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ABSTRACT

Hull, Don M., A Construct of Organization for Higher

Education. Doctor of Philosophy (Higher Education Adminis-

tration), August, 1974, 351 pages, 13 illustrations, 101

titles.

In developing a construct of organization for higher

education, this study is designed to describe the historical

development of college and university organizational struc-

tures and supporting theory, to describe higher education's

contemporary organizational structures and supporting theory,

to determine from writings on complex organizations their

applications to organizational structures and supporting

theory in higher education, to synthesize from the search

of literature a consistent theory of organizational struc-

tures and supporting theory for higher education institutions,

and to develop a higher education organizational construct

composed primarily of principles of organizational structure.

This study explores theory of organization as it per-

tains to colleges and universities. Heuristically con-

ceived, the study is reflective and developmental in nature.

In tracing the history of organizational theory and

practice, the nine American colleges founded before the

Revolutionary War were studied from their founding until

the beginning of the twentieth century. The histories of



eight of these colleges, as they pertain to developing

organizational structures and supporting theory, are

outlined in this study. Significant influences upon organi-

zational structures and supporting theory since the last

quarter of the nineteenth century are discussed, and their

effects described. These influences include the land-grant

movement, research universities and graduate education,

two-year colleges, and, purposes other than teaching which

colleges and universities have sought to fulfill. Current

organizational structures representative of practice in

American higher education are reported in organizational

charts.

The growing body of theoretical writings on complex

organizations was surveyed to determine implications for

and applications to institutions of higher learning. The

current debate about whether colleges and universities are

essentially similar to other types of complex organizations

is described.

The construct of organization developed from the find-

ings of this study contains thirty-three principles, ten of

which become specific recommendations for providing better

understanding of colleges and universities as organizations,

and for guiding future empirical studies..

This study reveals that an adequate comprehensive

theory of organization to account for the functioning of



colleges and universities as complex organizations is

lacking, and that organizational practice has outdistanced

the development of an adequate theoretical base. The study

calls for extensive research in the field of academic

administration and suggests productive areas of study.



PREFACE

The subject of this study is a construct of organization

for higher education. In the development of this construct

many of the earliest colonial colleges were studied to

ascertain precedents set in organizational structure and

the organizational theory underlying them. These early

precedents, plus significant influences that have affected

the organizational structures and supporting theory since

colonial days, are examined up to the present. In addition,

the literature of organizational theory of complex organi-

zations has been surveyed to determine implications for and

applications to institutions of higher education. As this

study developed, a composite body of information about colleges

and universities was formed, out of which a construct of

principles and recommendations relating to organizational

structures of colleges and universities was described.

Harvard University Press granted permission to repro-

duce the material on page 54 from the volume by Samuel Eliot

Morison, The Development of Harvard University 1869-1929,

printed in 1930. McGraw-Hill Book Company granted per-

mission to reproduce the material on pages 240, 241, 242,

246, 247, 250, 252, 254, and 255 from the two volumes edited

by Asa S. Knowles, The Handbook of College and University
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Administration, printed in 1970. Charles E. Merrill Publish-

ing Company granted permission to reproduce the material on

page 276 from the volume edited by William P. Sexton,

Organization Theories, printed in 1970. And, Prentice-Hall,

Inc., granted permission to reproduce the material on pages

229 and 244 from the volume by Blocker, Plummer, and Richard-

son, The Two-Year College: A Social Synthesis, printed in

1965. My appreciation to these publishers is sincerely

extended.

ii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE.,

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v

Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Significance of the Study
Statement of the Problem
Purpose of the Study
Definitions, Restrictions, and Assumptions
Procedures
Exploratory Questions

II. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURES AND SUPPORTING THEORY IN
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION. . . . . . . . 15

Introductory Statement
Harvard University
William and Mary College
Yale University
Princeton University
Columbia University
University of Pennsylvania
Dartmouth University
Rutgers University
Summary

III. INFLUENCES IN CONTEMPORARY ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURES AND SUPPORTING THEORY IN
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION. . . . . . . .192

Influence of the Land-Grant Movement
Influence of Research Universities and

Graduate Education

Johns Hopkins University
Clark University
University of Chicago
Summary

iii



Influence of Two-Year Colleges
Influence of Multiplicity of Purposes
Prevailing Organizational Structures in

Institutions of Higher Education

IV. LITERATURE OF THE THEORY OF ORGANIZATION
AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261

Review Summary of the Literature of
Organization Theory

The Classical Doctrine
The Humanistic School
Modern Organization Theory

Comparisons of Colleges and Universities
With Other Complex Organizations

The university compared to a corporation
The university compared to a government
bureau

The university compared to a large
foundation

The Debate Concerning the Essential
Organizational Character of Institutions
of Higher Education

V. CONCLUSIONS AND A CONSTRUCT OF ORGANIZATION
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION. . . . . . . . . . . . . .321

Introduction
A Construct of Organization for Higher

Education

Principles
Recommendations

Concluding Statement

BIBLIOGRAPHY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .343

iv



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page

1. Organizational Chart of Harvard University. . . . 54

2. Conventional Line-Staff Organization of a

Two-Year College. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .229

3. Administrative Organizational Pattern for

Private Junior Colleges--A Composite. . . . . . .240

4. Administrative Organization Pattern for a

Public Community Junior College--A Composite

(Maximum 3,500 Students). . . . . . . . . . . . .241

5. Administrative Organization Pattern for a

Public Community Junior College--A Composite

(Minimum 3,500 Students). . . . . . . . . . . . .242

6. Functional Levels of Administration in Two-

Year Colleges. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .244

7. Basic Organization in a Small College. . . . . . 246

8. Administrative Organization in a Large Urban

University. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .247

9. Administrative Organization Indicating Possible

Line-Staff Relationships. . . . . . . . . . . . .250

10. Organization Chart for a Small, Single

Purpose College. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 252

V



11. Organization Chart for a MultiDurpose College. . .254

12. Organization Chart for a University. . . . . . . .255

13. Input-Process-Output System. . . . . . . . . . . .276

vi



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Significance Of The Study

Many Americans place great faith in higher edu-

cation. There appears to be a widespread desire to

guarantee equal access to higher education to each

individual in the society who can profit thereby. Con-

tinued educational and economic progress are seen by

many observers in a number of fields as being in a

synergistic relationship.

Institutions of higher education are viewed by

some as tools for selecting people, so that some who

give promise of success are permitted to enter more pres-

tigious occupations and professions. Higher education

provides a way to occupy millions of American youths from

the time they complete high school until the labor market

can absorb them. Higher education is a kind of depository

where the collective, evolving culture of the race is

preserved for future members. To other observers, the

institutions of higher education are viewed as agents for

bringing about social change, as a setting where an in-

dividual can come, discover his abilities, and develop a

sense of personal identity. The uses of the idea of higher

1
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education are many and varied, and cannot be described

with a single stroke of the brush.

Early institutions of higher learning such as those

located in Oxford, Paris, and Bologna had apparently

little, if any, administrative structure. Universities

were primarily places to live and learn. This basic

simplicity of purpose and function characterized much of

higher education in America until the nineteenth century.

Institutions were typically brought into existence by

religious denominations which selected and appointed a

president and provided some of the required financial

resources. The president generally provided most of the

administrative leadership of the early nineteenth century

college. He raised funds, recruited students, planned the

facilities, secured the necessary labor for their con-

struction, and provided leadership for whatever faculty

existed.

In the past few decades many American institutions of

higher education have grown into highly complex organi-

zations. Swelling enrollments, the specialization of

knowledge, and the demands for an increasing variety of

services have brought to all but the very smallest of

campuses problems relating to a bureaucracy of personnel

and procedures. Since the turn of the present century

there has been little apparent change in organizational
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thinking, despite rapidly increasing enrollments, increased

faculty size, the operation of huge physical plants, and

a growing list of extra-academic facets of the modern

campus.

Many colleges and universities are currently in a

time of considerable organizational stress. From some

elements in the society there are strong demands for

greater institutional accountability, more rigid control

within the administration, and more power and authority

in the office of the president (12, pp. 522-524). There

has occurred concurrently a marked increase in the power

and independence of the professoriate (2, pp. 105-115).

Some of the apparent growing autonomy on the part of the

faculty has come recently through trends toward collective

bargaining and unionization. However, some observers

seriously question how much genuine autonomy is being

gained. They fear, in fact, an actual loss in autonomy

not only for the faculty, but for the students and

administration as well (3, pp. 421-422).

Ikenberry asserts that the typical bureaucratic

organizational structure of colleges and universities

does not seem particularly suited to resolve the struggle

for power and control between the faculty and adminis-

tration (4, pp. 23-34). He does not believe this polar-

izing conflict can be resolved by gaining greater

executive controls or by faculty unionization and
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collective bargaining. New organizational accomodations

are called for which can ease the professional-organizational

dilemma, and optimize the special qualities of both, rather

than making attempts within the present framework to

resolve what appears to be a growing deadlock.

The literature contains only isolated examples of

work concerning theory of organization as it pertains to

higher education. For example, Litchfield wrote a two-part

series on organizations of higher education just prior to

the anticipated college and university enrollment surges

of the 1960's (6, 7). In 1962 Millett wrote an important

book entitled The Academic Community in which theory of

organization was given consideration (10). Other isolated

books and articles appear in the literature, but as late

as 1968 Moran makes a very strong case for the scarcity

of research done on the subject of university organizations

(11). Mayhew made the following observation in 1971:

If there is a theory of organization or manage-
ment which could be applied to higher education
it is certainly not discussed in the literature
(9, p. 33).

Despite the fact that millions of American youths and adults

are now involved in higher education on a vast number of

campuses, the structural aspects of colleges and univer-

sities have been given only minimal consideration.

It is widely assumed that academic organizations are

not significantly different from other complex organizations
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within the society, that colleges and universities are

highly developed bureaucratic organizations in which

essentially the same forces exist that are operative in

business and public administration (5, 8). Other ob-

servers disagree with this assumed similarity, and assert

that academic organizations have unique natures and

qualities which set them apart from any other type organi-

zation (1, 10, 13).

The current organizational stress of colleges and

universities, together with a conspicuous lack of know-

ledge concerning theory of organization as it pertains to

higher education, became the rationale for the claim that

this proposed study was not only justified, but perhaps

long overdue.

A broadly conceived study was needed which would

explore theory of organization as it particularly relates

to colleges and universities, with a view of synthesizing

the significant findings into a composite theory of organi-

zation for higher education. This composite theory might

then form the basis for an attempted description of an organi-

zational construct appropriate to higher education.

Statement Of The Problem

The subject of this study was a construct of organi-

zation for higher education.
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Purpose Of The Study

The purposes of this study were to (1) ascertain and

describe from the literature of higher education the his-

torical development of organizational structures and

supporting theory, (2) ascertain and describe contemporary

organizational structures and supporting theory in higher

education, (3) review the literature of complex organi-

zations, ascertaining implications for and applications to

institutions of higher education, as it pertains to

organizational structures and supporting theory, (4)

synthesize an internally consistent composite theory of

organization for higher education from the findings of

the foregoing literature search, and (5) develop a

construct of organization appropriate to higher education

composed primarily of principles and premises regarding

organizational structure.

Definitions, Restrictions, And Assumptions

Definitions

In common usage the phrase "to organize" has at

least two distinct meanings: (1) to bring about, or to

establish the existence of something, and (2) to provide some-

thing with a definite and orderly structure. In this study,

primary emphasis was given to the latter meaning. Some

emphasis was given to the origin of colleges and univer-

sities in America, but major concern focused on the structures
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of higher education from an organizational point of

view.

An Organization was simply defined as a group of

people working together to achieve specified goals.

Theory has been defined in various ways. To some,

theory is viewed as man's highest form of thought,

necessarily tentative, symbolic, speculative, exploratory,

always subject to modification or possible rejection.

It can be classified as autonomous, functional, or

mediating.

Theory can be viewed as a comprehensive explanation

of a situation, a fundamental set of assumptions from

which empirical laws (principles) can be derived. Such

a theory is itself not a law, nor can it be examined,

demonstrated, or proved by direct experiment.

To others, theory can be a general approach, and

can take a form in which the results of observations

may be expressed so as to explain as many and as different

phenomena as possible.

One of the definitions which Webster ascribes to

theory is "a formulation of apparent relationships or

underlying principles of certain observed phenomena

which has been verified to some degree (14, p. 1,511)."

In this research theory of organization was viewed

as that which seeks to understand and explain how
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organizations, specifically colleges and universities,

function. Such a theory is necessarily retrospective and

descriptive in character, and can be useful in not only

explaining organizational behavior, but also in predicting

and influencing it. Theory of organization, as it per-

tains to colleges and universities, is that set of assump-

tions, explicitly stated or implied, which seeks to

account for their functioning as organizations, and for

their elements and properties as social organizations.

A basic distinction between governance and organi-

zation was useful in conducting this study, and provided

needed clarity. Governance was taken to mean the formal

arrangement for exercising decision-making authority, while

organization was viewed as a structure for the implementation

and performance of the purposes of an enterprise. These

two concepts are definitely inter-locked in the typical

organization, and are in a mutually affective relation-

ship; that is, one directly affects and to some degree

controls the other.

Restrictions

In keeping with the stated purposes of this study,

there were no hypotheses to be tested and no surveys or

observations to be conducted.

This study was heuristically conceived. That is, the

approach was to read, interpret, and glean---to explore,
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to systematically reason, and describe. It was primarily

reflective and developmental in nature.

This study was not primarily an historical one, but in

the description of the historical precedents and developments

of organizational structure and supporting theory in

higher education, available original documents were

utilized. In addition, the scholarly writings of his-

torians and educators were also utilized to aid in the

identification and description of these precedents and

developments. The intent was to survey how theory of

organization in higher education has been viewed his-

torically, and how past and present organizational

structures have been developed.

Assumptions

Many American institutions of higher education vary

widely as to size, complexity, control, purposes, and

programs. While these and other acknowledged differences

exist, it was assumed that the similarities were far greater

than the differences. Thus, the terms "theory of organi-

zation" and "construct of organization" as conceived here

were based on a collective judgment of colleges and univer-

sities within the United States.

Procedures

The literature of higher education was thoroughly
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perused to determine the historical developments leading

to past and present organizational structures and support-

ing theory. Original documents and writings were

utilized to make these determinations when available. In

addition, the scholarly writings of historians and educators

were used as secondary sources to assist in these deter-

minations.

Organizational theory of complex organizations was

carefully studied from the literature of that field.

Essential elements---postulates, principles, premises,---

were gleaned which had implications for and applications

to institutions of higher education.

From the literature search in higher education, and

also in that of complex organizations, the findings were

synthesized into an internally consistent theory of

organization, out of which was proposed a construct of

organization appropriate to higher education.

In researching the literature and developing the

organizational construct specified in this study, the

following exploratory questions served as important

guidelines.

Exploratory Questions

1. What are some of the evidences of organizational
stress through which institutions of higher
education are now passing? Does this evidence
suggest the need for new organizational accommo-
dations for higher education?
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2. What are the essential similarities and differ-ences, as far as organization is concerned,between colleges and universities, and business-
industrial organizations?

3. What has been the historical development oforganizational theory (and resultant organi-zational structures) in higher education fromthe colonial college to the present?

4. What is the relationship between organizational
theory and organizational structure?

5. Based on a consensus of all colleges and univer-sities in the United States, describe the pre-vailing organizational theory and the prevailingorganizational structures.

6. To what extent does the problem of decentrali-zation of authority describe the present tensionsbetween the faculty and administration of
colleges and universities?

7. What are the forces on and off campus acting forand against decentralization of authority?

8. Is further decentralization a viable structuralchange for institutions of higher education?

9. What is a bureaucracy and what are itsessential characteristics? Describe a bureau-cratic organizational structure.

10. Can colleges and universities be described
as bureaucracies?

11. What is the relationship between goals (ob-jectives, needs, expectations) and theory oforganization in a given enterprise?

12. What is the relationship between governance
and organizational structure?

13. What are the essential elements --- postulates,principles, facts, concepts---in the theory ofcomplex organizations which have implicationsfor and applications to institutions of higher
education?
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14. What are the prevailing schools of thought in
the study of the theory of organizational
structures of complex organizations?

15. To what extent can current organizational theory
in higher education, together with essential
elements of the theory of complex organizations
(Question No. 13), be synthesized into an inter-
nally consistent composite theory of organi-
zation for higher education?

16. On the basis of the theoretical composite
outlined in Question No. 15, can one derive
a construct of organization composed of elements
such as principles and premises appropriate
to higher education?
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CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL

STRUCTURES AND SUPPORTING THEORY IN

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Introductory Statement

It is characteristic of man that, when it appears

desirable to perform a certain kind of work or accomplish

a task, he brings organizations into existence to achieve

such ends. Further, he arranges the relationships of

the participants in his organizations in such a way as

to achieve the goals and objectives of the organization

in an efficient and effective manner.

It is perhaps a truism that organizations are, in

general, brought into existence on the basis of some kind

of perceived need. The fulfillment of such needs becomes,

quite naturally, the primary goals and objectives of that

organization, whether they be long-range or short-range.

Frequently organizations are created to correct societal

ills, to enhance the quality of life, to supply certain

kinds of products, to achieve stronger recognition and

representation, to make war, to make peace, and for a

seemingly endless variety of other reasons.

The working relationships of people within

15
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organizations are generally identified, and frequently

specified to varying extents by the organization. The

fact that the founder(s) of an organization must, of

necessity, vest a certain amount of authority in the

organization is self-evident. How the formal relation-

ships of organizational members are established frequently

becomes a measure of how this authority is exercised and

shared, and reveals the implicit theory of organization.

In other words, organizational structure may function as a

reflection of organizational theory.

A thorough study of the earliest institutions -of

higher education in America makes it quite evident that

vested authority was first lodged in a president and a

board of control. That both of these administrative agencies

were borrowed from European tradition by the founding

fathers is a conclusion carefully arrived at by Brubacher

and Rudy:

From the very beginning of higher education
on American shores the principal agencies ofadministration were a president and a boardof control. Neither agency seems to have beenan American innovation--as thought in some
quarters--much less a copy of the later
American business corporation. On the contrary,both were importations from Europe. Yet evenEurope had not always had these structures inits administrative organization of higher
education. Anciently power seems to have beenvested by prescription in an autonomous guild
of scholars. In the course of time, however,the guild surrendered much of its autonomy tothe Crown but, by taking a charter from the
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king, the guild gained the Jus ubique docendi("the right to teach everywhere") whereas formerlythis right was limited to the locale where theguild existed.

Coincidental with the Protestant Reformation
on the Continent a very different kind ofcontrol appeared, control by a body of laymen.The emergence of this pattern of control can beseen very clearly in that center of Protestant-
ism, Geneva.

It was this pattern that spread to such otherProtestant universities as Leyden in Holland,Edinburgh and Aberdeen in Scotland and TrinityCollege in Dublin. From these institutions itwas but a hop, skip, and a jump to the Americancolonies and the colleges to be founded there(1, pp. 25-26).

There is a sense in which theory of organization is
both old and new. It is old in the sense that anyone

at any time has had a theory before he organized any-

thing. It is new in the sense that only recently have
men begun to study it, research it, and write about it.
Much of what is known about theory of organization has
come from studying it in retrospect.

If one wishes to ascertain something of the theory
of organization of the founders of American colleges and
universities, he must likewise study it in retrospect.

Because organization theory, per se, is a product

of the twentieth century, it would be presumptuous to
expect to find carefully constructed and defined theories
upon which colleges and universities were founded three
hundred years ago. However, a careful study of the



earliest American institutions of higher education reveals

how early European precedents found their way into

practice in America, and also reveals those patterns of

organization which are distinctly American. The organi-

zational structures and patterns which took form in the

early colonial days have served this country well, and

have remained essentially unchanged for three centuries.

According to Tewksbury (24, pp. 28-34), there were

nine colleges founded in America prior to the Revolutionary

War, all of which survive to the present under the follow-

ing names:

Harvard University (1636)

College of William and Mary (1693)

Yale University (1701)

Princeton University (1746)

Columbia University (1754)

University of Pennsylvania (1755)

Brown University (1765)

Rutgers University (1766)

Dartmouth College (1769)

Several of these early colleges have been carefully

studied to ascertain the legal arrangements, purposes, and

organizational framework given them by the founding fathers.

These institutions set the pattern, directly and indirectly,

for virtually all the institutions of higher learning
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that have developed in the United States, and provided

the models of organizational structure that have been

closely followed.

Harvard University

There appears to be little doubt that Harvard College

was the first recognized institution of higher education

in the United States.

In his exhaustive history of Harvard, Morison states

that the legislative act officially bringing Harvard College

into existence was passed by the General Court of the

Massachusetts Bay Colony on October 25, 1636 (14, p. 4).

In that legislation the Court appropriated funds for the

establishment of the College, but it was not until

November 20, 1637, that a committee was appointed by the

Court to bring the College into existence.

While there is no known document outlining the

original purposes and objectives of Harvard College,

Morison believes that what amounts to an official state-

ment of the founding fathers can be found in the early

document, New England First Fruits (1643):

After God had carried us safe to New England,
and wee had builded our houses, provided
nessaries for our liveli-hood, reared con-
venient places for God worship, and setled
the Civill Government: One of the next
things we longed for, and looked after was
to advance Learning and perpetuate it to
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Posterity; dreading to leave an illiterate
Ministery to the Churches, when our present
Ministers shall lie in the Dust (14, p. 432).

