ally from prov1nc1al and federal governments.v Unlver— r

o

(Lunsford 1968, p. 7), perhaps more than 1n any other perlod of

\

v
thelr hlstory As a. result the concept of accoUntablllty 1s now a

famlllar tool for academlc admlnlstrators to def//d themselves agalnst

w < S

1 i

J.nternal pressures ¢f varlous z{nstltuencn.es. The pressure for

7eff1c1ency; of the type ev1dent ih the business and’government,_g'

1nten51f1es the exlsblng arbltrary separatlon between faculty and .
--‘\,' : ‘,: o .

’a

2 academlc admlnlstrators. o » : ’.';' T :.J'

: \

5t the same tlme, the 1ncreased out51de 1nfluence on the .

S
"

1nternal affalrs of‘unlver31t%es has resulted in a lelSlon of labor"

\
kY

among the admlnlstrators 1n genaral and academlc admlnzstrators 1n
. - ‘ - ';‘ P e . N s
\
partlcular, More and more academlc admlnlstrators 1den%1fy themselves

o

c N
tlon w1th other agenc1es.» These act1v1t1es may develop to a p01nt
oo : ’e
where somet1me~ 1t seems that they have more concerns 1n common w1th

h]
kS .

o
R
Tla,

groups than w1th faculty and students ,'fh_r xv'.‘ vff(f' e

The extern:lQpressure on unlver51t1es‘has been matched‘by -Hh
1ncreased faculty and student powerwhrc;fhrther relnforces thevj
separatlon of faculty, students and admlnnstrators.' As a consequence‘

\ \

academlc admlnlstrators can no more clalm to have access to. meanlngful '

N
knowledge and, understandlng of current attltudes of faculty and
: A

o students*' Terry Lunsford (1968) belleves thaﬁ the 1nformal~relat10nsh1p

RS v
._.5}'} ‘ (‘\

€
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s Of pre51dents, academlc deansjand department chalrmen, 1t seems there :rtgiig

v
o

]
R
5
S W
W il
W Al T

0

v

Hbetween faculty and admlnlstrators has been replaced by a formal and

R ‘.4

" bureaucratic one ".'. . whlch engendered and sustalned the trust e
- o o C
necessary for an easy exerc1se of admlnlstratlve authorlty.hl N

Rad1ca1 shrlnkage of 1nformal contacts has also reduced the actual

knowledge that admlnlstrators have of faculty and students-—and

wice versa (p é) i A ""-1 - 3':'f"y ng,u/ - :' S
. These changes comblned wlth the trend tovard faculty . ;“, =

b

‘a

unlonlzatlon'seem to alter ‘the role of academic admlnlstrators in < — —

varlous degrees at dlfferent levels of admlnlstratlon.

Y

pfopo’sal_s.éné Future Tr‘e'nds T P

o

L
Varlous problems in: the offlces of academlc admlnlstrators

’

have been the subject of numerous proposed solutlons ' These comments\—ew —

] .
. E . ]

are centred more around the functlons,qselectlon, tenure,.characterlst:x_.____

Zﬁg’ uallflcatlons of these academlc admlnlstrators.[ Furthermore, EERTER

e

.; except 1n a- few caseS. m05t of taﬁkprobosals fOr academlc admlnls— I

. .al . : . . .
trators are dlré%ted toward admlﬂzitpatlon as a group rather than as -

; ~ ~

spec1flc recommendatlons for unlverf“ ;‘pre 1dents, academlc deans,_,f

-

or- department chalrmen alone. A few exaf'i ' of the more frequentIYfil : -

proposed changes 1ndlude decentrallzatlon of gﬁthorlty (Stoke, 1959,-'

erston, 1959),'separatlon of functlons (Roufk\and Brboks, 1964),

delegatlon of authorlty (Demerath Stephens and Taylor, 1967 Ingraham, -

1968), and move toward consensus and shared 1nterests (Backrach and o

Baratz, 1962 Keeton, 1971) ., “ - -
Even in those‘few studles whlch deal separately ulth the role

o

N : ! . . ; R . - - —
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is no speelflc proposal directly related to the role of these academlc
"

' admlnlstrators Probably this level of generallty is malnly due to

O

the present ambiguity which surrounds the role of the pre51dents,
. » »

gtademic deans, ‘and department chairmen in the governance of North -
R ‘ \

‘ & e

American urfiversities.

\
P

One exception to this general trend however, is found in
A
proposals of Pattlllo and Mackenzie (1966) and Bolton and Jenek (1971)

"

who suggest the establlshment'of a second Office at the level of

a - o o ) . v
presidenqy. This office woulgd be.concerned only with the board of
4

,trustees and ‘external relailons of the university; as a result the

-flrst pre51dent1al offlce _would, have more . tlme to spend on internal

°
B A

matters of the campus. 7The same recommendatlon is also proposed by

Meeth'(l97l) for the office of the academic deans in larger universities.

To the extent that some of the external activities of academic

/

‘admlnlstrators are 1ncrea51ngly related to intérnal affalrs of the

N
-

' unlver51ty, this proposal dOes not generate support in the llteraturera ‘

The Carnegle Commlsslon on. ngher Education - (1973) points to
the role of unlver51ty pre51dents in-cases of emergency when immediate
actlon is necessary and makes a dlstlnctlon between the’ role of the

pre51dents,1n maklng pollcy‘declsions and in the implementation of

those policies. It seems, ife the latter case, the sharing of authorlty

‘\M

w1th other COHStltUGHCleS is preferable and in the former the exercise

of more authorlty by academlc admlnlstrators is des1rable " Therefore,

4

the Carnegle Comm15510n on ngher Educatlon (1973) recommends that

pre51dents assume, "actlve leadershlp" “to safeguard the use of

142




authority; it states that:
Boards may wish to consider the establishment of stated
review periods for presidents so that withdrawal by the president
or reaffirmation of the president may be managed in a more

effective manner than‘is often now the actual situation. Faculty:

members and students should be associated in an aGVisory capacity

with the process of rev1ew as they are in the 1n1t1§l app01ntment
(p. 38). - : . .

Y )

However, "active leadership" can be understood only in comparison to
passive leadership. But this may have different meaning for each:

individpal president, academic‘dean,fand department chairman.
. 1o _ , . . ) . :
T ‘ Although the latest published study of university presidents

B

A R . , ‘ ' o
in America by Cohen and March (1974) furnishes numerSQS data which

provides more understanding of the office and jndividual presidents,
. ) E4

their conclusion only adds to the present ambiguity.  They asserf ,
" that:

The world may collapse tombrfow, it may not. The university
may survive another ten years; it may not. The differences are
important; and the problems are serious., But the outcomes do
hot much depend on the college preSident He is human. His
capabilities are limited, and his responsibility is limited by
his capabilities We believe there are modest gains to be made
by making some dhanges in the perception of his role. We believe
preSidents can be more effective and more relaxed:. We do not
believe 1n magic’ (p. 5). . : _ . .

The,conclusion may ease the minds of many university presidents for
a short time; however, it offers no concrete suggestion as to how

aéademic administrators can become more effective. |

Most oflﬁhe'prdposals\are,consiétent with the general trend.

Gross and Grambsch (1974) concludeAthat ",f; . with some eiceptionsh
. \ . . ’ . M \

3

all the yole groups (faculty, deans, students, etc.) are believed: to

- o
B

have increased their power; pointing to a situation of reduced

143



alienation, of greater ability to enlist the help of others in the
achievement of one's own ends (p. 265) " Thls is marnly based on a
perlod of qu;et on campus and seems to be hardly a definite or well:
establlshed trendbcons1der1ng the issues of collectlve bargalnrng,

financial problems of growth, and outside pressures for“efficiency.

_ Q"Generally, it seems that the authoritarian emphasis in the

role of academic admlnlstrators is not accepted and there is a dlstlnct

reaction; that 1s; a move toward a more democratic approach and general

sharing of their‘power. .éerhags, as Hodgkinsoni(l971a) pointed outj

this trend ".E, :;has greater surmival benetits’than‘that of:the
'shake-"' em--up~ pre51dent, who usually has a brllllant but short

career (p 22)." To a large extent hls comments are appllcable to

_the academlc deans and department chalrmen

PERSPECTIVE ON ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS
IN IR%NIAN UNIVERSITIES

Among many avallable deflnltlons, thchfleld (1959) deflnes
", . admlnlstratlon as a process con51st1ng of deflnable Steps,
.perﬁgrmed w?th reference‘toithe functlons of polrcy preparatlon,‘
management of resources, and executlon elther by an 1nd1v1dual or a
.group (P 491) Any attempt to apply this deflnltlon to admlnlstra—
tlon in the Iranlan social’ context seems to be 1mp0551ble In fact,\
for that settlng admlnlstratlon mlght be deflned moxe reallstlcall
‘as a process con51st1ng of.arbltrary and undeflnable steps perform
wlth only sllght reference to the functions of pollcy preparatlon,

t

.,.management of resources, and executlon by an 1nd1v1dua1 CFrom this
. : ; )

9
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point of view, the individual and his personality are the main elements
in any definition of administration in Iran. From a pOlltlcal pers~-

pectlve, Jacobs (1966) belleves that "Iranlans prefer to accommodate

«

Organlzatlon to people rather.than vice versa (p. 29). Subsequentlyh

organizational rules and regulations are meaningless and the wishes
and the wills of individuals in authority positions seem to be dominant.

To thig point Gable (1959) argues that inva people oriented” society

-

‘as. Iran:
. . The., consequence for government and* admﬂnlstratlon is that

organizations: -tend to be’ unsystematlc, ldcking in ratlonal struc-
ture and hlghly personal. Organizations are seen in terms of
persons, bearing certaln status and prestlge, rather than belng
viewed as-a set of relationships between various duties and
'responslbllltles which are entrusted to individuals. The position
concept of organization and Job cla551f1cat10n is llttle’under-
stood. e | |

Administrative practices and procedures are built, largely

Oon personal and subjective bases. Decisgions are’ often made because

of personal relatlonShlps - Objectivity does not seem to’ gulde

pollcy or procedure {p. 415) ‘

3

It is 1n llght of this very short yet general and broad descrlptlon

of admlnlstratnon that the role of academic admlnlstrators 1n Iranlan

!

Vunlver51t1es_1s dlscussed.
vrhroughoutVthe previbus_ohapters reference‘wasimade to,the
central role of the.Iranian éouernment in educationlin Qeneral and
its substantlal 1nterests 1n hrgher educatlon in’ partlcular.( From
thls p01nt of v1ew.the offlee of unlvers1ty pre51dents has been
reqarded as a hlghly prestlglous pos1tlon; and only hlgh ranklng

~government Offlclals<were‘regarded as qéallfled enough to occupy the B

: \
'OfflCe,» The unlver51ty presldents have been recrulted from amonq
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the most prestigious, powerful, wealthy, and educated sub-groups
within the elites of the Iranian society. It was not unusual practice
te have the king as the honorary president of colleges and universities;

a custom.which even today is a common practice regardless of other

changes which have taken place. The presidential office has been
perceived as another position in the hieraréhical structure of society

“and the power and influence of presidents has been related-to_their‘

~

“relative closeness to the Imperial Court. _ ) ‘ , ¥

e . ‘From the beérnning,‘the office of president in_Iranian ;

.colleges was a single man administration. ' Wnlike the presidents of
I _ ) _ S R - .
early American colleges and universities, they were not invodved in :

’ . . '
-~

‘recrultlng the faculty or in keeplng student records, rather these
~ functions were regarded as 1nfer10r act1v1t1es which had to be peﬁformed
“by low status clerks., Apart from their ablllty to ralse money fro\

the court, thelr main functlon was general superv151on of the 1nst1tu—'

tion and to a large extent the representatlon of a symbol of formal

authorlty ". S . . L o

' . —

After.the establiShment of the first modern university in 1934
some Sllght changes were observable, 1n partlcular the pre51dent seemed _

to be more 1nvolved in “the affalrs of the unlver51ty "'Due to the e

o ~

shortage of - quallfled academlc personnel it was not unusual for a .

»v» B \
pre51dent to teach a'few courses.- The fund ralslng function was

»reduced due to the establlshment of a law for regular flnanc1a1 support
from the government for unlver51ties Un1vers1ty pre51dents assumed e
‘ the respon51b111ty of bulldlng up ‘the cornerstone of a system of -

] : : S ‘4 B ~

.
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@]
higher educatlon; yet, thelr political asplratlons, 1nd1v1duallsm,'
and authorltarlan attltudes remained the same,
The emergence of the academlc deanshlp and the departmentallza-

tion of subject matter is a relatlvely Zecent innovation in Iranian

universities. The idea of deanshlps if. Iran derlves out of the

practlce of profeSSOr chalr in each subject Gradually, as universities

-grew- 1n,51ze and complexlty, facultles were establlshed with 1nd1v1duals

‘app01nted as. the head of the faculty In 1962, upon the recommendatlon
u_of the Unlver51ty of Pennsylvanla Survey Team (1960), Pahlav1 »
',Unlver51ty organlzed 1ts 1nstruct10nal staff Minto departments
representlng specific flelds of study, each w1th a chalrman appolnted

*

by~ the pre51dent on the recommendatlon of the Dean of the School w1th

whlch the department is assocrated and of the Provost (p 38) v Other g

¢

Aunlversltles, beglnnlng from 1968 started to move- toward department-

alized organlzation.:

Lo

‘Duties and Powers - ¢ e e

Unlike,their"counterpartS‘in Nortthmerica, the legal dutles

and powers of pres1dents in Iran are not documented by the statutes of

uo.' ’

‘the unlversltles., Generally, such statements as to "gulde the

un1vers1ty toward excellence and to lead students [To) that they become.

‘a good 01tlzen" aré common. Apart from these general statements

nobody really knows, 1nc1ud1ng pres1dents, what thelr legal respon-'

_51b111t1es are. Consequently, they themselves attempt to deflne thelr

. dutles and dev1se p011c1es and structures to carry. tnem out. -

. L The personal goals of the 1nd1v1dual presldent may become’

147



'(1974) for Amerlcan preS1dents, the‘success of Iranian university '

how he achleves ‘these: goals L R

x
!

,'the informal as well as the formal goals of the unlver51ty. Almost Y

l PR

w1thout exceptlon the- formatlon of these personal goals 1nc1udes

4

;polltlcal asplratlons, these asplratlons are manlfested in the.

'-pre31dent s attempts, to keep the campus qulet and calm. Any 51gn
&

of dgssent or dlsruptlon on the part of any group or 1nd1v1dual is

v‘.con31dered as’'a threat to the unlverSLty, which isvalso a threat to {
the future polltlcal moblllty of the pre51dent Furthermore, it seems

';fthat secondary goals achleve prlmary 1mportance ’ Constructlon of

148

bulldlngs, holdlng ceremonles and lnternatlonal sc1ent1f1c conferences, -

.-

-.and 1nv1t1ng H 1. M Shahanshah Aryamehr to the campus are percelved :

(%

"..;by the pre51dents to be the main dutles of the Offlce, no matter what

“

the quallty and quantlty oﬁ educatlon in the unlver51t1es From
. PR o o, -
thls perspectlve and in contrast to’ the flndlngs of Cohen and March

vt,

, . _ .
pre31dents is not amblguous, rather it clearly lles in the dlsplaylng

@

of physlcal development and contlnuatlon of qulet on’ campus, no matter

0;
T ®

The legalepower of unlver51ty pres;dents in Iran seems to

~

be based in llmlted delegation of authorrty from the board of trustees

X g o

and, therefore, igs malnly related to the lnternal day tb—day affalrs

KX .

of the unlver51ty In fact, Sadeghy (1972) 1ndlcates that 1n Iran

'i-"The unlver51ty pr951dent has llmlted auxhorxty 1n goal achlevement y

b

and dec1slon—mak1nq (P 213) However hlS observatlon and the

:"v

1restr1ctlon of preﬂidents powers to routlne affalts of the unlver51ty

does not necessarlly mean that they do not have real power or’ that

e

. o . 5

@ty

.
prY
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<

they are not perceived as. powerful. On the COntrary, in the absencg‘

of any other internal decision—making body in Iranian universities,

the presidents are in a p051t10n to hold a substantlal degree of
authorlty - As a result, unlversities are known,by}theirHpresidents - '
and,raccording to thevpreylous.positions of the presidents} universities
can_he rank—ordered in importance. A univerSlty with_a president'who
was'aAformer Cabinet Minister or ;ormerbprime Mlnister is perceived 7

to bé far more 1mportant and prestlglous than a unlver51ty whose

chlef executlve officer had lower governmental positions. 1In this,,_

regard, the academic reputation and academic excellence,'if any, of

universities is viewed asﬁa“secondary or even tertiary criterion;’
o . .

+ . .
L

‘The 1mportance of qulet on campus is 50 great that selective
delegatlon of authorlty is not unusual frequently one of the most
1mportant dutles of the academlc deans becomes helplng the pre51dent

>to keep the campus qulet .The delegatlon of authorlty is so mlnlmal

and the re51stance to accept exp11c1t respon51b111ty 1s ‘so hlgh that

: 1t seems the power and duties of academlc deans follows the same'
A

pattern as that of. pre31dents To show the magnltude of thlS trend
in Iranlan unlverS1t1es, mentlon can be made of an 1nc1dent in

"vPahlav1 Uaner51ty Durlng the academlc year 1968 69, whlle the
_'pre51dent was ou; of the country for an OfflClal v151t, student ,;-7
demonstratlons reached the p01nt where students occupled the main

bulldlngs and practlcally, but not off1c1ally, the. unlverSLty was.

.-

».closed No attempt was made by other academlc admlnlstrators to cope

<

w1th the problem, on the grounds that they had- nelther the authorlty



nor the respggsibility for any action. so, the university remained

closed and the president found itfnecessary to cut short his visit

and retura to Iran. ’ . » ) P
The lack. of exp11c1tness in deflnlng the duties and powers

of pre31dents and academic deans can giso be extended to department

~

chalrmen. It seems that the main duty of the chalrmen consists of

routlne admlnlstratlve act1v1t1es whlch 1nclude 1n most cases the

.t -

counselling of students and departmental correspondence. Department ST

.

chairmen have very 11tt1e 1nfluence on budget, recrultment of new

faculty, salary, promotlon, or currlculum plannlng ‘To a large

.t

extent they can be COnsldered as flgure heads anly rather than as’

t

true communlcators between faculty. and central admlnlstratlon

.Careeréand Selection e

In observ1ng the’ career of polltlcal ellte 1n Iran, Zénls
1 . _ .

n

(1971b) p01nted out that

Where no- partlcularly polltlcal‘ profe551on or. occupatlon

v exlsts, all: become so.. And every 1nd1v1dual is as prepared for’

~ political ¥oles as every.other ‘It should come as no surprlse,f
then, that a physician would direct the gperation pfethe Natlonal
Iranian Oil Company,?that a professor of hydraullc englneerlng
would lead the Parllament that a businessman would be president

~.of the Senate, or that a mllltary offlcer would be mlnlster of

’ agrlculture (p 197) .

Indeed thlS observatlon can be clearly applled to the careers of
unlver51ty pre51dents 1n Iran : The successxon of pre51dents in Pahlav1

Unlver51ty 1s an 1nd1catlon of thls trend The flrSt pre51dent in.

1962 was a former educator who lasted only for one year. In the'

academlc year 1963 64 the’ prlme mlnlster hlmself became the new pre51dent.

ce e
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He held both pOSltlonS for about one year when. he re51gned from his.
s 1mportant position as prlme mlnlster‘ Yet, in- 1966 he was§55p01nted
as-the minister of ‘the Imperial Court and he managed again to hold
both p051t10ns untll he re51gned from the pre31dency of Pahlav1
Unlver81ty in 1968 The next'pre51dent was the former minister of

0

Hou51ng and Development who held the offlce for three .years. Flnally,

‘the pre51 of Pahlav1 University since 1971 is former general .
- r Iranlan Natlonal Insurance ) N

director
Lo ‘”L - Within a perlod of 12 years a newly establlshed unlver51ty
which probably needed a more stable term of office for its chlef |
executlve offlcer, has experlenced four dlfferent pre51dents, that

is, an average of three years as the term of pre51dency With. very'

.
'

rare exceptlons, the- succession of the pre31dents of other Iranlan
unlvers1t1es and thelr term‘of offlce follows the same pattern
"This. has been supported by Sadeghy (1972) who comments that "There
- is a rapld rate of turnover for admlnlstratlve personnel whlch result'
" in 1nsecur1ty (p.,213)f | c:., '§y .”3-':,tl .3,:, ‘h .',Ttv
It should be noted that llke thelr North Amerlcan counter- »;'w
',parts, unlver51ty pre51dents in Iran are hlghl"eaucated and w1thoutv
’ exceptlon hold Ph.D ’degrees | They come from upper class famllles -

and can be con51dered as belng in the mlddle—age category. _One

per51stent characterlstlc, whlch is shared by all unlverSLty presrdents,

‘ ‘1s that they are p011t1c1ans who * temporarlly left the polltlcal scene ‘yf

wb,eventually will return to assume their polltlcal act1v1t1es. The

’
ftant p01nt ‘is. that even 1n thls temporary perlod, the pre51dent1a1

1

- 151
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» - o
office seems to be used as a means to. further the political aspirations

e

othhe individual president. These aspirations may vary dependlng

on- whlch unlver51ty they are appointed to as pre51dent. Sometlmes«

the hpp01ntment of an 1nd1v1dual as pre51dent of one of the provi/ ial

R

un1%;r51t1es may be. percelved as downw?rd moblllty,ln his political

»

———

career. e ' . ' :

Generally, there is no clear caréer route for pre51dents of

Iranian. uaner81tleS, they do not move up 1n a hlerarchy of

In fact, the‘progability

—pre51dent becomlng a pres1dent'f

)
Yet, all of Iranlan uhlver51ty pre51dents have o

. v
radmlnlstratlve 9051tlons 1n the unlver51t1e5'
-of a professxonal faculty_member or'vice
. 4
;s'almost zero.
teachlng experlence 1n varlous colleges and unlver51t1es I

’ The report of the Imperlal Government of Iran (1973) 1nd1cate5',"
‘are nomlnated by the respectlve Boards of

L - . ¥
Co

hat unlvers1ty pre31dents "
Trustees and presented through the MlnlstTy of Sc1ence and ngher

Educatlon and ap901nted by HlS Imper1a1 Majesty (p 33) 5 Actually,h

S

llke any other polltlcal apporntment in soc1ety,

v

however, ‘many and e

- dlverse factors, whlch are beyond the scope of thls dlscuss1on,'}l}.1.'v”‘ Py

1nfluence the selectlon of unlver51ty pre51dents It may sufflce to o

p01nt out that the selectlon procedure takes only short perlod whlch R o
: . S R
is in contrast to the average of elght to 12 months Whlch Bolman (1965)¢:; ) :
1ndlcates for American unlver31ty presldents. :; ”,4 ﬂhi: EERR : w

0 B s
N L Lo

- There is no formal or 1nformal selectlon commlttee and the - Loy

',vacancy is never pub11c1zed Dependlng on the polltlcal atmosphere of 1 fﬂli-,;;
z Yk A

the day, somebody suddenly becomes pre51dent, as 1n the case of R 7

. R : . 8

E.



tfrom out51de th‘ unlver31ty In most cases, however,»the academlc

'a Appolntment is the only method of select1on whlch is w1dely 1n

replac1ng all elght presidents of universities in 1968, whlch followed
1mmed1ately\after the prlme minister reorganlzed his cablnet. 'Of

-

course, it would be a mlstake to assume that the boards of trustees

docnot lnfluence the selectlon of Iranlan unlver51ty pre51dents The

point is that thelr informal. polltlcal 1nfluence has nothlng to do

with the needs of. the university, rather they are motlvated to -expand .

'thelr own polltlcal 1nfluence and asplratlons 1n one. more place 1n‘

S

soclety To a large extent unlver31ty pre51dents follow the same }

.

pattern for selectlng the academlc deans

The career llne of academlc deans does not necessarlly

1nd1cate an upward route through faculty ranks to department chalrman -

and to the deanshrp. Slnce the maln and most 1mportant crltergin 1s ‘
. i . oo Lo

,belng selected from Junlor level of faculty, or even belng 1mported

'from faculty members of the same unlver31ty "

.practlce ' The procedure is the ‘same as for pres1dents, except that

N,

1t happens at a lower level and therefore 1s 11m1ted to. w1th1n the

un1vers1t1es. The selectlon of. department chalrmen 1s subject to . .

-
L]

'the w1ll of the pre31dent and to some extent df academlc deans, they

"%ﬁr ;recrulted from the faculty members and app01nted by the pre51dent

,large extent on: the ba51s of thelr loyalty

“ 153 -

"zloyalty to the Pre51dent, it is not unusual to see an academlc dean y‘ RERE
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Style of Leadership s o o BN
\ B . . . ) .

It is perhapsha widely accepted.notionfthat "legitimate |

AN

iinfluence,ﬁ is one of the most essentidl factors_in-iéadership of
today'S»colleées‘and univerSities (Dahl, 1963-'Keeton, 1971). From, .,

‘,thls p01nt of view, academlc leadershlp can be deflned as a process :
of 1nteractlon between academlc admlnlstrators and varlous lnternal

’ const1tuenc1es, which is based on’the mutual‘understanding of the'f ,

-

needs and asplratlons of all who are’ bound together 1n ‘a unlver51ty

(Hare, Borgatta, and Bales, 1955)
Agalnst thlS background, the leadershlp style of unlver51ty

"pre51dents in Iran can be descrlbed as "defen51ve leadershlp " Jack

¢

v .

‘Glbb (1967) p01nts out that. ,._",} R
_ Defens1ve leadershlp is characterlzed by low trust data .
fhdlstortlon, persuasion,. and high control. These four aspectsﬂ L
of defensive leadershlp are parallel to four ba51c dlmen51ons ’
of ‘all ‘group or. 50c1al behavior; the. feellng climate, ‘the -
_flow of data ylthln the system, the formatlon of goals, and

the emcrgence of control (p 58) . .

"It seems that these characterlstlcs of "defenslve leadershlp" are in. '\d

L -accord w1th what McGregor (1960) calls theorx X. ‘ . :
! B < Lo ,".(;9 2 Q T . o - . “ ‘
Of the two alternatlves, legltlmate 1nfluence and defensrve P
S = ~ o

v .

"leadershlp, the latter seems,to be very slmllar to 1eadershrp style i
‘of Iranlan unlver51ty pr651dents. The polltlcal sen51t1v1ty of thEII o
L .’ .-—“_ - q
~p051t10ns demands an authorltarlan leadershlp and rc]ects any meanlngful

. I ' -
.delegatron or‘sharlng of the;r,author;ty(‘ To‘protect'his inschre”

dposition7from,any probable’outside or inside'chalienqe,.heccondnCts :
hls work 1n strlct secrecy aﬁd engages in cenﬂral control of 1nformatlon.

Slnce the maln formal channel of communlcatlon 1s downward, 1t 1s qulte



v
v
>

-easy to manlpulate the 1nformatlon. Subsequently, rumors substltute

. , o , y
for meanlngful communlcatlon and can be used as a means to evaluate <
. c ~y . S —

the: outcome of future declslons v : N - . ,

From thlS vantage p01nt, no one can be ‘trusted and "commandw i

and manlpulatlve fleld control (to borrow from management) seems to.

B

become the norm‘ Authorlty becomes so centrallzed that even 51mple -

: routlne admlnlstratlvé act1v1t1es have to be approved by the pre51dentu_
. Consequently, delay in decrslon—maklng 1s usually treated as normal

L 9

and is Justlfled on the grounds that it is. under further rev1ew
The only way, perhaps, One can be trusted is through .

s L

: funquestloned loyalty to the pres1dent Thls 1n turn tends to sub-- o
“u‘ ¢ ' . :

ordlnate the unlver51ty to the personal goals of the presrdents who
. - L I :

v

do not see these as. dlfferent from 1nst1tutlonal goals. Therefore,

° . .
. o . . - . ©

when an 1nd1v1dual pre51dent leaves hls pOSlthn, it 1s not unusual

. to See hlS loyal a35001ate§ move out w1th hlm, furthermore, 1t is also -
common for a newly app01nted pres1dent to brlng hls loyal assoc1ates } -

w1th hlm and to: put them into key pos&tlons..=
- c ,
"All of these observatlonS\seem to be clearly consistent w1th

Vo

fff the overall pOlltlcal leadershlp of government, and the same pattern

I e

can be observed 1n the leadershlp style, 1f any,_of academlc deans
l

and department chalrmen. As Jacobs (1966) polnted out 1t 1s the
. ) ’

rule by model" whlch motlvates all leadershlp styles in dlfferent

levels of Iranlan soc1ety,‘that 1s, the acceptable style at a partlculazr
. A : e 9 . AP s
level is greatly 1nfluenced by the prevalllng style at hlgher levels..“*

% BT
: S . ;
i .