Morison concludes from this statement, and other related

documents, that the advancement and perpetuation of learning

were the broad and ultimate objectives of the College,

while the education and training of their ministers was

the immediate purpose. Though careful to point out that

"Harvard was founded for the advancement and perpetuation

of learning," he is also careful not to imply that their

motive was simply secular:

Yet we should miss the spirit of early
Harvard if we supposed the founder's purpose
to be secular. In Christi Gloriam, inscribedon the College Seal of 1650, expressed thefundamental object of their foundation. TheEnglish mind had barely conceived a lay systemof higher education, and any such plan wouldhave been abhorred by the puritans. Like themedieval schoolmen, they believed all knowledgewithout Christ was vain (14, p. 250).

Yet to strengthen his case concerning the broad founding

objectives of Harvard, Morison points out that Harvard's

first Charter of 1650 does not mention the training of

ministers. The purposes in this first Charter are care-

fully included in his research:

The aduancement of all good literature, artes
and Sciences.
The aduancement and education of youth in allmanner of good literature Artes and Sciences.All other necessary provisions that may conductto the education of the English and Indian youthof this Country in knowledge: and godliness
(14, p. 248).
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It appears highly significant that this essential

purpose, that of educating the individual student,

continues to remain one of the primary elements in

American higher education more than three hundred years

later. For example, in its report and recommendation on

the purposes and the performance of higher education in the

United States, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

listed as Purpose Number One the "Education of the Individual

Student and the Provision of a Constructive Environment

for Developmental Growth (2, pp. 13-22)."

The committee appointed by the General Court of the

Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1637 amounted to Harvard's

first Board of Overseers. By examining the personal back-

grounds of each of the twelve appointed to this Board,

Morison has demonstrated that six were magistrates and six

were clergymen; seven were alumni of Cambridge, one a

graduate of Oxford, and the other four, brothers or fathers

of Cambridge alumni (14, pp. 193-198).

Behind the colonial government of the Massachusetts

Bay Colony lay the puritan churches and the educated and

religious people in New England. Through their perceived

need of an educated citizenry, and a trained and educated

clergy, they brought into existence their first organi-

zation to meet these needs, Harvard College.
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Again, Morison observes:

If we would know upon what model Harvard
College was established, what were the
ideals of her founders and the purposes
of her first governors, we need seek
no further than the University of Cam-
bridge. It was there that the greater
part of them had had their education. The
puritan migration which established the
colonies of Massachusetts Bay and Connecticut
was led by alumni of Oxford and Cambridge.
About a hundred Cambridge University men,
and one third of that number from the
University of Oxford, emigrated to New
England before 1646; and from these alumni
were recruited the founders and first governors
of Harvard College; from their loins sprung
most of the first generation of Harvard stu-
dents. These university-trained emigrants
were the people who founded the intellectual
traditions and scholastic standards of New
England. They created that public opinion
which insisted on sound schooling, at what-
ever cost; and through their own characters
and lives they inculcated, among a pioneer
people, a respect for learning (14, pp. 40-41).

The appointed Board of Overseers became the official

governing body which brought about the establishment of

Harvard, and appointed its first head, Nathaniel Eaton.

The title, "Professor," was bestowed upon Eaton, and it

was not until the appointment of Eaton's successor, Henry

Dunster, that the title "President" was used (14, pp.

199-200, 241). Whereas the task of Eaton was the instruc-

tion of the students, it appears that the Board of Over-

seers, following the dismissal of Eaton for cruel treat-

ment of the students and financial irregularities, saw

the role of Dunster as "President" quite differently:
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There is some reason to believe that, as
President, Dunster was not expected to be
the master of Harvard College. His title
was uncommon for the head of an English
college; the office of President in his own
college of Magdalene (and also in St.
John's) was inferior to that of Master,
corresponding more or less to the Dean of
the Faculty in an American college. Dunster
reminded the magistrates in 1653 that they
had called him 'to undertake the instructing
of the youth of riper years and literature
after they came from grammar schools. . .No
further care or distraction was imposed on
mee or expected from mee but to instruct.'
It seems that Dunster had expected to play
the part of senior fellow, or President in the
Cambridge sense, under a master who would be
President in the later American sense (14,
pp. 243-244).

Cambridge, with which most of the Board of Overseers

had strong personal ties, was a university of Colleges

at the time of the founding of the colonies, each headed

by a Master. The authority of a Master over his par-

ticular College was quite complete. In each college there

were varying numbers of Fellows, so that they, in con-

junction with the Master, became the governing body for

the College in virtually all matters with the possible

exception of university-wide regulations, or direct inter-

ference by the King of England.

Under Dunster, Harvard had its first commencement in

1642 and continued to operate until 16 50,at which time

Harvard's first Charter was enacted. Earlier, on September 27,

1642, the General Court had passed legislation officially

to formalize the appointment of the Board of Overseers,
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provide for filling vacancies that might occur on the

Board, and extend their powers. The minutes of this

highly significant Board meeting are given in Morison's

book, The Founding of Harvard College:

Whereas, by order of Court in the 7th mo,
1636, there was appointed and named six

magistrates and six elders to order the
colledge at Cambridge, of which twelue some are
removed out of this jurisdiction,---
It is therefore ordered, that the Governour
and Deputy for the time being, and all the
magistrats of this jurisdiction, together
with the teaching elders of the sixe next
adioyning townes, that is Cambridge,
Watertowne, Charlestowne, Boston, Roxberry,
and Dorchester, and the president of the
colledge for the time being, shall have
from time to time full power and authority
to make and establish all such orders,
statutes, and constitutions as they shall
see necessary for the instituting, guiding,
and furthering of the said colledge and the
severall members thereof from time to time
in piety, morality, and learning; as also
that they shall have full power to dispose,
order, and manage, to the use and behoofe of
the said colledge and members thereof, all
gifts, legacies, bequeathalls, revenues,
lands, and donations, as either have bene,
are, or shalbee conferred, bestowed, or any
wayes shall fall to the said colledge; and
whereas it may come to passe that many of
the said magistrates and elders may bee absent,
or otherwise implied in weighty affaires, when
the said colledge neede their present helpe,
councell, and authority, therefore it is ordered,
that the greater number of the said magistrates,
elders, and president shall have the power of
the whole; provided, also, that if any con-
stitution, order, or orders shalbee made that
is found hurtfull to the said colledge, or

the members thereof, or to the weale publike,
that then, upon the appeale of the partie
or parties aggrieved to the said overseers,
that they shall repeale the said order or
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orders at their next meeting, or stand account-
able thereof to the next Generall Court (22,
pp. 325-326).

Through this significant legislation the Court made an

official institution of the Board of Overseers and charged

them with the control of the College. Thus, the basic

organizational structure beginning to form at this time

in the life of Harvard College is well summarized by

Morison:

Thus the General Court made an institution
of the Board of Overseers, and of the College
placed under their charge. The Board was
granted quasi-corporate powers to govern
the College, both directly and through by-laws,
and to receive, hold, and dispose of property;
appeals were allowed from the Board to the
General Court, as the supreme authority in the
Colony under the King. By virtue of this act
the Overseers became in effect Feoffees (as
Hubgard called them in the language of the
day); a committee of twelve magistrates and
ministers was transformed into a board of
ex officiis trustees representing both Church
and State, with the President of the College
added to represent the teaching faculty (14,
p. 326).

According to Morison's research, the organization of the

Board of Overseers remained unaltered until 1708 and was

not substantially changed until1851, when reorganized

as the elected representatives of Harvard graduates.

Morison observes that the attempt to secure a new

Charter in 1650 was brought on by the Board of Overseers

becoming an increasingly ineffective body:
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The Board of Overseers, the ex officio board

of magistrates and ministers organized by
the Act of 1642, was a cumbrous body for the

ordinary needs of college business, difficult

to assemble from the different parts of the

Bay Colony; and only one member of it, the

President of the College, had any close contact

with college affairs. Moreover, the President

and Tutors had no security. They were merely

employees of an official board, in the unfor-
tunate position of having responsibility without

power. Any and every act of their government
and discipline was liable to be overruled
by the Overseers. The contrast between
their situation and that of English college
fellows, who enjoyed almost sovereign powers
within their college precincts, was humiliating
(15, pp. 3-4).

In its first Charter of 1650, the Board of Overseers

were not only retained, but an additional administrative

body, the "Corporation," was created to provide the day-

to-day leadership necessary for the growing institution.

This new Charter provided for the creation of the Cor-

poration:

It is therefore ordered and enacted by this
Court and the authority thereof, that for the

furthering of so good a work, and for the

purposes aforesaid, from henceforth that the

said College in Cambridge, in Middlesex, in
New England, shall be a Corporation, con-

sisting of seven persons, to wit, a President,
five Fellows, and a Treasurer or Bursar; and
that Henry Dunster shall be the first Pres-

ident, Samuel Mather, Samuel Danforth, Masters
of Art, Jonathan Mitchell, Comfort Starr,

and Samuel Eaton, Bachelors of Art, shall be
the five Fellows, and Thomas Danforth to be
present Treasurer, all of them being inhab-
itants in the Bay, and shall be the first

seven persons of which the Corporation shall

consist; and that the said seven persons, or
the greater number of them procuring the presence
of the Overseers of the College, and by their
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counsel and consent, shall have power, and
are hereby authorized, at any time or times,
to elect a new President, Fellows, or Treasurer,
so oft and from time to time, as any of the said

person or persons shall die or be removed; which

said President and Fellows for the time being
shall forever hereafter, in name and fact,
be one body politic and corporate in law, to
all intents and purposes, and shall have per-
petual succession, and shall be called by the

name of President and Fellows of Harvard College
(8, pp. 210-211).

The wording of the Charter makes it evident that,

although they would not be initiating legislation, the

Board of Overseers would be reviewing, and if necessary,

negating it:

And the President and Fellows, or the major

part of them, from time to time, may meet and
choose such officers and servants for the College,
and make such allowance to them, and them also
to remove, and, after death or removal, to choose

such others, and to make from time to time such
orders and by-laws, for the better ordering and

carrying on the work of the College, as they shall

think fit; provided the said orders be allowed
by the Overseers (8, p. 211).

Thus, the bicameral form of government adopted at Harvard,

in contrast to the unicameral form at Yale and other later

institutions, became the system of college administration

which has served the institution until the present.

In keeping with the Charter, the new Corporation known

as the "President and Fellows of Harvard College" became

immediately responsible for the immediate control and adminis-

tration of the college.

This change in administrative structure amounted to a

change in theory of organization by the Trustees, for the



28

creation of a resident body who could be closely 
in con-

tact with the affairs of the college and control its admin-

istration was in direct response to the changing needs of

the college. The largely non-resident Board of Overseers had

become unable to properly and efficiently manage the bud-

ding institution, and it became evident that an administrative

body needed to be created to whom the authority to 
achieve

these functions could be delegated. Brubacher and Rudy

observe:

This body provided a resident group in constant

and immediate touch with college affairs and one

which could choose its own officers, perpetuate

its own membership, sue and be sued, and manage

the college generally. It seems to have been

President Dunster's idea to have the faculty as

fellows and to lodge in this body the real control

of the institution (1, p. 26).

Acknowledging and confirming the Board of Overseers,

and indicating the distribution of powers between the two

governing bodies, the Charter was structured in such a way

that, in effect, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had

by no means lost control over the direction the institution

would now take. Morison makes this point very clear:

But in the Harvard Charter the Board of

Overseers, as established by the Act of 1642
(all the Assistants of the Bay Colony, and

the ministers of Boston, Charlestown, Cam-

bridge, Watertown, Roxbury, and Dorchester),

is confirmed and recognized not as a mere
board of visitation, but as a second governing

body. Initiative lies with the Corporation;
but consent of the Overseers is required for

college statutes, appointments, and fellowship



29

elections. It was, of course, natural that

the Commonwealth which had founded Harvard
College, and the Churches which the College

supplied, should wish to keep a certain control

over a young institution, run by young men
(15, pp. 10-11).

The need for further clarification of the distribution

of powers between the Board of Overseers and the Corporation

resulted in the General Court of the Massachusetts Bay

Colony adding an appendix to Harvard's Charter. The Appendix

was dated October 23, 1657 and, because of its organizational

importance, is given in its entirety:

In answer to certain proposals presented to this

Court by the Overseers of HARVARD COLLEGE, as an

appendix to the College Charter, it is ordered---
The Corporation shall have power, from time to

time, to make such orders and by-laws, for the
better ordering, and carrying-on of the work

of the College, as they shall see cause, without
dependence upon the consent of the Overseers
foregoing. Provided always, that the Corporation
shall be responsible unto, and those orders and

by-laws shall be alterable by, the Overseers,
according to their discretion.

And when the Corporation shall hold a meeting,
and agreeing with college servants, for making
of orders and by-laws, for debating and con-

cluding of affairs concerning the profits and

revenues of any lands or gifts, and the disposing
thereof (provided that all the said disposals
be according to the will of the donors), for
management of all emergent occasions, for the

procuring of a general meeting of the Overseers
and Society in great and difficult cases, and
in cases of non-agreement, and for all other
college affairs to them pertaining,---in all

these cases the conclusion shall be valid, being
made by the major part of the Corporation, the

President having a casting vote. Provided

always, that, in these things also, they be re-

sponsible to the Overseers as aforesaid. And
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in case the Corporation shall see cause to
call a meeting of the Overseers, or the Over-
seers shall think good to meet of themselves,
it shall be sufficient unto the validity of
college acts, that notice be given to the
Overseers in the six towns mentioned in the
printed law anno 1642, when the rest of the
Overseers, by reason of the remoteness of their
habitations, cannot conveniently be acquainted
therewith (8, pp. 212-213).

The theory of organization followed made it abundantly

clear that the Corporation was the primary governing body

of the institution, and equally clear that the consent of

the Board of Overseers was required to make valid any

action taken by the Corporation. Though the Overseers

were not granted authority to initiate any legislation, it

was their function to act as a sort of check and balance

on the Corporation to protect the interests of the Colony

and its churches, and to make certain the decisions made

by the Corporation were wise ones.

In his historical research into Harvard, Morison found

the Overseers far outstepped their legal bounds during

the seventeenth century as provided by the Charter and its

appendix:

Nevertheless, the Overseers took a good deal
more on themselves; throughout the seventeenth

century they were the more powerful governing
body of the two. It was the Overseers who,
despite the Charter, elected Presidents Chauncy

and Hoar. It was to the Overseers, not the
Corporation, that the teaching fellows looked
for their stipends, and from whom the Treasurer
took his orders for payments. It was the Over-
seers who promulgated orders for the guidance
and conduct of college servants. After the
Charter was revived in 1707, the Corporation
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began to recover some of the rights under which
their youthful predecessors had never dared
to assert (15, p. 13).

The Overseers may have had good reason for exercising

authority not legally provided to them in the Charter and

its appendix, for in his research Morison found the Fellows

of the institution during these years to be a very unstable

group. The financial inability of the College made the job

of a teaching fellow quite unworthwhile:

From the records I gain the impression that
until Governor Dudley and President Leverett
reorganized it in 1707, the Corporation was
neither regarded nor treated with much respect:
that the President governed the College with the
aid of such Overseers as were interested, and
treated the tutors as senior students assisting
him in discipline and instruction, rather than
as his fellows (15, p. 15).

Thus, while the theory of organization called for a

self-perpetuating corporation of President, Treasurer,

and five Fellows to govern the institution, for over half

a century the President and interested Overseers exercised

most of the governing power. The ideal of their theory

had to give over to a more real and practical way of

functioning until the nature of these Fellows on the Cor-

poration had changed significantly.

Toward the end of the seventeenth century it became the

practice to appoint to the Corporation fellows who neither

resided at the College nor taught, nor did they receive a

stipend. Morison found that, in reviewing the individual
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men appointed to the Corporation during these years, the

Corporation had undergone an unplanned, yet very significant,

change:

A majority of the Corporation was composed of
settled ministers of Boston and neighboring
towns; but there was always at least one tutor
on the Corporation until 1780, when Caleb Gannett
resigned. The year before, the Corporation had
taken a new departure by electing a distinguished
layman, James Bowdoin, to its fellowship; and the
practice then began of filling the Corporation
with 'solid men of Boston'---lawyers, jurists,
physicians, financiers, and an occasional states-
man, bishop, or man of letters. Thus the Corporation
developed from a fellowship of resident tutors
into a board of non-resident trustees; and the
Board of Overseers, from being a highly watchful
governing board of magistrates and ministers has
become a sort of academic House of Lords which
'Does nothing in particular, and does it very
well (15, p. 21).

This subtle shift in the nature of appointees to

the Corporation is an indication of a changing theory of

organization. While the original idea by Dunster to have

the College governed by a body of resident tutors serving

as fellows failed to prove practical and workable, the

control of the institution by a President, Treasurer, and

a board of non-resident trustees did.

During the time these skeletal organizational changes

were taking place, the internal organization of the College

was likewise taking definite shape. While the Charter of

1650 provided for five resident teaching fellows, Morison

found that the teaching staff through most of the last half

of the seventeenth century consisted of only the President
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and two or three tutors (15, pp. 50-51). Morison also

found that, after 1643, each tutor saw one or more classes

of undergraduate students completely through the four-year

curriculum, provided he remained as tutor for this length

of time.

The typical tutor of the seventeenth century
was a very young man, appointed to a fellowship
shortly after taking his Bachelor's degree. He
was a candidate for the ministry, and resigned
his tutorship as soon as a ministerial opening
appeared, or whenever the lure of a chaplaincy
in the New Model Army or other overseas adventure
drew him back to the old country (15, p. 51).

In appointing recent graduates as resident tutors the

tacit assumption was made that the tutor, on graduation to

his own degree, was competent to teach all the subjects to

others also wanting to attain that degree. The theory of

organization followed in the internal functioning of the

College called for the tutors and students to be virtually

constant companions. They were in each other's company

almost every hour of the day, slept in the same quarters,

ate their meals together, worshipped together, and the

tutor was responsible, in general, for the intellectual and

spiritual development of the students assigned him.

Morison's research into the early records of the

College revealed that a small hierarchy of college officers

existed beginning with the Steward, who was responsible for

the college accounts, followed by the cook and butler.

These three staff members were called "officers," while
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the brewer, baker, cook'-s assistants and bed-makers were

given the less-prestigious title of "servants." While the

Treasurer was responsible for the external business affairs

of the College, the Steward was responsible for the internal

affairs (15, pp. 53-55).

The basic organization of students was by Class as

established early in Dunster's administration. The

curriculum called for three year's study for the B. A.,

and an additional three years for the M. A. This procedure

was extended to a four-year program for the B. A. by

Dunster in 1652 to better keep Harvard in line with Euro-

pean academic traditions and expectations. Thus, the

four Classes were designated freshman, sophomore, junior

and senior sophister (15, pp. 64-66).

The opinion that the Board of Overseers had over-

stepped their authority in usurping the financial manage-

ment of Harvard in 1654, complicated further by a theo-

logical disagreement, resulted in the resignation of Dunster

on October 24, to be followed by Charles Chauncey, who was

inaugurated as the new president on November 27 (15, pp.

302-314).

Although the Charter of 1650 provided that the Cor-

poration was to have the power to select a president,

Chauncey was selected and appointed by the Board of Over-

seers. As Morison points out, this was probably due to the
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weakened state of the Corporation (15, p. 323). This

action on the part of the Overseers was probably more a

matter of expediency and necessity than of legality, for

the Charter clearly does not extend to the Overseers the

authority to effect such an action. This same procedure

was followed in the appointment of Leonard Hoar as president

in 1672, Chauncey having died several months earlier.

For reasons apparently not precisely known, a new

charter for Harvard was passed by the General Court on

October 21, 1672, the substance of which varies little from

the earlier Charter of 1650 other than re-naming the

Corporation, The President, Fellowes, and Treasurer of

Harvard College. It is the thought of Morison that pro-

bably the new charter was an attempt by Hoar to restore,

in some measure, the original strength of the Corporation

(15, pp. 398-399).

It was to the Board of Overseers, not the Corporation,

that Hoar submitted his resignation in 1675. However,

the precedent of permitting the Corporation to participate

in the appointment of a new president was set in April

of 1675 when Urian Oakes was selected to replace Hoar.

Morison found that, in a meeting of the combined Board of

Overseers and Corporation, Oakes was appointed President

pro tempore as revealed in old Colony records which read:



36

Mr. Vrian Oakes was desired to give his Answer
to a former motion of the Overseers to accept
of the place of the President of the Colledge
pro tempore. In Answer whereto, he declared
a deep sence of his unfitness for the work; yet
considering the present Exigency the Society
was now in, and confiding in the Overseers
seasonably to endeavour the settling a fitt
person for that work, manifesting his willing-
ness to accept of that place for a time God
enabling by health and strength, and so far as
his church consented (21, p. 415).

As the Corporation regained some of the strength

and stability lost earlier, it is apparent the Overseers'

estimation of the Corporation improved, for in early

1677 the Corporation moved to appoint John Rogers as the

new president. Rogers did not accept this invitation,

but it did emanate solely from the Corporation invitation,

and was subject to the approval of the Overseers. Out of

desperation in not having found a permanent president,

the Corporation again moved in February, 1680, to appoint

Oakes as President, rather than President pro tempore. This

action was approved by the Overseers (15, p. 430, 436). The

unexpected death of Oakes less than one year later resulted

in the appointment of John Rogers by the Corporation to

become president in April, 1682, the Corporation having

unsuccessfully approached several other men earlier. Rogers,

approved by the Overseers, died one year later and, because

the Corporation could not find a new president, the College

fell to the direction of the senior tutor.

The apparent theory of organization underlying the
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organizational structure of Harvard called for the Over-

seers to delegate virtually all the internal administration

of the College, including the appointment of a President,

to the Corporation. This theory assumed the competency of

the individuals comprising the Corporation. When the Board

of Overseers viewed the Corporation as weak, unstable,

and basically incompetent, they themselves stepped in and

performed the necessary functions. When the Overseers

viewed the Corporation as strong, stable, and competent,

they let the Corporation perform its designated activities

with a minimum of interference.

The period 1685-1708, as Morison points out, was a

highly confusing one as it pertains to the government and

organizational structure of the institution. Morison has

studied this brief era exhaustively, and concludes that the

government of the institution reverted back in 1708 to

exactly where it began in 1685, following a complicated

series of organizational changes under the direction of

the President, Increase Mather (15, p. 472).

The organizational changes during this period were as

complicated, desperate, and confusing as were the times for

the Massachusetts Bay Colony, the Colony having had charter
problems of its own. For example, Morison carefully deter-

mined from the institutional records no fewer than eight

major changes, including organization and government, were

made during 1685-1708.
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In summary form, these eight changes included:

1. Following the Colony's loss of its Royal
Charter, the College was placed under theleadership of a Rector and Tutors, 1686

2. On the restoration of the colonial govern-
ment, the Charter of 1650 was restored, 1690

3. A new charter, 1692

4. Temporary settlements of 1696

5. A new charter, 1697

6. Temporary settlements of 1699

7. Additional temporary settlements of 1700-
1702

8. Charter of 1650 restored, 1708

The return to the Charter of 1650 brought back the

President and Fellows and Board of Overseers, and was

accompanied by the appointment of a new president, John

Leverett.

The future of the bicameral form of government at

Harvard was severely tested in the second and third decades

of the eighteenth century when the Corporation and Over-
seers found themselves in an open conflict for control of
the government of the internal affairs of the College. At
stake was the question as to whether the College would be
controlled by the resident scholars, or by a president and
non-resident trustees. The failure of Leverett to let certain
tutors become Fellows of the Corporation in deference to

local ministers, with no teaching responsibilities was the
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immediate problem which brought about the more crucial

issue of control, observes Morison (16, pp. 69-75).

A suit filed by one of the tutors not permitted to

become a Fellow in the Corporation forced the question

into a political setting, and in the legislature of the

Massachusetts Bay Colony the matter was settled in keeping

with the Charter. That is, the tutors were not to be

denied their right to be Fellows in the Corporation. This

highly important decision again reaffirmed the control of

the College as being squarely in the hands of the Cor-

poration which was composed of the resident scholars who

did the actual teaching.

Under the administration of Leverett the College did

succeed in 1722 in getting its first chaired professorship,

that of Professor of Divinity (16, pp. 66-68). A second

endowed professorship occurred in 1727 with the establish-

ment of a Professorship of Mathematics and Natural Phil-

osophy (16, p. 79).

That the Board of Overseers could veto decisions of

the Corporation, even if they could not make decisions and

initiate action regarding internal affairs of the College,

is quite clear in the early records of the College. For

example, Morison found that in 1737 the Overseers vetoed

the removal of a Professor who had been dismissed by the

Corporation, choosing rather to give him an additional six
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months to reform (16, pp. 80-81). The Corporation had

earlier voted for his dismissal for intemperance. Nor did

the Overseers hesitate to examine the religious beliefs

of the Corporation-appointed teaching staff before confirming

them, feeling they had a "right to examine into the principles

of all those that are employed in the instruction of the

students of the College, upon any just suspicion of their

holding dangerous tenets (16, p. 84)."

Perhaps the most important organizational change

to occur under President Holyoke (1737-1769) was that of

reform in the curriculum, as described by Morison:

The most essential reform of Holyoke's
administration was doing away With the
ancient system of each tutor's taking a
class through all subjects in the curric-
ulum. The four tutors became specialists in
January, 1767; to one was assigned all instruc-
tion in Latin; to another, Greek; to a third,
Logic, Metaphysics, and Ethics; to a fourth,
Natural Philosophy, Mathematics, Geography,
and Astronomy; and all four taught Rhetoric,
Elocution, and English composition, in
accordance with the excellent principle that
everyone should teach English, no matter what
other subject he taught. The Hollis Pro-
fessor of Divinity took charge of religious
instruction, and Professor Winthrop continued
to deliver his 'experimental lectures' in
Natural Science until the hegira to Concord
separated from him the 'philosophical apparatus'
(16, p. 90).

This theory of organization was based on a perceived need

for the professors and tutors to be able to specialize

in specific areas of instruction, rather than teach all

the subjects utilized in the four-year program at that
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time. During these times the Corporation consisted of the

President, three professors, one instructor, and four

tutors.

The Revolutionary War proved to be highly disruptive

to the College because of its geographical location in

Massachusetts. The College itself was removed to Concord

for a time due to the British occupation of Cambridge.

Enrollment dropped off sharply during the War, many of

the students marching off to join the struggle for indepen-

dence.

Following the Revolutionary War, a subtle change

began to take place in the nature of the Corporation. The

appointment of a local judge as a Fellow of Harvard College

in 1784 started a trend which changed the Corporation from

a group of resident teachers to a board of non-resident

trustees. Morison makes the observation that no tutors were

appointed Fellows after 1780, and no professors were appointed

Fellows after 1806 (16, p. 159). It is Morison's carefully-

studied opinion that the theory underlying this important

change in the Corporation was a desire to elect men as Fellows

who could help the College in a financial way, to secure an

estate from which the College could exist rather than un-

certain grants from the Commonwealth.

Significant in Harvard's history is the fact that the

Massachusetts constitutional convention in 1780 confirmed
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all the powers, authority, rights, liberties, privileges,

etc., as provided under the earlier Charter of 1650
(8, pp. 214-215). The constitution of the Board of Over-
seers under this new confirmation is summarized by

Morison:

The Board of Overseers was declared to consisthenceforth of the Governor, Lieutenant-
Governor, Council, and Senate of the Common-wealth, and the ministers of the Congregational
churches in Cambridge, Watertown, Charlestown,
Boston, Roxbury, and Dorchester (16, p. 161).

Though Harvard had been recognized as a university

by the constitutional convention meeting a year earlier,
the official recognition came with the founding of the
Medical School in 1782. Three professorships were shortly
created: a Professor of Anatomy and Surgery, a Professor
of Theory and Practice of Physic, and a Professor of

Chemistry and Materia Medica (16, p. 169). Other addi-

tions were made later as enrollment in the School increased.

The administration of John Kirkland (1810-1828) was
one, as characterized by Morison, which was granted extra-
ordinary powers by the Corporation to run the affairs of the
College. The men on the Corporation apparently trusted

Kirkland and the Faculty more than earlier administrations

had in their dealings with them. Under Kirkland's admin-

istration, the Law and Theological Schools were opened, and
some fifteen new professorships were founded (16, p. 211).
The movement to replace instruction by tutors to that of
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professors on endowed chairs was very real during the

period of Kirkland's administration.

Edward Everett and George Ticknor, both having re-

ceived their higher education at German universities and

travelled over Europe extensively, brought an influx of

new ideas to Harvard when both joined the faculty. Everett

left Harvard after five years work, but Ticknor was more

persistent and successful in bringing about reform in the

inflexible university organization. Very serious student

rebellions in 1823 provided the necessary stimulus to per-

mit certain reforms to take place. One of the reforms pro-

vided for in the 1825 "Statutes and Laws of the University

in Cambridge, Massachusetts" was the reorganization of the

Faculty into six departments of instruction. Morison points

out Ticknor's disappointment in the University's failure

to abolish the traditional four classes and reorganize the

University vertically, by departments, so that a student

could finish his course of instruction as rapidly or as

slowly as he chose (16, pp. 232-233). These changes which

did come about illustrate a changing theory of organization

away from the traditional liberal arts idea to that more in

keeping with the highly influential German university system.

These rules of 1825 also provided for organizing class

sections according to proficiency. Morison records the

section, Law 61, which provided for this:
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The Students shall be formed for the purpose
of instruction, into as many divisions as
shall be found practicable, and conducive to
their improvement; the divisions shall be made
with reference to their proficiency and capacity,
and each division shall be encouraged to proceed
as rapidly as may be found consistent with a
thorough knowledge of the subjects of their
studies (16, p. 232).

Many on the Faculty, dissatisfied with the reforms

brought about in 1825, again raised the issue concerning

whether a scholar at the University was entitled to a seat

on the Corporation, and, therefore, participate in the

decisions being handed down to the Faculty. The Board of

Overseers again ruled against the Faculty, insisting that

the Corporation could elect whomever it chose.

It appears that only three organizational changes at

Harvard are of any significance during the period 1846-

1869. This period represents, in succession, the admin-

istrations of the following presidents: Edward Everett,

James Sparks, James Walker, Cornelius Felton, Thomas Hill,

and Andrew Peabody. Morison is somewhat critical of the

college administrations during this twenty-three year

period following the administration of Quincy:

None of his five immediate successors (Everett,
Sparks, Walker, Felton, and Hill) were success-
ful presidents of Harvard, although each was a
worthy gentleman and an excellent scholar. With
the passing of Quincy, the presidency fell into
a rut, from which it was only rescued when the
genius of Eliot transformed a respectable
university into a great one (16, p. 275).
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The first major organizational change was the addition

of a new school, that of the Lawrence Scientific School

in 1847. This growth in organization was an important

step in Harvard's growth toward major university status.

The second change was brought about by a billpassed in

the Commonwealth in 1851,which eliminated the clerical

section of the Board of Trustees, and struck out the

Council and State Senate as ex officio members of the

Board (16, p. 289). These first steps in eliminating church

and state representation on the Board were followed in

1865 with the third major organizational change, that of

making the Board of Overseers composed solely of alumni.

A bill passed in that year abolished all ex officio members

of the Board of Overseers except the President and Treasurer

of the University, thus permanently separating the govern-

ment and control of the University from that of the Common-

wealth of Massachusetts. The thirty Overseers provided

for in the earlier bill in 1851 were to be elected from

alumni of the institution exclusively, including holders

of honorary degrees (16, p. 309).

The election of Charles William Eliot in 1869 to

become president of Harvard University came at a very

critical time in the life of that institution, observes

Morison:

Harvard must expand with the country, must
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save something for the advancement of learning
out of this scramble for wealth, or the agewould pass her by, and the ghosts of DunsterLeverett, and Kirkland would rise to reproachher. There were plenty of rival universitiesready to carry the caduceus, if Harvard slowedup or stumbled. Yale already had a graduateschool, and better scientific instruction thanHarvard; James McCosh, that energetic Scotsmetaphysician, had just been made President ofPrinceton; Frederick A. P. Barnard was ready tomake Columbia into a great university, with theteeming wealth and immense population of New Yorkto draw upon; and of the newer universities,Cornell under Andrew D. White and the state uni-versities of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Californiawere coming along rapidly, unhampered by age,tradition, and vested interests in making them-selves serviceable to the new era. Engineeringschools and institutes of technology were attractingthe lads eager to build bridges, to apply chemistryto industry, or to extract the mineral wealth ofthe country; Johns Hopkins was almost ready tobid against Germany for the patronage of youngscholars. Yet Harvard College was hidebound,the Harvard Law School senescent, the Medical Schoolineffective, and the Lawrence Scientific School'the resort of shirks and stragglers.' It wasan ominous fact that relatively fewer New Englanderswere attending College in 1869 than in 1838:0.051 per cent of the population in the one year,as against 0.075 per cent in the other. Had acollege of Liberal Arts any future, except as afashionable finishing school for young gentle-

men? (16, pp. 323-324).

The inaugural address of Eliot (17, pp. lxix-lxxvii),

given on October 19, 1869, is permeated through and through
with his theory of organization which proved to be at wide
variance with that of any of his predecessors. His adminis-
tration, with little doubt, was the major turning point in the
history of Harvard University and its becoming one of the
most respected of all the American universities.
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Eliot's inaugural address, which required one hour

and forty-five minutes for delivery, contained many pun-

gent remarks, some of which are given to demonstrate how

well developed was his theory of higher education and his

theory of organization:

The endless controversies whether language,
philosophy, mathematics, or science supplies
the best mental training, whether general
education should be chiefly literary or chieflyscientific, have no practical lesson for us to-day. This University recognizes no real
antagonism between literature and science, andconsents to no such narrow alternatives asmathematics or classics, science or metaphysics.
We would have them all, and at their best.

The only conceivable aim of a college govern-
ment in our day is to broaden, deepen, andinvigorate American teaching in all branches
of learning. It will be generations before
the best of American institutions of education
will get growth enough to bear pruning.

A university is not built in the air, buton social and literary foundations which
preceding generations have bequeathed. If thewhole structure needs rebuilding, it must berebuilt from the foundation, Hence, sudden
reconstruction is impossible in our high places
of education.

The elective system fosters scholarship,
because it gives free play to natural pre-ferences and inborn aptitudes, makes possibleenthusiasm for a chosen work, relieves theprofessor and the ardent disciple of the presenceof a body of students who are compelled to anunwelcome task, and enlarges instruction by sub-stituting many and various lessons many timesrepeated to different sections of a numerousclass. The College therefore proposes to
persevere in its efforts to establish, improveand extend the elective system. Its admin-istrative difficulties, which seem formidable atfirst, vanish before a brief experience.



The governing bodies of the University are
the Faculties, the Board of Overseers, and the
Corporation. The University as a place of
study and instruction is, at any moment, what
the Faculties make it. The professors, lecturers,
and tutors of the University are the living
sources of learning and enthusiasm. They per-
sonally represent the possibilities of instruction.
They are united in several distinct bodies, the
academic and professional Faculties, each of
which practically determines its own processes
and rules.

The Faculty renews its youth, through the
frequent appointments of tutors and assistant
professors, better and oftener than any other
organization within the University. Two kinds
of men make good teachers---young men and men
who never grow old.

The real function of the Board of Overseers is
to stimulate and watch the President and Fellows.
Without the Overseers, the President and Fellows
would be a board of private trustees, self-
perpetuated and self-controlled. Provided as it is
with two governing boards, the University enjoys
that principal safeguard of all American govern-
ments---the natural antagonism between two bodies
of different constitution, powers, and privileges.
While having with the Corporation a common interest
of the deepest kind in the welfare of the Uni-
versity and the advancement of learning, the Over-
seers should always hold toward the Corporation
an attitude of suspicious vigilance. They ought
always to be pushing and prying. It would be hard
to overstate the importance of the public super-
vision exercised by the Board of Overseers. Exper-
ience proves that our main hope for the permanence
and everwidening usefulness of the University must
rest upon this double-headed organization.

We come now to the heart of the University---the
Corporation. This board holds the funds, makes
appointments, fixes salaries, and has, by right,
the initiative in all changes of the organic law
of the University. Such an executive board must
be small to be efficient. It must always contain
men of sound judgment in finance; and literature
and the learned professions should be adequately



represented in it. The Corporation should alsobe but slowly renewed; for it is of utmost
consequence to the University that the Govern-
ment should have a steady aim, and a prevailing
spirit which is independent of individuals andtransmissible from generation to generation.

The most important function of the President
is that of advising the Corporation concerning
appointments, particularly about appointments
of young men who have not had time and oppor-tunity to approve themselves to the public. Itis in discharging this duty that the President
holds the future of the University in his hands.He cannot do it well unless he have insight,unless he be able to recognize, at times beneathsome crusts, the real gentleman and the natural'
teacher.

And from his first commencement address in 1870, Morison

quotes Eliot as having said:

We mean to build here, securely and slowly, a
university in the largest sense (16, p. 399).
There appears to be little doubt that the most impor-

tant reform which Eliot brought to Harvard was that of

instituting and making operational an elective system.

Though this was the slowest reform to achieve, in the end
it was the one which proved to be the most fruitful toward

the growth of the institution.

Two of Eliot's early successes in bringing about

organizational reform at Harvard involved a complete re-

organization of the Law School and the Medical School.
The curriculum and policies of these two professional

schools had become very rigid over the past two decades, but

Eliot succeeded over many protests in revitalizing the two

49
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schools with new curriculum, procedures, and faculty

(16, pp. 336-341). In addition, a Graduate School of

Arts and Sciences was formed in 1872, and later, the

Graduate School. Clearly, Eliot's gifts were primarily

those of being an organizer and administrator.

In bringing into existence an elective system, Eliot

found himself dealing with one of the most respected

institutions of higher learning in the country, one in

which the vested interests and ties with traditions of the

past ran very deep. Eliot's thinking concerning an elective

system was revolutionary, observes Morison, and was based

heavily on a strong belief in the individual's liberty

to chart his own course:

The elective system, as Eliot understood it,meant a free choice by the undergraduate of
the studies that he would pursue to the com-pletion of his course for the first degree.
A free choice, that is, among such subjects
as the University could provide; and that
provision, in Eliot's view, must be limited
to subjects that were cultural in character,non-vocational, and therefore properly com-prehended under a nineteenth-century definition
of the Liberal Arts and Sciences.

He firmly believed that a young man of eighteen
or nineteen could choose his course, even among
infinite combinations, better than anyone elsecould do it for him; and he subscribed to whatmany still regard as heresy, that all non-
vocational subjects have an equal cultural ordisciplinary value, provided they are equally
well taught and studied (16, p. 342).

By the beginning of the twentieth century, Harvard had
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fully accepted the elective system, as had most large

colleges and universities in the nation. While the first

half of Eliot's administration was given to reforming

old schools and departments and creating new ones, the

last half of his administration is characterized by the

maturity of the elective system and enlarging upon the

organization laid during the first half of his tenure as

President.

Thus, the brilliant administration of Eliot ushered

Harvard University into the twentieth century and forms

the basis on which the institution is organized at the

present time.

Morison's book, written in 1930, The Development of

Harvard University 1869-1929, contains some excellent

summaries regarding the organizational scheme of the

University and the responsibilities of the different par-

ticipants in the government of the University. Of the

Corporation, he writes:

The Corporation is the principal governing
board of the University, corresponding to
the trustees or regents of most American
universities, and to the fellows or governing
bodies of English colleges. All the property
of every department of the University stands
in its name; all departments are subject to
its authority; and all changes in policy or
in the statutes require its consent; all
degrees are granted by it; and all appoint-
ments of teachers, as well as the more impor-
tant administrative officers, are made by it.
The authority of the Corporation over the
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University is limited only by the required con-sent of the Board of Overseers to most of itsacts, excepting financial transactions (17, p.xxix).
He summarizes the responsibilities of the President as

follows:

According to the University statutes, itis the duty of the President of the Universityto call meetings of the Corporation, andpreside at the same; to act as the ordinarymedium of communication between the Corporationand the Overseers, and between the Corporationand the Faculties; to make an annual reportto the Overseers on the general condition ofthe University; to preside on public academicdays; to preside over the several Faculties; todirect the official correspondence of the Uni-versity; to acquaint himself with the state,interests, and wants of the whole institution;
and to exercise a general superintendence overall its concerns. For the better discharge ofthese duties, he must live in Cambridge. Asidefrom these prescribed ministerial duties, thePresident is, strictly speaking, only the pre-siding officer of the Corporation (17, p. xxix).

Regarding the Board of Overseers, Morison concludes:

The Board of Overseers, then, throughout
the period covered by this volume, has
been a body of thirty representing the Alumniof the College, and (after 1907) the Alumniof the entire University. Membership isregarded as a great honor, and is generallyconferred on graduates prominent in businessfinance, and alumni activities, rather thanon those who have any special knowledge of
education.

It works largely by committee, and also appointsVisiting Committees from outside its member-ship, to inspect different departments of theUniversity. Occasionally a member of a VisitingCommittee takes his duties sufficiently seriouslyto sit in at lectures; but the usual practice isfor the Committee to dine the Department orFaculty it is inspecting, and lend a sympatheticear to their views and wants (17, p. xxx).
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In attempting to summarize the overall administration

of Harvard University, Morison utilizes the organization

chart depicted in Figure 1, which he himself describes:

The actual composition of Harvard University
may best be grasped by the accompanying chart
representing the President and Fellows (the
Corporation) as the hub of a huge wheel. The
inner circle consists of Harvard College and
the Harvard Engineering School, under their
separate Faculties. Outside them revolve the
graduate departments, the University Library, the
museums and research institutions, each with its
separate faculty or council or board---excepting
that the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences is
controlled by the Faculty of Arts and Sciences,
and the graduate department of the Engineering
School by the Faculty of that School. The
entire wheel is braked by the Board of Over-
seers, and greased by the great body of Alumni
(17, pp. xxxii-xxxiii).

College Of William And Mary

The history of William and Mary College has been

carefully traced in the volume by Tyler, The College of

William and Mary in Virginia: Its History and Work 1693-

1907 (25).

The royal charter which officially created the College

of William and Mary was signed on February 8, 1693.

Named in honor of the English monarchs who authorized its

creation, the college was placed in the hands of eighteen

trustees, appointed by the general assembly, who were to

be responsible for all the affairs of the new institution

until it was fully established.