SUMMARY

]

. .
Organizations and the administrative structures within them

.

are the products of thelr histories and the social contexts within

.

which they function Because of the differences in histories and

societies, it is not surprlslng to find important differences in the

- " ’
roles, career patterns, and leadership styles of acadeﬁic'administrators

“

in North American and Iranian universities. Thc emphasis on particular—
istic 1nterper§onal relationships in Iranian -society results in the

"
‘greater importance of the individuals who occupy offices than of the

offices themselves or their interconnections. In‘contrast, the
K] o ~
administrative structures of North American universities reflect the

greater empha31s on systematlc, Yational Mechanisms and procedures

.

within organizations. - ' : : : .
o .

These differences are‘apparent in the roles of academic -

administrators.. In North America, the president is the chief executlve

officer of the board and hls %ower 1s exp11c1tly deflned in unlver51ty

acts, charters, or statutes. HlS duties inglude planning, pollcy

development, personnel, budqet,.and indeed *general supefvision_over

- the operation of the L'miversityir He is also respon51ble for

b i v
| ‘

'establishlng the a minlstratlve structure of the unlver51ty and
appointlng other. a m1n1strators. 4 o " o

The pre51 ency of an Iranian univer51ty 1s a_one man

admlnlstration.' There is no’ exp11c1t statement of the power and dutles
. t
of the pres1dents, and apart from their ceremonial - symbolic, and
. . . '/
<

general supervisory’ role, ‘the definifioh 9f/the<duties and powers is

156
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left to each incumbent. Consequently, personal goals ,and aspirations

-influence even the purposes of .the unlver51ty Despite the -lack of
“ o

meaningful delegation of authoratg’by the hoard, university presidents

enjoy substantial amounts of authorit ; especidlly in the areas of .
4 ‘ o : y ’ IR

budget administration and appointment bf other administrators. Their
. c ‘ ) ’ \
major efforts, however, are dlrectii toward maintaining order on campus

>

and the phy51cal development of the . campus.

N

The present varlatlon in the academic deansh1§ reflects the

fdlverSLty gk the North Amerlcan unlver51ty system Despite this
varlatlon, the dominant pattern indicates that the . tradltlonal

concern’ of academic deans’ for @tudents and curriculum has shlfted

toward an interest in faculty./ The 1ncrea31ng demands of routine
’ /

admlnlstratlve dutles llmltS dhe opportunity for meanlngful academlc

/
leadershlp In contrast, the/ldea of the academic deanshlp in Iranian
. / .

-~

s, - o | . .
universities is a recent inn?vatlon wh1ch~is emerglng from the

professor-chair concept. / R o . i

a / o

In SplteJOf the limited 1nformat10n on department chalrmen
e i
in North Amerlcan universities, it appears that their powers and duthﬁ »
Noe L

are varied due to many factors 1nclud1ng the characterlstlcs of the
department , They are generally percezved as hav1ng llmlted power, .

.but they do 1nflu2hce spec1f1c areas such as stafflng and- budgetlng » /
; . © /

Unlike North American universities, the movement toward_departmentaliza— |

tion is_a'récent develqpment in Iranian uniVersities{ Thelfunction of

. . ; . }
department chalrmen involves malnly routlne admlnlstratlve dutles,
and they d;splay far less. 1nfluence than thelr counterpq;ts 1n North

.

Amerlta L . e S o
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et AN
\ . \ \
: 54 L o .
There i¥ no identifiable career patt?rn for Iranian university
. R .

presidents other than membership in the social elite~aq§ political

activity. As a result, they do not ;dentify themselves with the

" concept of académic comﬁunity and the idea of the university. Their

selection is mainly a political appointment without any internal

consultation. Similaf ;gactices are in effect with regard to the
- r

. : i . kY : .
academic deanship; yet tbere,are identifiable career patterns. In

o c

i
contrast, there are two interrelated career routes for North American

university presidents: vertical and horizontal. The route to the \

acadéﬁicAdeanship‘also Clearly indicaﬁes an écadgmic career pattern.
The socialization proéess is bf§vided mainly through a series of
admihist?atiye promotions in universities. 'Générally, the selection
procedure for university‘pres%denté and academic deans involves |
conéultatioﬁ with ﬁajorecqpstiﬁﬁenéieé.

" There is no singleistyie‘of leadership of acadeﬁi? édminis~
'érafors in North American universities; thisvis hainiy due fé suéh

’ ' TN . : . .

factors as variation over institutions and individual differences.

However, the university president is:expected to consult, mediate, -

1

take ‘advice, and provide'ieadership in academic and non-academic matters.

The 'academic dean is also expected to provide leadership in academic

affairs of the unit/and to attend to the essential administrative

matters. In generdl, a move from more autocratic to a"democratic
iand'oién style is highly observable, and -current prattices favor

parfiqipative and' dnsultatiVe styles of leadership.'-In Iran, however,

the dominant pattern for' the university president's leadership is thatyof

Y
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'
a pyramid.which provides for downward flow of poher and'éuthorityw
There is little: empha51s on part1c1pat10n anq the lack of trust and
closed declslon'maklng structure are the main attrlbutes ) Wlth very
few exceptlons, lower level academlc admlnlstrators reflect in the%;

behav1or the leadershlp styles of the presldents



. o 4 CHAPTER VI

FACULTY IN NORTH AMERICAN AND

IRANIAN UNIVERSITIES

Up ‘to thiS'éoint-the literature which has been analyzed
' o N ] . . . . )
focussed on the origin of universities, their goals, and the roles
of boards of trustees and administrators in the governance of the
- North American and Iranian universities. This chapfer-examinesvthe
role of the faculty as one of the most important internal “constituen-
cies of the universities. ‘ : - . - -
. THE ROLE OF FACULTY IN NORTH S o "
AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES - ‘
Most writers in the field believe that in the'Unite;S%tatee-
the period after the Seeohd World War was marked by the growth' of the
faculty power. The comments of McConnell (197Ib) seem_to‘expfess a
typical opinion:
. One of the most SLgnlflcant changes since WOrld War II is
. the great growth of faculty: power, coupled with rapid faculty
. professlonallzatlon. Either by formal delegatlon or by tacit
_* approval, college and university facultles have attained a hlgh
degree of profe551onal self—government . . . The individual
'faculty member's independence is enhanced by the pr1nc1ples of
academlc freedom and tenure. With increasing profe551onallzatlon,

he has attalned a substantlal degree of’ personal autonomy (p 99)

Slnce the 1940's the part1c1pat10n of the faculty in federal govern— )
. . ¢
‘ mentgresearchiprojects and the pouring of~maney, approachlng billions, .

';frem'fedéral and state goverhments and foundatibnsidirectly3ihto,_

SN : : ' L ;
the hands of faculty brought substantial changes in their roles.

S
B
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Some writers, like Nisbet (1971), call this era the period of "great

tranSformatlon (P. '79)" not only in terms of economic but also of

e
- . ~

5001al and polltlcal aspects of the role of unlver51ty‘faculty

In general, however, it seems the consequences of the post-~
war period are manifested in the realities of the 1970's. In des-~

Lot ‘\ . - : . . . T
cribing the faculty positiqn in the 1970's, the Carnegie Commission.

on Higher Education (1973) comments seem to be an appropriate

description: - - . ' B o .
- The 1960 S were marked by student dlssent and student
e 'organlzatlon The 1970's may equally bes marked by faculty
* dissent and faculty organization. The decade of the student
may be followed. by the decade of the faculty. The locus of
activism is shlftlng (p. 39) - o : ‘ N

Issues Involving Faculty ' AN

Although the ‘belief that "the faculty are the university"”

15 obvrously obsoIete today, 1t is equally clear that faculty members

play a very 1mportant role There are many 1ssues surroundlng the

\o«w*v
rolé of the faculty in the governance Df unkver51t1es Among these

issues in North America, the most notable ones are: tenure, academic’

™

freedom; unionizatidn, and faCulty involvement in governance.

: Academlc freedom and tenure(have been, and strll are, the”neCessary

A
S

attrlbutes of the academlc communlty._ Academlc freedom has been

deflned as.a’ spe01al right of the 1nd1v1dual faculty member to freedom

. .

of thoubht (Hofstadter and Metzger, 1955) The c’osely related 1ssue

~

0‘

.T“of tenure prov1des faculty w1th economlc securlty on the: Job -From-

means to support the exercise

thls vantage p01nt, tenure seems to be'

#

. . \ ) v ) _ . :
I T TR #: '

2 .

of academit freedom. John L1v1ngston<)l973) belleves that “the ba51c
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issue in the battle over tenure goeS‘{ar beyond the quest;on of .

®

academic.freedom. At issue 1s profe551onallsm (p. 72) Today, the

right of academlc freedom ig largely guaranteed to faculty, and

tenure is wldely exerc1sed on almost all camouses (Trow, 1973)

However, despite.these generallv.acceptedjpraotioes, there are
controver31allcomments and bellefs 1n the llterature about the true- . e

e s \*, A . X - T
‘meaning of these two. related concepts - '

traditional and limited use of this-conoept (Jouglin, 1967). Similarly,
students, admlnlstratozs, governments, and the publlc at, large

%

\questlon the valldlty of tenure prattices. These cr1t1c1sms and -

bractices on ‘the campuses of North American universities, and'lt 1s.;" /
1ncreas1ng1y dlfflcultlfor the student of unrverslty governance to
ignore thls 1ssue wthh once belonged strlctly to the fleld of
1r’management.- one speculatrve exPlaﬁgEISh mlght be based on the

& , L
assumptlon that unlver51t1es are movlng away from thelr tradltlonal e \

-

’,‘colleglal model toward what seems to be. a polltlcal modnl : Nb matter

2

' what are ‘the’ reasons for thls ten51on in the unlvers1ty, the- result

- may be ‘a mass movement toward un;onlzatlon 1n the hope that

collectlve bargalnlng w1ll absorb some of the ex1st1ng problems for

N



~ the faculty (Schuster, 1974); however, the introduction of new

problems will probably result. . _' -

Centﬁzl to these problems is the issue of facﬁlty involvement

or partlclpatlon in unixerslty decision- maklng processes The _ 3

complexity of and the 1ncrea51ng numbers of problems confrontlng

1ver51t1es in their internal affalrs may well be due to the magnltude

of the problem of faculty part1c1patlon in unlver51ty governancev
However, it’seems that all of these issues are not mutually exclusive,
rather they overlae eech other not only in analyticaljwritings, but
euen in actua1“§raetiee. Therefore, this chapter is focussed on
involvement or participation of.faculty in aecision—makrhg processes
in both North American and Iranlan.unlver51t1es.‘ Furthermore, 1t

has been notlced that the +issue of faculty 1nvolvement in unlver51ty

governance has more relevance and appllcablllty to Iranlan univer-.

51t1es and their faculty members than have some of the other issues.

-

Rationdles for Participation

g 9

LI

.'vThe demand for facuity';anlviggnt’in universityvgovernancev'
is. Justrfled 1n yarlous Qays - Euery writer ;n the. fleld who is
' _1nterésted in thls issue expresses some judgement as. to‘why faculty
ﬁshould part1c1pate in the process of de0151on-mak1ng ’Generally;
however, a syntheS1s of the llterature reveals that these.%pinions
o cah be cla551f1ed under three majorﬂcategorles S ;;'

2

The flrst categor 1s‘centred’around»the~right‘Of citizenship

o,

163

,and the practlce of - demo&{lcy} Democracy is a_ soc1etal ‘goal' or 1deal u{"e

that characterlzes North Amerlcan socletles.,'Soujanen,(1966)'defines

'
7



ZHOWever. pre01sely what democratlc part1c1pat10n actually means on

the concept of democracy as having two aspects: first, "The

preferences of each person are welghed equally in making dec151ons,"

and second, 'The preferences of the- majorlty determlne the decision

with the minority bound to it untll the‘next.decision ia*made’(p. 62)."

Some advocates for faculty involvement in university governance argue

'

‘that universities reflect their environment and are not organizations

apart{from:the values*of the larger‘society,(Niblett,Vl97O):» The
extension of democratic principleé\into the North American campuses
appears consistent with.general éocietal;yalues concerning decrslon-
making.- 3 . . |
lr-mo SUPportlthis argumen%, Keeton (l97l)3;xtends the right

of c1tlzensh1p beyond the boundaries of Nérth American democracy.

He explalns that faculty. "rlght to a v01ce anf vote may also be

C0

"rooted in the claim of a human rlght to take ‘part in ‘the shaplng of

pollCleS’that affect one‘s 1ife_and'well being (p. 12)." The.
faculty[\then, as members of the university, are entitled tofdemo—

cratic participation; Since voting is the technique‘utilized in

democrac1es to arrlve at dec151ons, faculty should have a rlght to

_ partlclpate and ‘to vote in affalrs of the unlverslty (Dennlson, 1955)

a campus 1s not'always clear.

The second reason for faculty 1nvolvement relates to the 1dea

of unrver51t1es as knowledge—based organlzatlons.. It has been clalmed

»that, under the 1nfluence of tradltlon and method of sc1ence and

SCtharShlp, sc1ent1f1c management‘and bureaucratic.theories,haVe very '

3

164

e



165

little applicability in universities. The argument is not on whether
universities are really collegia), political and/or bureaucratlc
‘Rather the emphdsis, 1ndeed is on the perception of the university
as a knowledge-based organization,'wnose whole purpose for being is
creativity."nnd faculty alone, as the major participants, in the
'-undverSity have the expertise and qualification essentiallforvthls

creativity (Lazarsfeld and Thielens, 1958; Gusfield and Riesman, ' 1964) .

Furthermore,'the authority in knowledge-based organizations

Or universities is somethlng to be shared- between the admlnlstrators,

__by virtue of thelr h1erarch1ca1 role, and the faculty because of .

thelr technlcal knowledge. Sharing of authority ratHer'than deleéation

of authority‘is.the basic assumption. Therefore the most suitable /
\
technique to .wuse in the declslon—maklng process on campus is

..

}rec1proc1ty." This. technlque is closely related ‘to the values thCh
o 1 ' ¢
domlnate the' knowledge- based organlzatlons In unlver51t1es as one

&

’

1of these organlzatlons; there is no réom for subordlnate superordlnate
. relatlonshlpsl Rather the processlls based upon rec1procal partl01e
patlon and - group work (Masterson, 1960). | ;

e The last major ratlonale category for faculty partlclpatlon
lls frequently addressed by admlnlstratbrs ‘ Fundamentally, 1t derlves
-(out of- theaprlnclple of‘modern management ‘that if people get 1nvolved
v’_and pa\rtlclpan the dec151on—mak1ng process, they are more 11kely - |
| ‘to -accept the declslons (Hungate, 1964) :.The manlpulatlve.technlque :
xlmpllClt 1n thlS argument is as ol!?as ’OthlCS, yet 1t 1s sometlmes

. R 4
. s o
q’ed as a ratlonale for faculty part1c1patlon The‘warning of Dodds'

-

] ¢
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(1962) is typical:

4

The goals of the consultative- process are a wiser decision. T
than the pre51dent alone is equipped to make, & wider sense of o
ownership in the decision, and -a more direct respon51b111ty for
carrylng it out. To treat it as a, manipulative tool for securing
one's way is treason to .the prlnC1p1e. It is also foolish because
the fraud is soon found out (p. 73). e T :

He goes on to say that faculty participation in the decision—mahing
process results in greater’willingness to.trust:acministrators.

In fact, during this Periéd'og rapid change Yhich~character12es
the North American society’and canpuses, to encourage°faculty/
participation in uniyersity-goyernance will give the individual faculty
member a chance to feel'that he has somévvoice,in the shaping of
goals, values, and the basic pollcles of his unlver51ty ‘To the
“extent that this ‘process may delay the 1ntroduct10n of change,
:Dickman (1962) -argues that'"such ﬁarticipation may pr0ve to‘be thei
qulckest way of brlnglng lastang, rather than abortlve,llnstltutlonal
- change (p 130) “Some wrlters argue that not only in 1mmed1ate
: changes whlch face present camphses, but also in long rahge plannlng, i
ffachlty participation is desirable.‘ ‘The maln reason whlch has been_
"glven is the contlnulty of faculty servrces over short perlods.of
"{radmlnlstratlve posmtlons (Woodburne;vlgss) vf} B *]t?iym.nf- - ;}'li";

o The ratlonales for faculty part1c1pat10n in the governance

'of the unlver51t1es are: justlfled, therefore, by the assumptlons of

K .

.faculty rlght of c1t15ensh1p, by v1ews of the most sultable process

i

of dec151on—mak1ng in knowledge-based organlzétlons, and by the ‘7 A

l.management technlque of w1de5pread consultatlon.
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Factors Influencing Partﬂcipation

There are. many foLces whlch have shaped or 1nfluenced the

extent to whlch he way in whlch faculty part1c1pat10n has been

-implemented. In synthe5121ng the llterature, three maln categorles

o

have been 1dent1f1ed These are the hlstorlcal and cultural factors,
s
the characterlstlcs of faculty, and ‘the characterlstlcs of the .

un1vers1t1es. - 4 7

Hlstorlcal and cultural factors Unllke the faculty memberc

in the British unlver51t1es, faculty in the early North Amerlcan

colleges had very llttle opportunlty to part1c1pate in the dec151on-

a

making process of thelr colleges. ThlS, of course, was mainly due
ato the predomlnant p051tlon of boards over pre51dents and faculty
of.those‘colleges ' Desplte thls general descrlptlon, ev1dences of
faculty struggle are avallable. Samuel Morlson (1936) p01nted out
that perhaps 1t was 1n Harvard thaﬁgggrlggchallenge for faculty pOWer
, occured | In Harvard the re51dent corporatlon composed of the |
apre51dent and faculty was challenged by the board of overseers and
-’_lost not only some of thelr power but gradually were replaced by _}tj_b
'Qﬁ”clergymen After 1806 practlcally no more faculty were chosen for-"
;:the re51dent corporatlon.‘ Another attempt by faculty for part1c1pat10nb
h:at Harvard 1n 1825 falled b'I‘he cpntlnuatlon of thls struggle: however,; fﬂ
’ brought recognltlon of the dlStlnCthn between external and 1nternal |

,.

dec 51ons The domaln of the faculty‘became the area of student L v‘ff:

_ resources

N . K . . ) . ..
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In challenging the authority of the board and the adminis- ' o

tration, the faculty‘at Harvard were not alone' In Yale, the

'efaculty had the rlght to de01de about the: educatlonal pollcy and

. faculty had substantlal freedom in determlnlng the educatlonal

the ° recru1tment-of,fa¢ulty. In the University of Vlrglnla, the ' o

.jprograms and selecting the faculty Slnce then, as Jencks and

L

Rlesman (l968) p01nted out, thlS has become a tradltlon, a tradltlon

which’ has 1nfluenced ‘the governance of Ndrth Amerlcan unlver51t1es

'and whlch was not serlously challenged untll recently.

] ’ 3 . . .

Later 1n the hlstory of faculty 1nvolvement in the perlod

\

of. the 1870's and 1880 s, the, decllne 1n rellglous denomlnatlons

:once again. 1ncreased the attempts of the faculty for partlclpatlon

.Unlver51ty, Veysey (1965) comments that the reason was not the faculty S ‘.

,Apre51dent and trustees (p. 392) I

,of educatlonal matters. In addltlon ‘to resxstance from boards and . ﬁ_

[admlnlstrators, a further reason may have been faculty unw1111ngness,

bl

beyond thelr tradltlonal role in the academlc area : The outcome,

4 S . : L A
agaln, wasvunsuccessful. In ‘cases where faculty dld really partlclpate

o

;}-.\ -

in some area of un1vers1ty governance, such as 1n 1890-at Cornell .

W -

struggle for power, rather the faculty was used "as a pawh by the

0.

‘As recently ‘as the late nlneteenth and early twentleth

century, therefore, the faculty s role was restrlcted to the area S

. e .\.

to accept addltlonal admlnlstratlve dutles.. The 1mportant reason,-ﬁ

however as Jencks ah&leesman (1968) poxnted out, may have been the :

; o r Ll

o

(lack of profeSslonal securlty and relat1Ve1y uncertaln p051tlon of

o

the faculty —; fb,;: : v*, ?-‘



e other profess1onals 1n organlzatlonal contexts can. be applled 1ni

-

. T

“,. .

The introduction of tenure in 1906 ahd-the'formation of the

3

American Association of University'Professors in 1915 demonstrates

. % B

lanother phase in the hlstory of faculty struggle for 1nvolvement :

in the governance of, the unlver51t1es ThlS tlme faculty§were )

relatively more secure in their job. Anmed w1th the comforts of

~ academic freedom and hlghly supported by an external assoc1atlon,. ‘

%

‘lt seemed‘they<wcre more prepared for the challenge.‘ To the'extentg

L4

that they 1ncreased %?rt1c1patlon 1n un1Ver51ty gOVernancgkft can

be argued that they succeeded . S , R
Y T - e _ _q
\ o oy L

L. . Cads
o £
.

Faculty:characteristics., Modern man’ depends largely on - = .

4°-organlzatlons as the most ratlonale and efflclent soc1al grouplng

i

known (Et21on1, 1964) Th;s_statement is true for almost all areaszl'

. of actlvrty. Today, é%n some of : the tradltlonal 1ndependent R

|

I

'rs ‘and lawyers, are. performlng theer o

L
ik s

profe551onal§ such as doc

tasks w;thln organlzatlons - The trend 1s the result of many factors,'

.ut partlcularly 1mportant are greater spec1allzat10n a’nd rlslng

o

costs

s L]

Very llttle research has been done on faculty per se as

profe551onals. But 1t 1s reasonable to .assume that the reseaLch on: .

o

4.

. -

large measure to facu;ty profess1onals Greenwood (1957) has drawn

N

from the llterature flve attrlbutes whlch,characterlze a profe551onal

v N [
s Tl B

R He deflnes these characterlstlcs as. '_ .“-ff :wft‘ et

’1;‘ use of skllls supported by a fund of knowledge that has been
organized into an lntérnally con51stent system called a '
body of theory _" B ‘/)_ : N

v . . v . : ’ el T
S Who B ST : .-
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2. client subordlnatlon.to prof0551onal authority in matters
W1th1n the professional's sphere of’ 1nfluence

3. community sanction of authbrity, either formal or informal.

4. an ethical code regulating behavior, especialily demauding
affective neutrality toward clients, and support by
" colleagues.

. )

5. a professional culture w1th its own values, norms, and
symbols; and its formal organlzathn for training recruits,
conducting practlce, pd regulatlng performance (p 44) .

‘ . Gy

Most writers believe that the characterlsflcs of faculty” members are

'
-

comparable to.these attributes. ‘ ) -

¢

The"relationship of professionals to the organizatién vayies

with the type of organization in which they work. Amitai Etzibni

(1964) deals extensiye}y with professionals in non-professional

3 ¢ 4
organlzatlons but professronarb also work in -professional organlzatlons
. .
. _(7
Richard Scott (1965) defines profess1onal organlzatlon as ". . .

" organizations in whlch nmembers of ohe or ‘more profess1ona; groups play
the central role in the achlevement of the, prlmary organization

S e

. .objectlves (p 65). The best e%amples of profe551onals worklng in®

‘ AY

. . i .
profess1onal organlratlons are doctors Ln a hospital, lawyers in a

0 ©

law flrm, and«fatulty in a univéisity Advocates of professronal

N . » . z .
N m< ' s
' ,nwe_authorlty algue tHat the very nature of’ unlverélty itself requires o

f l

that. facu{ty have the authorlty to set the goals of.the unlver51t1es,/

s

From thls pornt of v1ew, unlver31t1es are conceptuallzed as extreme

cases of profess1onal organlzatlons (Etzlonl, 1964). Thus, not
only are theafacultymfprofeesionals" by Greenwood S flve characterlstlcs,

‘but thesea profess1onals practlce w1th1n a partlcular type of organlza~

g tlon, hamely, a profe551onal organlzatlon.' S o

= ° . . ‘ - . . wap .
L N . - B .
s LI ’ . ° Y — N ' : o N .
.« . . ) S N . . s
. B . . s . .
2 o 5 - BN - L. . i i
e e C rs B A :
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i ’ ;’
To the extent that the roles, ‘orientations, expectations, -

and attitudes of faculty professionals ‘are highly differentiated from

administrators conflict is inevitable and this conflict effects the

LA

ways and extent of participation in university governance. Basically,
in the university, faculty members are viewed as performing "line"

functions and administrators are viewed as performing “"staff" functions.

v

| This distlnctlon is important 51nce in other organlzatlons the

4§adm1nlstrat1Ve functlon is a duty of the "llne," and professionals'
functlons is to perform "staff" duties (Kornhauser, 1962; Peabody,a
1962; Petry, 1958). The primacy of teaching and research as.the‘

. N F .
"liQE" function in the unlﬁer51ty tends to be perpetuated by the .
3

faculty, confirmed by the administrators, and passed on to each
succeeding generation of graduate students This in turn lcads

faculty'members to percelve and to feel that the really 1mportant

N [

work of the unlver51ty ‘takes place 1n the classroom, the laboratory, ¢

and the study rather than in the'offices of chairmeén, deans, and
' o A R 3 o

a

university presidents. ~This strong Vlewp01nt tends to be transmltted

to’ Junlyf faculty and graduate students who agaln pass it on to the
i o .

,younger genelatlon.
’
"

The very nature of faculty tralnlng emphasizes thelr expertise

~and"stresses thelr superrorlty over admlnlstrators Terry . Lunsford

o i by
11968) in dlscu551ng the ‘views’ of faculty in terms of admlnlstrators
oy , .

o

competence 1n managlng the unlver51ty asserts that
N v : \ : e
"«.+ . The" spec1al competence ef the academic administrator
is hlghly precarlous and contlngent -In the flrst place, there
. '1s no esoteric speciality of "hlgher ‘education™ as an activigy
o ﬂmthat academlc man genarally w1ll acknowledge ‘today and-in:which

o
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univeislty administrators might claim a tralned and systematlc
N Ccompetence" akin to that of, an academic discipline. Second,

~that is a univer51ty, this alone means that their very authority
is always more or less precarious (p. 6). :

Yet, in those'unlver51t1es with a. long hlstory of self-government,
y

- ﬁ&ge of the most 1mportant duties of the senior faculty members is»
that of performlng their fair share of admlnlstratlve functlon7

otherwise, so’ runs: the argument prof9351onal administrators fould

&

" take over. these functions.
This professional attitude, however, does not mean that

t
~

faculty in performlng their dutles follow a\unlfled role ‘ﬂndeed,

\@ssume, has been studled

by Gustaa (1966) who cla551f1ed faculty reference groups as students,‘.\

© ‘faculty, colleagues, and; admlnlstrators (further sees faculty

[}

vmembers as falllng 1nto srx dlfferent categorles of roles These
arei "scholar," currlculum advrver,— entreprenéur,ﬁ consultant "
admlnlstrator," and "cosmopolltan. Each of these rdles may. be /-. ‘

»_assoclated with a dlffprent attltude toward 1nvolvement in unlver51ty

governapce,
1 . ‘ .
h . Another study by Gouldner (1957 1958) éxamlnes faculty . - \\.A

Orlentatlons with reqard tohthelr loyalty to the unrversrty He

- N Iy

p01nts ‘to the constant stress between faculty loyalty to the unlver51ty

and thelr profe551onal expertlse HlS typology showsuthat cosmopolltans

RIS
T,

can be sub lelded as the outsrders and "emplre bullders," and that -ﬁ

they are very low in loyalty to the unlver31ty On the otherlhandi

o
6



locals also could be sub-divided into the "dedicated, " "the true
\ i N .

bureaucrat,” "the homeguard, " and “the elders,"” ‘and that they are
highly committed to their particular university

The studles by Gustad and Gouldner show that although faculty
are professlonals, they assume diverse roles and display varied and

7

sometlmes confllctlng orlentatlons The professional commitment to

refers to "teacher," scholar—researcher " "demonstrator " and
consultant" whlch agaln conflrms the leerSlty in ‘the pattern of -

faculty behav1or o "

varled as thelr tralnlng, orlentatlons, expectatlons, and . attltudes
l

as profes51onals. For example, from Gouldner s flndlngs, it 1s

possible.to suggest that "locals" are hlghly involved in unlver51ty

governance and have greater satlsfactlon of and integration: w1th the

‘admlnastrators ' . o . Y !
| -

Camgus characterlstlcs : Not only hlstory, culture, ana,

profe551onal norms of the- faculty, but also the.81 ‘e, type of program,

4

type<of control and social-psychologlcal cllmate of unlver51t1es .