The charter makes it quite clear what were the purposes
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of the new institution:

. . .to the End that the Church of Virginia
may be furnished with a Seminary of Ministers
of the Gospel, and that the Youth may be piously
educated in good Letters and Manners, and that
the Christian Faith may be propagated amongst
the Western Indians, to the Glory of Almighty
God (9, p. 37).

The property of the new college was vested in these

eighteen trustees who were to act as visitors and governors

until the establishment of the new institution was com-

plete, then the property was to be transferred to the

president and masters or professors who were to be "a

Body politic and incorporate, in Deed and Name (9, p. 36)."

According to the research of Tyler, a decision by

the trustees permanently located the site for the new

college at Middle Plantation, Virginia, and construction

of the first building began the next year, 1694. The

grammar school, which was to provide the only instruction

offered in the college for several years, had its beginning

that same year (25, p. 15). Inward struggles in the

colony of Virginia, together with a disastrous fire in

the college building in 1705, made the operation and

functioning of the institution very difficult during its

early years.

By 1729 the trustees had established all the depart-

ments originally specified and described in the original

charter and proceeded, therefore, to transfer the property
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and management to the president and faculty. Such an

arrangement had, of course, been called for in the original

founding document (9, pp. 36-37).

Apparently the organizational design called for in

the original charter reflects a desire on the part of

the founders to follow closely the European tradition of

a self-governing faculty. Brubacher and Rudy observe:

The founders of William and Mary kept the
European tradition of a self-governing facultymore clearly in view. But at first even theirautonomy was eclipsed by a board of trustees
since the founding instrument of government
temporarily called for a bicameral administrative
structure wherein authority was divided betweena body consisting of trustees and another offaculty. At the beginning the trustees were
empowered to appoint presidents and legislate
for the college, but the charter directed thatultimately they were to surrender these powers
and the property of the college to the faculty.
It was not till 1729 (the college had been
founded in 1693) that the trustees reluctantly
carried out this part of the founding instrument.
Thereafter the trustees receded into the back-
ground as a board of visitors, and the faculty
till the Revolution became as nearly self-
governing in the traditional sense as any
American college faculty has ever been (1, p. 26).
At the time of the transfer of the control of the

institution from the trustees to the president and faculty,

August, 1729, the trustees had also adopted a series of

statutes which formally established three courses of

instruction: (1) the grammar school, (2) the philosophical

schools, and (3) the divinity school. In addition, an

Indian school was created. That the organizational
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structure of the new institution was directly specified

by its purposes is made clear by the statutes which the

trustees formulated and adopted in 1727:

There are three things which the founders
of this college proposed to themselves,
to which all its statutes should be directed.
The first is, that the youth of Virginia should
be well educated to learning and good morals.
The second is, that the churches of America,
especially Virginia, should be supplied with
good ministers after the doctrine and govern-
ment of the Church of England; and that the
college should be a constant seminary for this
purpose. The third is, that the Indians of
America should be instructed in the Christian
religion, and that some of the Indian youth
that are well-behaved and well-inclined, being
first well prepared in the divinity school,
may be sent out to preach the gospel to their
countrymen in their own tongue, after they
have duly been put in orders of deacons and
priests.

For carrying on these noble designs, let there
be four schools assigned within the college
precincts; of which, together with the masters,
or professors, belonging to them, some directions
must be given (9, p. 43).

In 1729 there existed a master and an usher over the

grammar school, a professor of moral philosophy and a

professor of natural philosophy and mathematics over

the philosophical schools, and two professors over the

divinity school, one teaching the Hebrew language,the

other giving instruction in the Old and New Testaments.

Tyler summarizes the responsibilities of the president

at this time, as well as the pattern of internal govern-

ment:
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The president lectured on some theological
subject once a week, but he had no regular
classes. He was expected to have a watchful
eye over the professors, students, and revenues;
and when the board of visitors met, he was
present, and voted at all their meetings and
councils.

The president and six masters met, in the
ordinary government of the college, whenever
it was deemed expedient; and at such times, all
questions were determined by a major part, the
side on which the president voted prevailing
in case of a tie. To this meeting belonged
the election of the usher of the grammar school,
the bursar, library-keeper, janitor, cook, butler,
and gardener, and all other subordinate officers.

The William and Mary system was but a colonial
reproduction of the higher education in England
(25, pp. 29-30).

The president of the college was given a number of

specific duties in the statutes adopted in 1727. Included

in these was basic supervision over the faculty:

That every one may so much the more diligently
wait upon his proper office, besides the six
professors or masters, we have appointed a
president to be supervisor of the rest.

Let him have a watchful eye over the other
masters and professors, that they be not
absent from their employments. Let the masters
often examine the scholars in his presence; and
let him likewise often examine them apart from
their masters, that both masters and scholars
may be excited to greater diligence in their
studies (9, p. 45).

Upon the death of James Blair, the institution's first

president, William Dawson became the second president in

1743. William Smith became the third president upon the

death of Dawson in 1752.
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According to Tyler's research, the faculty of 1754

consisted of the president, Stith, a master over the

Indian school, a master over the grammar school, two

professors over the philosophical school, and one pro-

fessor over the divinity school. There were approximately

seventy-five scholars and students at this time (25,

p. 37).

In 1755 Thomas Dawson succeeded Stith as president

and served until 1761, being succeeded by William Yates.

Severe dissention between the Virginia colony, the

church, and the college resulted in the dismissal of

four of the faculty by the president and the board of

visitors. Such a move almost suspended the entire

activities of the college. However, faculty replacements

were gradually secured and instruction continued.

James Horrocks served as president of William and

Mary from 1764-1772, and was succeeded by John Camm,

who served until his dismissal in 1777 because of his

sympathies with England during the foment of the American

Revolution. James Madison, loyal to the American

cause, succeeded Camm. The distress of the struggle

with England was reflected in hardships for the college.

Tyler found that the college was reduced in 1777 to the

president, two faculty members, and a student body of

only forty (25, p. 58).
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The influence of Thomas Jefferson, and his ideas on

democracy and education, was very great on William and

Mary College. He was instrumental, as Tyler observes,

in bringing some highly significant changes to the in-

stitution, and greatly changing its character and enlarging

its scope:

In connection with President Madison he
induced the visitors on December 4, 1779,
to abolish the grammar school and the two
divinity schools, and in their place to
introduce schools of modern languages, of
municipal law, and of medicine. By this
arrangement the college was made a university,
the first to be organized in the United
States; and it became also the first to
have a chair of modern languages and a chair
of municipal law, while its chair of medicine
was only second in time to that of the college
of Philadelphia (25, p. 60).

Following this reorganization, the faculty of

William and Mary consisted of a president, who also served

as professor of natural philosophy and mathematics, a

professor of law and police, a professor of anatomy and

medicine, a professor of moral philosopny, the law of

nature and nations, and of the fine arts, and a professor

of modern languages.

Madison served as president of William and Mary

until his death in 1812. John Bracken succeeded him,

serving the period 1812-1814; he was succeeded by John

Smith, whose presidency covers the perios 1814-1827.

During these years the organization of the faculty
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had grown with the creation of a professorship of history

and humanity, but had been reduced earlier, in 1873,

by the discontinuance of the chair of medicine. 
In 1817

the number of students had risen to ninety-two (25, P. 76).

The rivalry created by the University of Virginia,

under the sponsorship of Thomas Jefferson, resulted in

severe problems for William and Mary. Student enrollment

declined substantiallyand financial support became

more difficult to obtain. Smith's unsuccessful attempt

to remove the college to Richmond, Virginia resulted

ultimately in his resignation as president, to be followed

by Adam Empie, In 1836 Thomas Dew became president. At

this time the faculty was composed of a professor of

law, a professor of chemistry and natural science, 
a

professor of mathematics, and a professor of humanity.

In 1839 the student enrollment had grown to one hundred

forty (25, p. 78), largely due to the aggressiveness of

Dew's administration.

Upon the death of Dew in 1846, Robert Saunders became

president of William and Mary. Saunder's administration,

characterized by intense conflict and a new unsuccessful

attempt to remove the college to Richmond, ended with the

resignation of the entire facultyexcept the professor

of law, and the suspension of all classes except those

in law.
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Completely reorganized in 1849, William and Mary had

as its president, John Johns. The new faculty was composed

of a professor of mathematics, a professor of law, a

professor of natural philosophy and chemistry, 
a professor

of moral and intellectual science, a professor of history

and political economy, and a professor of humanity.

Shortly thereafter, the students numbered eighty-two.

Johns resigned in 1854, to be succeeded as president by

Benjamin Ewell.

Following a disastrous fire in 1859, the college had

been restored in one year. However, the exercises of the

college had to be suspended again in 1861 when the president

and all the faculty and students joined the Confederate

Army. Ewell did succeed in restoring the college

buildings in 1869 following the end of the Civil War

and was able also to reorganize the faculty.

Because of financial needs, the board of visitors of

William and Mary subsequently applied to the state legis-

lature for funds with which to operate, and also appealed

for a closer relationship with the state. According to

Tyler (25, p. 85), these two desires were realized in 1888

when the legislature not only provided the required

financial aid but also provided for a reorganization of the

board of visitors, ten of whom were to be appointed under

the old charter and ten appointed by the governor, the
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superintendent of public instruction also serving 
as an

ex officio member.

At the time of this reorganization the student body

numbered slightly over one hundred, and the organization

consisted simply of a presidentwho was also a professor

of moral science, political economy, and civil government,

a professor of English language and history, a professor

of mathematics, a professor of ancient and modern languages,

a professor of natural science, and a professor of peda-

gogics.

Finally, in 1906, the college was absorbed by the

state of Virginia. Tyler describes the transaction:

The process was very simple. With the consent
of the authorities, the property of the college

was transferred from the old corporation entitled

'The President and Masters or Professors of the
College of William and Mary in Virginia,' to

the new corporation styled 'The College of William

and Mary in Virginia.' The act provides that
this corporation shall consist of eleven members,

viz: the superintendent of public intruction,
and ten gentlemen, to be appointed by the governor
for four years each (25, p. 86).

Yale University

The city in which Yale University was to be born,

New Haven, was a settlement established in 1638 in the

Connecticut Colony by John Davenport. Disagreeing some-

what with the prevailing religious beliefs in the Mass-

achusetts Bay Colony, Davenport and some of his followers

decided to found a church-state of their own approximately
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from England.

During the years following the founding of New Haven,

its residents had depended upon Harvard for the higher

education of their sons, and had contributed respectable

amounts of money toward its support. For several decades

Davenport dreamed of having a college of his own in New

Haven, but financial disasters in the Colony and New

Haven's loss of independence from the remainder of the

Connecticut Colony prevented the dreams from becoming

reality. It remained for his ministerial successor and

other Congregationalist ministers to found the institution

that would much later be known as Yale University.

Edwin Oviatt, in performing research for his book on

the early history of Yale, The Beginnings of Yale 1701-

1726, found that, not until 1700-1701, could documents be

found indicating serious interest on the part of the leaders

of the Colony in bringing a college into existence (20,

p. 134). When the college which had been dreamed of for

more than fifty years did come into existence, it did so

rather quickly. In researching the original documents of

Yale in order to carefully reconstruct this important stage

in the life of the institution, Oviatt found essentially

two things which caused the Connecticut ministers to act

toward the founding of the new college. One factor was the
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growing need for qualified religious leaders; the other

factor was the distress caused by the problems through

which Harvard was passing at the time. Or, as Oviatt him-

self states it:

The need of these orthodox religious leaders,
as we have seen, had from the first been a
serious problem. After the year 1692, when
the inhabitants of the Colony had increased
very considerably, and when many new towns and
churches had been established, this need became
acute.

But another, and, broadly speaking even more
important, situation had been developing. This
was Connecticut's relation to Harvard itself,
and to Massachusetts. We have seen how Presi-
dent Dunster's Harvard troubles had started a
New Haven college agitation in Davenport's day.
President Mather's difficulties were now leading
to a renewed interest in that situation. This,
taken together with the growing demand for a
church organization at home, furnished us with
the main background for the talk that now began
again among the Connecticut ministers for a
college of their own (20, pp. 136-137).

The urgent need for a learned ministry, further enhanced

by the growing doubt that Harvard would be the place where

orthodox training could be secured, caused Davenport's

original idea to have a college in New Haven to be seriously

considered again. Davenport had died much earlier in 1670.

Oviatt summarized his exhaustive documentary research

into the purposes for which Yale was founded in the following

succinct statement:

It is doubtless true that, in a surface analysis,
local conditions, and the demand therefrom re-
sulting for a Connecticut college to uphold the
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Connecticut churches, were to be the chief
reasons for the founding of the Collegiate
School (20, p. 137).

The series of events which led to the actual founding

of Yale have been thoroughly documented by Oviatt (20,

pp. 148-171).

The unexpected decision of the Connecticut Colony's

General Assembly to meet in New Haven in 1700 brought to

a climax negotiations that had been conducted for several

months. The ministers who were interested in creating

the new Collegiate School were well aware of Harvard's

recent problems in which the institution had lost its

charter concurrent with the loss of the Massachusetts Bay

Colony charter. Though Connecticut had not lost its charter,

but rather had it confirmed, the tenuous relationship between

the Connecticut Colony and England caused the leaders to

move cautiously and secure the advice of many knowledgable

leaders in the Colony before taking definite steps. In

the minds of these founders the question apparently loomed

as to whether the Colony's legislature, acting under its own

charter, had the legal right to sanction and legislatively

approve the founding of such a college, and if they would

do so.

After weighing all the evidence and counsel, much of

it highly contradictory, the leaders of the proposed college

decided to boldly approach the General Assembly requesting
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the approval of a charter for the new institution. Oviatt

interprets the sequence of events leading up to the meeting

of the Assembly as extremely well executed in light of

the somewhat unpredictable political situation:

The indications are all to the effect that
this Branford meeting of October 2 or 3,
1701, was a hurried final meeting of the
promoters, and that there, by a common agree-
ment to give books, the coast-town ministers
hoped to establish an organization and property
rights that would give the coming Assembly some

precedent to confirm, rather than a new enter-
prise to establish on its own responsibility.
If we are going too far to assert such astute-
ness on the part of the college party, the
event undoubtedly showed that this action had
been well taken. While the actual founding
of the Collegiate School, under the per-
mission given by the charter to do so, came a
month later, this Branford meeting unquestionably
established a prior act of some kind that was
necessary. The whole question of the indepen-
dence of Yale College from the State, that came
up for settlement a generation later, depended
upon the historic certainty of this previous
action by the ministers (20, pp. 170-171).

The proposed charter for the institution entitled,

"An Act for Founding of a Collegiate School (6, pp. 16-19),"

had been obtained from Judge Samuel Sewell and Secretary

Isaiah Assington in Boston, and after a number of important

modifications it was retitled, "An Act for Liberty to

Erect a Collegiate School (6, pp. 20-23)." According to

the records, the charter was approved by the General

Assembly on the same day it was presented, October 16, 1701.

Throughout the events leading up to the approval of

the new charter, the preparations and planning had been
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completely in the hands of a group of Connecticut ministers.

A study of the appropriate documents reveals that, while

the new college was designed to bolster up the Connecticut

churches and provide them trained leadership, it was

clearly not to be under the direct control of the churches.

In the construction of the charter, therefore, the ministers

inserted their own names as trustees of the proposed insti-

tution, they being ten in number. This important section of

the approved charter, though cumbersome in language, bears

repeating in its entirety:

Be It Enacted by the Governr & Company of the sd
Colony of Connecticot, in General Court now
Assembled, and it is enacted & ordained by the
Authority of the same that there be & hereby is
full Liberty Right and Privilege Granted unto the
Reverent Mr James Noyes of Stonnington, Mr Israel
Chauncey of Stratford, Mr Thomas Buckingham of Say-
brook Mr. Abraham Pierson of Kennelworth Mr. Samuel
Mather of Windsor Mr. Samuel Andrew of Millford Mr
Timothy Woodbridge of Hartford Mr James Pierpont of
New Haven Mr. Noadiah Russel of Middletown Mr
Joseph Webb of Fairfield being Revrd Ministers
of the Gospel & inhabitants within ye sd Colony
Proposed to stand as Trustees Partners or Under-
takers for the sd School to them and their
successors, To Erect form direct, order establish
improve and att all times in all suitable wayes
for the future to Encourage the sd School in such
convenient place or Places, & in such form & mannr
& undr such order & Rules as to them shall seem
meet & most conducive to the aforesd end thereof
so as such Rules or Orders be not Repugnant to
the Laws of the Civil Governmt as also to imploy
the moneys or any other estate which shall be

Granted by this Court or otherwise Contributed to
that use according to their discretion for the
benefit of the sd Collegiate School from time
to time & att all times henceforward.
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And be it further Enacted by the Authority
aforesd that the before named Trustees Partnrs
or undertakers together with such others as
they shall associate to themselves (not
exceeding the number of Eleven, or att any time
being less than Seven, Provided also that
Persons nominated or associated from time to
time to fill up sd number of ministrs of the
gospel inhabiting within this Colony & above
the Age of forty years) or the major Part of
them the sd Mr James Noyes, Israel Chauncey,
Thomas Buckingham, Abraham Pierson, Samuel
Mather, Samuel Andrew, Timothy Woodbridge,
James Pierpont Noadiah Russel, & Joseph Webb
undertakers & of such Persons so chosen &
associated as abovesd att any time hereafter,
Have and Shall have henceforward the over-
sight full & compleat Right Liberty power &
Priveledge to furnish direct manage order
improve & encourage from time to time & in
all times hereaftr the sd Collegiate School
so Erected & formed by them in such ways
orders & mannr & by such Persons Rector of
Master and officers appointed by them as shall
according to their best discretion be most
conducible to attaine the aforesd mentioned
end thereof (6, pp. 21-22).

The purposes for establishing the "Collegiate School"

are quite clear in an earlier section of the charter:

WHEREAS several well disposed, and Publick
spirited Persons of their sincere Regard to &
Zeal for upholding & propagating of the
Christian Protestant Religion by a succession
of Learned & Orthodox men have expressed by
Petition their earnest desires that full Liberty
and Privilege be granted unto Certain Under-
takers for the founding, suitably endowing
& ordering a Collegiate School within his
Majties Colony of Connecticot where in Youth
may be instructed in the Arts & Sciences who
thorough the blessing of Almighty God may be
fitted for Publick employment both in Church
& Civil State (6, pp. 20-21)

Brubacher and Rudy make a rather interesting obser-

vation concerning the point of view which prompted the
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Congregational ministers to organize the institution in

the fashion they did:

Perturbed at the struggles between the overseers
and the corporation at Harvard, the Congregational
clergy who sponsored Yale decided to keep tight
control of the 'collegiate school' in their own

hands. To this end they set up a single governing
board on which they held all the seats. In fact,
fearing the advent of a strong personality, they
did not even admit the rector to membership in
the Yale Corporation till the charter of 1745
(1, p. 27).

Though the organization of Yale was a far greater

departure from the English tradition than either Harvard

or William and Mary, Brubacher and Rudy go on to point out

that "Whatever the merit of these objections, it is notable

that the great majority of colleges and universities founded

after the first three followed the Yale pattern (1, p. 27)."

The sponsors of the new institution saw it as a sig-

nificantly different institution from Harvard for, unlike

Harvard, there was to be no resident body of Fellows or

Overseers; and further, the right of visitation was not ex-

tended to the General Assembly. However, Oviatt is careful

to call attention to the fact that, unlike Harvard, the

educated men of the Connecticut Colony were scattered and

their contact with the institution could not be nearly so

immediate. Further, ". .the intention was to have the

master of the school not necessarily a trustee, and certainly

under the control of the remaining ten ministers, who there-

fore assumed for the public at large, the right of
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visitation (20, p. 189)." The charter, therefore, gave

the trustees the right to be self-perpetuating and to have

complete control over the new Colony college.

These trustees held their first organizational meeting

on November 11, 1701, the minutes of which reveal the

delegation of much authority to a Rector whose responsibility

it would be "to take the Care of Instructing and ordering

the sd Collegiate School (6, p. 31)." The Rector was to

be totally responsible for the examining and admission

of students, the instruction of students in theological

divinity, the maintaining of an adequate set of institutional

records, and student discipline. The minutes of this

meeting make it quite clear that the instruction of the

students, though entirely delegated to a Rector, was to

be in keeping with the theological system approved by the

Trustees:

The sd Rector shall take Especial Care as
of the moral Behaviour of the Students at
all Times so with industry to Instruct and
Ground Them well in Theoretical devinity and
to that End Shall neither By Himself nor by
any other person Else whomsoever allow them
to be Instructed and Grounded in any other
Systems or Synopses of Divinity than such
as the sd Trustees do order and appoint But
shall take Effectual Care that the sd students
be weekly in such seasons as he shall see
Cause to appoint Caused memoriter To recite
the Assemblies Catechism in Latin and Ames's

Theological Theses of which as Also Ames's
Cases, He shall make or Cause to be made
from time to time such Explanations as may
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be (through the Blessing of God) most Conducive

to their Establishment in the Principles of the

Christian protestant Religion (6, P. 32).

In general, virtually the entire internal administration

of the Collegiate School was to be the responsibility of the

Rector, and he was to exercise this responsibility along

the lines laid down earlier at Harvard:

That the Rector or Tutors until the Trustees Do

otherwise farther provide Shall make use of the

orders and institutions of Harvard College for

the instructing and Ruling of the Collegiate
School so far as he or they shall Judge them
suitable and wherein we have not at this present
meeting made provision (6, pp. 32-33).

In addition to setting up the basic rules of government for

the scholars, the Trustees also made the decision to locate

the School at Saybrook and invite Abraham Pierson to be

its first Rector.

The trustees having carefully avoided the selection

of a permanent site for the new institution, in early

1702 the Collegiate School accepted its first students and

began classes in the parsonage of the Rector in Killings-

worth, which was to be the home of the School for the next

six years. Additional students were added slowly, leading

the Trustees to approve the appointment of an assistant

to the Rector, whose job it was to assist in the instruction

and daily management of the School. As the Trustees them-

selves stated it in the minutes of their meeting on Septem-

ber 30, 1702:
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Upon a motion of the Reverend Rector for
assistance in the instruction of Students
The Trustees do nominate and appoint Mr
Daniel Hooker To be a Tutor for whose
incouragement and Support in his work it is
ordered yt out of the Colony donation the
Collegiate Treasurer Shall pay Annually To
sd Tutor during his Continuation in sd
work 50 pounds in Country pay Besides the
Tuition money already ordered (6, p. 41).

Based on a four-year program of study, this tutor basically

instructed the two lower classes while Pierson instructed

the two senior classes. Under the constant tutelage of

the Rector, the number of students grew slowly until

his sudden death in 1707 (20, pp. 232-243).

Following the untimely death of Pierson, the Collegiate

School passed through a number of years of financial distress,

administrative confusion, and declining enrollment. The

instruction of the first, second, and third year students

was moved to the town of Saybrook, while the senior class

moved to the town of Milford, later to Wethersfield, under

the instruction of Samuel Andrew, the man appointed as

Rector pro tem by the trustees who, as it turned out, served

in that capacity for twelve years. Having received a very

large gift of books, there occured a rebirth of interest in

the School throughout the Connecticut Colony to such an

extent that, under pressure from the General Assembly, the

Trustees finally decided in 1716 to make New Haven the

permanent home of the institution.
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It was not until 1718, however, that the new building

to house the Collegiate School was completed. Disagreeing

factions on the Board of Trustees had resulted in classes

continuing to be taught at Wethersfield and Saybrook, as

well as New Haven, for almost three years. It was not until

the commencement exercises on September 10, 1718, that the

Trustees decided to re-name the institution Yale College,

in honor of Elihu Yale, whose significant gift to the

Collegiate School had made possible the building in which

to house the School, including its famous library (6, p. 158,

173).

An act of the Connecticut General Assembly on

October 9, 1718 was finally required to bring about the

consolidation of Yale College at New Haven, part of which

provided

That the Governor and Councel be desired to
give, at the desire of the sd Trustees of
sd College, such Orders as they think proper
for Removing the Books belonging to the said
College left at Saybrook to the Library pro-
vided for the placeing them in Yale College
at New Haven (6, p. 180).

The act also "ordered that the Scholars at Weathersfield

come down to the School at New Haven."

The consolidation of the Collegiate School at New

Haven was finally achieved in 1719 under the leadership

of a new Rector, Timothey Cutler. However, Cutler and

two tutors were dismissed from the service of Yale College
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in 1722 when it was discovered, much to the astonishment

of the Trustees, that they were Episcopalian in their

viewpoints rather than staunch Calvinists. Orthodox tutors

were shortly secured, but four years elapsed during which

time the Rectorship remained vacant. The occurrences

at Yale during this time were part of a larger religious

upheaval within the Connecticut Colony.

So upsetting was the ordeal with Cutler and the two

tutors that the Trustees voted, as revealed in the minutes

of their meeting during October 17-22, 1722, to establish

and declare their orthodoxy to Calvanist views as established

four years previously:

By Vote agreed that all such Persons as may
hereafter be elected to the Office of Rector
or Tutor in Yale College shall before they
are accepted thereinto before the Trustees
declare their Assent to the Confession of
Faith owned & consented to by the Elders &
messengers of the Churches in ye Colony of
Connecticut in New England assembled by
delagacion at Saybrook Septr 9th 1718 (6,
p. 233).

In these meetings the Trustees did make provision for a

resident Rector as a temporary measure:

By a full Vote agreed that the Revd Mr Timo

Woodbridge of Hartford be desired to accept
the Place of resident Rectr in Yale College
untill the meeting of the Trustees which is
hereby appointed to be the third Tuesday in
April next (6, p. 234).

The fact that Yale College had not been incorporated

in the legal instrument which brought it into existence in



76

1701 had resulted frequently in interference from the

Governor and the General Assembly of the Connecticut

Colony. This interference had taken the form of a natural,

paternal interest on the part of the General Assembly and

the Governor, and resulted in their becoming personally in-

volved in the problems of the institution on more than one

occasion. These problems, complicated by the recent

difficulties with Cutler, resulted in the additional legis-

lation dated October, 1723, entitled, "An Act in Explanation

of an Addition to the Act for Erecting a Collegiate School

in This Colony (6, pp. 248-250)." The important organizational

changes, including making the Rector an ex officio member

of the Boardare well summarized by Oviatt:

We have seen how this legal situation had
been a stumbling-block in the settlement of
the Collegiate School site, concerning which
there had at no time been unanimous action.
The Trustees had found it necessary to sign
in a body all of the minutes of each meeting.
If any of the Trustees were absent from a
meeting, it had been considered necessary to
send around that paper for their signatures.
A Trustee, apparently, could not resign. Nor
could an inactive Trustee be succeeded by a
more helpful one. The result of this had been
that the College had been saddled all these
years with old Samuel Mather of Windsor, sick
abed, at no time in touch with affairs,
apparently not the least interested, of failing
mind in his old age, and never at any meeting.

At this juncture Governor Saltonstall was
again called to the College's aid. An "Act
in explanation of the Addition to the Act
for erecting a Collegiate School," was drawn
up by him to meet these troubles and passed
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by the Assembly. It provided that a Trustee
might resign or be succeeded by another if
incapacitated; that seven of the Trustees
should constitute a quorum, and that thirty
years instead of forty was to be the minimum

age for a Trustee thereafter. The Rector,
who legally had previously been but a servant
of the Trustees (though Pierson and Andrew
had been original members of the board), was
now made a Trustee ex officio. Armed with this
new power, old Samuel Mather was promptly
ousted from his place, and the Trustees began
proceedings to find some proper minister who
would accept the Reverend Cutler's vacant
Rectorship. No eligible man appeared on the
horizon, however, and for the next four years
the College continued without a permanent
head, Samuel Andrew again officiating at
Commencements, though apparently not with his
former title pro tem (20, pp. 414-415).

Under a more carefully defined charter, the institution

prospered because of the tutorship of Jonathan Edwards, who

would later become famous for his intellectual strength

and prowess. The Trustees, following a number of un-

successful invitations, formally elected Elisha Williams

as the new Rector in their meeting of September 29, 1725

(6, p. 260).

Williams' presidency extended some fourteen years

to 1739, during which time he had been quite successful

in improving the financial resources of the institution

in addition to his supplying instruction to the students.

A second tutor was added to the staff in 1728 as a result

of growth in student enrollment and an improved financial

position (7, p. 25).
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Thomas Clap succeeded Williams as the president of

Yale in October, 1739. His was one of the longest adminis-

trations Yale has ever had, extending twenty-seven years

to 1766. Clap's apparent administrative skill is evidenced

by the fact that he had secured an improved charter for

Yale six years after becoming president, one of the results

of which was the elevation of his own office to the

leadership of the Corporation. Formerlyhe had been only

a member among equals. However, the new charter changed the

corporate name to "The President and Fellows of Yale

College in New Haven" in order to reflect this difference

(7, p. 30).

During the early years of Clap's administration the

faculty organization of the college grew through the

addition of a third tutor. Also, a Professorship of

Divinity was added in 1755 as an outgrowth of a religious

controversy between the college and the church at New

Haven. Later, in 1763, the college went through a

crisis which Dexter describes:

No less alarming was the proposal of a
Visitation by the Colony authorities, openly
made by some members of the Corporation as
early as 1758 (in consequence of Clap's
arbitrary overriding of a minority of that
body), and pushed to the test in 1763 by
representative clergymen and laymen in a

formal memorial to the Assembly. The
memorialists were represented by two of the

ablest lawyers of the day, whom the President

single-handed met in argument and vanquished
triumphantly, notwithstanding his own unpop-
ularity. He made a convincing defence of
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the independent right of the Corporation, as

representatives of the founders, to manage the

concerns of the College, without being amenable
to visitation by the Assembly; his masterly
effort, which proved that he might have gained

high rank at the bar, anticipated in its essence
the more celebrated Dartmouth College Case,
of the next century (7, p. 36).

The retirement of Clap in 1766 was followed by the

appointment of Naphtali Daggett as president pro tempore,

a position he held over ten years. From the standpoint

of organizational change the administration of Daggett

appears to be rather uneventful other than the addition

of a Professorship of Mathematics and Natural Philosophy

in 1770. Dexter observes that the unsettledness of the

entire institution was a basic result of the uncertain

office of president:

The feeling of suspense attaching to a
temporary administration, the unsettled
condition of public affairs, and some
infelicities in Dr. Daggett's mode of
conducting discipline, conspired to make

this period one of comparatively small
progress (7, p. 38).

Ezra Stiles, whose administration as president of

Yale spans the period 1777-1795, succeeded Daggett upon

his resignation. The American Revolution resulted in

the resignation of both the professorships and, for a

number of years, virtually the entire burden of instruction

was borne by Stiles. During these war years student

enrollment actually increased so that in 1783 there were

two hundred seventy students (7, p. 43). The financial
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distress which the college suffered as a result of the

war resulted in a much closer union with the state of

Connecticut in order to receive absolutely necessary

financial aid. Dexter describes the circumstances which

brought about this new relationship:

Finally, in 1792, when substantial aid seemed
absolutely essential to enable the institution
to go on, on the favorable report of a committee
which had conferred with the Corporation and had
been given every means for a full knowledge of
College affairs and their management, the Legis-
lature adopted a plan suggested by the Hon.
James Hillhouse, the Treasurer of the College, by
which in return for a grant of money from the
State Treasury (eventually amounting to $40,629)
the Governor, the Lieutenant-Governor, and the
six senior members of the Upper House for the
time being, became ex officio members of the
Corporation. This met the outside demand for
the State oversight of the College, and was at
the same time acceptable to the President and
the clerical Fellows; the new arrangement took
effect by the ratification of the old Corporation
in June, 1792, and its wisdom was sufficiently
justified by the advantage experienced (7, p. 45).

Following the death of Stiles, Timothy Dwight was

appointed president of Yale by the Fellows. Serving from

1795-1817, his tenure is characterized by a marked increase

in the internal organization of the faculty. For example,

during the early years of his administration there was

appointed a Professor of Mathematics (1801), a Professor

of Chemistry, Minerology, and Geology (1802), a Professor

of Law (1801), and a Professor of Ancient Languages. Equally

significant was Dwight's revision of the College Laws which,

for the first time, recognized the faculty as an important
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part of the institutional government by permitting them

to sit in consultation with presidential decisions

(7, p. 47).

Under Dwight's leadership the Corporation began to

move toward establishing a Medical Department in 1806

along side the other academic departments. This depart-

ment had its official beginning in 1813 with the appointment

of three new professorships.

The greatly enlarged instruction which Yale offered

as a result of Dwight's leadership resulted in much larger

student enrollments.

Jeremiah Day was the appointed successor of Day as

president of Yale, and his administration covers the period

1817-1846 in the history of the institution.

Dexter points out that faculty participation in the

government of the institution is one of the most impor-

tant organizational developments during Day's early

administration:

This enlargement of the Academical Faculty,
with the withdrawal of Dr. Dwight's exper-
ienced leadership, caused perhaps unconsciously
an increasing reliance on government by the
Faculty and the development of the principle
since accepted as a fixed one in this College,
that in grave matters affecting a Department
the Corporation will not take action until the

permanent officers have been expressly consulted,
and in particular that the Corporation in
filling a Professorship in any Department will
await a nomination from the Professors in that
Department (7, p. 56).
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During the early decades of Yale's history it had been

common procedure for a tutor to instruct a class in all

their recitations in a given area for at least one year,

sometimes longer. However, as student enrollments grew

and new knowledge increased the need for specialization on

the part of the instructors, it became the practice that

each tutor would be responsible for instruction in a

single subject, the classes coming to him on a revolving

basis. Dexter (7, p. 58) found this to be the practice

at Yale following 1830.

Under Day's administration a Theological Department

was created in Yale in 1822, followed by the creation of

a Law Department in 1824.

In general, it appears the organizational structure

of Yale during these decades was growing in direct pro-

portion to an enlarging curriculum. Dexter found that

the first major step toward graduate instruction at Yale

occurred in 1841:

Meantime, in 1841, a step of the first impor-
tance was taken towards the organization of
GRADUATE INSTRUCTION in lines outside of the
three learned professions, by the appointment
(without salary) of Mr. Edward E. Salisbury
(Yale 1832) as Professor of Arabic and San-
skrit (7, p. 63).

The formal organization of graduate instruction did not

occur until 1846.



83

The presidency of Theodore Dwight Woolsey covers the

period 1846-1871.

The administration of Woolsey saw tremendous growth

in the faculty and the instruction offered by the college

through such new professorships as Moral Philosophy and

Metaphysics (1847), History (1865), Modern Languages

(1864), Painting (1869), and History of Art (1869).

Perhaps most important, however, was the formal introduction

of a Department of Graduate Instruction in 1846. In

conjunction with this two new professorships were created,

Agricultural Chemistry and Practical or Applied Chemistry.

This organized form of graduate instruction became described

as the Department of Philosophy and the Arts in 1847

(7, p. 75). In 1854 the Yale Scientific School was created

to separate and distinguish instruction in chemistry and

engineering. Many other new professorships including

Industrial Mechanics and Physics (1859), Physical and

Political Geography (1863), Agriculture (1864), Zoology

(1864), Botany (1864), and Mining (1865) were created during

this burst of institutional growth. The organizational

pattern that developed to accomodate this enlarged curriculum

was basically by departmentalization based on academic

specialization. Toward the end of Woolsey's administration

other new professorships such as English (1871), Mettalurgy

(1871) and Palaeontology (1866) were added.



Dexter describes another significant organizational

change in the administration of Woolsey:

At the close of President Woolsey's adminis-
tration an important change was effected in
the composition of the Corporation. By request
of that body, in response to a general sentiment
among the alumni, which Dr. Woolsey favored,
the General Assembly of Connecticut passed an
Act, in July, 1871, consenting to the substi-
tution of six of the graduates of the College
for the six senior senators of the State in the
membership of the Corporation. The change was
welcomed, as giving the graduates a more direct
interest in the administration of the College,
while it was acknowledged that the State senators
had not in recent years rendered any valuable
service as Fellows. The new scheme provided for
a six-years' term of office, with one place to
be filled each year at Commencement (7, p. 80).

Noah Porter succeeded Woolsey as president of Yale

in 1871 and served until 1886. His administration, and

also the last decade of the twentieth century, are

characterized by continued growth in student enrollment,

curriculum, and an enlarged organizational structure to

accomodate such growth. The elective system had been

accepted quite fully at Yale after 1876, and many new

professorships and departments of instruction became

visible during this period.

The Yale Corporation had earlier authorized the use

of the term "university" to describe itself following the

appointment of Timothy Dwight as president in 1886. How-

ever, the legal adoption of the name Yale University was

not formalized until March 1887, through an act of the



85

General Assembly of the state of Connecticut (7, p. 94).

From that point on the institution was formally known as

Yale University.

Perhaps the most notable organizational precedent

which was set at Yale University was that of its style

of government and control. Harvard provided America with

its first precedent of a bicameral form of organization,

and William and Mary, starting also with a unicameral form,

had been required by its charter to change to a bicameral

form once the institution was firmly established. Yale,

however, started with a unicameral form of organization, and

has provided the nation with a precedent which most colleges

and universities over the past three hundred years have

followed closely.

Princeton University

The College of New Jersey, much later to become Prince-

ton University, had its beginnings in the discussions of a

group of New Jersey ministers whose primary interest was

the proper education of aspiring young ministers to fill

a growing number of vacant pulpits in the colony. Highly

dissatisfied with the kind of education then available

at Yale and Harvard, the institutions from which they

themselves graudated, these men dreamed of an institution

where young men could receive a theological education and

training for the ministry believed to be orthodox and proper
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from their own religious point of view. At the middle of

the eighteenth century the Great Awakening was much in

process, and it was a time of religious upheaval and

denominational realignment.

The birth of the College of New Jersey at Newark came

on October 22, 1746, when its seven founders succeeded

in persuading the governor to sign the prepared document

which provided a charter for the new institution. This

charter, which was lost for almost two centuries, con-

tained several sections which give indications of the

theory of organization followed by the founders. The

entire text of the charter is recorded in the book by Thomas

Jefferson Wertenbaker, Princeton 1746-1896 (26, pp. 396-

404).

In organizing the college, the founders were quite

cautious in retaining control of the institution without

making its purposes so narrow as to preclude public

approval, or even worse, to fail to secure a charter from

the King or the Governor of New Jersey. Accordingly, the

founders worded the charter carefully to guarantee equal

liberty of education in the new college without regard to

religious denomination:

And whereas by the fundamental Concessions

made at the first Settlement of New Jersey

by the Lord Berkley and Sir George Carteret,
then Proprietors thereof, and granted under

their hands, and the Seal of the said
Provence, and bearing Date the Tenth Day of
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February 1664, it was, amongst other things,
conceded and granted, "that no Freeman within
the said Provence of New Jersey, should at any
Time be molested, punished, disquited, or Called
in Question for any difference in opinion or prac-
ticein matters of Religious Concernment, who do
not actually disturb the civil Peace of the Said
Province, but that all and every such Person
and Persons might from Time to Time & at all Times
freely & truly have and enjoy his and their
Judgments and Consciences in Matters of Religion
throughout the said Province, they behaving them-
selves Peaceably and quietly and not using this
Liberty to Licentiousness nor to the Civil
Injury or outward Disturbance of others." As
by the Said Concessions on Record in the Secretary's
Office of New Jersey, at Perth Amboy, in Lib.
3 &c may appear. Wherefore the said Petitioners
have also expressed their earnest Desire that
those of every Religious Denomination may have
free and Equal Liberty and Advantage of Education
in the Said College notwithstanding any different
Sentiments in Religion (26, pp. 396-397).

At the same time, the founders were determined that the

control of the institution should rest in the hands of

a majority of trustees of like faith and persuasion:

And that the Trustees of the said College
and their Successors ever May, and shall be
one Body Corporate & Politick, in Deed, action
& Name, and shall be called, named and dis-
tinguished, by the Name of the Trustees of
the College of New Jersey.---And further we
have willed, given, granted, Constituted and
Ordained, and by this our present Charter of
Our especial Grace, certain Knowledge & meer
Motion. We do for Us, our Heirs and Successors
For ever will, give, grant, constitute & ordain
that there shall in the Said College from hence-
forth, and for ever be a Body politick Con-
sisting of Trustees of the said College of New
Jersey, and for the more full & perfect Erection
of the said Corporation and Body Politick con-

sisting of Trustees of the College of New
Jersey, we of our Especial Grace, Certain Know-
ledge and meer Motion, do by these Presents for
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Us, our Heirs and Successors, create, make
ordain, constitute Nominate and appoint our

Trusty & well beloved William Smith, Peter
Van Brugh Livingston & William Peartree Smith,
of the City of New York, Gentlemen, and our
trusty and well beloved Jonathan Dickinson,
John Pierson, Ebenezer Pemberton & Aaron
Burr, Ministers of the Gospel with such others
as they shall think proper to Associate until
them not Exceeding the Number of twelve to be
the Trustees of the Said College of New Jersey
with full power and Authority to them, to
nominate & appoint & associate unto them any
Number of Persons, as Trustees, so that the
whole Number of Trustees exceed not twelve
(26, pp. 397-398).

The organizational scheme of the College provided for

a president to be elected by the Trustees, the first

of whom was Jonathan Dickinson in 1747. Though not

designated "president," the responsibility for managing

the new College was given to Aaron Burr on the death of

Dickinson, who served but a few months.

The appointment of a new governor of New Jersey,

Jonathan Belcher, and mounting attacks of criticism on

the validity of the college charter, resulted in the

College of New Jersey receiving a new founding instrument

designed to silence the criticisms against its legality, and

strengthen the representation on the Board of Trustees.

Accordingly, a new charter was approved on September 14,

1748 which increased the number of trustees from twelve

to twenty-three and broadened considerably the representation

on the Board. In so doing, the Governor of the Colony and

other representatives of the provincial government became
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trustees, but a clerical majority was easily maintained

(26, pp. 27, 398). The president of the college was also

to hold a seat on the Board.

That the Trustee's intended to delegate the necessary

authority making the president responsible for the

instruction of the students and the internal government of

the College is made quite clear by the charter:

And also we do hereby for us, Our Heirs and
Successors will, give & grant to the Said
Trustees of the College of New Jersy, and to

their Successors for ever, that the Said
Trustees do elect, nominate and appoint such

qualified persons as they or the Major Part
of any thirteen of them convened for that
purpose as above directed, shall think fitt to

be the President of the Said College and to have
the immediate Care of the Education & Govern-
ment of such Students as shall be sent to &

admitted in to the Said College for instruction
and Education. . .And also that the said
Trustees do Elect, nominate and appoint so

many Tutors and Professors to assist the

President of the Said College in the Education
& Government of the Students belonging to it, as

they the said Trustees or their Successors, or
the Major Part of any thirteen of them, which
shall convene for that Purpose as above directed,
shall from time to time, and at any time here-
after think needful and serviceable to the
Interests of the Said College (26, pp. 400-401).