173
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of faculty participation, from private universities. Similarly,

.

the size Of the universities is a differentiating factor. The same
seems to be,true.cﬁhcerningjthe traditions and customs within - ‘;
universities and social-psychological climate which dominates each:

university. ' These factors,contribqte to a significant dedree to the

pattern of faculty participation on campus. ‘ ’ . .

Available literature, though not much exists,‘indicatestthat
.‘asvtne uni@erSities grow 'in size and complexity; the bropOrtion_pf .
‘ ”

- faculty who do not participate in university governance_beécome
relatiVely greater (Lewis,'1967). Faculty mobilitylalso increases

in the/larger 1nst1tutlons in contrast to the low turnover rate 1n

small institutions \Brown, 1967; Marrshall, 1964) " Similarly, faculty

r .
»

in the larger universities seem to be supportive of students against
: oA , : _ o .
administrators. FPurthermore, -the facylty commitme‘trto teaching

t

compared with research declines when the size of the univérsities

" .\increases (Hodgklnson, 1971a). & f; L ; o T '::><

'

There are also’ relatlonshlps between the kinds of formal"

4control whlch govern unlver51t1es end tﬁe klnds of interest act1v1ty

patterns that domlnate ' Generally, prlvate unlver51t1es tend to
v R B - “ -,
u*have less radlcal faculty in terms of faculty unlonlzatlon and" strlkes

PR
S

(Shlls, 1973), the oppos1te trend tends to hold for publlcly controlled

universities. Unlver51tle;hwh1ch enjoy ‘a hlgh rate of prestlge and

] -

unlver31t1es w1th a rtﬁutatlon of hlghly sel tlve adm1551on practlces,
demonstrate a’body of Ity wbo are more commltted “to- spec1a11zed '

5 ) |' ;’,,.‘x -
- professional: skills an¢ . -3 interested in participation_in internai_ :
- o ) . ‘ » ., - . . . ) \ ‘a' .. . oL
. « X -, LN R i R - . N
, - o 4. : ] R T { g
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governance‘of the campus (Hodgklnson, l97la).

== -
h All of these.data and*gplnlons demonstrate an 1mportant .

PSS

proposition, namely. that the characterlstlcs\of unlver51tles 1nfluence

L

the klnd and extent to which a faculty member part1c1pates in campus

’ governance (Keeton, 1971). v

AP
S

Means and\Extent of Participation
Peopfi have various kinds,of attitudes and opinions wfthﬁf

Tregard to participationﬁin governancejw %esearch on polltlcai analysls

1

. has 1nd1cated that the votlng people falL 1nto three categorles

4 Q \

\.1.-4.

apathetlcs, spectators," and "gLadlaFors" (Mllbrath l96§) -

)

: Part1c1patlon in- these three types of actlvitles, according to

’

: Mllhrath determines a  hierarchy of political involvement. Apathetics

comprise about one-third of the adult population, Spectators 60

, . . fL.
'pereent, and gladiators less than ten percent. Practlcally, becagse
. . .

of "large 51ze of the populatlon, a monopoly over polltlcal and

:

managerlal skllls, control over resources of revenue, and ablllty %

to spend tlme on group act1v1t1es,” a small profe551onal mlnorlty

¢ ]

domlnates the governance of - democratlc soc1et1es (Monsen and Cannon,_

1965, p 18) These ollgarchs" or polltlcal ellte govern w1thout
IR - o :

_consultatlon, except w1th those small groups whlch age d1rectly
e

’

-effecte y thelr actlon. The poliy 1cal "spectators" ar tentlally
. Q

\'

capable of polltlcal 1nfluence, yet they would r

1nvolved and hot test t eir 1nfluence At the_h
‘e : “ ! 3 ) 1 .
”;1s a hlgh probablllty thpt they w111 enter the po 1tr 2

+ 4

<

agena

(Campbell, et al ' 1964) Therefore, the pos51b111ty of "spectators"»

e 7

"rlses,othere
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~ Society at large. . He .goes on to point out thdt this structure is

~part1c1pated in senate commltteesJ’hOut of those 'who served’ on;l

"196%).' Furthermoreﬁ Only elght percent, of the commlttee members

?ﬂ

- "In short," as. Clark (l9ﬁla) p01nted dut, "the so-called academic ‘

_abové statement Ruth Eckert S (1959) study of the app01ntment of

.had-six to. ten years.of commlttee servicqt

- : S I VI

]

i PR ' "‘ i ) . .

involvement' limits the freedom of Wollgarchsw" . o SR ‘
Burton Clark (1963a) takes -the .position that thesstructure %%&

of faculty participation insuniversity governance- is similar.td‘

quite normal for a representative. democracy. As universities grow

« o
1

'in size and complexity, faculty members have to delegate most - of,

]

their work to commlttees and send’ thelr representatlves to senate

COmmunity Becomes less of a communityJ—an informal.colﬁegiuﬁ-;and;

more of a fcrmal organlzatlon, in the faculty 1tself as’ well as 1n

the admlnlstratlve grouP (p. 298).' ?vThereﬁore,vunder normal

COnQitions a~veryrlimited group of.facultyIWith‘the help of.some;

) v R ‘ A

administratcrs;reallyldohinate the.governance'of the universitiesrp_
'fhere are more than enough-enpirical data-to-support the |

oo ©

‘. [

academlc senate committees at the Unlver51ty of M;nnesota shows that

1n%a l3~year perlodJ only, 20 percent of faculty members aCtually . o

*]

L, =3 . . o 3

dbmmlttees only 12 percentvserved on'three{to seven coémlttées;

Y

.

?ylln her second study durlng 1965 to 1968 she 1nd1cates:that only .3.*f‘v

b

'ten percent of the faculty served on three to six commlttees (Eckert,..:"; N

N . . . o -

R \ T oF
R . v . ‘X‘)“

Foote and Mayer (1968) show 51m11ar flnélngs 1n a report of ’ -
: 4 Do , 2,

the Study Comm1551on on Unlver51ty Governance at Berkeley. They .
- . \4.'

’ - A . R
. . - - N . . .
B



observed that "there is a marPcd tendency for a relatrVely small .

numb’r of faculty members to monopolize the membershlp of most "ﬁf
powerful commlttees and to rotate the charrmanshlp among themselges

A Y + ) o
(p 32) These and other examples (Deegan, McCGonnell, Mortimer,'

“and StullJ 1969) show that faculty part1c1patlon 1n unlver51ty sSenate
fls llmlted to relatlvely few' faculty But the unlver81ty senate and’
o » :

: : ]
its commlttee stracture is only one way to partlclpate in the

'governance of the campus Today, there’gre more alternatlves open

N

a

to faculty to partlclpate in and to 1nfluence the dec181on—mak1ng

A 3

.

- process of the’ campus.c » .f‘ :
o \ L ’ SN

) " B r
P&rticipation‘alternatives. To treat faculty partrcrpatlon

- as though there is a typlcal faculty is hlghly 51mpllst1c Arnold

f'Weber,,et al. (1967), found that the amount of faculty 1nvolvement

+-
o

[1n-dec151on—making,var1es from campus to campus 1n terms of its
AU

;impact, number of faculty actually 1nvolved in 1nfluenc1ng deClSlOnS,

5,

h,and the means by whlch faculty members elther 1nd1v1dually or as a’

: whole exerc1se pressure to make thelr views heard ‘
LIt is generally assumed that most faculty memb;rs do w1sh to

partlcléate The llterature contalns numerous propésals as to how :

'facu?ty 1n North Amerlcan'unlversities may chooserto 1nfluence the -

’

N ”v' : BN "‘u',,.-
.governance of thelr campuses.» However/

,_¢_ A - .

hthere are - many faculty members

?-'

- - P —_ c__—_-_-;

1who may not w1sh tovpart1c1pate in academlq dec1sxon maklng. .”f

v

© 177

-

o . B . ".‘.. -' -

There may Qe two‘reasons ﬁor non—part1c1patlon.j Elther "

- St N 2
. D B

.‘ HEN
faculty are very satlsfled w1th the COndltlonS and 5001al-psycholog1calp

1 s C e
-

’,cllmata of thelr campus or they se¢'a - futlllty in act1v1ty | W1111am

”‘?‘:.,



" Gamson (lé68)ynotes that "Inactivity can be a sigh of confidence

as well as:alienation (p.-46)."- Therefore, che action tahen hy
faculty members in‘upiversit}es is to ignore alllOr some}iSsues and
not to make any attemptlto‘exett influence. Indeed, Dahl (1961)

'pointedlout that this attitude is perfectly normal:
© It would clear the air of a good deal of cant, if instead
of assuming that politics is a normal and ndtural concern of
human beings, one were to make the contrary assumption that
whatever lip service citizens may pay to attitudes, politics
is a remote, alien, and unrewardlng activity (p 279).

‘ ‘ Of course, there are many faculty who do w15h to become
S " eg
involved and to be active. The second alternative is for those
. ' ) . 5 Vo .
faculty who prefer to partitipate in the structure or formal system

. o . .
which 1s already -in opecration. They could act within the faculty

senate or»through committee'system Which;predominates the universities.

npgher alternatlve way of 1nfluenc1ng unlver51ty governance

‘is for facuf@y membgrs to work through organlzatlons whlch are
. . v .

prlmarlly éxternal to the unlver51t1es. gThe Amerlcan Assoc1atlon of .~
Universixy.ProfeSSOISj(AAUP) in'the United‘States‘and The Canadign -
o . S . . o SR .

_ o o _ Sy, ‘ PR
~ Association of University Teachers (CAUT)\are pxobably the~most

Y . . ) ..
o - S - AR .
vfamiliar ofgthese external organizationSz A faculty member can also
< H E :

T

> R : S
case of‘thls_alternative is when:faculty members go.far erfough. to- -

s

.‘Withh°1d thei?_professional éefviceé.and eVen'participate ih_strike.”:

(X O

,

'Such groups of faculty have been lallﬁed as "act1V1sts" or Zradlcals."

. Y R
It should be noted that faculty members could also use a

oy

'-’comblnatlon of - these aIternatl{esvln 1nfluenc1ng ded151ons Some

3
v

301n a unlon to- 1nfluence de0151ons w1th1n unlver51tles The.extreme.
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)

faculty members may participate in formal committee structure of a

university as well as by being a member of AAUP or CAUT.

cn.

-

Participation practices. The available data in.the literature

L8
‘

‘may not be extensive enough to permit generalizations. In the- light

of the available data, however, it is'interesting to noje that the
’ . £
distribution of facllty participation in university governance 1s

L

: parallel to.the’distribution ofgyoting populace in society. : More than

'half of the, faculty members actually are not actlve in unlver51ty
P , )
governance (Dykes, 1968) This observation led him to conclude*”
One of the most notlceabLe and best documentednflndlngs of
" the investigation is the existence of a pervasive ambivalénce ®
in faculty attitudes toward participation i detlslon making.
The faculty members interviewed overwhelmlngiy indicated the
faculty sheuld have ‘a strong, actlve, and influential role in
decisions, esp001ally in those areas” dlrectly related £S5 the
'°educat10na1 function of the unlver51ty At - the same time; the
:respondents revealed a strong rethénce to glve the time such : A
a role would require. Asserting qut faculty partlclpatlon is’, R
_ essential, they place: part1c1pat10n at the: boxtam of ‘their .
profe551onal prlorlty llSt and deprecated thear colleagues whO'f
do partlc1pate (p. 8. . . f?" o S ) >'F/A Lo

- v,
s

3

The unw1lllngness‘of the faculty to part1c1pate 1n unlver51t¥ governahce

”has'also bZFn gquéged Corson (1960) R R

et T Rt

& : ' :
_';‘wgggise ehléﬁatu\éfttltudes of facult1es4—a cathollc concern . 'l'_'a
- and- g comprehen51ve 9&a1m of competence, -on’ the one hand, and ' '
~'an: 1nd1fferenee and unw1lllngness to take part, on the other,f
igive rise-to several questlons on the part facultles can and
should play in; }nstltutlonal de01510n m%klng (p 99)
‘3 ; \,l ’ . ]
What proportlon of non—part§c1pant faculty members are Satlsfled w1th

s .
» ’ - ‘,.

thelr unlver51ty governance, and what proportlon are: dlssatlsfled

”nls uhknown. ffv?'ﬂtv_\J’ e -pf. T‘ﬁ1 ﬂ;_~*f; S

J,‘,tmhe'faculty senate .and mempersnip,in'thefoommitteeﬁst:uctufe i

3, o
] e L e e



v

of the university is the route for those who would like to go through-

v
v

the formal structure. A faculty senate in North American universities
| ‘ ,' S . s : : .
is .generally thoughtsof as an. assembly of faculty functions either

like a town meeting, or as a representative body. In Some univer-~ities

'fadministrators may be members. \There is no single standard of the
' powers-and responsibilities. of these bodies. - These internal organi-

zations have no ties to.organizationg outside of their partigular ’
, . . » ! o . : ,

~ university. In add%flon to .the sendte. there are departmental

and‘sﬁandingvcommitteesu

o

- committees,:ad hoc faculty‘committees

’
\ Ay

More than 40 percent of faculty member are members of faculty senates;

Of- course, tth may be due to the representative system or exclus1on
) , , %

\1968) . Again, w‘ht

‘of junlor faculty from membershlp ( ykes,

proportlon of these 401percent of fa ulty actively part1c1pate in -

the faculty sehate commlttee structure 1s unknown.

The rate ofvpartlclpation,and the'pro»ortion of faculty who .

’ K

particlpate lué&he univers}ty‘committee struct re'shows-the'same

180

general;trend. As one moves up through the’ lev‘ls of decmslon maklng, _d

the number of faculty who part1c1pate in commltt es decreases There

p B ;:A[ ; .
(Baldrldge, l97la) General\y, most faculty prefe part1c1patxon
. . . ¥ B

'1n departmental level rather than 1n the college or. 1ver51ty levels*

«

For those faculty who go out51de un1Ver51t1es to flnd ways’f“
: \ : :
to 1nfluence 1nternal dec1s1ons, AAUP or CAUT may seem to be such
‘ - e .o .i SRR .

' an organlzatlon.' The AAUP and CAUT founied in 1915 and 1951

respectlvely, have a network of natlonal organlzatlons and natlonal
t ] J o Sy, .

o -
L R i . . -
R
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, - X ' - : .

headguarters. Local chapters do not have decision-making authorlty
) o '

within the formal structure of the unlvers:Lty In the course of \

A

their- hlstory, the  AAUP and CAUT haVe been qulte concerned w1th

issues involving academlc freedom and .tenure. Recently these

’ .

organizations'are'actiuely involued in thetissue of:facu;ty unaonb .
ieation and colleetiue bargainrng. T - JA : g
.Faculty unionsﬁare another.tQPeiof external faculty’organi;'_f»
, _ . L ; S v S
zation which may have ties with national‘or”regional groups. They ', -
are xégzyponcerned withathe salaries and working conditioﬁs-ofﬂfacuity'_
members; At present desplte the large number of faculty who hold 5:11>',’ y

' -

membershlp 1n AAUP and CAUT, more than 60 percent are non-part1c1pants _
fana do not get actlvel; 1nvolved The same is true concernlnc '.’!;:? e
unlver51ty faculty members who enga;e rn unlonbact1v1t1es vVery few. H; '\
_ raculty con51der unlonrzatlon as-a propel way for 1nfluenc1ng -:<fv.'. 'lfu\

‘unlver51ty goyernance (CarbarinQa 1972; Weber, et,al,'19§7).. Yet}“v*  ' \}V'

f‘tne opportunity to joinvafunion‘is geherallyfincreasingiyg'5.- PR _\  ‘u-u.r¢
Consequences of Facultxﬁlnvolvement e , p s ;
3 and Non- Inﬁolvement Tev ST e lgv_ D T e s
T : BRI UEL R S L
o All of the dlscu551ons in- the precedlng sectlons clearly - e \

\) . N
. 8 . \‘ ; i B - o

Y

'\démonstrate'the fact that cOnfllCt in’ unlver31t1es 1s 1nev1table,
(McConnell 1969) :‘:_':'pl'l_:;-;“ fvv L f'!,fv;'37'1 T

”

\

f COnfiictul The very concept c% copfllct led Baldrldge (1971b) 'xyé'ne

R

to reject thé c1a351cal Weberlan lStroup: 1966) and tradltlonal :;Qlﬁhl

) colleglal modelsvéMlllet, 1962) and to &ntroduce a polltlcal model

i“
HlS baslc assumptlons focus on the ex1stence of conf11 t in unlver51t1es.
R € R SRS AP T V;‘,bf R R T -

—_— v




. “organlzatlon whlch 1° very flu1d and dlfflcult to descrlbe When

/,,»pdtentfﬁf sour es of COnfllCt between thelr profe551onal orlentatlon:'

-

NN
A

) . . B .-
.

Not onIy does confllct exlst between faculty and admlnlstrators,

but there. is even COnfllCt within profe551onal ranks ’ Faculty mefibers

v \

‘dlffer on. the 1mportance of- teachlng versus research ,on the'

between faculty thkmselves and‘b01nted out:

Morrls Keeton (1971) observed’ _the ex;stence o% COnflict' Y

-

*:

r L o ;
‘At the same tlme, the older faculty s 1nterests may confllct

‘dlrectly with those of. younger faculty on 1ssues of pay and
workirig condltlons, apd ‘the perspectlves of younger faculty

‘closer in. .age 'and often in‘life style to thelr students, may. ': -

e : L)

A

\"b

dlsclpllne area@ assume dlfferent roles and _have dlfferent percé%tlons

"toward unlver81ty governance

‘ trators

;Hzatlon.
»”two dlStantobut sometlmes parallel hlerarchles develop There is f

: .the bureaucratlc hlerarchy of the organlzatlon wlch resex(tbles in

profe551onals work 1n organlzatlons such as a&ﬁnlver51ty,vthere are

\"
A . , : v d : SRy
and the needs a C demands of the orga'lzatlon as percelved by the
. . ., ; : ‘ 4 S ', E i I.-_. -. . N L ’ ‘ \ » ."- S R d:,‘ .
.admllistrators; s\y s S e S R RS N R I

R ' Mo co
vmany ways a Webeéﬁan-type bureaucracy aﬁa there 1s the profes51onal i

.

S

..._'a‘

Thersecond type.of conflict’ﬁs between faculty and admlnls—d

\ T o

Lrterature 1n the aiea deals w1th thls 51tuat10n more‘rg%,

v»-

f‘terms of relatlonshlps between profe£51onal and bureaucnatlc organ1~'g

(Ao

—Because of d1v1s10n of labor w1th1n profe551onal organizatlons

’

‘" ..

e

t ek LI
. Voo .
LI s

Furthermore, there is ev1dence suggestlng that faculty 1n dlfferent'k“

182
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X

. profe351onals in some spec1f1c organrzatlon (Kornhauser, 1962,.

X

1. 4 The profeﬁglonal s re51stence to bureaucra@!c rules

N

of . confLact betweenl%gofe351onals and therr organlzatlonal management

. Y co
o B LA
'

Blau.and Scott (1962) have identified fourypotential souroesf

e

The.profe551onal s rejection of"bureaucratic Stahdards ’

- !

- The pnpfessional*s resistenceAto bureaucrabic superibrs RN

The professional’ s\bondltlonal loyalty to the bureaucracy
(p. 212y . : : .

s

-fThese sources of confllct have not been dlrectly analyzed w1th regard

-

to the faculty ahd admlnlstrators.' Yet 1t probably has more general—-

1zed theoretlcal appllcabllity than others who stud-x‘ some specrflc

2
Marcson,

- - . A - k‘

T : - i ‘ . * ,“‘-.g‘f ,:': . \\ o

:w- o A . s

In trac1ng the rlse of faculty pfgfe551onafJ/ Jencks and Lo

N

. . »
Rlesman fl968) accept the tyrany of faculty profeSSionals in unlver— et

51t1es and endorse the ex1stence of confllct 1n Ametlcan academlc ﬂ9

1nst1tutlons Burton Clark (l96lb) sees that as power contlnues

to Shlft from external to lnternal sources, the 1ssue of author1 y

0 . )
N K

o he goes on to say that

a .o & ) : _"'v"&. e

- ..
.

:‘\ ; .

G01ng 1nto battle, the facultles march unde the bajner of

o self—government -and” academlc freedbm, empha51zlng equa ity of
© ‘relations; among coLleaques and- deemphas121ng adhlnlstr tlve

"hierarchy he admlnlstrators move forward—under a-
.;“of banners: j
- chaos ito mere- confu51on, let s -increase efiicleﬁcy, utilize oo -

uster 1 _
t's brlng order out of chaos, or at Yeast reduce

';our scarce1fbsources——men and money——effectlvely, let's ,'.fg

P89 o N T e / -

<

." ':

e

i
i

i; Thls 1ndeed 1s a, cl&ssrcal examrle of what happens when professzo?als

& o i
L9 ., o ‘/i_ W .,_‘ -';‘»v"?nn'-

PP . X Lo Dol e | )

xL o o : . AR
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practice in an organization. -
4 o - gt
Problems.  Both faculty involvom&nt and faculty non-involvafent ‘/”
. - . ¢ - |/
1 L f

in the governance of thé universities creates many problems. Acceptance
of the desirability of involvement when increasing numbers of faculty
+

. do not participale neccssitates the administrati

[

struggle to
ot "
ever, to persuade

N \

o convince more faculty members to become involved; h
. . Vs
. ‘\ .‘ co. - ;l’
and to convince faculty to participate is hardly a-simplejtask to
4 . t ’ \ / ‘
‘ accomplish. As -Sullivan (1965) argues, the emergence of jever : ijJ
. Y ° ‘ . .. 1 g . ) } e :/’,«
TN increasimy issues which more or less concern faculty, and the diversity
‘ , ) 1
of positions. which is taken by-individual faculty members, makes
R ¢ 3 : ' ¢ -
this indeed a giant.dilemma’. The need to convince faculty to X
N - . . o .
{\‘ participate may.well go beyond the contemporary realities of the
[ st ) _
S campus. In fact, proyiding an organizational environment which can

[

o create a sense of trust, belongingness, and idealism may be an

alternative (Clark, 199%1).

¢

Convincing individuéi faculity members to participate is

only a part of the problem. Without appropriate mechanisms, for

®

barticipation by ind;vidual facule mémbersy the result may well

3 be disappointment, frustration, and alienation. The traditional
belief about a community of scholars and its conse;sual organization,
isuno longer an adequate response to the conditions of sizq and

diversity of values which the faculty experiences. Even the represen-

v

tative mechanism has been subjected to debate and more and more.

questions have been raised as to the representativenegé\of‘faculty

representatives (Rohfleisch, 1968). The outcry in the literature

b v
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v

~and direct obscervation of practices in North American univérsities

-

TN
1s a potential proof that the present governance structures are

scldom able to bring about the participatio; of the majority of

. ‘ N,
faculty members.  Therefore, while one prgblem is to stimulate all

faculty members to participate, another problem arises automatically
L]

in finding the appropriate and acceptablf mechanisms.

Another source of problems when faculty members participate

]
in university governance is the issue of accountability. Stanley

Ikenberry (1971) 2ryues that "authority and responsibility are so

7’

confused in large complex institutions that it has proven difficult
4 to achicve a satisfactory degreec of Anstitutional accountability

and control (p. 29)." Today, the demands for accountability axe
’ ! i

highly visible as universities become more costly than before and

v

more\depqndent on state and federal funds (Kerr, 1969). But, the
very nature of faculty professional tasks is opposed to any outside

interférerice. ‘This pdint led Parsons (1971) to assert his personal

~—

view:

. . facultiecs are not well suited to take the major
collective responsibility for a very large part of the corporate
affairs of even their own faculties, to say nothing of a univer-
sity as-a whole. They are too divided and decentralized by the
essential nature of their own functions. . . . At the simpler
social level, they are not accountable to anyone but thei?
individual and collective consciences with respect to the
guardianship of the integrity of their professicnal commitments.

(p. 494).
This argument has also been expressed by Mayhew (1969). He

pointed out that when faculty assume a full share of control of

universities, the goals and concerns of the university shift toward

&
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' \ _ I
the personal interests of faculty members such as salary and fringe

bercfits, to such an® exfent that univgrsity goals ftend to be ignored.
The supporters of the political model of the university sece
the issue of faculty accountability in universities as somewhat

comparable to general political systemA4of socigty at large (Monsen
1 I 14

and Cannon, 1965). From this vantage point, they do 3?t‘see this

issue problematic. Generally, however, the literatufe indicates

-

that the pattern of accountability exhibited- by faculty members in

universities is a complex one and severely limits some of :ﬁt claims

.-

of the faculty on involvement in university governance.

Finally, there is another set of problems confronting faculty

involvement in university governance. Thesc problems are mostly - %

centred around the question of the faculty's. time and competing
q L

NS

¢

activities. John Crispd (1971) Outlinesvthese competing activities:

-

1. carry out one's normal teaching load as scheduled;

2. making oneself readily available to one's students;

3. keeping abreast of the literature and other developments
in one's-field; :
contribuéﬁng‘fo advance ‘of knowledge in one's field; and
5. carrying out one's share of the formal and informal

consultation necessary - to assist students in their thesis .
work (p. 4).

fieN

Then, he raises the point-that if facultyiikx>want to become fully

involved in governance, some reduction among these activities is
. ¥

N
ot

necessary. Archie Dykes' (1968) findings suggest the same argument.

Hevfound that faculty believe goverhance involvement takes too much

time from research and to a lesser degreq from teaching.

The problem of time can also be approached in terms of )

©

delays in the decisions which have to bé made by committees. It is



: ) v .
generally agreed that faculty members are highly conservative and

as Livindgston (1969) pointed out they "tend to be experts at making

distinctions not reaching agrecments; posing problems, not of fering
- »
. tﬁ;‘
solutions (p. 170)." Therefore, faculty involvement mayTcause a
seriocus delay not only in long term poii . decisions, Lut also in

matters- which demand -immediate action.

Trends. and Future Proposals

. ~
In spi of many problems and sometimes serious shortcomings

which are associated with the issue of faculty involvement in univer-

°

sity governance, the literature is full of proposals and recommendations

for faculty participation. Most of these proposals are directed
toward a specific campus; however, there are some proposals which

have broader practical applicability.

~

4

One way to increase faculty participation in university
governance which has been proposed is that of greater involvement
of faculty in the committee Structure of the campus (Dodds, 1962;

Horn, 1962; Corson, 1960; Muston, 1969). Regardless of the advantages

- ‘
ittees are

and disadvéntages of committees per se, unless the c
<
judiciously employed, there are serious doubts aboyt the effectiveness

of this method of participation.

ﬁAthher set of proposals is through the use of\different

Y

representational systems (Mooney, 1963). Generally, there is very

R ’ . s
little comprehensive data on the nature, number, and effectiveness
of representational systems ingpniyersities. The most common

representational system in universities is the facdlty senate. In

-

187
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AN

describing the nature of the faculty senate Liebermaﬁ‘(l969) points

]

r~\ to the weaknesses of these bodies and concludes that eventually

{ -

the faculty scnates will detcriorate.

The idea of shared authority and responsibility in governance
. :

~

by administrators, faculty, and sometimes students {Keeton, 1971;
, - ' . - L # ‘
Hodgkinson, 1969a) has also been suggested. Thlskproposaf is for

full participation of aﬁ}/constituencies in the decision-making

<

process. The fundamental assumptio are openness of éecision—making
4 o . ) f .
f

strutturcs and the acknowledgment the existence of conflict on

kany issue (McConnell, - 1968). To the extent that any university meets

these assumptions,. it is claimed that better and more efficient

participation in governance will result.

3

\ i .
A philosdbhical approach chardcterizes another line of

proposals for faculty participation (Nisbet, 1971). Burton Clark,

# Y
(1971) suggests a normative approach €£oward better partiiipation.
\

He défines an organizational "saga" as a "colleétive understanding ’
_of unique accomplishment in a formally established group (p. 501).w
It seemg that the organizational '"lsaga" may hold faculty'together .

if tﬁey\share a belief. Burton Clark believes that saga deeply
: ’ oy &
copmits the individuals to stay with a system, to. save and imprqye

it rather than to withdréw in order to serve self-interest elsewhere

/ (p. 503).

‘The philosophical proposals appear to work in small colleges,

though as we move to the preseﬁt multiversity, the prerequisite
~

. (: s
for building a university "saga" becomes so numerous that it seems

@&

practically impossible.