Obviously the delegation of such extensive authority to

the president lay great strength in that office. The

president literally was to perform what the non-resident

Board would do if they were capable and present to do so.

Later, in Witherspoon's administration, the question arose

concerning the distribution of power between the president
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and tutors, the tutors having been used to exercising

this power in the absence of a permanent president. In

the December, 1767 minutes of the Board of Trustees

Maclean found the Trustees reaffirmed their desire to

hold the president entirely responsible when they declared

"that the President of the College for the time being is

invested with the sole direction as to the methods of

education to be pursued in this Seminary (10, p. 310).

The most important task of this new Board was the

selection of a permanent president for the institution.

This they did on November 9, 1748 with the election of

Aaron Burr, who already held a seat on the Board of

Trustees.

At the time of Burr's death in 1757, the College having

now moved permanently to Princeton, there were three tutors

and about seventy students, all under the immediate

supervision of the president (26, p. 42). At the death of

the College's fourth president in 1766, the student enroll-

ment had risen sharply to one hundred twenty.

The internal organization of the College during

these days of infancy was small and simple and called for

only a president and tutors. The early records, observes

Wertenbaker, show that Burr carried most of the administrative

burden himself:

He was president, professor, secretary,
librarian, purchasing agent all in one, and
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the musty old account book in which he made
all his financial entries gives eloquent
testimony of his devotion, his energy, and
his multiform duties (26, p. 30).

Added to the administrative staff of the College in

1755 was a steward and a butler, so observes Collins in

his historical work, Princeton (4, pp. 42-43). Collins

found in the minutes of the Trustees' meetings of 1755

the indication that these new staff additions reflected

a growing college organization and the anticipation, no

doubt, that the president needed relief from a growing

number of administrative details:

There is little mention of the college butler
in the records, but the steward and his multi-
farious duties were constantly stepping into
the light of critical publicity. Next to the
president he was the chief executive of the
College. His principal task of course was to main-
tain the college dining-room, and he was required
periodically to give bond that he would supply
good board at a stipulated rate. But in addition
he collected board bills, tuition fees, and
room rent, and as long as the prayer-hall con-
tinued to be the village church he also collected
pew rents. He sold text-books, he cleaned the
college chimneys, and was a guardian of the
belfry and especially of the bell-rope, that
ever lurking temptation to mischievous scholars.
He hired the college servants and sometimes
even paid the tutors (4, p. 43).

This simple organizational structure, augmented by a

series of laws governing student conduct and discipline

worked out primarily by Burr, served to guide student life

and learning during these years.

Growth within the college organization occurred along
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expanding curricular lines with the establishment of a

professorship of divinity, followed by a professorship

of mathematics, and natural philosophy, under Witherspoon's

early administration, these being in addition to tutors.

These enlargements of the faculty were halted by the

Revolution, an event that all but annihilated the grow-

ing institution itself. A professor of moral philosophy

was added in 1779 (4, pp. 71, 74, 81).

Though the Board of Trustees had delegated to the

president the major responsibilities for running the College,

that they themselves retained absolute authority over all

affairs of the College can hardly be questioned. For

example, Maclean found an incident in his research in

which the Trustees overruled a faculty decision to permit

a young scholar to address the commencement exercises because

of what they considered to be bad conduct. The minutes of

the Board of Trustees reflect this action:

And whereas it has been represented, and
upon inquiry it hath appeared to the Board,
that Samuel Leake, a member of the present
Senior class, was not long since singularly
active in encouraging and promoting some
unwarrantable and riotous proceedings amoung
the students, particularly in publickly burning
the effigies of his Excellency Governor Hutchin-
son, and also insulting an honourable member
of this Board for endeavouring in a very becoming
manner to prevent the said riotous proceedings;
and the Board being also informed that the said
Samuel Leake, notwithstanding his conduct,
hath been appointed by the Faculty to the

honour of the Salutatory Oration at the
ensuing Commencement, this Board doth highly
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dissapprove of his designation to that honour,
and do hereby vacate that choce, and direct the
President of the College to appoint another
Orator in his room (10, p. 318).

In their theory of organization the Board obviously

placed great confidence and trust in the office of

president, but they also appear to have never lost sight

of the fact that theirs was the final word, theirs was the

ultimate responsibility for the ultimate success or fail-

ure of the institution in fulfilling its intended goals.

Though they made frequent use of standing and ad hoc

committees (composed of their own members and other

individuals on request) to meet specific needs, it is

abundantly clear that final authority rested in the full

body of Trustees.

Further development in the internal organization of

the College occurred at the meeting of the Board of Trustees

on September 27, 1786, when the office of vice-president

was created. One of the professors, also serving as the

College treasurer, was elected to that post as recorded in

the Board's minutes of that day:

The Board of Trustees considering the situation
of Dr. Smith with regard to the institution,
and the duties he is necessarily called to
discharge, appoint him to the office of Vice-
President of the College (10, p. 345).

As the positions and staff members of the College

became more stable, it is apparent the Board of Trustees

began thinking of a Faculty, in the larger sense, rather
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than solely a president in whom to vest the authority

for conducting the internal affairs of the institution.

A resolution passed by the Board in September, 1788,

clarifies this changing theory of organization:

Whereas regular Professorships are now estab-
lished in this institution, it is therefore
resolved and ordered, That the president
and professors form the faculty, and that
the government of the College be vested in
the said faculty, whose authority shall extend
to every part of the discipline, except the
final expulsion of a student, which shall not
take place unless by the order of this board,
or unless six trustees shall have been convened
for the purpose, and their consent obtained
(10, p. 349).

Maclean also found evidence in earlier Board minutes in

April, 1787, in which the faculty, not just the president,

was instructed to prepare and present to the Trustees

a set of laws for the internal governing of the College

(10, p. 346).

The death of Witherspoon in November, 1794, was

followed by the election of vice-president Samuel Smith

to the presidency. As vice-president, he had had for a

number of years a general oversight of the institution and

maintained the discipline within (11, p. 5). His functioning

in this role no doubt relieved the president of a great

deal of the day-to-day administrative affairs, and permitted

him to work more closely with Trustee and state affairs,

as well as secure badly needed funds for the operation of

the College.
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The faculty of the College grew considerably with the

addition of a Professor of Chemistry (1795), a Professor

of Languages (1802), and a Professor of Theology (1803)

(11, pp. 8-9, 145, 53-55).

A highly enlightening report on the internal organi-

zation of the faculty, and the specific duties of the

president, the professors, and tutors, is that given by

Smith to the Board of Trustees in 1804. The entire text of

this report concerning the course of instruction in the

College is recorded by Maclean (11, pp. 57-58). While

each member of the faculty had his specific teaching

duties, there were various other duties which all shared

in common, some of which were performed on a rotation basis.

Of himself, the president reported:

He attends likewise in rotation with the other
Professors in the Refectory for the sake of
preserving order, and to see that the provisions
of the Steward are good and proper, for three
or four days in the week, each Professor pre-
siding there for one week in succession (11,
p. 57).

Though these outlined duties of the president include

attending meetings of the faculty, no mention is made of

time spent supervising or overseeing the work of any other

member of the faculty.

Additional growth in the faculty came in 1804 with

the Trustees deciding to create a Professorship of Mathe-

metics and Natural Philosophy (11, p. 60). Continued growth
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in the College enrollment was, however, severely affected

following the student rebellions in 1806-1807. Instead

of dismissing students on the advice of the faculty as

specified in earlier resolutions, it appears the Trustees

firmly took matters into their own hands, a decision which

Maclean interprets as a very unwise one:

Under no other adminstration of the affairs
of the College did the Trustees ever inter-
fere so much with the discipline; undertaking
to direct in all matters, and leaving but
little to the judgment of the Faculty---an
unwise course for any Board of Trustees to
pursue, and which in this case did no good
(11, p. 82).

There had been, on the part of the students, open resistance

to College authority. The Trustees took the matter of

dismissing and restoring students into their own hands,

a move that not only was in direct contradiction to their

previous theory of organization, but also served to weaken

their own hand as well as that of the faculty.

These student discipline problems, and suspected

instructional problems, were factors that led the Trustees

to pass the following resolution on April 6, 1808:

Resolved, That at each stated meeting of the
Board a committee be appointed at an early
period of the meeting to inquire into the
state of instruction and discipline of the
College generally, and the manner in which
each member of the Faculty in particular
discharges his respective duties, and make
report to the Board before their rising
(11, p. 83).
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Apparently the Trustees' confidence in the president and

faculty had been shaken somewhat by the student uprisings

and defiance of authority, so their theory of organization

was changed in this fashion to insure a supposed better

accountability on the internal affairs of the institution

and the quality of instruction being given. The minutes

of subsequent Board meetings, and the reports of the ad

hoc committee, seem to indicate the Trustees gained

reassurance as to the state of affairs, and perhaps the

competence of the president and faculty.

At the same time that an apparent interest was building

among the Board of Trustees for the appointment of a

vice-president and Professor of Theology to provide a

measure of administrative relief for the president, there

was also an interest developing on the part of the

General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in establishing

a theological seminary for the education of candidates of

the ministry. In his research on these organizational

developments, Maclean demonstrates how the Board of Trustees

viewed the proposed theological seminary as a rival in-

stitution to the College that would seriously change the

relationship between the College and the Presbyterian

General Assembly, and also how strongly the General

Assembly wanted an institution, under the care and control

of their own Board of Directors, to educate candidates for
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the ministry (11, pp. 89-110). Because of the Trustees'

desire to avoid the establishment of a rival institution,

and the Assembly's desire to have access to the facilities

and library of the College, the two governing bodies worked

out an agreement in June, 1811, whereby the College

basically agreed not to sustain its own department of

theology for training ministers, while the Assembly agreed

to locate the seminary in Princeton and have full access

to the College library.

The essential elements of the agreement, the complete

text of which is reported by Maclean (11, pp. 118-121),

included: (1) the Theological Seminary, to be located in

proximity to the College, would be under a group of directors

appointed by the General Assembly and their administration

wholly independent of the Trustees of the College, (2)

the Seminary could erect buildings for their use on the

grounds of the College, and the College would provide

needed extra accomodations during and after the construction,

(3) the Seminary could send students to be admitted and

educated in the College under the same requirements as

any other students attending the College, and (4) the

professors and students of the Theological Seminary would

have free and full access to the College library, the College

agreeing not to establish a professorship of theology as

long as the Seminary was located in Princeton.
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The organizational arrangements of the College and

Theological Seminary thus agreed to, the Trustees 
of the

College acted the next year to elect a new president,

Ashbel Green, and a vice-president and Professor of

Mathematics and Natural Philosophy, Elijah Slack.

The resignation of a professor in 1822 resulted in

the Trustees passing a resolution which not only 
set a

precedent in the administration, but also 
reflected a

developing and maturing theory of organization in keeping

with the maturation of the institution itself. The details

of this occurrence are recorded in the Trustee's minutes

dated April 10, 1822, as reported by Maclean:

The clerk informed the Board that soon after

the last Commencement he received a letter from

Professor Vethake requesting him to tender to

the Board of Trustees his resignation of the

office of Professor of Mathematics and Mechanical

Philosophy; that he communicated this fact to the

President and several other members of the Board,

who, on considering the subject, were of the

opinion that it was unnecessary to convene the

Board before the regular time; and that the

Faculty might make such provisional arrange-

ments for the instruction of the students
during the winter session, in the department

vacated, as they should judge expedient (11,

pp. 189-190).

Granted these discretionary powers, the faculty thus

proceeded to meet the instructional need by redistributing

some of the classes and appointing an additional tutor.

This delegation of responsibility apparently reflects a

growing confidence in the Trustees regarding the ability 
of
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the faculty to manage the internal affairs of the College,

particularly those of an instructional nature. Maclean's

research indicates that the faculty of 1822 was composed

of a vice-president serving also as acting president,

a Teacher of Mathematics and Natural Philosophy, and three

tutors (11, p. 230).

The mounting number of student outbreaks over the

past two decades, and the official records during these

early years of the College, make it abundantly clear that

an overwhelming majority of the control of the life of

the individual student was firmly in the hands of the

faculty. Students were to follow rigidly the instruction,

rules, standards of personal hygiene and conduct, etc.,

which were laid down by the faculty, and, in turn, incor-

porated into the laws of the College. The extent to which

this control was exerted is particularly evident in one of

the resolutions adopted by the faculty in 1823, the text

of which is reported by Maclean:

Resolved, That in the future the students
be not allowed to call a meeting of the College
without the President's permission, or a meeting
of any class without the permission of the officer
to whom the class recites on the day on which
the meeting is to be called; and that no per-
mission be granted unless the object of the
meeting be specified in writing, and the re-
quest be signed by the persons who make it.

Resolved, That the President be authorized to
restore any persons who lately left College,
by the permission of the Faculty (except those
parents may be requested and advised to keep
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them at home), upon their signing a paper

in the following words, viz.: "We, the under-

signed, convinced of the imDropriety of our

conduct, in the part we took in the trans-

actions of the 13th and 15th of December,

1823, in the College of New Jersey, declare

our sorrow for the same, and we also pledge

our truth and honor that we will not here-

after interfere with the discipline of the
College (11, p. 254).

In the view of Maclean, who himself was a faculty member

during this time, this resolution has been of inestimable

value in the internal government of the College in pre-

venting interference in the discipline therein (11, pp.

254-255).

In 1825 the faculty of the College consisted of

a president, three professors, and three tutors, the

Trustees earlier having decided to eliminate for the

time being the office of vice-president (11, pp. 259,

261).

Though the College had been in a desperate condition

during the first and second decades of the nineteenth

century, the enrollment began to rise sharply as the

term 1830-1831 approached. The organization of the faculty,

now enlarged to a president, vice-president, four pro-

fessors, one adjunct professor, and two tutors, make it

very evident that the internal organization of the faculty

was being built solidly around an expanding curriculum in

response to changing and growing student needs. Though the

effort proved abortive, the minutes of the Trustees' meeting
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on September 29, 1835, reflect a plan to establish a School

of Law:

The committee appointed to make arrangements

for a course of Lectures on Law reported,
that they had the assurance of funds sufficient
to make the experiment without encroaching on

the means of the Board, and therefore offered
the following resolution:

"Resolved, That it is expedient to establish a
Law Faculty of four Professors, to whom

authority shall be given to make the necessary
arrangements for a Law School; provided that

the Professors be paid from the proceeds of the

tuit ion-fee s . "

The Board adopted the resolution, and then pro-

ceeded to the election of three gentlemen as

Professors of Law, viz., the Hon. Samuel L.
Southard, the Hon. Theodore Frelinghuysen, and

James S. Green, Esq. Unexpected occurrences

prevented their acceptance of the appointments
tendered to them, and this attempt to establish
a Law School also failed (11, p. 299).

Though there were no additional faculty changes from that

time until 1842, Maclean did find that the Trustees

empowered the faculty to appoint a registrar for the

College, which they promptly did (11, p. 309). Sharp

increases in student enrollment, and an apparent desire

to relieve the teaching faculty of an additional burden,

seem to be the factors surrounding the establishment of this

largely non-academic administrative position within the

College.

In 1846 the long-awaited dream for a School of Law

was realized with the Trustees' appointment of three

Professors of Law, and the concurrent establishment of the
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School which fell at the time of the centennial celebration

of the College of New Jersey (11, pp. 317-318).

Until 1854 there appear to be no other significant

changes within the organization of the College.

That the theory of organization followed by the founding

fathers and maintained by succeeding administrations was in

close keeping with the liberal arts tradition is expressed

perhaps no more eloquently in all the early records of the

College, than in 1854 in the inaugural address of John

Maclean, the College's tenth president:

Nor has it ever been the aim of the Trustees
and Faculty of this College to make the College
a collection of separate schools; and to permit
the students here congregated to determine
for themselves to what branches they will devote
their time and attention, and which ones they
will neglect.

Whatever advantages may flow from such a system,
they are not the precise results sought to be

reached by the establishment of colleges. That
even for certain classes of under-graduates they
may answer a good purpose we do not question,
but it is chiefly for that class whose pecuniary
resources and advanced age will not admit of their
pursuing the full College course.

In adopting a system of instruction for colleges,
we should have respect to the mass of those
whom we seek to benefit, and we should so order
the course of study as to enable them all,
with proper effort, to attain in some good
degree the end sought in a liberal education
(11, pp. 422-423).

It is quite evident from the force of these remarks that

the traditional liberal arts college concept dominated the

theory of organization of the College up until this time,
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and there appears to be little, if any notion of what

would later become the university concept.

Maclean's successor as president, James McCosh,

elected in 1868, brought a very different concept of higher

education to the campus of the College of New Jersey.

Concerning the background of McCosh, Wertenbaker observes:

of first importance to Princeton was McCosh's
wide acquaintance with the universities of
the Old World. A graduate of two Scottish
universities, he had visited Oxford and Cam-
bridge where he formed friendships with some
of their most distinguished men, had inspected many
of the leading German universities and several
in Switzerland and Holland. In the period of
educational expansion which lay ahead for the
American colleges he was splendidly equipped
to bring to Princeton the best from European
systems (26, p. 291)

In contrast to the College's inflexible curriculum

McCosh set about to create a groundwork of required courses

with what amounted to a superstructure of electives which

permitted a student to specialize in a given field. During

the administration of McCosh many new buildings were erected

to accomodate the new growth of the College, and by the

end of his administration the number of faculty members

had tripled the number at the institution when he became

president.

Wertenbaker has carefully traced how, under the adminis-

tration of McCosh, the College developed a graduate school

and added significantly to its organizational structure

through the addition of a number of schools (26, p. 302).
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By 1877 some forty-two students were enrolled in post

graduate courses. In 1872 a School of Science was created;

in 1874 a School of Engineering; in 1882 a School of

Art. A professional librarian was appointed early in

McCosh's administration.

It is evident that the theory of organization followed

by McCosh during these years of significant growth and

development was largely determined by his theory of education.

Part of McCosh's theory of organization is reflected in a

speech, as recorded by Wertenbaker, which he gave in order

to launch a campaign to secure university recognition for

the College:

A college is a teaching body; a university
something higher; it embraces a number and
variety of departments, it may be a number
of colleges---Oxford has twenty-two---combined
in a unity of government and aim, which is
generally to promote a higher learning (26,
p. 339).

The changing theory of organization under McCosh, which

took the College to a University, is well summarized by

Wertenbaker:

As one reviews the changes under McCosh,
they fit themselves into one pattern---the
transformation of a college into a univer-
sity. The building program, the creation of
a real library, the founding of schools of
science and art, the elective system, the
giving of graduate courses and the building
up of a body of graduate students, the encourage-
ment of research, the acquisition of new scien-
tific equipment, the arousing of the intellectual
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curiosity of the undergraduates, the raising
of the entrance requirements, the offering
of fellowships---all pointed in the same
direction (26, p. 342).

The name change from the College of New Jersey to

Princeton University came officially in 1894 under the

administration of Francis Patton. Other events which

ushered Princeton University into the twentieth century,

all of which were very much in keeping with strong trends

in American higher education, involved reorganizing the

Board of Trustees to enhance alumni participation and

representation, the creation of a School of Electrical

Engineering in 1889, and the official organization of a

Graduate School in 1900.

The coming of Woodrow Wilson's administration brought

feelings that the American university had gone too far in

the direction of technical and narrow specialization,

and that the direction Princeton University should take

was more toward general liberal education. It appears

Wilson set about immediately to bring about curricular

reform, and consequently change in the organizational

structure of the faculty, in keeping with his theory of

higher education. Collins has carefully studied this

extensive reorganization and summarizes it as follows:

This desideraturm, which had been at least

one of the intentions of the Patton revision,

was now accomplished by grouping the teaching
staff into divisions and component departments,
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and arranging the course of study within each

department, requiring the student at the end
of the sophomore year to choose a department,
the course therein being so controlled that he

could not give his whole attention to a single
subject. The divisions and their departments were:

philosophy, containing the department of philosophy
and that of history, politics, and economics, the
latter since divided into two, history and poli-
tics, and economics and social institutions; the
division of art and archaeology, containing the de-
partment of art and archaeology and since incor-
porated in the division of philosophy; the
division of language and literature, comprising
the departments of classics, English, modern

languages; the division of mathematics, physics,
chemistry, geology, biology, and astronomy (4,
p. 272).

These sweeping changes to bring about greater utilization

of a compulsory, coherent elective system was accompanied

by another equally-important innovation, that of attempting

to restore to the University the close personal relation-

ships of professor to student so typical of earlier

colleges. In 1905 the preceptorial method of instruction

was introduced at Princeton, the essential goals of which

are described by Collins:

The preceptorial method was in the nature
of an experiment; it was an endeavor to restore
to a large body of undergraduates the advan-
tages of personal relations with their teachers,

which advantage only the small college was
supposed now to afford. But it aimed also
to do more than this. Its chief object as

President Wilson wrote, when describing the
plan before its initiation, was "to give under-
graduates their proper release from being
schoolboys, to introduce them to the privilege

of maturity and independence by putting them
in the way of doing their own reading instead
of getting up lectures or lessons." Lectures
were by no means to be given up, but the major
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stress was to be laid on the reading a student
would do for himself in the general field of
his lectures. This reading would be assigned
from week to week, and in conferences with his
preceptors, who might be any members of the
departments wherein the lectures fell, this
reading would be discussed or a report on it
would be read and criticised.

The method was not to be one of coaching or
tutoring for examinations, but an attempt to
get undergraduates to read, mark, learn, and,
most important of all, inwardly to digest what
they read. Obviously the success of such a
method of instruction, or better, of study---
depended, and must ever depend, on the caliber of
men conducting it (4, pp. 275-276).

Some forty-seven men were initially added to the staff

with an assistant-professor rank, followed by nine more

the following year. The method was well received and

soon became an integral part of the instruction.

The excessive costs of the preceptorial method of

instruction resulted in the creation in 1904 of a Committee

of Fifty, essentially a group of alumni whose primary

purpose it was to raise financial support to offset budget

deficits. Later, in 1909, this group was reorganized

into a Graduate Council with its own charter, by-laws, and

internal organization, and later received the grant of

direct approach to the Board of Trustees.

At the conclusion of Wilson's administration, which

placed Princeton University well into the twentieth

century, the basic organization of the Trustees of Princeton

included the governor of the state, the president of the
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University, twenty-five life trustees and five alumni

trustees. The president of the University exercised his

vested authority appropriately through other officers

the corporation including the dean of the faculty, the

dean of the graduate school, the dean of the department

of science, the dean of the college, the secretary of

the University, and the secretary of business administration.

The faculty was basically organized into fourteen standing

committees responsible for conducting necessary business,

and each department at the University was essentially

autonomous, the head of each being appointed by the

president (4, pp. 286-290).

Columbia University

The historical volume, A History of Columbia University

1754-1904, published at the one hundred fiftieth anniver-

sary of the institution, describes the document which

authorized the founding of King's College:

On the thirty-first day of October, 1754,
George II, King of England, created by letters
patent 'a Body politick and Corporate, in
deed, fact and name,' 'the Governors of the
College of the Province of New York, in the
City of New York, in America,' and ordained that,

certain designated lands having been first
conveyed and assured to the corporation, 'there
be erected and made on the said Lands a College,

and other Buildings and Improvements, for the
use and convenience of the same, which shall
be called and known by the name of King's

College, for the Instruction and Education of
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youth in the Learned Languages, and Liberal
Arts and Sciences (12, p. 1).'

An extremely divisive controversy had surrounded the

founding of the College, because there were those in the

Colony of New York who bitterly opposed a sectarian in-

stitution of higher education being founded in the city

of New York. The arguments concerning the College were

largely of a religious nature, and included opposition to

the transfer of funds, raised earlier by the public General

Assembly of New York, to a Board of Governors dominated

heavily by the Church of England.

That the interests of the Church of England were

strong in the College just brought into existence is further

evidenced by the provisions which accompanied the grant

of land on which the College would be built:

The 'express condition' of the grant was that
'the President of the said College forever for
the time being shall be Member of and in com-
munion with the Church of England as by law
established & that the Morning and Evening
Service in the said College by the Liturgy of
the said Church, or such a Collection of
Prayers out of the said Liturgy with a Collect
peculiar for the said College as shall be
greed upon & approved of by the President and
Governors of the said College.' This condition
is said to have been imposed because of a fear
on the part of the Vestry of Trinity Church
that the College might otherwise have no
religious character whatever (12, pp. 11-12).

One of the eminent men in the colonies at this time,

Samuel Johnson, was chosen to be the first president of

King's College. The purposes of the College were quite
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explicitly stated in Johnson's public announcement con-

cerning the opening of the College. Some of the more

important sections of this announcement are given:

The chief thing that is aimed at in this
college is to teach and engage the children
to know God in Jesus Christ, and to love
and serve Him in all sobriety, godliness, and
righteousness of life, with a perfect heart,
and a willing mind; and to train them up in
all virtuous habits and all such useful know-
ledge as may render them creditable to their
families and friends, ornaments to their
country, and useful to the public weal in
their generations.

And lastly, a serious, virtuous, and industrious
course of life being first provided for, it
is further the design of this college to in-
struct and perfect youth in the learned languages
and in the arts of reasoning exactly, of writing
correctly, and speaking eloquently.

And finally, to lead them from the study of
nature to the knowledge of themselves, and
of the God of nature, and their duty to Him,
themselves, and one another, and everything
that can contribute to their true happiness,
both here and hereafter (9, pp. 110-111).

This statement of purpose was very much in keeping with

the fashionable philosophy of the day. However, Johnson

was also careful to speak about the religious freedom

one could expect to have as a student at the College:

And that people may be the better satisfied in
sending their children for education to this
college, it is to be understood, that as to
religion, there is no intention to impose on
the scholars, the peculiar tenets of any par-
ticular sect of Christians; but to inculcate
upon their tender minds, the great principles of
Christianity and morality in which true
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Christians of each denomination are generally
agreed (9, p. 110).

An additional evidence of this religious freedom,

which this time affected the College's organization, was

the change in the Charter of 1755 which provided for the

appointment of a Professor of Divinity by the Reformed

Protestant Dutch Church in the City of New York for the

instruction of young men training for the ministry of

that faith. The Governors of the College could remove

this appointed professor, but only with cause (8, p. 154).

The theory of organization followed in framing the

Charter of 1754 provided for representation by a number

of denominations other than the Church of England, in-

cluding the Reformed Protestant Dutch Church, the Ancient

Lutheran Church, the French Church, and the Presbyterian

Church, Matthews points out that the cosmopolitan

character provided by so broad a representation is probably

the reason why, unlike the other pre-Revolutionary colleges,

the College has never had a theological faculty (12,

pp. 16-17).

In July, 1754, Johnson began the instruction of

students in King's College. The following year a tutor

was added to assist him in the instruction. Two years

later, in 1757, the first professorship was established,

that of Professor of Mathematics and Natural History. In

1761 a steward was appointed, followed in 1762 with the
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creation of a new professorship, that of Professor of

Moral Philosophy, whose responsibility included assisting

the president in matters of college government. It was

anticipated the man so appointed to this office would

follow Johnson as president (12, p. 28).

Considerable structure was brought to the operation of

the College by the Laws and Orders of the College of New

York adopted in November, 1762, a set of provisions

arrived at by a committee of the Board of Governors. These

Laws and Orders dealt with subjects which ranged from

admissions and graduation requirements, to a detailed four-

year schedule of the curriculum and student respect to the

president and tutors (12, pp. 446-456). Some internal

organization was brought to the faculty based on which

tutor or professor would be responsible for which subjects.

A Medical School was created within the College in

1767, and a committee of the Governors was appointed to

oversee its operation.

The years of the American Revolution proved almost

disastrous to King's College, and also to the other colleges

of the time. However, the institution survived, and an

act in 1784 changed the name to Columbia College and created

a new governing body, the Regents of the University of the

State of New York. The Regents were composed of the

Governor, Lieutenant-Governor, President of the Senate,
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of State, the Mayor of the City of Albany, and the Mayor

of the City of New York as ex officio members. In

addition, there were twenty-four gentlemen who served as

Regents as well as representatives from the respective

religious denominations of the state. Professors and tutors

were also made members of the Board (8, p. 154).

The document of 1784 gave the Regents complete

authority over the several colleges which would compose

the University, the understanding clearly being that

any colleges so founded were at all times to be considered

a part of the University. The Regents were given the right

to appoint and dismiss the president and all the professors.

The document also instructed the Regents

'that from and after the first election the
said President and all future Presidents shall
be elected from out of the Professors of the
several Colleges, that may or shall compose
the said University, and that no Professor
shall in any way whatsoever be accounted in-
eligible, for or by reason of any religious
tenet or tenets that he may or shall profess,
or be compelled by any bye law or otherwise to
take any religious test-oath whatsoever (12,
p. 60).

The Regents, in one of their first meetings, organized

themselves internally with the election of a chancellor

of the University, a vice-chancellor, a treasurer, and a

secretary. From among their own members a number of

standing committees were appointed to handle certain

114
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details, including one committee to supervise repairs of

the buildings, and another to oversee certain fiscal matters.

A further committee consisted of the chancellor and two

other Regents for the purpose of examining candidates

for admission to the College.

Matthews and others show that by 1787 the management

of the College under the care of the Regents had been an

unsatisfactory arrangement, and this state of affairs

brought about an Act by the state legislature in April,

1787, to establish a University to be called "The Regents

of the University of the State of New York (12, p. 68).1"

The Regents became a corporation with power and control to

visit and inspect any college or school in the state under

their auspices. The Regents were empowered to grant charters

to any new college which would become part of the Univer-

sity. The Act revived the original charter of King's

College with a few slight modifications, one of which changed

its name to Columbia College and placed it under a corpor-

ation called the Trustees of Columbia College. The Act

named twenty-nine trustees, which would be reduced down

to a permanent self-perpetuating number of twenty-four upon

the death or resignation of any of the original members.

In 1787 a new president, William Samuel Johnson, was

appointed over a faculty which then consisted of three

professors in the faculty of medicine and three professors
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in the faculty of arts (12, pp. 69-70). The growth in

the College which followed is reflected by the fact that in

1795 a medical faculty, the faculty of physic, was com-

posed of a dean and seven professors, while the faculty of

arts consisted of the president and seven professors.

Each of these professors were responsible for the instruction

of students in his particular subject area, and included

such areas as Moral Philosophy, Greek and Latin Languages,

and Law.

The size of the faculty and student body of Columbia

did not change appreciably from this point until well

after 1850.

The period 1858-1879 saw a surge of renewed growth in

the College through the addition of several professional

schools including a School of Law, a School of Mines, and

a College of Physicians and Surgeons, replacing the earlier

medical faculty which had actually been treated as a sort

of department rather than a genuine professional school.

In 1854 a specially-appointed study committee had

recommended the creation of a graduate course of study as

indicated in the report they made back to the College:

Resolved: That in view of its greatly enlarged
resources, the College ought now to establish
supplemental courses in continuation of the
studies of the first three years, without
reference to professional or artistic pursuits,
but solely for higher culture in learning and
science, to extend for three additional years,
with degrees, as at present, at the end of the
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first or senior year, with an unrestricted
choice of studies during the two succeeding
years.

Resolved: That the College, as soon as its means
will permit, may advantageously establish special
and separate professional and artistic schools
in connection with the liberal arts and sciences
to be taught in its general course (12, pp. 211-212).

Part of this organizational plan included drawing the

line between college and university work at the end of the

junior year, the studies of the senior year being divided

into three groups: letters, science, and jurisprudence.

The first three years of instruction were common for all,

with the individual being free to choose his course during

the fourth year. Matthews sums up what was the theory of

organization which brought about this structural change

by quoting the chairman of the special study committee:

In a public address Mr. Betts, the chairman
of the committee that prepared the statute,
insisted upon the distinction between the
work of the first three years of the College
course, and that of the senior and graduate
years. Up to the close of the junior year,
he said, 'the end in view is mainly to dis-
cipline and invigorate the mind and to enlighten
and purify the heart.' From that period onward,
'the object is to apply this intellectual light
and vigor to the permanent acquisition of know-
ledge; to emancipate the student gradually
from the trammels of catechetical teaching, and
to prepare him for the higher and more arduous
efforts of self-instruction. With this view,
three departments are constructed, which are
termed school of letters, of science, and of
jurisprudence. . .On entering the senior year,
each student may select either of these
schools. . .After graduation the same schools
are proposed to be continued for two years.
A reference to the proposed course of
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instruction will show that they comprehend a large
circle of human learning. The instruction in
these schools is not to be confined to the
graduates of the College. It is open to the
whole world (12, pp. 213-214).

Matthews observes that this experiment was not a success,

but the effort did give birth to the three separate,

and virtually independent, professional schools--'-the

School of Law, the School of Mines, and the College of

Physicians and Surgeons. Observes Matthews:

As regarded graduate instruction, the exper-
iment of 1858 was wholly unsuccessful. The
graduate schools of Letters, Science, and Juris-
prudence never really came into existence.
Accordingly in June, 1861, the Trustees resolved:
'That the division of the senior class into
three schools be abolished at the end of the
present academic year, and that the course of
study thereafter be the same for the whole
class.' In the same month the select committee
on the graduate course was discharged at its own
request. The plan failed, not because of in-
trinsic defects, but because it was put in operation
at least two decades before the American public
was ready for it (12, p. 217).

Though the three professional schools did prosper, the

organizational basis on which they were constituted

proved to be a difficult problem of control, as Matthews

points out:

From the point of view of university
organization it should be noted that not
only was the independent Medical Department
a proprietary school, but, owing to the
inadequate resources of Columbia College,
the Schools of Law and of Mines were estab-
lished on practically the same basis, the
professors receiving no remuneration except
from the fees of the students. Under such
conditions the Columbia authorities could
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have no effective control over the conditions
of admission or of graduation. The educational
standard could not equitably be raised without
compensating the professors from the prospective
loss of income. In the case of the School of
Mines this state of things was happily of brief
duration. The Law School, however, remained on
this basis until 1878, and the Medical School
until its complete union with Columbia University
in 1891 (12, pp. 218-219).

The period 1865-1879 represents one in which no

important organizational changes were made, but rather

the emphasis appears to be on securing proper financial

support and equipment for the three professional schools

already formed. However, the official documents of this

era make it quite evident that Barnard, then the president

of the institution, kept the idea of university growth

foremost in the minds of the faculty and trustees. One

of Barnard's speeches points out the organizational trend

in America which was producing universities around a

collegiate nuclei:

If anything is written in the book of
destiny with a distinctness not to be
mistaken, it is that our own College is to
furnish a similar example. . .(Columbia) is
the nucleus of what will one day be the
great university of the city---possibly of
the continent (12, p. 220).

During these important, indeed, critical years of

growth in the life of Columbia, Barnard's theory of organi-

zation proved to be of enormous importance, as Matthews

observes:
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President Barnard, however, did much more
than believe and prophesy: he zealously
aided in the upbuilding of every department
of instruction already in existence, and he
indicated from year to year what new branches
of instruction Columbia must introduce, what
lines of research it must prosecute, what
alliances with the scientific activities of the
city and of the country it must form, in order
to attain the stature and develop the spirit
of a university. Every step that was taken
during his presidency to widen the range of
Columbia's work was previously urged by him;
nearly every forward movement of the kind that
has since been initiated, or is now contem-
plated, will be found suggested in one or
another of his annual reports; and in these
reports still other developments are fore-
shadowed that can hardly be said to be as yet
in contemplation (12, p. 221).

Whereas the period 1858-1879 was one of institutional

growth through professional schools, the period 1880-1904

was likewise one of growth through graduate instruction.

According to Matthews, the president's annual report

of 1879 contains a quote in which Barnard theorizes, "Our

universities will be formed by the expansion of the system

of postgraduate instruction (12, p. 223)."

The first serious movement toward graduate instruction

had been in the area of political science. The interest

in this one area of instruction was soon expanded into

a general system of graduate instruction. It was Barnard's

idea to create a graduate "school" rather than graduate

"departments" in order to give the endeavor more of a non-

professional flavor and gain from the "school" wider

prestige and greater attraction (12, p. 226). A committee
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of Trustees brought forth a plan in 1880 calling for

graduate instruction in some fifteen courses, six additional

ones to be added later. In addition, a School of Political

Science was added in 1880 followed in 1886 by a School of

Library Economy.

To settle numerous questions about graduate instruction,

when it should begin and end, and how the governing pro-

cesses would function, the University underwent a major

reorganization begun in 1890. Matthews (12, p. 234f) has

traced these reorganization steps carefully.

A Faculty of Philosophy was created, and was composed

of professors and adjunct professors who gave instruction

in philosophy, philology, and letters. Further a Univer-

sity Council was created out of representatives from the

Faculties of Law, Mines, Political Science, and Philosophy.

The dean of each Faculty, plus one additional elected

delegate from each, formed the representatives. The School

of Arts was given ex officio representation through its

dean and secretary. This University Council in reality

was a president's council with clearly defined powers,

including the responsibility to "advise the president as to

all matters affecting the master's and doctor's degrees, the

correlation of courses, the extension of university work in

new and old fields, and generally as to such matters as the

president may bring before it (12, p. 238). Matthews
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describes the powers given to the Council two years later,

in 1892:

Two years later, June 6, 18U, the Trustees
gave to the Council definite administrative
and legislative powers. As regarded the
non-professional Faculties it obtained the
position of an upper house. As regarded
the other Faculties it received no legis-
lative powers, but it was clothed with the
right and charged with the duty of making
recommendations, not only to the several
Faculties but to the Trustees, concerning
the educational administration of the Univer-
sity. At the same time the power of nominating
members was withdrawn from the president, and
the Council became purely representative (12,
p. 238).

In 1890 the Faculty of Arts agreed that, students

who had finished their third year in that school, could

enter courses to be considered as senior electives and

taught by the Faculties of Philosophy, Law, Mines, and

Political Science. Later the Faculty of Medicine was

added to these four. What came to be known as the

"Columbia Plan" described the system whereby a student

could take both the A. B. degree and the professional

degree in six years, thereby reducing his college and

university days by one full year. Matthews shows how this

plan became one which many other colleges and universities

followed:

This 'Columbia plan,' as it has come to be
known in educational discussion, has been
adopted by several American universities, and
a large number of independent colleges have
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introduced semi-professional or professional
studies in the later years of the bacculaureate
course (12, p. 239).

The change in official name from Columbia College

to Columbia University came through official action by

the Trustees in 1891.

it is evident that the theory of Barnard, and his

successor, Low, concerning what a university ought to be,

controlled to a large degree what were their theories of

organization. Thus, at the turn of the twentieth century

Columbia University found itself with an organizational

structure appropriate to that of a major university in the

American sense, whose growth over the previous twenty-five

years had been nothing short of spectacular.

At the turn of the twentieth century, in addition to

its undergraduate studies, the University had graduate

schools in Political Science, Philosophy, and Pure Science;

professional schools including the School of Medicine,

School of Law, School of Mines and Associated Schools,

and School of Architecture; and, three affiliated colleges

including Barnard College for women, Teachers College, and

the College of Pharmacy.

University of Pennsylvania

Like many other early institutions of higher education

in America, the University of Pennsylvania had its roots

deep in the religious soil of the new country.
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The eloquent preaching of the American evangelist,

George Whitefield, drew widespread attention and added

greatly to what has come to be called "The Great Awakening"

during the 18th century in America.

According to the research of Cheyney (3, Dp. 23-24),

it became evident to a group of Philadelphia citizens that

a building was needed to house the crowds coming to hear

Whitefield, and also to lodge a free charity school. The

erection of the building was begun in early 1740 under the

direction of two groups of trustees, in keeping with the

legal traditions of the time. The first group of four

trustees were the holders of the land and buildings, while

the second group of nine trustees were known as the "Trustees

for Uses," their primary function being to see that the ob-

jects of the trust were carried out.

Though the building saw considerable use by various

religious leaders and groups in the years that followed,

nine years drifted by during which time the educational uses

were all but nonexistent. While this failure to establish

a school was being repeatedly called to the attention of the

Provincial Assembly, Cheyney observes that the time was ripe

for Benjamin Franklin and other interested citizens to make

a move toward establishing an institution of higher education

in Philadelphia:

However, this ninth year of delay was to prove
the last. A sudden opportunity for escape from



125

their difficulties now presented itself to
the Trustees. A group of men of position and
wealth offered to buy the New Building, to pay
all outstanding debts, and to agree to carry
out the trusts incumbent upon it. These men
had a new plan, largely inspired by Franklin,
to meet the long-standing need of Philadelphia
for an institution of higher learning, and they
required a building in which it could be estab-
lished (3, p. 27).

In 1743 Franklin had circulated his "Proposals Relating

to the Education of Youth in Pensilvania," following which

more than fifty citizens pledged varying amounts of money

toward the establishment of a school. Twenty-four of these

donors agreed to serve as Trustees for the new institution,

and on November 13, 1749, signed the "Constitution for a

Public Academy in the City of Philadelphia" prepared by

Franklin and Tench Francis, Attorney-General of the pro-

vince. Cheyney's research into these original documents

of the institution revealed the following facts concerning

the nature of the Trustees as a group:

According to the Constitutions the Trustees were
to be an unpaid body, self-perpetuating, electing
their own officers, meeting monthly or oftener,
collecting and spending funds, 'contracting' with
masters and appointing tutors, deciding what
subjects should be taught and to a considerable
extent the methods of teaching. They were to set
the rates for tuition and 'No scholar shall be
admitted or taught within the Academy, without
the consent of the major part of the Trustees in
writing, signed with their names;' a provision
soon abandoned (3, pp. 30-31).

From these documents Cheyney found that the Academy

was organized along classical lines, so that the master
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secured to teach Latin and Greek was given the title

"Rector," and responsibility over all teaching in the

Academy. Provision was made for the Rector to have a

tutor's assistance when his teaching load exceeded twenty

students. The English master was required to have forty

students before tutorial assistance could be used, and

his salary was exactly half that of the Rector. Each of

the masters was also to teach history, geography, mathe-

matics, and rhetoric to his own group of students.