~
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Trends. Today, the general trend in the li§eraturc reveals
a perception of grceater faéulty power in the universities (Gross and
Grambsch, 1974). The inclusion of faculty members in the board of

trusteces and various decision-making bodies of the .universitics is
1Y

increas-ng, though not to' the extent perhaps that faculty expected.
On the other hand, unions or union-like organizations are developiﬁd

within universities. The growth of these organizations has a direct
. * .

relationship to the satisfaction of the faéulty on the campuses in

~
=

' .
~which the unions are appearing. Isracl Kugler (1968) attributes

.

the rise of faculty unionism to ". . . burgeoning enrollments, «

inadequate faciliz{g;: burdensome workloads, and relatively poor

I

compensation (p. 417).

»

~

Critics of faculty dnionism (Sumberg, 1970) point to the

-

irrelevancy of. unions and collective.bargaining in universities as
academic organizations. The> comments of Kadis@t(l968).are indicative

of what the critics believe:

What is involved in the regularized use of the strike in
the collective bargaanng relationship . . . is shifting the
basis of professional claims from common commitment and mQral
entitlement to the play of power in a competitive context. The
move from academic senate to collective bargaining backed by the
strike is a move to the marketplace, and the spirit of the
marketplace is tRat you are entitled to what you can exact, and
what you can exact is what you are entitled to (p. 163).
These critid® also point to the possible®reaction «f students;and
- ;

1
o
®

society to. the appearance of collective bargaining on campus..

.

Yet, as the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973),

suggests, the "faculty'ﬁaVe.muéh to be concerned about:

d

b
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¢

Salaries are Tig jng more slowly; reatl itncome, in some

e 1nstanee>, has actually been reduced. : )
Budge ary support for-faculty interests is much harder
td dbtain. ~

More efforts are being made to control Condltlons of
employment, such as workload.

Studonts have intruded into what Werc once faculty pPreserves
for decision- -making, and these intrusions and their possible
extensions are a source of worry for many faculty members.
External authorities, outside the reach of faculty
influence, are making more of the decisions that affect

the .campus and the faculty. ’ \ \
s - Policies on promotion and tenure Age more of an issye both
 &s' the rate of growth of higher edu® slows down, thus

making fewer opportunitics available, andlas womeh and
» Members of minority groups compete more actively for such
opportunities. as exist (p. 39). ' ‘ N

’

Thefefbrek.despito the argument against faculty engagement
in collective bargainiﬁgn the fact is that faculty unionization is
On the increase in North American universities; the rate of its .

development does not lead one to be optimisgqc about'its future /

o .
,:,g \
v N )

disappearance. However, the Carnegle Commission on ngher Education

(1973) suggests that faculty of each unlver51ty should conseder all
-

of the advantages and dlsadvantagec of importing collectlve bargalnlng
‘ »

12

to the campus. At the same time, it recommends that if faculty

>

is willing to get involved in collective bargaining,,they had better

leave academic -affatrs to. the faculty senate. OFf course, to what ;

. &
eéxtent it would be possible to separate financial affairs from

academic matters and whether the faculty senate will survive after
the arrival of collective bargaining is subject to major argument.
Generall / however, it seems that the llterature accepts

the trend and deals more about the technical aspects of the issue

rather than the issue per se.

4
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PERSPECTIVF ON FACULTY | IN
RANIAN 4 !IVLRSITILS

, -~ - - N [
-
. -

° ‘ A simplistic view of the ro]o of faculty of qunlan unlverL

“

sities would be to argue Lhat hey are confrontcd by the same 1sguos
- i . ! .
as are their countcrparts in the North American universitiesyy This .

may be true to some extent but there are also’ important differences..
- ] - .

Although it is realiétic to assume that simila:r problems exist in

Iranian universities,gtheir relative importance and magnitude may
S . - Y
be quite diffcrent. .
*
@

The right of 'ﬂcademlc freedom" is usually guaranteéd'fqg_

Iranian faculty, in terms of the definition of "freedom” in Iranian
_ social context. Frcedom means the right of the individual in Iranian

society to do whatever h;\aﬁnts to deeprovidedghis actions do not

endanger the seturigy of tHe country. r From this point of view,

. e
J~;§3nian faculty members are. free to pursue their professional careers.

3
. : s . .
Because of the high demand for_university teéthers'and the relatively

short supp%y, the issue of tenure for the faculty of Iranian

»

universities does not exist in fact. Besides, the recruitment of

~ .
faculty as Fiv}l—servants in most universities provides the faculty
‘ ' l i
with- the co. orts of a highly secure job.

ROV N

Similarly, faculty salarles in Iranlaq unlversizges are

o

\
-compakatively, higher than the upper-middle c¢lass income in Iranian
) . . t

society. ‘This is mostly due to the principle of supply’and demand

[ : o ) .
and the hidh prestﬁLe which 1s attac §ﬁ-to university posjtions.

{
D~

It seems that the issue of faculty compensatlon does not concern

“i91



Iranian faculty unless, the presgnt wortd-wide cconomic inflation
shifts the trend.. Furthermore, working conditions of Iranian

facuit?yare Subject to no internal or cxternal pressures; they are

. “ @

subject more to individual habit rather than a generalized rule. '
‘ : » .

“ Students, as will be discussed in the next chaptgr, do not

\ - - \

enter into the governance of Iranian universities, to say nothing of

.

intrusion into faG%lty domafns. Finally, most of the Iranian faculty

members have identified‘themse]ves with the university and are
- e = 1} -
satlsfled«wlth the present uan@rSlty govexnance, even.though they

do not participdte. in the process of}Jniversity'decision—making.
. . Al

[

v
One .conclusion from the above deécriptive observations is

that Irgnian faculty members do not use unionization and collective

s 4

bargaining ad 4 means to influence the internal governance of their
o ¢

institutions. Another concluelon 15 that according to this 1nforma—

tlon, there is very little need for anian faculty members to-
. @

. P
struggle for power and influence in govennance. In other words, this-~

€ L
i

conclusion is .based upon the assumpti thdt 1f they already have

what they&éhould‘have, they must be naive to raise the  issue. .
However, it can be" argued that the‘conscious OY unconscious
o _ . .
tendency of Iranian faculty memﬁers to acknowledge,ﬁhe existence of
this iesue necessitates deeper analysis of their rolés in universities.
, If, as.mentioned in cbapter £hree; the Iranian universities are under
scrutinylend are not meeting the demands of the society, then fhe

faculty as a major constltuency of the unlver51ty must accept paxt

q%‘the blame. To the extent that faculty part1c1pat10n might have
q .

-
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. . - L e .4
contributed to overcoming "some of' the shortcomings of Iranian

uriiver&ities, it cande argued that faculty participation in Iranian
’

universities is an issuc.

.

It should be noted that the situation in Ngrth Amcrican
. - >

universities is to find ways and means which may reduce the present

"gold-war" and the existing Cdnflicting interests of facuﬁtx and

\

other constitucencies. - For Iranian universities, however, the :
- A
LN /<

challenge is to find.ways and means for faculty participétion which ¢
i . o .

necessarily may lead to more conflict-between faculty mwmbors;and

‘other major grou@sx Therefore, while universities in both North

American and Iran can be studied to-see how they might improve their

internal governance, the rationale for pérticipafion may be different.

K4

The North American faculty should seek participation to protect
what the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973) calls "faculty

concerns." The Iranian faculty members, alrecady satisfied with those

- .
. TR
;- )

A'concerns, " should skek participation to improve the quality of .

3

university life. - .

.

Fundamentally, the main policy decisions for Iranian

>

universities, just.like“of any other branch-of the government, come

.

from .outside these institutions. On the other hand, as was mentioneﬁmf//gx*‘*’i‘

in the preceding chapter,‘univefsify administrators have dominated - .
the internal decisions of the universities. The combination of these

.

. , . .
two factors and faculty lack of interest for involvement, leaves

very little room for+teaningful faculty participation. "The faculty "

’

members motivation centres around his personal interest; participation

[ v
/ v ¢ o _ ‘ . Ry
- 4 . “ /% ' V @
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& )
rf'l .
in decision-making processes becomes d,mcﬂs for solving personal
- .
problems.  Tranian faculty do not pdrtjcipate in governance, and .

nagurally do not have a vodce in establishing the internal rules and

\5 Y

procedures for making decisions. Thus, these rules fand procedures,

at times, would be perceived as barriers which have to be by-passed 7

. 7’ Py : - ’ . B
in search of other channels. | . Pl C

-

* If not only because of past experiences and the«@encral bellef

-

it must be bocauqe of the fru1tfu1no°s in 901ng through anformal l

channcls that Iranlan faculty pCfCClVC the'unlverflty'as a pollzlcal
< B « L3

entity. Th01r reactlonq to the unlver51ty and to how they can
. s s - N .
influence the decisiqnfmaking process or solv “heir own peresonal
.. s f~
 prochm » Secm to be ‘the Same rggctlon that they have toward any

/\

other polltlcal organization in the, Iran&an.soc}ety. They seek

>

personal power and look for internal éS'well as external support

e

through friendship, lobbying, social and family ties, mem: orship

- ) . . . N

in political partigs, or even supporting the student demonstrations;

: There are mény faétors wﬁich may"eXplain‘the wdys Iranian
~faculty members éttempt to influepce goVernancefprocqiifs. Traditionally
Iranian féculty memgers have been the prime soufces of recruithent
for high governmeﬁt.political pogition;, The expgnsion of the ‘univer-
sity system in Irah-reversed this trénd’ Unlver31t1es faced with

faculty shortages had to look for government officials in hlgher

positions and recruit them on.a part-time basis!. 1In thel forwer case,

-

\ : . ' .
the taste of political power and political ambition and #n the latter,
: )

the close relationship with politicians, gave the Iranidn university .

")

£ ki ! X

[ 4

.
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» \

. . .
. R ‘
faculty.-members g political aspiration. Furthermore, the close -

€

o
supervision of government over Iranian colleges and universitices

right from the beginning, for whatever reasons, made the univérsity
. Na '

susceptive to politicization. Q

Iranian faculty members like o??er Iranian citizens were

’

\ . .
exposed to the same history. ‘Iranians have seldom been characterized

for their capacity for joint action. . Historically, they are more
- ' 9 .
oricnted towards individualism, and sélf-interest, and being Iranian,
¥

faculty memﬁars do not act collectively. This, in turn, tends to
make them highly suspicioustof group work and group involveme%t.
The values and orientations of Iranian faculty members seem

to reflect the attitudes of the gencral societal class from which

they have come. As Zonis (1971a) pointed out: "Attitudes toward

other persons, modes oOf interperspnal relations, values and goals for

»

living, life-styles, and so forth, are all bound up with the social
: ) o

<

class background of university students and faculty {(p. 239)."

In the past, formal higher education was only for the elite

‘group of the Iranian society who could afford it; therefore, Iranian «

. . Ve
students who returned home after receiving university degrees from
N 2

European or North American universities became the new elites of

the society. They were mostly conservative andvbhey were ghly

bureavcratic orient&d in their values and goals for life in the

spciety. ' .
3 : 7

In contrast to the upper-class origin of faculty members in

the past, graduates of middle-class origin are increasingly entgring
. . . ¢
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the unlversities to assume teaching positiohs.  Most of these faculty

4

members received their training in Europe. = However, “today mo'ro
and more graduates of North American universitices ;rc hired. &Hc
very fact that almost”all Iranian faculty members have been trained
outside of -Iran means that for a long period théy were subject to
) . : 1
another culture apd another kind of training which scems to be quité
diffnruﬁt from Iranian practice. The expeétations of those who-do
return to introduce new ideas and to change the naturce of the uniyer—
sity lasts for a shHort time and soén the main stream of the system
absorbs them. Not that they are not professionally qualified; on
the contrary, they are highly trained.and their expertise .can ﬁe
used to solve many problems. Yet, thei; éspiratio for poWerhin

Q .

governmental- structures and the perception of Atility in involvement

Y

for introducing real change eliminates the possibility of any attempt.

a‘ﬁ.
Since there has never becen a felt or agknowledged necessity

L .
o . .
i

few organizational mechanisms available for faculty involvement.
’ : ' & .

After all, the philosophy is based upon the assumption'that faculty

for faculty participation in university governance, thcxe are very
Al

members are in university only to teach.” Actually whﬁt exists in

all universities is'a."university council" which consists of the |

pres%dent, vice-president(s), deans, and sOmetimes agsociate deans,

>

_ directors’of every affiliated hospital or institution, and one or "

"two faculty members from each'facultf, school, .or collegé of'ﬁhe

(A

particular univers These faculty members are selected by deans

.

and appointed by presidents for the term of four yeérs. Below this

196
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v

/

B

. B
level, for faculty involvemon{{ there is departmental committee

. \

strugture.

One way for the faculty to exchange views and to engage in
- &

cooperative activities is through prafessional organiza%ions. Again,

as Zonis (1971a) comments:

BN

In Iran .. . there are no functioning professional associa-
tions that resemble those wiffh which we are familiar in the United
States br Western Europe.  Lawyers, physicians, and engincers
arc organized into a number of associations. However, thtse
are organized primarily for practitioners rather than researchers

"or faculty members (p. 241).

To some extent thesc associatiqns ére under government control énd
this tends to replacé the professional staﬁdards with burcaucratic
stindardsl dihcr assoclations of lessér importance than those

discussed include various foreign university graduates and women®<

organizations. Theﬁig£sjgn university graduates are usually” grouped
L] 9

LY

. . . CoL £ s _
by countries and are primarily intérested in gaining recognition
® et .

for the validity of their degrees. ’ .

-
8

. - Thgre are two ways that Iranian university faQPlty respond
to the absence of professional organizations. Most of them as Zonis

-
’

(1971a) pointed out "retain their membership in professional

associations outside- their own country (p. 242)." This implies. the
b - e N \

continuation of faculty Epnnections with the associations which'
keep him informed of the déwelopments in his field. It also serves
‘ . ' / ' ‘
to shift the loyalty of the faculty to the associatien outside, of
. bl
7

Iran. ) ~

‘-

The Dowreh (informal gathering) is the second of Iranian

universiEy faculty .r¢Sponses to the absence of professional organizations.

<
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Thesge meetings, generally, are foif cultural and intellectual
G 2

communications rather than professional activities.
, - »
The tendency toward centralization in universitics and the

phaes

lack of support and integxest by administrators to open channels of

participation, is gnainly due to the genecral condition in socicty °
Q‘,.‘q ’ '

and suspicions of faculty whe were once quite radical in their
political activities.

The conscquences ofttraditional and historical factors, \\\

/
.

faculty charact?ristics, and organizational_gealities of Iranian
4 .
universities manifest themselves in a faculty which is interested
only in the transmission of knowledge rather than in combining
this with scientific and scholarly research. 1In fact, there is hothing
in the demands of the work at Iranian universities that requires ’
shich performance. FEvenAhis role and interests in teaching is marginal.
His main task is to give lectures and see that students memorize them.
,f The result is a faculty member‘who is mere int;resteé in
political- rewards than professional rewards. = For some faculty

members, who realize these‘changes within themselves and do not "

feel comfortable, the only altérnative would be migration.
- ‘ SUMMARY

In -Iran the high status of teachers in the universities

“traditionally has set them apart from the day-to-day operation of
1
the organization and society in general. The scholarly life was

not to be concerned with everyday affairs. Even when the university

*
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became involved in the preparation of administrators and later in

professional training, involvement was not encouraged bgeause of

the potential political influence of the faculty. Thege hist?rical

and cultural factors are manifested in the present roles\6f university

facult; which do not lncludé active participation.
The situation in North Amcrica has differed from that of

Iran sinée the early days. In Harvard, the case of the resident

3 5

d%rporation composed of the president and faculty was perhaps the

first siqﬁ of faculty involvement in university governance. Emorgihg

goals such as research and service led to diversified faculty roles:

N~

teacher, researcher, and cven participant in administrative decision-

making. This chapter has reviewed and compared current rationales

for faculty involvement, the factors which influence involvement,

the means and cxtent of involvement, and the consequences. ‘
The current acceptance of faculty involvement in North

American university governance is grounded in three rationales:

emphasis on community of scholars, right of citizenship,"and the

belief in better decisions through acceptance-of decisions. Thé

main trend is toward increased formal faculty participation in the

operation of the university and, of course, the major problem has

been to find the appropriate mechanisms. Unlike their cqunterparts

in North America, the function of the facplty 1 Iranian universit;§s

‘is to teach and‘not to assume a role in decision-making. Furthermore,

issues which have led to faculty participation in North American

university governance have not surfaced in Iran. However, there are

PO
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problems which could be remedied through faculty participation, and
yet the main problem is how to stimulate the faculty to become

involved. .2
. £

IS The three major factors which influence faculty involvement
in North American university governance arc historical and cultural

considerations, faculty charactoriftics, and campus characteristics.
{ .
The history of faculty involvement reinforces %he cultural belief in

involvement and participation; however, variations occur according

to the faculty and organizational characteristics. 1In contrast, the
lack of a history of faculty participation in Iranian universities

encourages non-involvement. The faculty radical activism in the
past has also resulted in offical discouragement of participation.
There are a number of alternatives aVailable for North

American faculty to participate in university governanée. The

By
~

~ N

existence of these channels accentuates variation in the extent of
involvement across faculty according to their individual characteris-—
tics. A relativelj small proportion of faculty members are active

and dominate main decision-making bodies. For the majority, involvé-

Q,

ment takes other forms such as informal participatish. However, the

<
I

important point is the presence of,thé opportunity for formal

participation. In contrast, very limited opportuniti¢s exist ‘for

formal faculty involvement in Iranian universities./ In the absence

-

of meaningful internal and external means for a "faculty voice,"

their influence is exerted through informal channels on an individual

~ -

basis. ' -

<7
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The lack of formal mechanisms for faculty participation in
the operation of Iranian universities results in a heavy reliance
on practiceé which increase bampuigpolitici%ation which, in turn,’
reduces ﬁf possibility of estﬁblishinghformal mechanisms. ‘Consequéntly,
iranianAfaculty avoid confronting major problems, display a passive
attitude and tend)towa;a low pr@ductiyity. In ﬁorth America, the,
conscquences of faculty involvement or non-involvement lncrease thé
possibility of coﬁflict within facul;y groups and between faculty
professionals and administrators. Fufiﬁﬁfﬁore, the béiief in .
desirability of involvement raises problems in regard to encouraging
faculty participation. thro'there is invol;ement, the development

of suitable mechanisms and control procedures becomes a source of

organfzatigpal problems.

<
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CHAPTER VII

N
THE ROLE OF STUDENTS IN NORTH AMERICAN

AND IRANIAN UNIVERSITIES

v
The extensivé amount of recent literature on student involve-
ment in university governance is a sign of growing concern for a‘t

better understanding of students' roles in these academic institutions.

To a large extent the significance of this issue dominates the

relative importance of issues involving students in the literature.

v F
[ 4
* .

Although many reasons are presented in the literature in faVor of

student participation in the operation of universities, it is evident

" . |

that student involvement is highly ihfl;enced by historical and
cultural facto;s as well as by their chgracteristics and the cﬂarac;
teristics of ééﬁpuses which they atténd. Consequently, these factors
aqtermine the ways and degrees of student participation in universities.

Howevq{; as a result of sﬁudent involvement or non-involvement,
, R
universities are faéing many problems, to the point where increased

conflict appears to be inevitable.

.
.

To grasp the existing potential challenges in the literature,

this chapter is designed to identify the major issues which recently

emerged as a consequence of student-demand for involvement inathe
operation of universities. The role of students in the governance

of the North Amcrican and Iranian universities is reviewed in terms
: ’ . 4
of rationales fcr participation, factors which influenqg_participation,
- - ' i . )
means and extent involvement, and consequences and problems of

3
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participation. Furthermore, some future trends ang proposals for

-

student infvolvement in North American universities are discussed.

- 7——’—//
THE ROLE OF STUDENTS IN. NORTH ‘
AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES -

Itvis generally “agreed that ip the l960'é_the campus wae the
domain of the students. Most North American campuses experlenced
‘the taste of disorder when students~actively engaged in a wide range
of dem7hstrations and protests. If the 1970's are markeq by faculty
activism, the .consequences of which are yet uncertala, the result
of student activism in the 1960's is now practlcally observable
in almost all North American campuses. A new perception of the role
of students has emerged out of the activism of the 1960's which to

)

a large extent is different from the Previous percéived role of
students, %}

Issues Involving Students

@,

-

1t seems that the problems of access to the universities,
A

finance, career Preparation, and employment which once worried manj

. . : . . . “y¥ x 4
university students are increasingly becomlng issues the past
(Trow,‘l970). The issue of access to the unlverslty has- been
replaced by mass hlgher educatlon and recently unlversal hlgher
education. Economic growth resulted 1n the avallablllty of various
forms of financial assistance for those students who could not afford

) >

the cost of their education. The issue of career Preparation has

been broadened to include the diverse ideas and philosophies of

L .
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“educating the "whole Studengf and the development of the potentialities

- . . . .. . - . '--A -~
and personalities of individual students, which in turn has modified

- A

the orientation of Students toward employment and work. Indeed

-

A \ :
the traditional model of students no longer corresponds with the ,

image of students of today.

H

Thomas Wilson's (1964) study shows & shift in public concern \
. N

over the role of,§tudcnts. He compared the title of articles on
- ’ -

o students published in periodicals durlng two 14 month perOdS in
1953-54 and 1963-64. His findings 1nd1¢Gte that in 1963~ 64 the
predomifiant classification of 66 percent of these artlcles was
poli#tical actiwvities, freedom, attitudes, and -sex, compared to

only three percent ten 'years earlier. He concludes that the issues

surrounding °tudents were more central to the role of colleges and

universities in soc1ety and far from homecoming_parries and football
parades._ Anotner study by Petersonk(l966) indicates that the concerns
of students in 1965 were ciyil r&ghts, dormitory regulations, and

the war in Vietnam; however, when Peterson (1968) repliceced‘his

study three years later, he found -that student demands had shifted

to the educational reievancy and governance. '
. ( e ' 2 {‘.
These and other writings, such as those reported by the%

’

.Carnegle Commlss1on\on ngher Educatlon (l97la), on students and
governance of universities combined with the manifestations of

student unrest perhaps is an indication thet involvement and'partici&n
pation is the major issue. AYet, the areas in which students demand'

? .
participation seem to have shifted from administrative decisions, to

-



acaéemic deéision (Wilson and Gaff, 1969).

From the early 1960's,  when student unrest and demonstrations
began to appear on the North Americag campuses, many different
explanations, whether psychological, economical, or soc%plogical,
have been expreséea in the literature. NOn0.0f these explanations
of student unrest are totally right or totally wrong in the%f
assumptions. Generally N\these assumptions centred around the affluent

\

society, the breakdown of the family, the cold wa;,-the war in

«

Vietnam a;d the draft, civil rights, modern techneology, and even news
media (Erikson, 1965; Halleck,.l96%; Parsons, 1965; Fishman and )
Solomon, 1964; Feuer, 1969; Flacks, 1967; Keniston, ‘1965). |

It .has been claimed that a;l of these changes in societal
context of North American unive;sities reduced7the‘ yalty of
students toward ‘their acadcmic institutions. Furphermore, over the
years the decline in student loyalty to their univefsities has
changed their perceptions.of and attitudes téward iegitimate authority
on campus_(Otten, 1968).. The legitimaté authofity of univefsit;
administgators was first challenged by students to gain £he right

to control their own government. The administration's claim of

university neutrality was considered by students as highly restrictive

and biased. However, before 1964 the deménd for formal participation -

v . ‘
of students in the determination and implementafion of university

N

- rules’ was not expressed fdrcefully (Lipset, 1967). When the stUdent‘

movement started in the early 1960's, the étudents' concern was to

’ . r

gain the rigﬁtito control their own affairs from the administrators:

20
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and to change the rules which governed their lives on campus. Their
awarcness and use of the civil rights and the subsequent movement

started at Berkeley in 1964 and was directed mainly toward the adminis-

tration of American campuses (Draper, 1965).

After the Free Speech Mpvement in 1964, the challenges of
' .
students went beyond opposition to campus rules and the issue of

A
v

student ‘government to broader issues. The new goal of studentwgroups
appeared to be directed to participation in the adminigiration of

universities. Students' demand for i lvement in the administration

of unjversities received the supfort of many groups inside and outside
the campuses. Pérhaps the most important group inside the universities

included the more radical faculty members who were actively engaged
in the student demonstrations (Milton, 1966; Daniels, Kahn-Hut and
; ‘ B

Associates, 1970). This faculty support gave a new moméntum to

student unrest.: Kenneth Keniston (1967) describes the éﬁfects of

faculty support in the following comments: f:“’ ev'fh
' g \‘) ~ o ~
Today, in contrast, student protestors are N aétkygz§
defended, encouraged, lionized, praised, publicized, .phttographe
interviewed, and studied by a portion of academic community.
In addition, the active participation of admired facuity mamper
in protests, teach-ins and peace marches, acts as fugther
incentive to students. Thus, in a minority of American ¢olleges,
sub-cultures have arisen where protest is felt to be both an '
important existantial act . . . and an effective way of bringing

the machine to a halt . . . (p. 124). .

‘Indeed, the suppoft of some faculty members intensified student

+

struggle for power, to the poiﬁt where university adhinistrato;s

took a defensive position and were forced to involve students in the
formal structure of decision-making of their respective campuses.

.



Subscquently, however, as students became more confident

of their position in the power structure of universities, 1t scems

~

that they shifted their attention toward academic deciggons. Issues

s

such as admission, degrees, scholarships, and ¢xaminations came LO

be perceived as significant causes on which to challenge the faculty.
The observations of Kerr (1970a) are probably correct when he commentss
that: '
)
Earlier they (students) had asked for more. freedom for
themselves; now they wish to reduceé the established authority
of others. . . . The sharpest challenges may come to be between
the faculty which once supported the students against the
administration and the students who, having disposed of the
administration as an intervening power, directly confront the
faculty. On campus, the students are the new men of power
(p. 112). -

Today students demand to partiéipate in decisions of curriculum !

design,'teaching methods, and. faculty evaluation. Furthermore, they

try to extend their participation even in the areas of faculty —

LY
promotions and faculty tenure. Recently, it seem$ that these demands

.have been echoed by university administrators. Probably what was

once known as faculty support is being replaced by’ admlnlstrator
support of students. In fact, Sirluck's (19;&5 obsefvatlons support
this conclusion. He believes that in the new power struggle, within
Canadian univeréiﬁies, students and administrators are allied agéinst
chulty, while faculty looks to boards of governors and the central
administration for proper pfotection.' However, no méuter whék gFoup
is Suépofting thé students, they are gaining increased power anu thé

N

right to participate in the governance of North American universities.

b
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Bationales for.SLudcnt
Participatibn .

As/ébe focus of demand of students for involvement has shifted

from administrative decisions to academic decisions, it secms that

the literature on students and upiversity governance follows the same

pattern. Generally though, through synthesizing the literature, .

the rationales for student participation can be divided into two
i (

. . . . P SO
categories of administrative and academic decisions, which arce not

mutually ‘exclusive.

Administrative decisions. The first rafionale for student
participation in adminisfrativo decisions is based upon the assumption
thatfﬁoday's students are more mature than were university studepts
in tﬁe past. And,.in fact, they are mature enough to be granted the
rightaéf citizenship (Brunson, 1969; Vaccaro and Covert, 1969). This

right is quite different from the arguments over the right of @

N

academic freedom for students. The right of citizenship derives

out of éhe fact that the age of majority has been reduced to 18;

cbnsequently, students are already young adults and will insist op/

being treated as such. Furthermore, in énaiyzing American society,
Ed

Martin (1967) argues that:

. . ., when the eé%nomy is ingreasingly geared to youth and
eager to rush' them in® consumer roles, when p.arents push them
into vocational choices and social responsibilities, and when
the government hurries the young men into the military, it scems
unlikely that colleges and universities can contihue to charac-
terize the college'years'as a moratorium between childhood and
adult life. When young people come to the campus, they are
young ‘adults and shopld be treated accordingly (p. 174).

i
]



This rationale is consistent with student demands for freedom to

. o _ o
protest and to demonstrate, and the right to ?ake their political
views known as do other citizens. -This is, of course, with tﬁ'p
understanding that they are willing to accept thd® consequences of
their actions and to assume their responsibilities like any other

AN ‘ _ :
member of socliety in casc of violence and disruption.

The sccond rcason for student involvement in administrative
¢

affairs of the university is related to the first assumption. It is

~

Claiyed that one of the implicit functions of the university is

soclialization, and in the process of socialization, student should
~

attain the independence and maturity of a responsible citizen of
: @

society. Tperefore, administrators should willingly share their
decisions with students (McGrath, 1970; McGrath, 1968; Bloustien, R
1968}). The emphasié here is that administrators have an obligation

té prepare students for citizenship in the North American democfatic
'society.‘ The teﬁdéncy of administrators to ignore student involvement,
despigé tgeir conétant demands, wil} produce a sense of distrust

that will be imported by students tojother organizétions of the ..
society. The underlying philosophy in this:line of réaSoning'ié
'thelﬁendency of viewing thé 'students as‘beiﬂg.in thé process of

o : ' .
maturing rather tﬁhn accepting the view that they are already mature

yoe
. v

when they enter dniversity.
. N %

The last rationale in the administration category which is

against student exclusion from university governance\is based on the

idea of effective management. It is claimed that administrative
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4
decisions are more Iikely to be accepted by students if they

exchange views with administrators in the formation of those decisions.
" 4

This scems to be appropriate since the gqyernance of today's univer-

sitiecs consist largely of attempting to reconcile the dedmands of

f

different intcrest groups. .Harold Hodgkinson (1969b), who realizes

the factional nature;pfénuvchity governance, concludes that:
*

Factions are more interested in those aspects of governance
which affect themselves than they are in those which affect the
institution as a whole. Thus, if a campus 1is to be run on the
factionalist, adversary model, the student self-interest is
Just as viable as that of facﬁlty Or administrators (p. 4).

Consequently, through sharing the decisions in their own areas of

intcrésts, students will learn to appreciate the intcrests of other

» B
. . )
constituencies.

Academic decisions. The major rationale in this category

is the argument that students are the only dikect observers of the

- traditional and most important function of the universities. As

a group they indeed constitute the prime witness of teaching and

teachers. Furthermore, as McGrath (1971). pointed out:

. . . students today are’ determined to have a voice in the
reform of educational Practices and academic 1life. They intend
to agitate for innovations which will gear education more Ll
completely to the conditions of living which they idealiSticallyﬁé
envisage for the future. . . . If they dedicate themselves to
these gbals, they can effect changes in colleges and univer-
sities which no other group has been able to accomplish ‘(p. 200).

The combipation of these two points form the assumption that student

©

involvement in academic decision-making can be used as a source of

feedbaqk;fo:lcurticulum design,‘teaching methods, and evaluation of

3

-faCultysmgmbefs. To the extent that student participation in academic:
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arcas is accepted, most writers leave the argument over the nature

|

of student involvomeng to the individual university. The possible

alternatives may range from informal consultation to equal voting

. ) . .

for students and faculty at the highest level of decision-making.
9 ’ .

The secotid reason for advocating student participation -in

A ~

academic decigion-making processes: is based on the improvement of

@ ‘ \

the quality of life in the qfdaniéational structure of the university

~ , , .
(Werdell, 1968g Governing a College, 196%a). Departments are the
: . [

‘smallest, yet the most important,-orqanlzational units in which

faculty and students can have a meaningful interaction. 1In fact,

in today's "multiversities™ academic departments may be considered
a4

the only place that teachers and learners can interact and/;njoy a
A

close relationship. It is in the nature of learning and teaching

'\

that academic departmepts should{é&qﬁ'ﬁ%ﬁ% subordinate—superordinate‘

. 2
relationships, so common in busine§% and governmental organizations,
° Tl

1

~and students should be treated with reciprocity and mutual under-

standing. Therefore, involvfngv tudents in the academic decisiOn—ﬁéking

,

processes of departments cah‘fllﬂinate, to a large extent, the
. ] :

existing impersonal relationship between facg;;y and- students which
. _ P

charagcterizes the academic climate of -many- North American multi- ¢

I e ' ) - n . N .
versities. . e w -
’ . S 4 ‘ - -

.

. y g
The last rationale for,stgd 1t part1c1patlon in ahademlc

dec131on maklng derives out of one \spect- oT the rlght of "academic
] .
freedom f\§ students. It is claimed ‘that "academic freedqm" méans
~ " ‘ ; ]
, ; . S
that faculty are free to choose what they want-ﬁo teach, how they

B

%
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want to teach, angd wher' they want to teach. To extend the right of

"academic freedom” to Students, therefore sSuggests that they should
‘ e

be free to choose what they want to learn, how they want to learn,

and when they want to lod}n. It is obvious that both faculty and

students will be affected by these kinds of decisions and since

Separate decigions on these aspects of teaching ang learning by

faculty ang students may lead to confusion and chaos, it has been

argued that the best ;ésult c€an be attained through mutual understanding
and exchange of views (Kerlinger, 1968; Carter, 19g9) . Meaningful

communication probably does not ﬁake place unless Students participate

in the academic decision—making of the university,
v o,

Factors Which Influence
Participation
- x-cipdation

- \ .
and the extent to which studentsg participate in university governance,

. &
three major- ¢ategories have been identifieq. .

Historical ang cultural fictors. Like the faculty of the -
,

early universities, students ip pre~Civil war colleges ang universitieg

« - -

Had no power in deci%ion-making. They were regarded ag consumers of
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students gained revenge on the authoritarianism of the
colleges by resistance and insubordination. They dcfied'faculty

judgments, underscored their dissent with gunpowder explosions
in college buildings, physically assaulted professors and
presidents, and even whipped, shot and stabbed them (p. 305). J

The reason for extreme student reaction might have been the lack of

personal and friendly relations between faculty and students. However,

few colleges and universities were able to deal successfully with

the issues of student discipline. Herc and there, colleges introduced

and allowed students to form organizations to control their own
. .
affairs (Cowley, 1935). Despite these innovations, the most persistent

’e

response of students to the pre-Civil War colleges was rebeilidn and
riot. Even the introduction of the elective system, which was one
of the first tools by which students succeeded in demonstrating some

power (Vewsey, 1965), did not prevent further violence.

In later years as university enrollments increased, students'

v

freedom becamer relevant, but again students did not acquire any

place in university governance. However, after the Civil War,

student violence gradually subsided. Brubacher and Rudy (1968)

indicate the reasons:

First, there were impoftant changes in the curriculum that
helped to create a new attitude on the campus. Secondly, many -
colleges were doing away with their excessively rigorous systems
of college discipline and were beginning to treat their students
as young adults. Thirdly, coeducation in many institutions was
coming to exercise a moderating and pacifying influence on the
conduct of male students. Fourthly, the rise ¢f intercollegiate
‘athletic sports and the fraternity system was tending to absorb
much of the superaboundant youthful energies which in earlier
times had gone into fomenting rebellions. Finally, many o
institutions -had now ceased to require police duties of tutors,
and had hired a special force of men to police their grounds and

‘ buildings (p. 57). -
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Althaugh these changes at that time were regdrded as noble innovations,
'nonc’of them were directed toward direct involvement of students
in- university governance.
The combination of all these factors, however, resulted in
the separation of student formal life in the classroom and their
informal life which manifested itself in extra-curricular activities.
The trend ‘toward expansion of these activities through fraternities,
athletics, student newspapers, clubs, and student government, to
§
a large extent eliminated the pressures for student rebellion.
Subse@uently, many forms of student government emerged. From student
committees to maintain the rules in the dormitories to the actpal
delegation of authority for control of disciplinary matters. Yet
all of these movements for student self-government were with the
understandlng that whenever university admlnlstratlon and faculty
considered students as being unable to manage, the? had the right
to 1ntervene (Tead, 1951). J//
After the First Wo;ld War, to bring the informal life of
students closer to their formal classroom training and'to prevent
domination of extra-curricular activities ovér curriculum activitigs,
various additional plans for student government were developed and
a new movement began for training student service.personnel. Brubacher

AY

and_Rudy (1968) describe these developments as "palticipation in
: R

the maintenance of discipline, regulations of examinations (the hongr-

system), and supervision of dormitory ;égulations (p. 345)." Despite\f/

5

these developments, student government was still under constant
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supervikion by universities.
The increasing rate of enrollmeﬁt after the Second World War
and the heterogeneous characteristics of the student body in the
North American universities combined with the rapid changes in the

value pattern of society resulted in the widespread demand of students
2 .

in the 1960's for participation in university governance. A period

—
f\\\\\\rgifh probably will be called by historians of higher education as

the\sggffnt era. To a/ﬁarge e&tent the new student unrest resembled

S

tHe.rebeiTICn-of;stuéénts in pre-Civil War colleges. The lesson
seems to be simple but effectivpe; rebellion and unrest might be thé

most efficient way to obtain a favourable response.

)

Characteristics of students. It is extremely difficult, if

not impossible, to characterize a large heferogeneOus bedy of
. students as in the North American univerﬁities. Yet, it seems that
almost alirdf the writings on student Charaéteristics are based
ﬁpon the arbitrary distinction between two opposite extremes, the
alienated and the activist students. Furthermore, it seehs ;hat
the alienaﬁed and activist students are highly"related £o.the issue
. of student participation inbuniversity goverhance.

Thg“alienated students show an outlook of extreme pessimism
about politiés and polit;cal action. Their philosophy is existenpial
in scope and they are~anti-traditionai concerning life, séciety é;d
self. The alienated students distrust all bositive thinking and
while they are criticai oﬁ the present society, they do not appeai

to wish to actively change society. Perhaps "hippies"lare the best

.



example of this group. The alienated,students feel more alone in society
and tend to be quict, trying to develop their own way of life. They do
not demonetrate any particular ot;entation for the future, rather-their
main‘concern is the here and now (Tnompson, 1970; Keniston, 196%7; Rogers,
19G9; Becker, 1967; Betl and Kristol, 1969; Erikson, 1965} Feuer, 1969).
Probably a realistic cohclusion from these observations 1s ‘to ii?ume
this type of student does not engagevin tadical demonstrations and stu-
dent unrest and demonstrates a4 passive attitude toward involyement ih
university governance.

The opposite of)this type of protest is demonstrated by aggres-~
sive, éctive studentstwho are trying to change society b& socially

acceptable or unacceptable methods. The radicals or act1v1sts are highly

committed to change; whether personal or societal. While the alienated

216

students lack the commitment for changeféthe'activists are the'aggfcssors

witn a firm belief that they are right. Generally, they are opposed to

and reject most of the(tonventlonal middle-class values, yet in the

~

absencefof acceptable models they are unsuccessful in replaclng them
with a new set of values (Sampson and Korn, 1970; Bakk, 1964; Fishman,

1964; Committee on the Students'in,Higher Edhcation, 1968). It seems

°

from the typology of qpt1v1sts that these students not only are engaged

in all forms of demonstratlons but they are pPerhaps the only segment- of
¢

the student body Whlch per51stent1y demands partlc}gation and change

in unlver51ty governance.\ '

It should be noted that "there are many othet students who fall

between these two extremes, and some of them alternate between passionate
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efforts to remedy social and political injustices (Keniston, 1967, p.

114)." Since activists are the major source of student movements  and
the prime advocates of student involvement in university governance,
" most of tho sbédulations'ano empirical gdata centre around the
characteristics of student sctivists. |

A general picture of the socio-economic background of student
activists indicafig that they come from middle to ypper- class famllles.
They do not strlve to gain status, since most of them are already born’
w1th status and affluence. Data on family backgrounds of "these students
clearly’ shows the dominance of an open Cllmate for self- expre551on
‘within the family. Furthermore, individuality and independence are
highiy encouraged, sometimes to the point of re-examination of>éll
traditional values of family and society. Explicitly, ;he political
‘views of activists are the same as their parents; although the latter

might not have had a chancevto -express them when they were at that age.
In contrast to the popular view of student activists, they

are usually among the more outstanding students. 1In fact, one

hypothesis is that the'higher the academio echievement of stuoents,

the more likely that they will be involved in bolitical demonstrations

(Sampson_and Korn, 1970). Student activists carry.a high degree of

_ 1ntellectuallsm and attach relatlvely low prlorlty to careerlsm. In

contrast. to’the career orlented students 1n the fields ‘E‘engineering,

technology and bu51ness, and educatlon, activists come, in lérée

proportion, from the humanities and social sciences. They are hlghly

concerned about the right of" the individual and humanitarian values.

- | 2 s /
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Perhaps this is why they emphasize the importance of civil rights
and are distrustful of internal administrators and external political

pfessures on campus (Westby and Braungart, 1966; Keniston, 1970).

Campus characteristics. No matter how active an individual

student may be, he alone cannot make a significant impact on existing

practices. When t £ analysis of student activists shifts from

—

individual cases to students as a group/ the characteristice'of
Universities in which they enrol se®m to be highly related to their
involvement. The’images of universities, their organizational climate,
their size, and the type of control seems to influence the meahs and
extent of sthdent participation in campus protests.

To be effective in. organlzlng\psotests and demonstratlons,

°

student activists have to get together. Their views of the universities,
h

.

based on the outside image and reputation of these institutions,”is
highly related to the pProportion- of stedent activiste who are present
in a'speclfic university. Universities with reputatione of high
academic standards and excellence and universities with higher, degrees

N
of admission select1v1ty seem to be favoured by student activists.

.However, one epeculatlon may be that the disappointment of students
tends to increase when they discover the differencesibetween*repdta-
tional image of e'univecsiﬁy and its internal realities Generally, .
though, the percelved challenge which these types of unlver51t1es

do promise probably attracts potentlal student aCth1StS (Péterson,

1966 Scott and El- Assal 1969; Goldsen, 1966) .



The organizational structure of the universities constitutes
another factor which seems to influence student involvement. 1In
contrggt with{the univgrsities which facilitate participation through
openness of communication channels, those institutions which rely
on bureaucratic rules and formal cémmunication seem to stimulate
student unrest and protest; The response of universities to student
démonétrationslma§ take the form of increasing fegularizétion and
impersonalization, which 'in turn automatically incre;ses the chance
of more demonstrétions and proheﬁts (SaﬁpSOn and Korn, 1970; Huston,
1969} . \\\

. implicit in ﬁhié assumption is the openness of the relétion—
ship of student government to the university. Those universities
that closely supervise thd social life of students and directly
intervene in ‘the éctivities of student governmqu produce a climate

which seems to encourage student activism. Yet, to the extent that

Il

North American universities, theoretically as well as in practice,

~
.

do not assume the responsibilities of in loco parentis,’ it can be

aruged that the close supervision of student social iife does not
exist any more. |

JSome writers provide empi;ical data which support the ;
inclusion_of th? type of uniQersities as a signifidant factorhwhich
influences stﬁdent involvement. For example, Williamson and Cowan

(1966) indicate that private Universities are subject to more

student demonstrations than public universities. Although both types .

v , - ,
of universities enrol a student body with more social and political

219
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awareness, it is in private universities that demonstrative techniques

are observable. A recent study by Hodgkinson (1971a), however,

“

found o significant differences between private and public institu-

tions in terms of the effect of type of contrél on sqéggnt demonstra-

3

tions.
Perhaps the single most important factor which has been
reported in the literature'which has a significant effect on student —
. , L)
unrest is the size of the university (Westby and Braungart, 1966).

Bayer and Astin (1969), in their study of 305 universities in the

Ed

United States, indicate that as the size of the universities grow

larger in terms of their enrollment, there is a sharp increase in P
X . N i N

the percentage of viodlent protests. Almost all writers in the field

acknowledgévthe effect of size on student demonstrations for ‘involve-
ment. Scott and El-Assal (1969), in’their study of 104 cslieges

and uhiversities, conclude thét "large, complex, high quality schools
had a much higher rate of demonstrations per school than small,
51m;le, low quallty schools (p. 709). bt must be noted that the
51gn1flcance of size should be considered in the light of.'its |
connectipn with the bureaucratlzatlon of univeérsities. As'univefsities '
grow in*size and complexity, .they tend to moveé toward more. bureaucratic

rules and it seems that the effect of increased bureaucratlzatlon

-

may 1nf1uence "demonstratlve technlques" (Chickehing, 1969).

Means and Extent of Participation

Studeént participation can take mahy forms. These forms

range from hon—involvement on the part of alienated students to the

. , .

’



221

other extreme which is full scale riot, a lobhying force, protests,

sit-ins, and s{rikes which can be classified as the political mode.

There is another alternative ‘which falls somewhetre betwecen non-

-

involvement and the political mode; that is participation through
formal channels of university decision-making Processes. Furthermore,

student participation in formal decision-making bodies of the
: s

o
o

universi%ies can be either in a consultative or g voting capacity.

Political mode. The political mode, so familiar to the

students of Latin America and most developlng countries, can be

s

defined as a method of rioting and demonstrating to gain the rlght
of participation in university governance. This, of course, is Based
on the assumption that student unrest is a simple phenomenon; that
is, in terms of student activism and its direct relation to the

demand for involvement in university governance. However, this
B} . ’
. o

technique can take at least two forms. The Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education (l971b)'differentiates between dissent and disruption
as two main ingredients of campus unrest. . It defines dissent as:

Individual or organized activity ‘which expresses grievances
held against, -or changes desired in, gociety or a campus or
both. The activities are carried on Wwithin the limits of the
democratic processes of freedom of speech, assembly, and petition.
- . . It often includes pProposed solutloﬁs as we'll as complaints

(p. 5).

154

This definition is based on democratic persuasion and respect for
the rights of others. Disruption, however, is an act of force and o

hd Ny

violence and according to the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

(Ié?ib)\can be divided into two broad cateégories:

[

-



1. Coercion. Interference with the normal activities of
other persons and groups on the campus, but stopping short of
violence. . . . Examples include interference with a person's
right to speak, obstructive picketing, and obstructive sit-ins.

2. Violence. Behavior which wilfully inflicts or seriously
threatens to inflict physical injury on individuals, or damage
to property, or both. Examples include beatings, rock throwing,
and déstrdQ}ion of buildings (pp. 5-6). ' ' :

<

Therefore, while dissent seems to be rather esséntial for a free

-

society in North America, disruption tends to wiolatecthe principle
upon which not only the univérsity but the whole society is based.

The exclusion of some radical means by definition, however,

does not mean that some of the students did not use the political

to influence university governance. In fact, the

. ¢

fﬁ 1960's clearly demonstrate the adoption and use of
1

fby students. Generally, all writers in the field
agreeé; _'Small~prqportion of students were actively engaged
in poli; > and dispuptive demonstrations. The»findi;g% of empirical
data'fron he mid:l96p's show an averagf of five ‘to ten . ‘ent of
the stud¢ ;s who were involved in radical demonstration: ‘d be
| as student activisés. At the same time, the - data
vreveai the fct tﬁaf there was growing sympathy from the ‘ujority
of studehts toward activiét demonstrations (Seligman, 1969; Keniston,
1968; Califano, 1970; Peterson, 1966; Heiét, 1965; Baird, 1968).

The survey of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
(1971b) at the -end of the‘l960,'s shows that still the majority of
students were not engaged in campus demonstrations. Yég; it seem?

that some ofjm'ose who were éympathetic to student activists in the

-

222
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¢
mid-1960's joincd the demonstrations to the extent that 30 percent

of the students claimed that they participated in demonstrations of
a non-disruptive nature. Engaqement in ﬁbn-disruptive activities

4

can be expected due to the general decline of radical activities ]
of students. The important point is that 30 percent of a total student
. 5. A .
body of more than seven million in the United States alone has a high .

potential to shape and form the future of higher education in the . - t\

United States, at Meast as far as the issue of governance is concerned.

-

&

Formal participation. In the late 1960's student participation

in goverpance of North American universities became an acceptable
. -

“

norm. Generally, formal: involvement of students has bcén through
participation in university committee structure, academic senate, or

even in tfe board of frustees or it can take the form of observation,
éonsultation, or voting membership in va;ious decision-making bodies

of universities.

3 In contrast to the slower development of h}ghcr education in
Cahada, the response of universities to student demands for partici~
pation in governance was far faSter and ﬁd;e'encoufaging than in the
United States. In Canada, following the publication dflthe Dﬁff and
Berdahl (1966) report, considerable changes have taken place in tﬁezi
governance struc;ure of the universities. One of the recommendations
of the report was the formal inclusion of students:as voting members
in rvarious decision-making bodieq of Qgpadian universities. “Today
éﬁ; analysis of governance structure of these universitieé élearly

indicates the wide implementation of those gecdmmendatiohs to varying
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degrees.  From universities' acts and handbooks, it is observable

that in almost all universities students are represented in senate

committee structures and to a lesser extent in the board of governor®.
’ Examples can be identified in Dalhousie University which has threc

students on the board of governors, McGill University which has three
_ _ ’ 3
student representatives on the board, and- the University of Alberta

-

with two undergraduate and one graduate student represcntative as
the voting members on the board of governors. Student participation
in academic senates appears to be more common since senates can '
accommodate larger’membershipSAthan the boqrds. Proportionately,
the students who are involved in this:formal manner represent only
a small fraction of the student-body in Canada. =

Althéugh the demand for student involvgmeﬁt in campus,
decision—making_began on caméuses }n the United States, the overall
trend st%ll reflects a more conservative attitude toward student
pérticipation in uni&ersity Lovernance. Evidence of student formal

participation in American universities is given by Hodgkinson (1969b):

-
-

In addition to the areas which relate directly- to student

1ife, such as dorms and food service, there are over 100 campuses
which now have student membership on all campus long-range planning
committees (along with faculty, administration, ‘dnd sometimes

. trustees), and on central caﬁpus boards established to deal with
problems of communication and coordination. These are variously
referred to as campus senates, advisory boards, community councils,
pol¥cy committees, etc. (p. 3). - ¢ ‘

Probably the extenq‘bf student participation in the governance of

Améfican universities had increased since 1969, although the avé%}able

ature does not supply this infcrmation. -

»

N ] .
Various reports‘from unive: self-study committees support
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this speculation. Mention.can be made of the Governance Report:

Queens College of the City University of New York (1969); the Jencks
14

Report (1969)aTfor ¢ New Hampshire University; and that of Williams

(1968}, for the Plorida Atlantic University and many more. All of

: oo )
these reports/encouragce and recommendgstudent participation in their

4 -

respective/ universities. However, it must be rnoted that student
invo}dement in the board of trustees of American universities is

P ) .
limited to the expression of their views. Harold Hodgkinson {(1969b)

indicates that "a number of campuses have even worked out ways in

which studonﬁ represenfativks can meet with trustees to discgss
views although very few institutions h3ve students as voting meﬁbers
on the board (p. 3)." Hodgkinson's observation tends to show the
present pracf{ices in American universities.

The report of the Carnegie Commission on Highé?\pducation (1973)
. _i

indicates the highly'incrgased'willingness of students towaré partici-
patign in university governance, but it does not show the number of

students who éctually Were iﬁcluded in various decision—makinq.bodies
of universities. Furthermore, thérs\are no data availabie to ingicate

k!

what(éfbportion of the students who'actually participate in university

. & )
governance were among those who actively demanded participation.

3

To the extent that this small portion of students reg{esents the P,
T /

potential student activists in North American universities, it seems |

that studenﬁ involvement in governance is no different from that.

e

of- the ‘general populace in the political democracy of. the larger

/\

society.
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Consequences and Problems

The rcalities of the 1960's in North Amer%Fa, in part, can
\ B

be'considefed as a?L;ndication of the existence of conflict between
administrators, facu ty, and studengs. Even today in the absence
. L ]

of widespfead student demonstrations,, the internal conflict is

5
observable. 1In fact, the nature of student interests and demands

¢

encourage conflict-oriented relationships with faculty and adminis-

trators.
A

* v
\ \r

Conflicts. The demand of students to share traditionally
. 4, ) .
academic- decisiofis with faculty is one source of conflict which

characterizes the governance of North American universities. In
. ' ¥ . = .
the past "Faculty -members have taken it for granted that what is
A . o
good for them is good for students (Duster, 1968, p. 15)." Todaw,

-

however, there are distinct student interests which conflict with

faculty in some areas of academic decisions. The arg&ments over
. A , :

research and teaching, curriculum design, and methods of instruction

are but a few of these mutual areas of interest (Leslie, 1970;

3

©

Jencks, 1969). Recentdy the interests and demands of students have s

B . 2 s 3
been extended even to the“area of faculty piomotlon, faculty recruit-

[N

ment, and facuity tenure yh;ch inevitably ¢eepens fhe existing

conflicté betwe?n faculty‘énd students. Parsons and Piétt (1970)

outline the Qasis qf faculty and student conflict. They belieQe:
Faculty members manifest hierarchical superiority over

students on three bases, all of which age challenged today bxf
the equaﬁitarian tendencies of the student -peer structure. - Co

The first basis of hierarchy is age s s. Thus any residual 3
antagonism toward parents or to adults@§enerally can be applied

>



to faculty. The- second is superior competence in the subject

matters involved in the educational process. The third is the

exercise of authority through grading or recommendations (p. 20).
The conservative nature of university faculty and the progressive

. ,
attitudes of today's students seems to intensify the situation to
the point where faculty may move toward unionization.
AN
Faculty, of course, is not the only group which is experiencing

the new trend. Administrators too, even before faculty, had to guard
their own area of responsibiiity against student demands for partici-
patigy. During the three hundred year development of colleges and
uniJérsities in North Bmerica there have always been some issues over
which administrators and students were in disagreement. Today,
however, the existing conflict goes deeper than disagreement; that
is, today the very authority of administrators is questioned by

students (Vaccard, 1969) . University presidents, deans, and department

chairmen, to different degrees, confront students who demand to share

their authority. Usually administrators assume the outcome of sharing
their authority with students is an indication of losing some of their

own authority (Foster and Law, 1970; Kerr, 1963). To:the extent
that students' challenge tends to reduce administrator authority .
while it ‘serves to increase student authority, and to the extent
that significant approaches to resolving ‘F]e problem ha_ve not been
identified, conflict is inevitable. ’

Another source of»conflict‘between students and universities
is between the stuéents themselves. The 1a;ge heterogeneous body

-

of the North American universities displays diverse and conflicting

227
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modes of interests. While conflict between students may decrease

at the departmental level, there is evidence of a sharp increase
Ooox
] ) . '
in conflict between students at the college, school, and university

levels, especially in terms of their participation in governance.

, Iy )
Martin Trow's (1971) study shows students are differentiated in the

extent of their participation in the arcas of student discipline,

provision and content of courses, admission palicy,  and faculty
:

appqintment and promotion, to name only a few. Furthermore, student

groups are divided among themselves in their capacity for full

control, voting power on committees, formal consultation, informal

consultation; and non-involvement.° In the light of these data, e

it seems there is less mutual interest and more conflict between

Amcrican university students on the issue of participation i% governance
o

than is frequently assumed.

- i

Problems. The argument against. student participation in
university governaqgr is mostly based upon the problems which their
involvement may Create. A series of problems was identified which

related to the ways in which students see their‘participation,

although they may not be restricted to students alone.

Some student representatives may perceive their role as

demanding what they have been told to demand and express no desire

to discu;s“anything else (Bowles, 1968). Another group of student

2

representatives may be concerned only to press their own group's.
point of view and take no responsibility for ahything with which

they do not agree. 1In this situation they are not concerned about

228
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the good of .the university as a whole (Governing a College, 1969b;
Eusman, 1968); Still another group of student representatives may
;iscuss issues on their gengfal merits and take general or collective
responsibility for decisions (Watts, 1970; McGrath, 1968). It is
claimed that, in.moét cases, student participation in university
governance takes the form in which student representafivés sec their
roles as merely ﬁo protect and pursue other-student§' interests.

- " There are two more points closely related to the implications
of student representatives perception of their role in decision-
making processes of universities. The first problem résides in the
argument that the nature of the main structural unit of dec%‘kon~making
may change; that is, the functions of coﬁmittees iﬁ universities may @ *
change to bargaining from a cooperative attempt for effective
makipg of decisions (Mayhew, 1969; Trow, 1970). Tﬁe second poinf
zﬁigidhgé been raised in the literature indicates thit student

X 4 p ,
representatives represent only a minority of stgdents and’ therefore

they hardly. bring the views of all of the students to the committees
(Golden and Rosen, }966). ~However, it can be argued that thié is
the characteristic of most representative democratic systemé. \
Unlike the faculty, convincing students on the mefits of
pérticipation does not seem to be a problem, since more'énd more
students are demonstrating a willingnéss for formal involvement.
Instead, the problem may be to convince students not to parﬁgcipate

in university governance. The real problem, however, is to design

an appropriate mechanism which can accommodate different extents



<)

of student partiéipation in different levels of university decision-
making processes.

| Another set of problems is related to the short-term commit-=
‘ment of students in univefsit;es, ineyitable delays in decisions,

v .

accountability, and thehg;ét that student participation in university
governance may lower their academic standing since they have to devote
mére time to theér new role. But, generally, these prqblems can be

considered secondary compared to the magnitude of the f%rst and

second set of problems.

Trends and Future Proposals

Beginning in the midst of student protests and demonstrations
in the 1960's, a substantial number of university self-studies have
been conducted. In this regard, the literature on students is full

——— P

of proposals concerning student participation in university governance.

b -

‘Most of these proposals, however, are directed toward the students

and governance structure of specific campuses. Except in the case

~&f Canadian universities (Duff and Berdahl, 1966; Commission on the

Govérnment,of”the University of Toronto, 1970); an examination of

the literature showed thdt those proposals which have more generél
applicability’(Ameriggn Council on Education, 1970; The RepdrtgofA

the President's Commission on Cambus Unrest, 197O;JWhite House
Conference on Youth, 19?1; Repbrt_of £he American Bar Association
Commission on Campus Governance and Student Dissent, 1970) are in LN

"~

. . Ny e N ) -
line with the recommendations of various reports of the Carnegie

-

" Commission on Higher Bducation. - ’ ,
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blicit in the governance proposals by commissions, as well

as ecommendatidns of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,
is the general belief in the desirébility of involving students in

campus governance. Therefore, the first recommendation of the

> . ' R . : ) 2
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973) asserts that university

"Governance arrangements should provide: (1) adequate academic

options from among which students may choose, and (2) the right to

s

'I
be heard on important campus issues (p. 71)." This does not mean,

however, that students' right to express their views in less important

issues 1s not proposed, rather it is assume%chat important issues

. )

~are those in Which students may really be interested. .
Except in the case of universities in Canada, proposals

generally do not recommend the inclusion of students as voting

&
. ;,t‘ /

members in the board of trustees and ‘even faculty senates. Rather

[

commifteetmembership in'selectiye éreas; whiéh are déscirbed as

the areas of direct student interests, is the most common recommenda-.
'£ion. For examplé, the Carnegie C5mmiésion on Higher Education

(l?}}) recommends:_ - ’f

Students should'serve on joint faculty-student {or trustee-

. student or administrative-student) committees witl® the right to
.vote or should have. their own parallel student committees with
the right to meet with faculty, trustee, and administrative '
committees in areas of special interest and competence such as

"edlcational policy and student affairs. s

It should be nd}ed that this recommendation is based on the assumption

.o

that the most effective contribution of students to university

governance can be made through tonsultative paxticipation.

S



To extend the consultative approach-to academic areas of

£
faculty evaluation, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

(1973) proposeé than "studenfé/should be given the opportunit;‘to.

" evaluate the teaching perférmance of faculty members, and students
.shoula-be involved in periodic reviews of the performance of
departments (p. 71)." This recommendation includes student participa-
tinn in faculty promotion'and facul;z/E9HUre {(Carnegie Commission

6n Higher Education, 1973).

Finally, it is generall; proposed-that student éovernment,
social life, and extra-curricular activ:ftie% should b‘e directed by )
students with‘the help of faculty and administrétors and wiphvé
minimum of intervention from the university. 'To minimize the probability
of misunderstanding and conflict between:studené and the*university,
the Carnegie Cbmmission’on Highér Education (1973) recommends:

Conduct codes should be prepared with?student involvement ‘in

the process of their preparapion, ombudsmen or their equivalent
should be appointed, and formal grievance machinery should be_
available and should end in impartial. judicial tribunals (p. 71).
The overall picture of proposéls in the United.States, in contrast
to Canada, 1is representing,student involvement in selected areas»of»\
unive:sity décision—méking as voting members and partiéipééion‘in
al éreas of university governance in a cqnsultative capacyty. In
£6t Canada and the»Un}ted States, it is pro?d;ed that‘areas_ofw
étuden discipline, government, and extra-curringlér activites should

f

be left in the ‘hands bf students.

a¥ ‘

»
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Trends. It is very unlikely that increased participation
’ : N\ .

of students in university governance will’resu}t in decreased student

protests and demonstrations in the future (Hodgkinson, 1971a).

Historically, the demands of students for involvement in university

decision-makine processee has shown a cyclical nature. Much depends

on:the issues &hich may arise out of internal or externel conditions

on campuses aﬁd,ip society respectively. Furthermore, with the

idealistic orientation of most students and their international

view of issues. any problem in any paft of the world may céuse

another peridd like the 1960's. From political demonstrations and

protests to demand§ for more inveolvement in university governance

ié eﬁyery short step. In addition, it is too‘soon to anticipate

the reaEtien of North American univefsity‘students to the faculty

ﬁe;ement toward'eollective bargaiﬁing and unionization. & N .
However,'there is no reason not’to believe that the present

move toward increased involvement of students in the formal structure

of university governance will not continue. Despite the findings

of Gross and Grambsch (1974) that very little change is perceived

in the student power between 1964 and 1971, the truth would probable

be that yesterday's requests very often.become:toda¥'s @emand .and

may be tomorrow's normal pfactice. This is perhaps @pe way social

change very often, if not-usually, occurs. To beingigfth what

o
L

students want is considered outrageous, after a while it is considered
debatable and subject to bargaining, and today those demands are

considered something fairly reasonable that universities should concede.

J

.
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What 1s be4‘g demanded by that time is always something far more
unreasonable. This is more or less the way student involvement has
progressed, a it seems gpis is also the way it will happen in

North Americak unilversities, as well as most universities in the
. i ‘.
- v

world. :

\

PERSPECTIVE ON STUDENTS IN
IRANIAN UNIVERSITIES

4

There appear to be two major perceptions of the role of

students in governance of Iranian universities. On the one hand
. D ‘ . A
the position of administrators and faculty is highly similar to

Perkins' argument against student involveﬁent in the decision-making
L | !

process of the American universities. James Perkins (1966) believes

that ". . . the student is a séQdent; He is at the university to
L>l¢arn, not to ménage; to reflect, not to decide; - to obserVe, not

coerce. The process of learning like the process of resea;ch, ig

in the end g most private affair, requiring for the most part )
detachment and not engagement (p. 51).ﬁ This attitude of Iranian
universitiesltoward students is baéed upon two assumptions. First,
Iranian students are in the universities to léarn and therefore their
:pgrticiéation in the university governunce is not an issue. That
is, as_thé reason for faculty members being in universities is to

teach, sq_ the reason for having students in the universities is to

let them learn their subject matter, obtain their degrees, and go

* out into society.

Furthermore, and probably the important basis of the

box)
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authoritarian attitude of the universitieg, is the belief that not
only is student invblvement in governance not an issue but it
ought not be an issue. The belief in university education as a

o
‘pgivilegc rather than a right and the fq;t that government spends
a hiéh percentage of its scarce resources for educating university

students intensifies the philosophy that students should limit their

°

interests to studying.
On the other hand ﬁye position of students is just the
opposite of that of the faculty and administrators. If universities

-

believesthat student involvemgnt ought not be an issue, perhaps

- e .
becauseé of‘?ﬁfs political imp»,licatio%sstudénts claim and d%pd,
on‘the same_ground, participation in éovernance. It should Be noted,
however, that?polit}cal implicétions of student.involvement in
governance of Iranian universities does not necessarily mean its
external relationship to government<\\ff can also mean its iqpiiéa—
‘tions for internal politics of universities. Yet, it is generally
observable that.because of politicization of the universities, any
problem of any magnitude in Iraniaﬁ‘uniﬁersities, n§t té mention
the whole society, can politically be directed Foward gove;nment.
In contrast to thelﬁgith'American university students, Iranian student
demands for hniversit§ reform and participatiqntin academic activities
lead§, almost inevitably, to demands for reform of society and'
participation in political }ife and exercise Qf polit;cal power.

In addition to the demands for participation in university

governance, there are many other important issues for students in



Iraniann Mention can be made of some of these brobléms,
Ahe'university, finance, housing, text books,
yinations, and personnel services to hame only a

as Brammer (1964) shows, some Iranian students are
high<vi 3 :ned about these issues. Hls findings in a sample of

. | I

131 st§ »_from three universitics in Iran indicate the major
prcble‘é ;r students to be finance, examinations, personal problems,
1t seems after students enter the universities these
issues bé’ v?.another reason for demanding participation in decision-
making'pri.“€ses of Irnnian universities. 1, the light of thesge

Observations student participation was cohsidered an issue of vital

importance t Ne analysis of university governance in Iran.

out primarily within a network of iQfOrmal activities, Among the

few avallable alternatlves Iranian students' choice of political
Pressure is the mcst common., ThlS political pressure, as in the

case of facuity‘members, may take the form of famlly tles} frlendshlp,
lobbying; and social connections. It can also, unllke the faculty
members; manlfest itself in the form of demonstratlons, unrest,
strike, and occupylng unlverslty grounds and bu1ld1ngs. In both

| cases the use of 1nformal as against formal, channels of participation

Y

is the normal practice. And, in both cases, the existing formal

7

channels of par, e viewed by students as unreliable .and

unproductive,
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In ‘the, absence of a Crises it seems most Iranian university
fLIaN .

i

gtudontﬁ\act aé»individuals whose main concerns are personal problems.
They seldom react to the university as a group or a sub-group of
the student body. Since their university life is governed by

regulations which they have had no share in forming and generally

N

no participaéion in making, university rules and regulations a}e

viewed as secondary targets for consideration. Perhapé more importanf
are the primary targéts’which consist mainly of some of the faculty
and;adﬁinistrators. Stu@ents‘seem to believe fhat these "power holders”

are the initiators and defenders of university rules. Consequently,
. !
to bypass and ignore a rule or regulation they have to deal with'these

individuals who actually are hiding behind the rules. Realization

and recognition of these ""power hb}ders" is subject to individual
Y s ; . s

student perception of power and the*pature of their specific problems.

Y
ki

However, when they attempt to influenég the decision—makihg process

Or more accurately to influence the "poﬁgg holders}”‘they follow
") ) »1?"‘«

the same pattern; namely, informal pressufé\ This,is probably when
family ties, friendship, and éocio—politicai‘connectiéné work’
astonishingly well. kN ‘

Not all Iranian studenté, of course, posses’ proper informal

¢

connections for influencing the gdvernance of the universities.
H 4 c

They may try some ofnthe informal techniques but genef@lly not all

' \
of them are successful all of the time. The increased frequency)of

|
L}

unsubcessful attempﬁs combined with the lack of capacity en the °
part of the university organizations to absorb student complaints,



o
sometia;é leads to demqnstrations an@gﬁtrikes. At the time of strike

A

T demonstrations, students acﬁ'as ifvthey are united but it scems
even then that individuality is quite notable. To tha? extent
thelr stg}kes and deméﬁstrations scem unreal and™insignificant.

5 i -
It should be kept in mind that although a vast majority of
Iranian students may use informal means of involvement there are
students who may choosge formal channels of participation as a first

. . . . .
alternative. Yet since the ex1sting channels do not adequately .

respond,tg the needs and demands of students, it seems they eventually

shift their attitudes and return to informal participation. - //

-

Explaﬁ%tion of Choice of Means
| Traditionally in Iran education in general, and higher

education in particular, was viewed as @ tool for personal advance-

<~ : ? .
ment in society. From the beginning, when only a fetv students were

-

selected for universit§>eaucat10n, up .to the present time, when
. : 5 ‘
thousapds of students enrol in the universities, this philosophy
‘ ' v

has remained the same. That is, a university degree is.a prefequisite

s

to entering upper levels of sociééy and to’attainiﬁé higher positions
. B b P

+ , 1in the governmental bureaucracy. 'Despite the argumeq_=i

. L £1
» . By N
Xf}idity and reliability of entrance examinations, it was éaggmed

‘iﬂat those who enter the universities are among the ablest and#ialented
.« . X,

- . . Y

youth who will be privileged by some kind of University degree. )
S * Furthermore, Iranian students, who were quite ‘aware of thig )

. ' ; { 2
fact, not only considered themsclves as a privileged group of the

'general public but they also perceived this privilege as a legitimate

“ .
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power. As soon as they cntered the university they were sccurce just

by being a stugknt UanLrblLICQ wgre(yo arded as places in which

] rn

they were free to challenge the government without dLLOPtln the
J g

-
- -

responsibilities and the consequences of their actions. Soon they
found they cou}d gain more attention from the university thfough
Y “n
politically oriented activities. This attitude, however, did not
S
la'st too long and it seems that from the early 196G's up to the
p
. . %y - .

present time the interests of Iranian students shifted toward gover-
nance of the universitics. The last two major demonstrations of
students in Iranian universities in 1968 and 1971 were signs of the
changes in student orientations. Besides, it is very important to
realize that Iranian student demonstrations were not completely
original and independent. Rather to a large part these strikes
were initiated by groups outside the university and perhaps even

! '
outside the society and according to these groups' interests.

L 2

Atgpresént university degrees,are still regarded as an

>

impo?tant condition for personal and vertical mobility~;n society
on the basis of a very competit}ve national entrance'examination
one out of évery fen studénts enter Iranian unfyersities. Because
of expansion of university, systems and increased enrollménticombined
with the political changes in the 1§60's, uniVe:sities cannot be
considered secure en?ugh for students to hold the kind of power
'prev1ous Iranlan studénts enjoyed.

Today's students seem to be relgtively less politically.

oriented than university students in the 1950's. But, despite these
P . . * ‘ .
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changes in attitudes, universities do not trust students sufficiently

L0 grant them a m(ananﬂyl partlglpatlon in the governance of their
e ’ ,
“institutions. ] ' S

, / ) -

Another factor which influences the choice of informal

participaxg by Iranian students is the continuation of an old

society. Once they planted this approach in Iranian universities
o dradually 1t became a normal way of life. go far from every gencra-

- tion of students this firmly entrenched practice has been passed

to the new generation of freshmen. )

. }

Student characterigﬁlg;. fhe individualistic cha;actbr of
Iranian students is gegerally observable; a good illustration of
thés can be shown in the field of sports. 1n Iran, the success
of team sports has always been less impressive than individual
attempts in wrestling or weight—lifting. The essence sf cooperation
and team work isﬁnegligible, and the perception of group activities
is against the activities of‘another grodp. Interpersonal conflicts
and competitions Prevent meaningful,cooperétion."The.tension,
mistrust, and rivalries in 1nterpersonal relatlépshlés not only make

team work achlevement extremely difficult but also provides a negative

’ o
attitude toward Competition. "Negatlve competition,' from thls point .
- ,

of view can be reqgarded as the constant attempts of an individual to

AN pPrevent someone from achieving a specific goal, when he realizes that

. \
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he himself has no chance of success. F{equent examples of this
attitude are visible in Iranian universities. For example, if a
number of students are competing for a l%mited number of scholarships,
the first reac%&én %ivthose who do not receivq the scholarship is

to attempt to prevent others from getting it through any means,
) Vo ;“ ) '
including criticism.

N

¢

The criticisms of Iranian students tale the form of personal
and private attacks on individuals rather than on gencral issues;
d

persons become more important than the problems themselves. The

content of criticisms centres around the perceived weaknesses and

ENY °

character of the individuals who are u;dér attack. This attitude
partly derives out of the feeling of insecurity which Iranian
students éxperience.

Partly because of this insecurity, Irapian students are
extrchely 6rien£ed towa%d acceptance of authority. In Iran the
respect for‘%uthority is traditionally gébepted. The ;eiationéhips
bétween parent and child, teacher and student, old and young, rq;k
and file, and peasant and landlord are all examples of the acceptance
of authority in social relationships. The main orientation is to
obey and not to challenge authority. Bebau§e of this perception
Iranian university students constgntly lbok upward to lacate authority

and look downward to exercise authority. No reference can be made

to horizontal relations since pbeople at the same level cannot have
[ * C

authority relationships. The students' perception of agthority at

times may manifest itself in attitudes like extreme politeness and
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kindness and even to cover their feelings of distrust and hostility

toward those who control the university. R

4
!

Organizational realities. Centralized administrative

.

structures of Irania% upiversities encourage very little student
participation. 1In fact, if faculty has a chance to participate in
departmental level decision-making, Iranian studenﬁs are totally
denied any férmal involvement. The social structﬁre'of tha univer-~
;ities is designed to keep Iranian sStudeénts away from the important
people on campus; th administrative organization of Iranian univer-
sities pays little attention to the needs and problems of students
and the development of the student's personalities.
This lack of a formal mechanism for student participation

in university governance resulted in widespread demonstrations in
1968 which ended.with the Eageover of the buildipgs., This was not,
-0of course, the first expeiz%nce~of the students in demonstrations,
but this time they seemed to be serious particularly for their
direct interests. This time most of their demands wefe rel;ted to
their way of life as students and to an institution in which they
witnessed their instruqtors as having little~yillingness for E?qphing
and research and fqr.dévoting‘time to their followers. Their cause
‘was much more visiﬁle within the contéxt of the universi@;es'aqd the
issues they raiséd séémed to be more relevant.

' The intensit;';f student demands and the realization of the

need for a coordinative body for Iranian universities resulted in

the resignation of the presidents of all eight universities and the

<9
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establishment of the new Ministry of Science and Higher Education
' 4

in 1968.

" Responses and Consequences -

So far the main responses of the Iranian universities and
government to the student demandeor involvemeﬁgg%ave been the creation
of placeme;t offices within the universities and the establishment
of summer camps (Imperial Government of Iran, 1973). The plaéement
offices were charged with the‘responsibility of providing part—fime

jkgobs for students. inside and outside the universities. 1In addifion,
students receive from the Prime Minister's office direct financial
assistance in the form of monthly payments. Furthérmore, universities
supply the office of the Prime Minister with a list of those students
who are eligible for financial assistance. The determination for -
eligi#ility is based upon good behavior in the university, at least
an average academic standing, and the discretion of those who supply
the list. 1In addition, the'gqvernment has urged the universities to
provide cioser contact between students and faculty through eétéﬁlishing
adviser—advisee mechanisms at the departmental level, and to provide
more extra-currichlar activities fér students. ‘ ~

4/ All of these voluntary attempts on the part of the

to create an atmosphere of willingness to understand the demhnds of
the students. Goyvernment and university responses seem to b¢ based
upon political manipulative techniques and direct financial r®wards

to students. The outcome of these practices is to move universities

’
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more and more toward politicization and to confirm the attitudes
of students toward university governance participation.

The cgnsequences of ignoring the basic issue of student

N

14
involvement in university governance is an attitude of indifference

and alienation toward uﬁﬁversity and society and student distrust

of all positive thinking. The motivation of students toward university

education is deq:ee-oriented rather than to wiew it as a process of

\

career preparation. Because of their indifference and mistrust,

students gre reluctant to accept responsibility and they move toward

>

N *
more’ individuality and away from cooperation.

- ’ '

k ot . SUMMARY

Dugindbthe 1960's student activism characterized most of the

’campuses'ih many countries. WAlthough the stimulus for this activism

* had 'its source in the broader society in North America and on the

..

campus itself in Iran, the demand in each case was for greater

student -involvement. ¢

7 The belief held b§ many students was that they formed the

only group which could briﬁg about meéningfui changes: in society by

influencing the university to.adopt a more active stance. A

necessary step toward this more active role was for students to
become more influential in the governance of universities. ' The
conditions of the.1960's are still ‘evident in current beliefs and: -

practices relating to studént participation. .

. The major rationales for student involvement in the governance

’
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of Nortﬁ$AmCrican universities are divided into the two main areas

of administrative decisions and academic decisions. Student
participation in the administrative area is justified by recognition
of maturity, trainipg responsible citizens, and effective managément.
In academic decisions these reasons include improvement of the quality

~
of life at the department level, the student right of academic

freedom, and the fact that students are prime witnesses to the

teaching function. Similar to the faculty in Nortthmegican univer-
sities, the.méin problem is to increase formal studegt participation
through appropriate mechanisms. 1In contrast, the perception of
Stﬁdent roles in Iranian universities is limited to the area of
formal learning,‘and therefore student iﬂ&olvement in -governance is

viewed as something which should not be an issue.

-

As in the case of faculty, the three major sets of factors
which influence student participation in North American uniVersities

are historical and cultural consideration, student tharacteristics,

G

and campus characteristics. Historically, there is evidence of
continuing student struggle for controlling their own affairs. The
acceptance of the idea of student self-government encouraged student

demand for involvement in university governance. In addition to

history and culture, variations in the students and university

characteristics in North America are the major factors which influence
student participation. In Iran, traditionally the privilege of

3 ' . ¢
university education was viewed as the main step toward personal ‘

'

success and upward social mobili History shows that later students
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found the university as a safe place for political activities which
f
had potential consequences for government. The combination of these

two factors provides a lack of trust among student, universities,

and government, and hence discourages student involvement in university

governance.

In fact, very few alternatives are a®ailable for student
participation in the operation of Iranian universities. Iranian
students view the university as the prime means for influencing

government and society which contrasts with the attitudes of North

American university students. In the absence of meaningful alter-

.

natives, political pressure is the major device for student involvement.
The participation of students in the operation of North American
uni&ersities takes many forms and shapes due to the existence of
alternative channels. Relatively few students are active participants;

yet, there is evidence of a growing concern of students for involvement

LY .

in university governance. :

Because of ?he hétefogenéOUS néture‘of the student body in
North American universities, the conseqdence'og tﬁeir involvement
or hon—involvement is an increase in conflict amorg students thgmsel§es.
Furthermore, there are érowing.signs éf’copflict betwé%h stddéﬁts and |
administrators on oné hénd and studénts and fachity on the other:

- I

Problems of student involvement take the form of variation in their

.

perception toward representative‘participation and the inevitable
changes in the climate and nature of various decision-making bodies.

Perhaps the most importan; problem is designing an apprépriate
‘ . _
AN - \

. )
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-3
B
mechanism which can accommodate. the demands of students for partici-
pation. 1In 'contrast, the responses of government and universities
in Iran to the.issue of student involvement is further discouragément
. @ . w . .
through creation of placechent offices on campus and direct financial
help. This, in turn, adds to the increased politicizatibn of the

university and results in indifference, passive attitudes and

individualistic behavior on the part of students. N



: CHAPTER VIII )
¢ {@.

UNIVERSITIES AND SOCIETAL CHANGE

IN IRAN

- This chapter is intended to present an overview of the current
context of Iranian universities{ the societal changes which are taking
place will be outlined and their possible iﬁplications for the
operation of the universities will be assessed. A general discussion
of the possible responses of universitieg to these changes concludes
the chapter.

Since there are notable differences in the rapidity of these
changes, depending on the support‘or resist;nce which they encounter
and also their priority, né attempt will-be madg to describe th¢ |
sdcietal changes in Iran at a giveﬁ point in time. These changé%'
are viewed as being in aitransitional process which originated in
the recent past ané which will continue into the future. This
approach provides an opportunity for dealing'with both the present
realities as well as the future ideals of Iranian society. Furthermore,

- it should be noted that societal changes afe usualiy interdependent

and cannot be described as if they were mutually exclusive. '

Societal Changes

)

Perhaps'the most realistic description. of the political, : //ﬂ

’ J
economic, ané social conditions of a country like Iran which tries

to achieve gill jid development and future prosperity lies in the two

concepts of change and transition. This may seem strange to many who

248 ’ .
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perceive Iranian society as static and slow to change; yet since the
Second World War, there has 3éen constant progress toward social

and economic development, in{ernal political Stability, and external
diplomatic expansion.

From the edrly 1950's it was realized that ec%nomic develop—

o,
ment should receive first priority in Iran and therefore H. I.M.
Shahanshah Aryamehr states that: o -

The important thing in this part of the world is to strengthen
the economy and living standards. There is no use writing treaties
until.economic conditions are bettered. It is a question of world
pbeace. The economic level of this country must be raised to

achieve a decent -Standard of civilization ‘and avoid threat of
internal 1nstab111ty (Moaraifi, 1950, p- 1). ¢

P

in tne-introduction of the First and Sec%?d Development Plans in

[N

1948 and 1955, each for a period of seven years. The total appropria-
tion for the First Plan was 280 million dollars of which only 53

million dollars was actually spent. The Second Plan envisaged a

total expenditure of_1120 million dollars; more than 90 percent of
that amount was actually spent (Plan Organization, 1964) . Although-
both plans were not completely: successful in reallzlng thelr‘goals
and achieving thelr targets, they shook the traditional and statlc

nature of Iranlan economy and established an 1nfrastructure for

future socljf:fnf:f?onomic dqvelopment . - \
— E though the first plans for social change were formulated

in the first part of the century, it is generally agreed that the

w

early 1960's marked the successful implementation of systematic

long~term plans for societal change in Iran. In 1962 3 sixZpoint
: S



reform was introduced and gradually six more points were added to

the program which came to be known as the White Revolution. The

main intention was to bring the social conditions up to the level
which eould support and complement the plans for econzmic development
and political stability of Iran. 'The twelve points of the revolution
included (Pahlavi, 1967):

. land reform :
. nationalization of forests
nationalization of water resources
- Creation of literacy corps
- Creation of health corps
. creation of development corps
the sale of government owned industries to private sector
- sharing of factory profits by industrial workers
. electoral reform '
- enfranchisement of women
-' formation of 'equity courts' ,
. administrative and educational reforms

It should be noted that due to the varied rate of change, these

reforms were in different stages of development at any particular

N .
- 2

time. For example, while land reform is close to being realized,
' . ¢

the administrative and educational reforms are in their infancy.

n

Nevertheless,bthe‘magnjfude and direct contribution of the White
i ‘.f . SO

Revolution is observable in every aspect of Iranian society today.
Along with these reforms, the Third Development;Pian was

~

s

launched in 1962 for a periodlof”five years.  Most write¥s consider
this plan as the first integrated and'sophisticated plan with clear
objectives and the necessary emphasis on coordination between public

s . 'Furthermore, for the first time social develop-

f2ttention than it did in the first.two plans, _

total expénditure was{allocatéd to social projects.

6
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The total appropriation for the pPlan was more than 3000 million dollars
wiFh the objective of an annual six percent growfh rate (Baldwin,
19§7). Actually, the plan passed its original goal and achieved an
average annual rate of growth of eight percent.
The Fourth Development Plan was bresented in 1968 and covered
a five year period. The share of the various development projects
was almost 6500 million dollars with a target »f an annual growth
of nine percent (Plan 6r§anization, 1968). Development of heavy
industries, extensiaon o§ welfare services such as education, health,
rural and urban development,‘and educational reform were among the
major goals of the plan. The plan met most of lits targets and the
Iranian economy showed an average of 9.5 percent annual growth. Charles
Issawi ((1971), "in asséséing'the economy of Iran, concludes that:
X, :
'Iﬁ\the laaz ten"years, Iran has achieved a ra&e of growth
matched by very few countries. It has done this while maintaining
//amgééreg)oﬁ/price stability equaled by only a few countries,
(Mgggigﬁgée/With very low growth rates. And it has done it with
very little foreign assistance. At the same time, Iran has .

experienced considerable devefbpment_and has taken some steps--
by no means sufficient--toward’ greater social justice (p. 60).

At present economic énd social change ig.carried out under
the Fifth Developmenp Plan which was initiated in 1973 fo; a ?ériod
of five years. The aspiration and magnitude of thié plaﬁ’is far
broader than previous plaqs, and it is aimed at 12 to 14 percent rate
of annual growth. While there ;s no reason not to~bélieve in the
continuity of proéress, it appears that future éhange Qill.depend to

a greater extent than in the past on the implementation of administrative

and. educational reforms.
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In a speech delivered at the Harvarg commencement in June
L]

1268, H.I.M. Shahanshah Aryamehr pointed out thats

So long as our ancestors considered it natural upon the
appearance of cholera or the. plague to resign themselves to
faté and to await death, they inevitably had no sense of
rebellion against this terrible evil. Thank God that we now
have the urge to rebellion. . . - If this is true of physical

* disease, it can be equally true of social disease as well
(Zonis, 1971a, p. 249).
A

The systematic challenge qufbng—standing soci?{ problems started in

the early 1960's. Among many sociail projects, educational expansion

was perhaps the most outstanding sign.of social progress, indicdating
o ‘ ’ - - )
the perception of government that illiteracy was the main cause of

-

most social illness in Iranian society.

——ry

At the end of the 1950's it was,estimatea that as high as
86<;ercent of Iran's largely rural population was jlliterate. |
To overcome this social problem a literacy'corps was created in the
early 1960's with the ;ntentioh éf.increasing the iiteracy rate
among the 10—45'year age group;up_to 50 percent by’l972.” Harvey
Smith and others (1971) indicate that "Between 1962 and 1966 some
36,000 Corps members worked in various £ural areas imparting 1fteracy»

to more than 900,000 children and adults (p. 168)." It h#s been
4 \ - B

reporteh-that in 1969, 22,000 villages were covered under the

~ N

literacy campaign and 44,000 recruits had served or were serving -

o

in the literacy corps (Zonis, 1971b). The increasing rate of literacy
is so promising, it“is estimated that by 1285 even the smallest
village in Iran will have its own school offering a Six-year-prqgram

<]

(Bella, 1965). Indications are that the literacy corps was immensely



successfui in ;ncreasing the rate of literacy.

In addition to carrying out a teaching function, the literacy
corps‘members are highly involved in the social and economic life,
of the villages. This involvement caused Bland? and Nashat (1966)

to point out that: . '
‘ S
In conclusion, it seems that, if the present success con-
tinues, the educational COorps may play an important part in
dealing with the country's urdgent problems and may provide useful
experience for the establishment of the permanent institutions
needed for the development of rural areas (p. 529).

In fact, there are indications that most literacy corps members havgwj

welcomed the opportunity to stay on in their stationed villages and

" have shown ampl- interest in pufﬁying teaching careers. Perhaps it

a

was the outstanding achievements &f the literacy corps' operation

that encouraged the qreation of thé Health Corps, the Equity Courts
for legal assistance, and the Development and Agricultural Extension

Corps in rural areas between 1963 to 1968. The combination of these
Y - oY

socio-economic reforms are gradually transforming the traditional

b N “\
Iranian society into » modern and progressive nation.

253
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o S
The political climate and ‘political organization of Iran are ™~

changing along with the socio-economic development; the paternalistic

.l

and authoritarian relatlonshlps between -government and people

N

(Sorokin, 1947) are gradually changlng in the direction toward

organized party politics and formal channels for political partici-
id -
pation. The internal politlcalAstability which Iran has enjoyé§§

since the early 1960's is accompanied by an expansion of diplomatic

relationships with other countries and the implementation of an
‘ .
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o

independent foreign policy. Generally, however, it should be
recognized that as Miller (1969) pointed o g politicai change "

in Iran is in a-state of transition and does not yet reflect the
social and economic changes that have taﬂ'n place within the country

since World War II . . . (p. 159)." It seems that as the rate of
\

literacy ificreases and the social and economic conditions of the
country improve, that the pace of political change'is also accelerating;

perhaps this is a sign of growing mutual trust and cooperation between
. - &

.
el

government and people.
. SY

.The chandes and conditions under which members of Iranian

h Y

society are living and will live have been observed by Bill (1973),

who concludes:
. ‘{K

Contemporary ‘Iran, however, is entering a painful period
of change as the traditional patterns are beginning to snap.
Although these patterns still dominate, the last few decades
have brought fundamentally new challenges. Increased contact
and communication with the West, the emergence of new groups
and classes, and the interrelated processes of industrialization,
urbanization and technological advancement have introduced ideas
and initiated programs that undercut past sociopolitical patterns.
The new generation. not only encompasses indivjduals who seek to
preserve traditional power patterns but also ‘it includes those
who consciously ang unconsciously Egrive to uproot such patterns.
More and more Iranidns are appeariBd who possess great profes-
sional skill but few connections. Rapid economic growth and
gigantic new industries demand competence, and they must promote
advancement by merit to ensure‘their own survival (p. 151). '

These ébmmenﬁé,!éem to be typical of those of contemporary foreign

°

observers. : - .

Coyimunication media.- The functibn'of the communication media °
L N ! -
in forming or influencfhg~the values and attitudes of the public is

rapidly increasing. Since the Second World War, despite the lowering
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of the rate of illiteracy, the primacy of the press has declined
* in favor of a diversification of comgunication channels. The role
of radio as a means for introducing societal change can be observed

4 3
:
from the annual import rate in the 1960's. From 1953 to 1960 the

annual import of receiver set§>roée from 26,669 to 238,941 and it

is estimated that in 1965 the number of receivers in Iran was about
two ﬁillion, with an audience of tén million or almost half of the
population at that time (Iran Almanaq; 1967) .

With the emergence of television, the popularity of radio
has declined and its audience, especially in urban areas, has turned
to television. At present aimost 60 }mrcent of the popqlation is

,covered under the central and various provincigl networks, and plans
have been made to increase the coverage until thd whole population
will have access to its broadcasting. 'The usé of television in-the
campaign against“‘lliteracy and for thg\focial‘upgrading of the
population is ggining increased populari%y. Furthermore, the use

p " ' .

of closed circuit television is projected for the Bu Ali Sina
University which will open its doors to the first freshmen in 1976
"(Imperial GOVernmént of Iran, 1973).

A .
Printed media is also playing a significant role in the socigl
amkéning of Iranian society. The expansion of book publ'i*ing

agencies and,thé increased circulation figures of newspapers and .

magazines'are indicatidné of a change in reading habits of the

population. There is also a tendency toward the use of more statistics,

factual -information and greater accuracy in reporting. As the rate
. R ) ]



o( literacy increases andﬁthe economic and social development
continues, the significance of the tole of printed media becomes
increasingly evident.

The communication media is perhaps the most significant
means of introducing Western values into Iranian society. They are

. ;

also highly successful in communicating the economic and social
development and political stability of Iran to the public. Their
impact intensifies the increasing rate of political awareness of
potential voters of the society and eases some of the hidéen mistrust
between government and people. Consequently, more open communication

and less secrecy will prevail and through this source of feedback

A
~

(.
deficiencies will be repedied.

Industrialization. Iran has undergone tremendous industrial

growth in recent years and is now producing most of the basic -consumer

goods in her light industries. Since the government sold almost all
light industries to the private sector in order to finance land

reform in the early 1960's, the public sector is row restricted to .
*

the steel, aluminium, oil and petrochemical industries which require

far greater investment than the private sector can provide without

©

public support. According to an Irano-Soviet eéconomic agreement,

the construction of the first heavy steel mill was started in 1965.

Production from this steel mill began in 1971 with the initial annual
capacity of 600,000 tons. Within the past few years its ‘capacity

was doubled, and it is projected that in the next Few years it will
. < 0 . : A

increase to its maximum annual capacity of four million tons.

v
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N

Rapid industrialization demands an av!ilablé supply of

ed;;ated manpower and skilled humén labor. It is estimated ﬁhat

to carry out the various projects of the Fifth Development Plan,
Iran is in heed of seven hundféd thousand engineers, technicians

and skilled laborers“who should have professional training. This
need is already so pressing that the government has assigned various
committees to recruit ang import the needed manpower to Iran in
casés where thé internal supply is iﬂsufficient. X

Industrialization and modernization dictate specialization, |

objectivity, and an orientation toward huge organizations. 1In Iran

(3

small entrepreneuial organizations are rapidly being replaced by
large and complex institutions. Tacit individualism and subjective
Hiattitudes will have little chance if theSe organizations are to
survive. These traditional States of mind are changing, pérticularly
since‘the sharing of 20 percent of nat‘profits with émployeeézhas
pProvided a sense of purpose for the labér force in 1Iran. They work
harder ang they show more trust in management, especially sinqe
ownership apd’management have gradually been Separated. Organiza-
- tionally, competence in one's field is becoming more the crit?rion
--for recruitment and promotion than the o0ld notion of fémily ties,
4friepdship and discrimination. ’

Although thc use of modern technology and autémation in Iran

i

is a trend evident o in recent years, there is high probability -
B

that economic effici. . 2111 demand the more frequent use of these ’

o .

techniques in thd“fu.. As a result, the creation of increased

R
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leisure time for so many Iranians will begin to surface. In fact,
most of the government and business organizations have already
abandoned the one and one-half day weekend practice in favor of

Western style two-day weekends.

7

Urbanization. After the Second World war more than three-

quarters of the Iranian population was settled in thousands of small

villages. By the mid-fifties the total population of Iran was 19

pattern of population distributioh in Iran. It is projected that
out of the total population of 32 million in 1973, 43 percent will
reslde in urban Centres, and this rrend will also cont;nue (Plan
Organization, 1968). The heavy rate of migratipn_from rural to urba
centres appears to have already surpassee the Projecteq figure.

The natural growth of the population and 1nteknal migration
are the sources Of increases in urban population. Major cities are
the targets for internal migration to such an extent that almost
half of the urban pppulation is- living in six major cities: Tehran
/§?¥ capital), IsfaHan, Tabrlz, Shlraz, Mashhad, and &hvas. The
other half are scattered in more than 100 smaller cities and towns.

For example, before 1945, Tehran had a populatlon of less than 500, OOOr

Today, the populatipn of the capital. is well over three million, and-

it is estimated that in 1985 the populatlon w1ll reach the level of ‘ Ny
=ay
5.5 million. '



‘The rapid increase in the urban population, and particularly
the fact that this population is concentrated in a few major cities,
has created many economic and social bProblems. These problems range
from traffic congestion to changes in the value patterns Gfsthe
population and pollution. Through government initiated plans major
attempts have been made to solve these probiems. The new Ministry
of Housing and Development was‘fofmed‘in 19660to face the problem
Qf housiné shortages. Municipalities were formed and family planﬁing
was introduced. Yet, despite these efforts the challenge still

exists and there is every indication to believe that there will be

a continuation of the trend toward increased urbanization and itg

<

inevitable problems.

Administrative reform. For the efficient implementation of

. . . . r . [} :
soclal, political and economic reforms a reorganization of the

administrative system of Iran was started in the 1960's. To challenge
the nepotism angd corruption which have abounded in the entire
apparatus of the administrative system, goveérnment has moved recently

toward decentralization. For the‘first time the nat?Ves of each

¢

province or gity.were granted the right to elect their local councils
7 T : i

and thus to participate in local decision-making processes. Another

.
-

;xample of decehtralizatioﬁ of‘author§ty-can be observed in edﬁcation
rat all levels. Since 1970 the financial and admiﬁistrative affairs
of the‘Ministfy of Education, which is'in charge of elemeftary and %
secoﬁdary»educationy was decentralized to 174 "Regionai Education.

Councils" (Imperial Government of Iran, I973). In highér education

’
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the formation of the board of trustees for academic institutions
was also a sign of decentrglization.

These moves toward decentralization from central government
in the-capital to regional and locaj\}évels seems to indicate a
Cchange in the relative distribution of power. Consequently, the
degree of coo efation between gove;nment and individual citizens
is increasil%. 1t should be noted, however, that this tendency

toward decentralization is now limited :to some selected areas and

- .
~

s . .
as a result the expected cooperation is limited as well. Yet it seems

that government is moving in this direction, and it reflects a

perception that the public at large is ready to assume more respon-

sibilit}y and’ to engage in more active participation.

Furthermore, the moves toward decentralization and incrgased *

Wy . o
participation can be seen as signs of the weakening of the extended
family and the rise of new leaders. in the whole fabric of the Iranian
. \

administrative-system._,Today it is evident that mahy elements for
establishing effective organizations are gradhallylE?Ffacing and
that Iranian societal organizétions are rapidly moving toward what

is commonly known as the Weberian bureaucratic model and away from

what may be called the traditional Iranian bureaucdracy.

Familf’life. One of the side e

%

O

ects of rapid urbanization

\

Ia]

wi&h its Western style manifestations are the apparent changes in

the family life in Iranian society. Traditionally, the family has

been the most important and stablelunit in society; today the

[

‘stability of urban families is problematic. - The size and functions

260
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of families seems to be reduced, and the growing active participation

v

of women in society reduces their impact on 'the lives of thgir
families. The rate of divorce has increased particularly in urban
centres to such an extent that government has been urged to develop
preventive measures.

v%ncreased literacy has also made women more oriented toward

act1v1t1§§ outside the home. - They are actively engaged in seeking

out51de employment in every field and in all levels of 3001ety whlch,.

- \.;‘h

in turn, has altered the traditional family organization and its

o

. value system. -It seems that there is a tendency toward smaller

families and toward a breakdown of extended fam}ly relationships.

In fact, families are so preoccupied with the- problems of modern

life that maintaining traditional family relations seems to be

practically impossible. a

3

Economic security through increased employment opportunities
' <

reduces the dependénce of family members on each other to a point

where fathers cannot be viewed as the main authority in the family.

The traditional authoritarian relationships between family members

.

are gradually decreasing and each individual is enjoying greater

pexsonal freedom. However, since:the new roles are not firmly

4

‘established yet, family tensions are generally increasing and

unfortunately there is very little help or guidance available:

Changing values. - Iranians have pSually been characterized

as having an-orientation toward their glorious history instead of a

future perspective. This attitude appears to be rapidly changing as

261
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the future looks more and more promising. Generally, this is
largely due to the socio-economic progress and political stability

] (Bill, 1972) which has already becen mentioned. Tb ﬁhe extent that
any people can feel secure under the present economic conditiqns of
the world, Iranians are not an exception in the total societyl

Optimiem‘is replacing pessimism and the growing desire to

challenge the problems is replacing acceptance of fate and the passive
attitude toward existing conditions. The long lived traditional
structure of the society is changing and the two class society of
landlords and peasants is rapidly disappearing (Lambton, 1969). Today
there is an upward movement of a growing middle—class&ﬂm@osed of
bankers, industrialists, teachers, and intellectuals. Economicelly,L\J’e
the per caplta income is now more than 400 dollars end it i® projected

-

that yt will rise to 1000 dallars by the end of the 1980's.
6‘0‘

The present realltleS and future prosperltles combined with

the increasing rate, of literacy have contributed toward an attitude

v

of rebellion against traditional perception of authority. Youth is
lqnestioning the authority of their parents, and labor now is sharing

the authority of management The traditional perception of power

Bl

which was basedon land now is belng replaced by educatlon The
introduction of the recent law for free education up to grade 12

and compulsory’edncation nﬁto grade eight is an indication of a belief

9

that education is the'right of every individual rather than the

privilege of an el%te group. Freed from their traé!tlonal conservatlve
» a ‘
orientation toward authority and the confu51on of their own new roles,

LY
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it seems pecople in general and youth in particular are displaying a
more aggressive attitude toward authori;arian relationships.

The famous Iranian individualism is also changing as witnessed
by the formation of growing numbers of voluntary organizations which
are mostly. involved in various social development projects (Polk,
1967). The achievements of these voluntary organizatio;s and the
success of the education corps as well as other social corps not
only indicate that Iranians are.;earning the art of cooperation but
also that they are performing their duties effectively. Perhaps most
. S
iggoftant is their pésitive attitude toward accepting meaningful
respoﬁsibility.

Implications of Contemporary Societal
Changes for Iranian Universities-

It is generally agreed that universities are nbt in isolation O
from the society .at large and that changes in the society ultimately
<’
are reflected to varying degreces in the operation of these academic
institutions. While some of these changes may have indirect effects,
others directly influence the universities; Iranian universities are
L!:fr', ’ X
no exception. Changes elsewhere provide examples which make
tentative predictions about the probable impact of the Iranian
societal changes on universities possible. The changing characteristics
of North American universities which reflect their environmental
transformations is, indeed, one of these examples. Therefore, some

of theseﬁpfedictions should be viewed as -the prébable future states.

toward which Iranian universities are moving.



In Iran rapid industrialization and growing urbanization

’

will have a tremendous effect on the functions of the university.

The demands of industrialization will .force the university to

emphasize its research function and-Hy reconsider its teaching

methdds and curficulum dcsigﬂl fhere will be pressures to ekpand
the limited scope of cerse offerings to include more diQersified
subject matter ir order to supply the increasing spécialization in.
many aspects of life which economic development Hemands. /This wili
be partly due to the growth of the prifate sector and the job
opportunities it offers which will ultimately reduce-the status and -
prestige of getting a white collar job in government bureaucracy

to the point where more healthy job cgmpetition will prevail.

The §uality of education will likely become ag important as
the quantity and thefe may be p;eiipre on'univeréities to try new ,\
methods of -hing and the integraéion of research and instruction.
In'fact, as“early as the l960's,lthis’shortcoming was observed by
H.I.M. Pahlavi (1961) who stated that ". .. . some oﬁ%ﬁ%r?ﬁ%ofessors
still regard themselves as little gods whose opinians must‘hot be

é
disputed and whose time must.not be wasted on students. . . . The

intéllectuzg?@rrogance of certain of our professors betrays their

lack of scientific spirit (p. 258)." . Generally, inkfinding solutions

-

to the practical problems of én expanding gconomyf useful research
will gradually become the first p¥iority of the~ﬂniversity. This,

in turn, will phobably result in the emergence of new specialized.

units to perforn huge contractual research and in the creation’ of
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more graduate and professional schools.

The growth of urbanization may cause greater university
involvement in urban affairs and consequently will draw these
academic institutions closer to their communities. Emphasis on
further education and life-time learning will seem to increase and

universities will be asked for'guiding pebple in the active use of

their leisure time. 1In fact, in this period of tr ftion when

many indf%idual citizens are uncertain abeut their roper roles,
universities will be viewed as a guidin% force. Consegyently, ,
the walls which traditionally have separated the univerg$ity from the

public and kept it in isolation will be removed in favor of greater
involvenent in societal affairs.

Among thése other probable changes the teaching function of
the university as the custodian of traditional Iranian cult;re willl
probably be re-examined and more attention will be paid to the
vogational £raining and career preparation of students. Research of
*
the kind which can be used in solving the ever;increasing national
social probf%ﬁg will be emphasized to the point where it may occupy
its proper place in the Iraﬁian university. Furthermore, universities

1

will be increasingly engaged in off%ring direct services to the society
(& : .
and at the time it will continue, to a lesser extent, its indirect

..pServices.

As the universities grow and add new functions to their

. - i . .
lists of priorities,’ the organizational structure of the university

will move toward more bureaucratic regularization. The trustees of

[
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I{anian universities will be?ggc increasingly engaged inlzarious
societal development plans and therefore they will have less t{me

to devote to the uﬁiversities. They will be required to spcpd more
time as trustees which they cannot afford, and they will be asked
for a better understandjné of these academic instituEions which is
beyond their frame of reference. On the other hand, as the functioH

of the university expands and as the rate of its involvement in

soclietal problems increases, the need for an informed and dedicated
o .
board of trusteces will be more apparént. The exercise of current

.

patterns of leadership will becg%e a %andicap to the meaningful ~

contribution of universities to the societal revolution.
=

N
The emergence of the new éﬁt of values which is against
authoritarian leadership and in favor of more participation and

cooperation will demand different types of academic leadership,for

. - s . )
the university. oOn the one Handé%he academic administrators will

be faced with more internal pressure for involvement in the governance
™~ n ! :
. ™., . . A ¥ . ) .
of the university, while on the otherigandvthe growth of the university
. - S
and the introduction of rapid changes will demand an active leader-

a

ship and the necessity for making prompt decisions. 1In both cases,
the political conservatism of Iranian-academic administrators will
be an obstacle to adequate adjustment in a period‘of immense change.

Meaningful and yet selective decentralization and persuasive

xa

integration of thd® various sections and different sub-cultures of

the university willl ntcessitate a leadership style compatible with

the political and social development of the country. The complexity

a
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and size of the university will result in the rejeﬂtion of the idea
of governance by a few and will require the estqblisﬁmént of a
. - . ‘ \ : .
flexible Organizational structure that ¢ncourages greater Participation
o & : o

and facilitates-the smoothing of rapidg changes. The increasing rate

of interaction between the university and society will force the i
.l" : . ’ 'Y
H : ’ a *
: president to spend more time in external affairs and to be less
S : .7 ’ ‘ . .

;

Wesent on campus.’' This, in turn, will demand greater delegatlon of i

n authority and regpon91blllty in order for the university to be able

- -

to’ functlon effectlvely.” Gencrally, it seems the need ¥or a dynamic
leaderghip in the Iranian universities will call for individudls who

™ are oriented more to thelr academic responsibilities rather than
’> . . . ” -

) Q' thp}r political aspirations.

AN ' . | | 4 -

& i s the SOclety develops and becomes more complex, high expertise

i1l be demanded of the faculty at accelerating rates. The \nvolve-

=4
K

ment of faculty in’ qorV1ng the problems of 1ndustry, government,

bu51neso, and the communlty w1ll llkely reduce the present llmlted - .
A 3

faculty loyalty to the unlver31ty to a minimal level. Furthermore,

the increasing emphasis on research will probably minimize ‘faculty

3

interest in teaching, and faculty will become more oriented toward

their professional fioldsi
% 1

. Along with these tendencies more and more faculty mbers
/. .
w111 be recruited to the unlver51ty from dlfferent levels of Society;
4 ] .

the ellte nature of faculty will decllne and’ tgey will gradually
represent a more heterogeneous body The llkellhood that most of .

these faculty members w1ll flnd the current transformatlon and
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development in the society in line with their expectation, for a

s

modern Iran 1s rapidly incrcésf%g. They will probably find the

socio-political c¢limate of society more open for major change and
innovative ideas. Consequently, they will represent a group which

demands more involvement in the governance of Iranian universities.
! ) .

) s . . . . .
As theSe attitudes become dominant, the authoritarian relationship
? between faculty and students of the traditional role will be replaced

with more understanding and appreciation of the capabilities of

7

‘§ .
both sides. ‘ ‘ ’ . ;
The tendency toward professional values and’ the increasing

demand for interdisciplinary studies will form the ground for greater
. : : )
~ “linteraction and’ exchange of views among’ faculty members of all
universities. Furthermore, to facilitate the best utilization of

N

" faculty research and findings, publicatign in the form of scientific ’

£l

~—

or professional journals will ultimately be encouraged.
. _ v

Iranian universities have already experienced the‘doubling

<

of their enrollment since the 1950's. The‘exﬁansion of Secondary

education and-the need of society for more educated manpower will
« . b N
force the uniwversities to grow even faster than before and will
L .é N c.

<l

result in rapid'bureamcratization andggrowing\reliance on impersonal
t
Q)

relationships.  But, perhaps, mor

'mportant than the pressure of.

A] .

Lnumbers wyﬁl be the heterogeneous natiffe of the student body as more
\ 4 : ,

and more students with diversified socio-economic backgrounds enter

“the universities. Their motives for university education as well

i —

as their attitudes toward the university_are.rapiddy changing; they

!



can no longer be considered as passive observers of university
governance. They are cconomically more secure and socially more

aware, not only of their own environment, but of the conditions

D
of the wor33% As a result, their demands are shifting from the

satisfaction of basic needs to the enrichment of higher needs.

£

A Move Toward ‘the Idcal » (\‘
University : - {

To say that the role of the university is to reflect the

societal changes of its environment is to state only one side of

~

N

an old argument. The other sigde, however, implies that a university

should assume a leading role in initiating change in society. It

.

seems that the views‘complement each other and are not mutually

L4

exclusive. There is the challenge of introducing revolutionary

© . [ Y
changes necessary to the governance of the universities, if.they are

.

to meet today's and tomorrow's needs of the society‘effeétively.

Furthermore, it is equally a matter of necessity for the universities
, . -

]
P
i

to assume major responsibility in interpreting the societal trans-

formation to the people. From this point of view Iranian universities

should change and be the interpretefmsf change both at the same time.

" The complexity of life and the new demands of modern times

call for breaking with those traditians which no longer are of

for the Iranian university system. Internal as well as external

pressures aré mounting and it is time for the university to reconsider

Y

sufficient value.and to"establish new goals and governance structureé\x

. - ) -
the tremendous challenges which the society has offered her in the la

ten years. .
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The university can be the most significant and influential

-

force because it g able to prepare needed manpower, which is ‘the
7

|

most important national resource, to serve the various specialized

functions of the modern Iran. Although an all-purpose university

for the sake of every individual ihterest may be an ideai, the

supremacy of national goals .over the interest of individual citizens

in Iran necessitaces a clear definition of the goals of the university,

The contrlbutlon of the university will be far greater if it defines “(
\

explicitly its socially utilitarian goals. To respond to the

increasing social demand for utility, the university should be

involved in major public services and should emphasize its research

+
e

activities,
¥y
The university.-must be kept as free as possible from,politica{;
influences and its operation as well as its development should be
made as independent as possible from the shifts in political climate ‘ .

qnd government leadership. To ensure the contlnulty of its academic

functions, the unlver51ty should not be used as the tool for f

. ~
&

‘political interests of an .individual or a group.

TX become a dynamic centre for professional and infgllectual

n Iran, universities must demonstrate within themselves

the cohesion and the art of cooperative action. The growth of the

social organizations. This implies a redugtion in the external

Political pressures and the granting of more autonomy to the university



[t

L

3

t

in order to be able td develop such internal structure which-best

facilitates its goal achievement.

The vigor of the essential character of the Iranian university

must be tac main goal of its leaders. To foster the spirit of the

-

academic organization, its leaders ould display themselves as an

¥
example. They should rise from am the able scholars, scientists,

?Ad professionals with a devotidn to the ideal of the university

(.

lin order to demonstrate a sincere concern for the goals of the
academic community. ~ They should abandon external rewards in favor

of internal compensation. They should seek their satisfaction in
¢ A

the success and development of the faculty and students, and the _

qualitative as well as quantitaféve growth of the university. The"
. N ~

leadership style of the academic administrators mist be based upon
compléte fairness and impartiality in order tb ehcourqge trust and

. . ) v
to support cooperation and involvement.:

' 1

" \
The importance of the internal ofganiiation ol the university

and the impact of its outcomes upon the society of Iran to a large

extent depends on the nature and activities of. its faculty members.
The success of the hniveréity depe?és on the strength of a loyal,
) ' .

enthusiastic, and involved faculty who cherish learning and service,

- .

2 : ' o
to society. If a faculty member doeb not identify himself with the

university, external rewards will be a powerful stimulating source
N »

n
i

~ ‘.of personal satisfaction. . Unless he observes; the emergencé of the

\\

spirf% of anvacademic cdmmunity,'he\will"not\sevelopAenthusiasm for

professional-orientation and devotion to-thefideals of the university.

. o

. . - : < ‘ | o j,

1

Ty

271

Y.

2



ppf the university. If society has placed crucial. reSpOﬂSlbllltleS

w

N

And perhaps; most important of all, unles} he sees an open climat€

’ [N
NS
n ) . -

3

. . . | .
for® communication, cooperation and participation he will be more /

withdrawn and pasgive. The climate and structure of the Iranian

Y]
university should reflect these desirable characteristics.

It is assumed that the purpose of therniVersity is to do

all in ite power to create conditions on the campus that wiIi

promote optimum iearning and development on the part of .the students.
v .

These condltlons must stlmulate an 1ndependent attitude, encourad® ,

M ,n‘é‘
cooperation, and facilitate the acceptance of reSpOnsLblllty.

Students sﬁould be encouraged to believe that Quthonity is not the .

only crlterlon for involvement and partlclpatlon in the Operatlon

.
1n the hands of high school gradugtes, the uaner51ty ‘has far mOre .

I3
H

reason to believe in the ability of future puilders of the nation-

f .
A feeling of participation oB the part of the students in the

v

governance of the Iranian unlver51ty that affCCt them is of great

importance in overcomlng negative attltudes “and developlng cons%IUC-

tive ones.

. [ .A\_\
e 4 : ' ' - ;
‘ E _SUMMARY R s
.. o | . Fog
; ) » 8 . . ' it
- Iran is on the threshhold of great.and signifig
ntial

ments. There is a dynamic qualiti that seems to unved
of the nation and people who are ready and eaQer for constructlve

ch@nge. Ma]or economqu social, and pOlltlcal changes in Iran are

-

_ reflected[in and stlmulated by such SpElelC changes as communlcatlon
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’ 1
media, industrialization, urbanizatign, administrative reform, P

family 1ifc; and changing values in the ovérall development of the

natione

" Since the university capriot operate in isolation from the

7/

society, there is great potential for radical changes on campus.

An analysis

of the implications of sociétél changes on Iranian

universities indicated thag there will be greater involvement of

e~

. o . } . . .
the unlversity in society and the emergence of new, ideas will mani-
“ :

fest itself
The

at the same

[y

in the structure-of the university. -

university can @also assume a leading role in society and

N\

critically inhterpret the environmental changes to thé public and

3 -
time facilitate the introduction of change in its

N

organization. The possible responses of Iranian universities should

be based on

utilitarian

emphasis on

invalvement.

.

such radical ‘and desirabié»changes as expliciﬁly adopting

-

goals, reducing campus politicization and:placing increased
-7 .

-

cooperative’ leadership with,greéﬁer faculty and student

b o
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with the Iranian SOClal»context; e « , e
- Ly (- Y

' ~ CHAPTER IX

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter bPresents a summary of the report in terms of the
burpose of the study; traditional goals and governancejstructures
&#*hs well as current practlces in North Amerlcan and Iraqlan unlver81t1es,

future proposals for unlver31t1es in North America; and ;he current

Societal changes in Iran. Follow1ng ‘the £onclusion section which *

-~
explores the p0531b111ty of applylng North Amer n practices to

Iranlan universities, Some specific recommenddtiong for Iranian

universitijes are Proposed.

3 | SN

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study, whlch was based prlmarlly On a review of the

llterature on unlver51ty goals and governance An North America, was
de51gned to present a comparatlve analy51s of governance systems in
North Amerlca and Iran. It was intended to explore the possibility

. . A

of *proposing &n exﬁﬁnsion of goals and‘improvements in the structure

of Iranlan unlvers1tles through the 1dent1flcatlon and examination

-

of North Amerlcaﬂ unlverS1ty practlceS Wthh appear to be compatlble

[
N
- )
Sty e .
i i - . B e . . . . .

. o . : IR )
_ To achieve these arms,-llbréry research was chosen as the

)

roprlate method for the study The largeiand expanding body

llterature that deals,'dlrectly,qr 'ndireetly,:With'gQaIs;




B subsequent&y expand and modlfy the goals and roles o%‘unlver51t1es

-an interest in this comparativ® study.

administration, and governance of universities was reviewed and

through critical analysis a general synthesis was derived.

) . u |

research strategy for this report consisted of a combination of
4

historical and sociological approaches to comparative educational
study in conjunction with selective problem identification. This

design provided a broader®perspective for the comparisen of both

4 . ’ .
contexts and a better understanding of the past and present practices
L} K

-

in North American and Iranian uriversities.

Perhaps it is unrealistic to expect that the readers of

@
v

this study will form a broader group than the audiences Sf most
doctoral dissertations; that is, those who are intefested 'in its

. . . Yy . ; . .
ré?inal contribution to the existing knowl®dge on university gover- .

nance, in particular the areas of administration and organizational

" structure of unlverSktles Nevertheless,'it is hoped that the

-~ &
oy

1ntroduct10n of this’ r‘bort through appropriate channels in Iran

-

&

will stlmulate some q\tlons on the part of the government and will
- %
¢

Although boards of trustees andgpresidents of Iranian univeréities
can be included among the“potential readers of- this report, facuity

and students may.élso represent two major groups who might display

1]

»

Fer members of the North American dudience, this report may

ot

result in a deeper understanding ef Iranian universities and their /

JSocietal context. -Furthermore,”‘the synthesis of the ‘adcumulfted

)

‘literature on goals and governance of'N01fh American.universities
)} .. L ’ . L . .

R ) ' o
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which is presented in this study, can be regarded as a useful source

of information for students of educational administration.

SUMMARY

Traditional Patterns

; Like the idea of early colleges in North Amcrica, the cghicept

of the first modein Iranian college was an importea product from

\
.

Western Europe. The main difﬁerence, however; is that the early
. o \ -

colleges in North America were founded on the British model of

SR A /

.Oxford and Cambridge while the Iranian colleges was to a large

o

T . ‘ .~

extent influenced by the institutes of higher learning in France.
N N

¢

Furthermore, while the origin of North American collegesidates back

to over three Aiundred years ago, the flrst European style college »

in IMan was stablished only in 1ds1. Yet, ‘the foundatlon of
R A
Iranian institutes of hlgher learnl g can be tféged back to the
el -
sixth century. S R i
. R
o . o : .. '
malnly due to the competltlon he,veen various religious denominations
:«‘ A, A v
and the- 1ncrea51ogpq§maﬁdg4pf th hurch for trained ministers on
AN '7‘ , .‘ [y
new frontlers. The prlmarg funct'on of these colleges was .-teaching

[}

_ state, colleges and unlvet51t1es assume%;more dlverSLfled roles o,

and functions. The unlfled rellglous~or1ented goal of colleges

2

“was gradually replabed by chalﬂenging.new ideas. The usefulness of_

AN 0



13 i
colleges and universities to the state became the issue, and a

-

utilitarian app;oach gained mpch support. As a résult, after the
Civil War, colleges and universities moved rapidly in the direction

of utilitarian reform which WQE\based on the assumption that the prime
functions of these academic institutions should be in accord with

the needs of the-sobciety rather than knowledge for the sake of
knowledge. Because of the utilitarian reform, two major concepts N

of democracy and vocatiopal training emerged. Pure Feséarch\?nd'

sctharsﬁip were attacked in favor of useful research. -In the
~t)) . Y ' .

v

- _
early twentieth century, the idea of utility was revised and through
; -

3
v -

~ . . \ .

unification of séiengific and practical goals, efficiency became

one of the major concerns of North Ameritan universities. T

" The critics of utilitarian education, of scientific research’

and of narrow specialization ultimately succeeded in introducing the

’ -

- notion of liberal culture. As a.result, the socialization function

*

" of the university was emphasized and universities accepted fhe role

*of:custodian'oficulture. %This trend; however, did not last too

long and its status dropped, pafticularly after universities abandonéd |

their in loco parentis function. Aftér,the Second World War, North
American universities.became'hfghay involved in direct services to

LRy

the society, particularly aue‘to federal go&érnment financial s¥port.

277

In the course of their development, North American Univefsities{‘

s

attached different dégrees of emphasis to these goals but they never

qpandoned'one complete%zjﬁp favor af the other. From the turn of
s s A o :

.

ps introduced apdf&ge merging of

thi% century, no new

§ ‘

£
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‘@Of goals became popular. The unification and reconciliation of
; X B
culture, utility, teaching, and research was the inevitable consequence
. v
of a long period of debate over academic goals.

\

N " B
/ - In Iran, however,'the,religiéus philosophy of education

remained unchanged until, recently. In the absence of consistent

de§clopment of a system of higher learning due to the frequent
. t ] 7
invasions and as a result of the interests of the state, universities .

were concerned only with the transmission of the nation's cultural

- -
¢

he ritage. The simplicity of this goal, which has persisted all

N

tnrough history, was a reflection of the sociéty which until recentlys '

A . - N

remalned predomlnately agrarian. -

B

The hlstorlcal .development of the’ governangérnf Nbrth -
bAmerican‘qglleges and.univefsities shows a p%;tern of fluctuation
in the,rolesvof its major internaltparticipants. Bbatds of trqsteeﬁ,
pre;idents, and faculty have each dominatéd the governance(of colleges

iﬁnd universities at different times. Boards of trustees enjoyed*
) - R ’ A‘%’ ' Tt t
. . ' . )
their dominance for more than two centures after the early establish-
: . - : , o e
ment of Harvard in 1636. After the Civil War, thd power. Of .presidents /
' . - ) Pl
I

incréased to the point where many were'deéqribea as empire builders.

By the time of the First wOrld War, the issue of academic freedom
. [ . N . .
reduced the power of un1Verslty pre51gents "in favor of faculty,'ff

yety once agaln after the Second WOrld War, presidents became the
-.,

prime source of authorlty - During thig long< eriod, students were
: o . #

" not quite idle and, in fact, their gonstant stfugglq for 1nvolvement

“in the university-gradually led to their control of student government

' o

: . | - - o

L

b\‘
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" Iranian universities. Furthermore, the concept of the board of

279

\

and extra-curricular activities on the campus. The final stage of

these developments was manifested in the circumstances of the 1960's
- ) . 3
when 'the interests of all four major groups clashed.

Y
Despite these fluctuations in the traditional roles of the

board of trustees, presidents, faculty, and students, in the course
of the history until the 1960's, it seems that there hég beep a

division of labor in the governance patterns of North AmericarY
v : b . - . .
colleges and universities; that is, the boards of crustees and )
. » .
L

presidents were concerned with the administration, faculty members

"

assumd the responsibility for the academic area, and tudents

werc inttrested in controll;ng thefry own governmént. In Iran,
2

-

however, students were regarded as learn%rq and faculty as teachers,

and both groups were being denied invalvement in the governance off ~,

. . . .
trustees is a recent innovation in the acadéhic institutions of Iran.

The passive regard for faculty and students énd, in the absence of °

the hoard of trustees, the main force in the governance of univeré}ties

A ) .

was restricted to the individual Plesident.

"Current Practices and Future _
Trends ) : » , : ,

.

'+ Today, universities experience great-énd-divers' ied pressures
‘ . . . . . g )

B . o
for change. The externaﬁﬁpréssure for order, efficiency, and_.

kN

accoun;ébility‘is reinforced by the internal conflfcts'overfgeals

-’

and governance. The 1mpacts of these confllctlng demands on the

unlver51ty in comblnatlon wlth “the. magnitude of changes 1n the

/ . - ST ' hl

{ | | ‘ ‘
-~ ° X . ) \

<t



.teaching function and the internal services of the university will s
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> 4
.

—

environment, provide a futyre of whichiuncertainty is -the dominant a

x

characteristic. N

North American universities, generally assume a number: of .

diversified roles which reflecfighe perception of the university as

) . J A .
a research establishment; a %icrocosm of culture; training ce#re

for government, business and industry; chicf criti¢ of the environ-

2 . - . . .
ment; and direct scrvice station for the society at large. It is

generally agreed that North American universities asdume all of
\

these roles at the same time and yet, the degree of emphasis which, '
. . . s . . L
1s attached to these roles is varied among different universities.

N .
Based on thesec ‘diversified roles, North,American universities are
. " A .

N =
mostly characterized as all-purpose institutions. ke -

In spi%e of the present ambiguity of purpose’!n North
;o ’ [
. L . . \
Americ niversiti¥s, they are basically engaged in performing
. e
. ' ' ¢ B
four major fypctions: the acguisition of knowledge, the transmission”

of knowledge, the application of knowledge, and providihg an internal

democratic community. * In contrast, ¢the concept of. the university s
. . o /- , ‘ ' ’
in Iran is %3;9@T§*vi¢wgd as the transmitter of the cultural heritage. -

-~
' a

of the nation.” Based on this assumption, the university is perceived

A

as an, institution apar% from and above the SOCigt:,wfwd therefore,
R . P i e . N .

. [] . - . L -~ .
emphasis is placed on the tepching fgnctlon an ividual scholarly e

o
v

ES

work.

o

The futuré trends in terms of the goals of North American”, '

universities, as reflectéd\in the literature, indicate that the
LTy s E

3

V-

hY



I3

£l i : A
. - » 7
decrease,  On the other hand, research and external serv%cos of
. -

> *
.

North Amcrican universities will be emphasized due to the increased

complexity and rapid technological demands of the societyi

Current practices in the operation of North American univer-

Sitius are charactvrized by participatory governance structures.

- ‘

Thq campus is still removed from partisan pO]lLlc" and maintains

1

. .- 1 ‘7 - . . .
its independence and autonomy; however, this may change in the future
C " ("

. due to increascd external pressures.

The boardb of trusteces and university pre31dents are less
) . '

1hflubnt1ab duc to increasecd g)\ernmontal controls and the lncrcase

rid
\ '

i 2 N v

e
k\\\\ of studont and faculty power; trends suggest a continuation of the

$
%

j

v

t

A
« pfesont $0md1tlons. These trends lndlcate that the boards of
,Q' * °l_ . \ - ‘ . . . ¢
tfu%tobs and‘presld%nts will lose some of the traditional powers

", and'will Be selected with more care; that'the faculty will move

[ o . . .

' N -’
‘more rapidly toward unionization and collective bargaining} and that
studbnts w111 become more involvcd in the administrative and academic
o “ )" A . A7 -
arcas of decgsion-making. 1In contrast,  the governance structure

'

v

.

of Iranian universities is based on an authoritarian model and
fampuses—afe hiéhly politicized. The bodrds of trustees and univegsity
‘presidents are enjoying a tremendoué»aﬁount.of authority and faculty

and students are representing the ‘passive observants of the operation

° )
of theéF academic institutions.

o ’ '_'&
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Future Proposals

There is very limited consensus in the literature concerning
»

the desirable goals for North American universitres. There are

Al
supporters and critics for every single goal, based on the differing
N k4

assumption of what the proper role of the university should be.

Since most of the arguments scem reasonable, it i% hardly realistic

;.

to look for a consensus, yet agreement can be found in,semo arcas.
; i | .

Most writers believe that the teaching function of the North

Amcrican universities is neglected in favor of more emphasis on

research and service. The recommendation is to upg4?de the status

/

A) . . . .
of teaching through modification in faculty tenure ‘and promotion

e ' )
practices. There is agreement that therc is a wide gap between
research and, teaching functions of the university and that this
"gap should be filled throuah the integration of both goals. Further-
more, there is agreement that the present ambigu{ty of purpose which

dominates North American campuses should be clarified and that

N
universities é&puld develop areas of specialty and excellence rather o

N\
L4

théﬁ extending tgeir services to everything, everyone and everywhere.
In contrast to the situation with respect to goals, there

is a genéral consensus in tﬁe area of governance for North American

uniyersities; Generally, the prop?sals‘ére in favor of participatory

structure based on aemocratic principles. A sfnthesié of these

préposals fér the four major internal constituencies indicates that

the board of trustees should assume a more active role in the affairs

of the universities; that the composition of the board should reflect



b 4

. : . ,
. ' . . )
different age, sex, and minority groups; that facul}y and students
R N\ .
, Lt 3

should be involved in sclecting the board members; that the meetings

|~ .
“of the board should be more open; and that boards should agsume

pdreater authority in, and yet not intrude into, the management of

the universities. - ‘

Y

The academic administratorsvwere also the objects of numeréus
recommendations and proposals. These proposals include decentraliza-
tion of authority, separation of function, delggatfbﬁ?of aCthor}fy,.
and a move toward consensus and shared interests. Due to the ‘
bPresent ambiguity which surrounds the roles of presidents, acade 12
deans} and department chairmeﬁ, with a few exéeptioﬁs, most of the
Proposals areadirocted toward aninistrétion as a whole. Generélly}

/ these proposals seem to favor the role of the akademic administrétérs
in the d%rection of more democratic approach and sharing of their
power in the governance of North American universities.

fhere is agree&ent £ha§ the role of the faculty ig university

governance should be encouraged through greater ihvolvement in the

committece structure and represcntation on. faculty senates. - Another

283

set of proposéls encourage the full participation of all constituencies,

n

including faculty, through gréﬁtef/openhess of decision-making
structures. Despit¢ the variation of these proposals, generally,'
there is striking consensus that faculty members should be actively
involved ,in the governance of Nortﬁ American universities.

In addf&ion to involving faculty, there is a general belief

in the desirability of also involving students in the governance

a

Py
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of North American universities. Therefore, ‘it is agreed that Stannts
4

)

should have lhp right to be hecard in every issue which they are

~
’

interested. Except in the case of Canada, proposals do not usually

recommend the inclusion of students in the board of trustces. What
. . ) '
they do recommend is membership in the areas of direct student
interests. It is also generally agrced that student government,
social life, and extra-curricular activites should be directed by
students themselves. The general picture of proposal: 'n the
United States is- in favor of student involvement on a .onsultative
basis in most areds of university governance and on a voting basis

in very specific areas only. In contrast many Canadian universities

tend to involve students on}b committee membership” and voting basis

to a greater extent.

Current Feattres of Iranian
Society

For a predomipately égrarian country like Iran which is
mbving rapidly in the directién of. complexity and industrialization,
change is a cons£ant factor.‘ Evidence of this transition and the.
strong dcsi;e for change can be seeﬁ‘in every social, political,

economic, and cultural aspect of Iranian life. Major societa

for their possible implications for universities. It is increasingly

7

W
o Ny,
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unlikely that universities cgn operate in isolation from the radical
Changes in sogiety. The implications of these changes for Iranian

universities include greater involvement of the campus in sociecty

and the emergence of new ideas which will manifest themselves in the -

Structure of the univers 1ty

(

\

The university can also assume a leading role in society

Il

through critical analysi§ and interpretation of changes in its
: .

environment and hence facilitate the introduction, of change in its

organization. Based on these assumptions, the possible rQSponEes -

) .
of Iranian univérsities might include 'such radical, yet desirable,

changes as expllcatlng utilitarian goals, reducing campus p011t1c1Za—
{

tion and emphas§"1ng cegperatlve leadership, and 1ncrea51ng faculty ;

hd v

and student involvemené,

CONCLUSIONS . P

\

A number of conclusions emerge from this study. The first
e

is that there are practices in North America which deserve attention

I
}

and merit examination for the p0551ble adaptat{on in Iran. Today, ‘\)
because of astonishing develdﬁments in science .and technology, the

rate, complexity, and varlety of changes whlcﬁ'the world is éxperiencing
are &1thout precedcnt Every and all forms around us afe altered,

to the point wher¥ nothing sgems‘to be established and certain and

everYthing tends to be new and experimental. In this era of uncertainty

A}
~

and change, as well as of progress add affluence, societies become

increasingly similar to each other. 'In fact, the increasing complexity

- + )
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of our world, the rapidaéy expanding technology, the clash of .

conflicting value systems, and the accelerating expansion of

' .. ) . 1 N . . A
knowledge are only a few indications of interdependcence among nations.

Developing countries are rapidly following the same route
to progress which Advanced socicties have experienced. . In doing so,

however, they cannot afford to depend upon the slow and éostly

\ A~

method of trial and error which, perhaps, decrcases the rate of,

. . . - w
their development and incrfeases the burden on their-limited resources.

'™

. \Therefore, it is not unrealistic to assume that in this mbdern,

interdegendent world na&%ons can learn way#s of adjustments to

@

7 : . . ! . .
environments from each other.” That is, this writer strongly believes

\

that there arc practices in advanced societies of North America

which can be applied beneficial y to a developing country like Iran

in its desire for progress, dev lopment, and reconstruction.

In addition to the similarities in 'societal characteristics .

of hoth cultures, which is mainly due to the rapid changes in the
in the past two decades, Iranian and
<

societal conddt&ons of Iran
" North American universities display apparent similarities in tfeir
organization. In both cultures the control, of the university is

entrusted to a lay board of trustees; the administration of the

. .

univer®ity is delegated to the president who serves as the chief
| (

executive officer of the -board; and the faculty and students are
N :

distributed in the departmentalized organization based on subject

3

matter. These similarities, no matter how they operate,¥encourage
8 & .
the exploration of the past and present practices in North American -

H
.
.




. J
.o L Sy . . . .
universities and facilitate the adaptﬂtlon of these practices in

Iranian universitics.

~

A second conclusion is that in spife of the need and )

/ R M .
“—fecasibility of applying North American practices to Iranian social
' >

\

context, learning ways of adjustment to environments from North

American societies does not mean that their philosophy can also

7
¢
1

be imported or transplanted to Iran without any change. The growth
and development of any philosophy to a large extent‘ﬁepends on the

climate and atmosphere of its environment. If changes will result

' P N

in Iranian society bec&asc of the introduction of North AmeéT§can N

<,

practices, they shouid‘qoﬁe gradually in order to devélop in their

-~ ..

new environment and to:stay permanently. Perhaps, the preparation

[y

for change is more important tﬁaﬁ'thé‘actual‘chéngey;

o

A number of specific illustrations may ée;Ve to clarify

this po!nt. One of the attributes of North Americangﬁocieties is

v

their particfg;tory governance structure which is based on the

traditionally accepted ideals of democracy. The existence of demo-

cratic ideals in the larger society facilitated the recent introduction '
! /

of participatory governance structures in North American universities,
. L1 .

té the point where today it ,js one of the ekplicit goals of these
. ) S

academic institutions. . But the task of introducing participatory

governance structures in Iranian society will face many difficulties
including the low rate of literacy, centralized political structuré€,

‘ and 2500 years of customs, beliefs, and.traditiéns which impede the . .
: 3 | ¢ .

meaningfiul understanding of democragy.
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1

The orientation of Iranians to democracy is limited to the
political aspect of their lives, whereas democracy requires responsible
and educated citizens_who_respect the freedom of others and resolve
the controversies and conflicts throug? mutuaI interaction. To

demand freedom with no sense of responsibility is to invite dRhaos

»

L4
and anarchy. Since we believe democracy cannot be imposed, it must

be learned gradually in order to gain acceptance The gradual

1ntrOdUCthn of different facets of democracy prov1des a learning

-
-

climate which ultimately leads the society in the direction of
ideal democratic values. Based on these general observations this

'writer concludes that,\at pPresent, the creation of a democratia

s

. community cannot be applied to the Iranian universities bn the grounds
that the supporting ingredients of this goal are not vet present

This is not by any means an 1nd1catlon ‘that universities

-

should not move in this ideal direction. On the contr%ry,-if democracy
should be introduced in Iranian societyﬁ‘perhaps the university is e
the ideal place\to test it ang subsequently to, evaluate 1ts outgomes.

What it does 1mply,_however, is th;gathe introduction of any change

- -

in thepprganlzatlonal structure of Iranian universities should be
o
based on the needs of the present society and to the”extent that can
be4tolerated by government. The new structure should manifest itself
/ P . 7 ’
4 ,
4, cooperation,

_ e
Yy demanii and what

in a form which encourages nationalism, independe

curiosity, competence, in short what

v

the future dictates. ' : : / N

a ™ l‘

A third conclusion is that, generally, \universities in Iran

L
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do not assumc an active role which would éncourage the possibility
- \

of* introfucing change in their goals and governance. Perhaps .

. e . £ . SR
unlvgfsltxes arc neither prepared nor equipped to assume a leadership
4 f
role in the rapidly changing society of Iran. The political orien-

tation oflthe boards of trustces and the political socialization
of the presidents are the two major obstacles for understanding the

' . . ) o »
nature of the academic community and contribute to a large extent

r

to the increased politicization of Iranian campuses. These factors

when combined with the passive attitudes of the faculty and students,

©

maké it difficult for universities to maintain their academic indepen-

dence and to assume a leadership role. N a
. \ P

Yet, the university is one of the major. means for rgorganiza-

%

tion and reconstruction of Iranian society. Iran has devoted
considerable ehergy and resources. to' the expansion and improvement

of universithgs. Univefsities are expected to provide leadership

in administration, professions, industry, and commerce, and to meet

the increasing démands for various types of As

8

the‘country advances through urbanization and odernization, the X

university will be asked to supply a critical interpretation of

L S . S .
the stresses and tensions of the transition from tradition to modernity.

r
¢ .

But perhaps even more important, universities are charged with the

reséonsibility of training students for the leadership of a

revolutionary society. The magnitude of these demands and expectations
and the inability of universities)to respond are perhaps the signs
e . «

-

of an urgent need for the reorganization of the goals and governance

S
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of Iranian universities.

. . . e
mechanism for rcv10w1ngi€nlver51ty goals and governance, on the

RECOMMENDATIONS R

o
The recommendations which emerge from this study focus on a

~-

goals themselves and on the governance structure.

Commission on Higher Education S )

1.1

«

On the initiation of the Ministry of Science and Higher -

Education,. a commission should be formed to carry out a

~»

research-based review of the university system in Iran,

L
[%4

with the intention of providing a critical analysis of the

goals and governance oflthese institutions.

The composition of this commission should reflect an academic

orientation and therefore, its members should be represented
- , N '

. N
by each individual university to encourage the active

involvement of these institutions. e
_ S

The Ministry of‘Séiehce and Higher Education should finance

this project and assume an active role ¥ chaﬁ%eling.the

views of the government to the commission. N

The commission's final report should be a public document

and be accessible to major constituencies of the universities. -

' No centralized attempts should be made to impose- the commission's

recommendations on universities; instead, to encourage diver-
sification and autonomy, each university should be free in the

interpretation as well as the implementation of the reportts

recommendations. g o N -
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1.6 To assess the outcome of the report's réGommendations on

N

r -
each university, the commissioh should become a permgnent
R

body for periodic review of goals and governance of the

universities. . 5

%dals ) “

2.1 The national character of the univérsity in Iran should be
: 7
.. ) . L" .

éemphasized; however, the preservation of independence and

academic autonomy should become a major goal for each

i . individual university.
2.2 Iranian‘univefsitiés should pa? more atpention'tp'thgir
research function:in é'fbrm which encourages the,invggtiga— ‘
tion of national problems. B
2.3 The'rgsearch fdnctgon of the uqiyersitigs should not be
centralized in the Ministry of Sciénce and ﬁigher Education.
> ' ' On the contrpry,.if should be decentraiizealﬁifﬁinveach

[N

individual university to facilitate the expansion of

. libraries and laboratories andlto‘provide mea:.  ngful inte-

gration of research and teaching. : L : .
. ’ ' 7

<

2.4 " Universities should re:examing their- teachiny functip and

™~

abandon the traditional French model of rééitation:and

examination in favor of more diversified arn»roaches to the
. N R ? -,L , . '
processes of teachind and leatrning.

- . 3 ‘

2.5 The internal services of the universities should be increased

. to provide enoygh suppott for+the accomplishment of their

broader goals, *and the external services should beereinforced
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Z
N - N o . . .
to encourage greater involvement 1n assuming résponsibility

to meet and solve the technical, vocational, social, and

{

other demands and problems of the soéiety.

Gencral Governance

Y

3.1 In order to achieve the recommended goals, the organizational
strdcture of Iranian universities must be made compatible

w_th their  aims which necessitates a radical departure from

-

the present political climate that dominates the campuses.

-

‘gard of Trustees

4.1 Through government initiation, the meaning and philosophy
of the board of trustees should be re-examined and their
power and duties shbul@ be explicitly defined in university

statutes. .
g e 0

> «=.2 The composition of the boards of trustees should include

'

individuals with wider range of socio-economic background

<

who ieside in various pafts of the country and whose back-

. . ‘ Y
grounds demonstrate an anderstanding of the nature of the
academic community.

4.3 - The boards of trustees should assume mqré active involvement

’

in the formation of policies and reviewing the governance

R \ 2 . .
‘structure of the universiths through constant utilization

‘of'faculty expertise in the form of formal and informa$

&onsud tation.

‘4.4 The internal organization of the boards of trustees should

, | .
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be revised in favor of permanent standing as well as various

ad hdc dommittces with a clear definition of their terms

¢

of refercyce.

.

The freguency of the meeting of the boards of trustees should
be increased and the openness: of these meetings should be
emphasized to epcourage the creation of trust and to avoid

[N

misunderstandings.

Academic Administrators

5.1

5.5

o

The power and duties of;aéédemic administrators should be
explicitly defined to reduce misunmderstandings andcpo'
facilitate meaningful acceptance of reséonsibility.

The delegation of authority and responsibility should be

increased in order to expand the rate of participatjon dnd

to decrease unnecessary delay in decision-making.
1)

The selection of university presidents should be based on

v

the principle of encouraging internal reward for aéministra—

tive promotions and subject to informal consultation with
¢L'r‘ E ) ' ‘ . . .
faculty members. , , p ) {
. o

The recruitment. of the écademic deans ghould be from among
T . oo ) R o
the members Ofrtﬁe academic staff of' the universities and’

their appointment should be subject to the recommendation of
=4 )

a selection committee composed of representatives from the—
Fhch A .

ot

university administration and the agademic staff in each /4

-
.

faéplty.

The -appointment of éépartment chairmen should be subject to

.
. . . - .

| 3
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the recommendations of a selection committee composed of

representatives of faculty and students in each department.

v
. }
R

Facult :
mey

Students

6.1 ﬁppropriatcpqeéhanisms for faculty participation should be
U .

. 5 .
created through establishment of faculty senates and the O

expansion of committee structure in all levels of university

2

organizations. )
)

6.2 The power and dutieés of facukty SQQ§tes should be clearly

‘dgffﬁed7 and its membership should be composed of the

representatives of the academic staff in each faculty and

.

the delegates of university administration.
. 1 . .
6.3 To discourage external political aspirations, the internal

1 reward system of the university should be revised through
reconsideration of the criteria for faculty tenure ang
~ promotion.

‘\\ ; v

rough the initiation’ of the Ministry oﬁ,Science and Higher

Education and the support of tha universities,. external

professional organizations and the publication of sciengéfic

— . \ -

and étofessional'j0urnals should be encouraged to increase
the professional orientation of the facﬁlty and to facilitate

the exchange of professional views.

\

7.1 . Universities should abandon their-in loco parentis function . »
and provide adequate mechanisms for the formation 9f student:

, government.



N

The administration of student government, should gradually
be trusted to the students themselves and advisory nelp

be available in cases where it is demanded.

b - - . a
The .mechanisms for channeling theé griévances of stydents

should be provided, perhaps through the creation of the
-

ombudsman office and various judicial committees; yet.

the boards of trustees should remain as the final court

-

of appeal.

The implementation of these recommendations presents &

major challenge to members of the academic community, the governance

s . . .
struétures of universities, and the government. Thils report will

4

have achieved one of its majbr purposes if it stimdlaﬁis an eXamina-

tion of the possibilities for change which have been identjfied.

The writer is confident that such critical examination of existing

practices will lead more rapidly toward needed changes in the 90als

and governance of Iranian universities.

V4
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