From his historical study of the Academy (much later

to become the University of Pennsylvania), Cheyney offers

his conclusions as to what were the original intents and

purposes of the founders, and also makes the point that

the Academy contained elements that were totally new in

higher education:

The ideal in the minds of the Founders was,
evidently, of a group of interested and self-
sacrificing Trustees, exercising their pro-
posed educational functions through teachers
and students under their constant and detailed
management, much as they carried on their
business affairs. The profits were to be the
material, intellectual, and moral benefit of
the students which would in turn enhance the
prosperity and good order of the community.
The practical advantages of preparing young
men for local magistracies and 'the proper
sort' for country school teaching, and
the enrichment of Philadelphia by drawing from
neighboring provinces students 'who must spend
considerable sums among us in payment for their
lodging, diet, apparel, etc.' were dilated upon
in a memorial drawn up by Franklin and laid
before City Council the next year.
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The Proposals and the Constitutions were
something new, not only in Philadelphia but
in all higher education. Educational in-
stitutions had in the past been established
by groups of masters or of students for for the
mere love of learning, as were the medieval
universities, or by religious societies for
training their ministers or educating the young
within their own fold, or by sovereigns
to increase their prestige. The Philadelphia
Academy was different from all these. It
was established by a 'voluntary society of
founders,' as they long afterward called
themselves, for purely secular and civic pur-
poses, without the support of any religious
body or the patronage of any person or govern-
ment. It was to owe its continuous existence
to a self-perpetuating Board of Trustees
carrying out these purposes with such con-
stancy and wisdom as they should prove to
possess. It was an experiment that might or
might not succeed (3, pp. 32-33).

Unlike the vast majority of other colleges and univer-

sities that have grown up in America over the past three

hundred years, the Academy was not provided with a presi-

dent, and only a few decades ago was the University of

Pennsylvania provided a leader with that title.

The Trustees quite obviously chose to maintain close,

continuous, and exclusive control over virtually all

activities of the Academy, including that of the instruction

given. This rather unusual style of organization in which

the Trustees governed the minute affairs of the institution

is probably, as Cheyney points out, a basic outgrowth of

what were the Trustee's expectations of themselves:

It was anticipated that the Trustees would
visit the institution frequently 'to encourage
and countenance the youth, countenance and
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assist the Masters,' that they would 'look
on the students as in some measure their own
children, treat them with familiarity and
affection,' and when they completed their
studies and were ready to go out into the world
would 'make all the interest that can be made
to promote and establish them, whether in
business, offices, marriages, or any other
thing for their advantage, preferably to all
other persons whatsoever, even of equal merit.'
These would be no unimportant services when
offered by the most influential men of the
city (3, p. 32).

The Academy officially opened in early 1751, followed

by the establishment of the Free School a few months later

in fulfillment of the trust the Trustees of the Academy

had assumed from the initial group of trustees.

Cheyney's research reveals that the next logical

step for the Trustees to take, once the Academy and Free

School were operational, was the procurement of an official

charter, which they set about immediately to do:

The Academy was now fully organized and in
running order, with the provisions of the Con-
stitutions and of the earlier trusts being
carried out. To give the institutions recog-
nition and permanency a charter from the Pro-
prietaries seemed proper. Steps toward this
were taken by the appointment of Attorney-
General Francis by the Trustees at their
meeting of June 9, 1752, to draw up a form
of charter to be sent to England to obtain
official approbation. Consent was readily
given by Thomas and Richard Penn, the Pro-
prietaries, along with a donation of 500
to show their interest in the project. The
ordinary delays of ocean travel and official
procrastination postponed the completion of
the negotiation to the next year. In April
1753, however, word came through Secretary
Peters that the Penns had ordered the sig-
nature of the Charter. In July the Trustees
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in a body went to the Governor's house and
received at his hands and with his congrat-
ulations the engrossed Charter and the warrant
of the provincial seal and registry at the
Rolls Office. The Charter was made out to
'The Trustees of the Academy and Charitable
School in the Province of Pennsylvania (3,
p. 39).'

This Charter of 1753 lasted until 1755 when a new

charter was approved by the Penns giving the authority

to grant the usual college degrees. The new charter,

as Cheyney observes, included several important organi-

zational changes:

From the verbiage and repetitions of this
document emerge five points: the appoint-
ment of a Provost teaching the philosophic
branches and having general oversight of the
students, and of a Vice-Provost who is to
be head of the Latin School and also Rector
of the Academy; the application of the higher
title of 'Professor' to all the old masters;
the organization of a 'Faculty' with at least
some unity and influence; the grant of power
to the Trustees, acting through the Provost or
Vice-Provost, to admit students in the College
and Academy and other persons to any degrees
to which persons are usually admitted in either
or any of the universities or colleges in
Great Britain; and lastly the requirement,
destined to make trouble later, that the
Provost, Vice-Provost, Trustees, and professors
must take the oaths of supremacy and allegiance
to the British Crown (3, p. 44).

The title "Provost " for the head of the College

probably was chosen because the title "President" was

already used to designate the head of the Board of Trustees,

and "Rector" had been the title for the head of the Academy.

The early records of the new College indicate quite
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clearly that its administative organization was built

simply around the organization of the curriculum. The

College was comprised of three years of advanced studies

and was called the Philosophical School, while the Academy

was composed of a group of other schools. "A school was

primarily a room in which a master or professor of a given

sutject and his assistants, when he had any, taught the

students who were enrolled in his school and such students

as were sent to him for instruction from other schools

(3, p. 72)." In effect, a "school" was a single room. Some

of these early schools included the Philosophical School,

Mathematical School, Writing School, and, somewhat later,

schools for instruction in modern languages, drawing,

natural history, etc.

The years following the second charter of 1755 were ones

of growth in the College, both in enrollment and in physical

expansion.

It appears the most significant event in the institutional

growth during these years was the addition of medical

studies to the Philosophical School. These studies were

begun in 1765 and led the College eventually to properly

being called a University. By 1769, the College had estab-

lished a practically separate medical faculty through the

appointment of a Professor of the Theory and Practice of

Physick, a Professor of Anatomy and Surgery, a Professor
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of Materia Medica and Botany, and a Professor of Chemistry

(3, PP. 99-102).

These early indications of growth and expansion were,

however, to be short-lived, for the confusion and alarm

spread by the Revolutionary struggle led to the complete

closing down of the College in the spring of 1777.

When the provost and some of the faculty tried to

restore the College in late 1778, it was of little avail

until the new Revolutionary government was a bit more

certain Just where the basic loyalty of the College lay.

Cheyney's research showed that a great deal of uncertainty

existed concerning the future of the College in 1778 and

1779:

Its loyalist tinge, its half-hearted support
of the Revolution, its Anglican and aristo-
cratic connections, the Toryism of some of its
Trustees, the conservative party position of
others, the questionable patriotism of its
Provost, were all repugnant to the radical
party now in control of the state government.
It is therefore not a matter of surprise that
the leaders of this dominant party felt and
soon expressed hostility to the College. The
first outcome of this was the passage by the
state Legislature, January 2, 1778, when it was
sitting at Lancaster during the British occu-
pation of Philadelphia, of an act 'For sus-
pending the powers of the Trustees of the
College and Academy of Philadelphia for a
limited time (3, p. 120).'

Cheyney found early records which indicated a legis-

lative committee was appointed in February, 1779, to

inquire into the status of the College and Academy to
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make a formal report back to the Assembly. This committee,

determined to reconstruct the College into a more demo-

cratic institution, brought about a new law on the basis

of essentially three complaints against the College:

Three principal complaints were made the basis
for the adoption of the law; first, that the
Trustees had by a resolution passed in 1764
narrowed the 'plan of free and unlimited
catholicism' on which the College had been
founded; secondly, that the charter required
Trustees and professors and all conner-ted
with the College to take oaths of allegiance
to the British Crown, which was evidently
inconsistent with the independence of the state
of Pennsylvania; that there was always danger
in leaving institutions of learning 'in the
hands of dangerous and disaffected men'; and
thirdly that the funds of the College were
inadequate to the needs of proper education
(3, p. 122).

According to Cheyney's research into this legislative

act of November 27, 1779 (19, p. 122), the act ratified and

confirmed to the College its charters and all its estates

and powers. It altered the name from the College of Phila-

delphia to the University of the State of Pennsylvania,

and abolished the former oaths to the Crown in favor to

similar oaths to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It

dissolved the former Board of Trustees, removed from them

all the possessions, control, and administration of any

property and functions of the institution, and placed

these responsibilities into the hands of a new Board of

Trustees specified in the law. These Trustees, still

twenty-four in number, were to be appointed. Six were
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to be ex officio and included the great state officers,

the President and Vice-President of the Supreme Executive

Council, the Attorney-General, certain judges, and the

Speaker of the Assembly. Six additional Trustees were to

be the senior members of each of the principal religious

denominations of the city, and the remaining twelve Trustees

were to be twelve eminent citizens named specifically in

the statute. The new University obviously was to be a

broadly-based institution with close ties to the govern-

ment of the state.

It appears quite obvious from the elements of this new

legislation, that the theory of organization followed in

reorganizing the Board of Trustees was designed to take

the institution out of its control by an aristocracy and

place in squarely into the hands of a democracy, to prevent

the narrowing of its foundations forever and establish

close relationships with the state government. In short,

it was to be a new state institution in keeping with the

new times. Observes Cheyney, "The old Board represented

aristocracy and conservatism, the University the more

revolutionary and democratic spirit (3, p. 148)."

The new Board of Trustees set to work immediately to

reorganize the new University, and called for an examination

of the past records, board minutes, and older charters.

Though several months were to elapse before many changes
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were made, the accounts of the College were reasonably

settled and control of the College was wrestled from the

provost, William Smith, who was replaced with a new provost,

John Ewing. New faculty members were appointed and the

educational plan provided for the dissolution of the old

"Philosophical School" to be replaced by four parallel

groups of studies, a move which Cheyney interprets to be

an anticipation of the modern system of electives (3, pp.

13 4-1 35). The organization of the medical courses proved

to be extremely difficult because of the Revolutionary War

and its aftermath.

All these organizational changes were to come under

increased criticism during the period 1779-1789 for, as

Cheyney points out, the deposed provost Smith, together

with some of the older Trustees, increased their efforts to

regain control of the University and be restored back to

what they considered to be their rightful place of leader-

ship (3, pp. 135-150). The balance of political power in

Pennsylvania was at this time shifting more toward the con-

servative side, so that in 1789 Smith succeeded in bringing

about legislative action to restore the old College, re-

instate himself as provost, and bring the original Board

of Trustees back into power.

This bit of legislation in 1789 was to produce some

curious effects for, while Smith and the old Board of Trustees
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resumed control and administration of what formerly had

been the College, the Trustees of the University maintained

control and administration over their activities, having

sought additional facilities in which to house themselves.

In effect, two institutions existed concurrently, both

drawing their powers from the same incorporating charter.

Observes Cheyney:

There were two institutions, the University
and the College, where there had been one
before. The act of 1789, which had restored
the old Board, the Willings and Hopkinsons,
the Shippens and Cadwaladers, the newly
elected members, and Dr. Smith to their rights
and privileges was not considered to have
deprived the new Board, the state officers, city
clergymen, and 'eminent citizens' of theirs
(3, p. 152).

This curious state of affairs existed from 1789 to 1791

in which the two institutions existed in a state of friendly

rivalry. But because of what grew to be an unmanageable

situation complicated by growing financial distress, the

Trustees of both institutions found themselves mutually

agreeable to a reunion.

By September of 1791 sufficient negotiations had been

conducted so that a plan for the merger of the College and

University could be achieved. The provisions of this plan

submitted to the legislature provided for changing the

name to simply the "University of Pennsylvania," and for

a new twenty-four member Board of Trustees, twelve to be

elected from each of the two older Boards. The new
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body of Trustees were self-perpetuating and the 
ex officio

and clerical elements of the older Boards eliminated; the

governor of the state of Pennsylvania was to always be

the president of the Board.

These arrangements were drawn up in the form

of a statute, dated September 13, 1791, and

adopted by the first Legislature elected
under the new state constitution. By this

act the agreement between the two Boards of

Trustees was made statutory and the University
was freshly incorporated, with all the usual

rights of a corporation (3, p. 164).

The Trustees soon reappointed the faculty for the

University which was composed of seven men for the medical

faculty and six for the arts. Of these latter six,

Ewing of the old university faculty was selected provost

and Andrews vice-provost. In his research, Cheyney found

that apparently the new faculty assumed they would be

responsible for outlining the new curriculum and proceeded

through meetings to formulate one. They may have been

surprised to learn that the Trustees reserved these de-

cisions for themselves and sent the completed plan to the

faculty in April, 1792. The faculty assented to the

Trustee's plans, but the conflict over jurisdiction and

differences between the Trustees and faculty proved to be

a long, difficult dispute (3, pp. 168-169).

The years 1791-1828 represent a significant period

of history for the University of Pennsylvania, for it
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was with little doubt the most difficult and troubled 
time

through which the institution passed. It begins with the

new incorporation in 1791 and ends in 1828 with the total

dissolution of the faculty in the Department of Arts. During

these decades the University was at its lowest ebb. Student

enrollment declined, financial support from the state

government was far less than expected, and 
disputes be-

tween the faculty and the Trustees continued to mount.

In assessing what led to this difficult state of

affairs, Cheyney concluded that the organizational makeup

of the University contributed greatly to the problem:

There were other characteristics of her

organization that were equally unfavorable
and not so admirable. It was a serious

deficiency that she had no president, a

personage that has played so characteristic
and influential a part in the history of

other American colleges and universities.
The Provost in no way took the place of a

responsible president. He was only in a

most restricted sense the head of the insti-

tution. He had neither power nor real respon-
sibility. These lay in the Board of Trustees.

He was not only their appointee, he was in

a certain sense their employee, often dis-

regarded, limited, instructed, controlled at

every turn. He was merely one of the pro-

fessors, with some precedence over his colleagues,

but with little influence on the administration

of the institution. . .During this long period

the University sorely needed a real head (3,
pp. 177-178).

The official records of the institution, and related

correspondence during this period, make it quite evident

that the Board of Trustees insisted upon maintaining their
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very rigid, personal control over the most minute details

in the administration and functioning of the University,

even to the point of specifying precisely what would be

taught, how it would be taught, the textbooks to be used,

the hours of study and instruction, holidays, etc.

Cheyney found that part of this extreme concern for the

minutiae of administrative details had very important social

implications:

The respect for their traditional control
of the institution was none the less because
five of the Trustees of that time were men
whose fathers had been Trustees before them,
and two others were of the third generation
of membership; other relationships by birth
or marriage existed. Election to the Board
of Trustees of the University was a coveted
distinction, a mark of social standing in
Philadelphia. The position of a professor
or even of the Provost bore no comparison
in social recognition with that of a member
of the Board of Trustees. The tradition of
a self-governing and self-perpetuating body
of men of prominence, having the University
in their keeping and controlling it to the
minutest detail, was a well-established one.
There was no department of its activities
which was deliberatley placed under the control
of the Faculty, or which was not subject to the
decision and action of the Trustees at any
time (3, p. 189).

Though the office of Provost was provided for in the

organizational scheme of the University, it appears that

the Board of Trustees generally preferred not to work

through that office, but rather maintain close, personal

contact with each faculty member. Cheyney's research
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into the minutes of faculty meetings gives credence

to this observation:

Although the term 'Faculty' was constantly

used, the unity of organization intimated by
that term scarcely existed. The Board of
Trustees communicated with members of the

Faculty by letter or conversation individually,
not as a body. Although meetings of the pro-
fessors were provided for by the rules, they

were in the first quarter of the century seldom

held (3, p.190).

While the institution failed to grow and fluorish,

it appears the Trustees became more convinced that a basic

lack of devotion and trust on the part of the faculty

was the primary fault. Also, the provost seemed to be

largely oblivious to the mounting difficulties. Accord-

ingly the Trustees voted on July 2, 1828 to reorganize the

Department of Arts, but it amounted to terminating existing

professorships and electing a new faculty.

The Medical School, unlike the Department of Arts,

experienced amazing growth during the period 1791-1828.

Whereas the Arts faculty received their money from the

Trustees, the Medical faculty received theirs from student's

fees. The University of Pennsylvania Medical School

became a very popular institution during this period for

students desiring to enter the medical profession, par-

ticularly those from southern states. The Medical School,

unlike the Department of Arts, which was under intense

control and management by the Trustees, did have an internal
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organization of sorts. Cheyney found in the minutes of

meetings of the Medical School that one of their members

served as "Dean," each member taking his turn to act in

that capacity.

Following the dismissal of the provost and the dis-

solution of the faculty in 1828, a committee of the Board

of Trustees began the search for a new provost, finally

appointing one of their own members, William DeLancey.

Cheyney's findings indicated that his appointment brought

about some much needed internal organizational changes:

He had seen enough of the University to
be willing to accept only upon conditions.
He wrote July 15, 1828, 'I conceive the
present organization of the Collegiate
Department of the University to be so
extremely defective that no individual
would be willing to undertake the govern-
ment of it,' and proceeded to enumerate the

changes he considered ought to be made.
A number of these were just those reforms that
Provost Beasley, the Faculty, and the more

progressive members of the Board had been long
urging; now, as so often occurs, after pro-

tracted withholding, on some slight additional
pressure they were given both hands. The
Provost was to teach only the senior class

and that in only one subject, the bulk of
his time left free for general supervision.
Although he would not be a member of the Board,

as he had at first stipulated, he would be

called into attendance and participation in
its discussions whenever matters concerning
the Department of Arts were under consideration.
There was to be an adjunct-professor or

instructor to teach the lower classes those branches
of moral philosophy no longer taught by the

Provost. Dr. DeLancey would have preferred
that there should be no Vice-Provost to share

responsibility, but the charter required such

an officer and Adrain had already been elected.
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A whole group of matters of an educational
character, including discipline, were to be
left to the professors (3, pp. 219-220).

It is apparent as one studies the early history of

the University of Pennsylvania that, the prevailing idea

of what a college education ought to be, controlled to a

large extent the theory of organization followed in direct-

ing the growth of the institution. This point is well

illustrated, Cheyney found, in DeLancey's inaugural

address:

The simplicity of college teaching in those

days is indicated by the organization of
this address. It arranges all college
subjects under the four heads, ancient lang-
uages, moral philosophy, natural philosophy,
and mathematics, and avers that, given a
Faculty adequate to teach these, the student
pursuing them with some degree of earnestness and
subjection to discipline will be guaranteed
preparation for the 'pursuit of any professional
engagement on which his eye may be fixed.'
College education is represented as primarily
preparation for later professional studies,
though its advantages 'will not be thrown away'
in any later career. It would be hard to find
in the literature of the time a more attractive
or more enlightened picture of the profit
and pleasure of such an old-fashioned college
course and one more gracefully and more
appealingly expressed than that presented in
this the first inaugural address by a Provost
of the University (3, p. 221).

The Law School of the University of Pennsylvania,

actually begun in very crude form in 1790, was revived

in 1817 through the appointment of a professor to teach

courses in law, Robert Hare (3, p. 234). Following the

incapacitation of Hare one year later, the professorship
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remained vacant until being filled again in 1850, followed

by the appointment of two additional professors within two

years. Thus, the organization of the faculty of the Univer-

sity continued to grow primarily in response to a growing

curriculum. This growth is further illustrated by the

establishment in 1852 of a School of Mines, Arts, and

Manufactures.

One of Cheyney's most significant findings in his

study of the University of Pennsylvania was the intro-

duction of a proposal in 1854 calling for converting the

University into a postgraduate school. The proposal was

introduced by Bishop Alozo Potter, one of the Trustees,

and it called for the University to have a graduate school

more or less superimposed on the existing University,

with the former to be predominant. Adverse reaction by

the faculty, coupled with lack of imagination and lack of

financial support, resulted in having the proposal dropped

from further consideration. In so doing, the University

of Pennsylvania lost the opportunity and distinction of

establishing the first graduate school in America (3, pp.

244-249).

Another loss of major proportion during these years

was the failure to win federal funds as provided through

the Morrill Act of 1862. Though the University had

reorganized its Department of Mines, Arts, and Manufactures
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and the Mechanic Arts, as well as create and organize a

Department of Military Art and Tactics, in hopes of

winning the federal grant, the Pennsylvania legislature

chose rather to award the grant to the Agricultural College

of Pennsylvania, chartered earlier in 1854.

Prior to the end of the Civil War, the University

had failed to achieve public opinion and respect equal to

that of other advanced colleges and universities of the

time. The cause for this less than expected public estimate

was due to a number of factors, as Cheyney points out:

. . .a certain rigidity, a devotion to old
established practice, a complacency of Trustees
and Faculty in the routine that had long been
followed, a lack of imagination and of boldness
of conception and action that had made it in-
different to new proposals and alien to the
community that surrounded it. This had held
the University back (3, p. 258).

From 1868 to 1880 was, however, a time of important

growth which was enhanced by a new location and facilities,

increased enrollment and faculty, and the leadership of a

new provost, Charles Stille.

Part of the institutional growth of this period is

reflected in the reorganization of the scientific depart-

ment into the newly-funded Towne Scientific School, the

name it retains until this day. This new School, like the

Medical School and Law School, had its own dean and was not

under the immediate direction of the provost. At this

point in the history of the University, there had been
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four Schools organized in the following succession: Arts,

Medicine, Law, and Science. The fith major School of

the University followed in 1878 with the establishment of

the Dental Department, which actually was an extension

of the existing Medical School merged with another in-

stitution, the Pennsylvania College of Dental Surgery.

This new School had its own dean and began with eight

faculty members (3, pp. 267-268).

Though the period 1868-1880 under the provostship

of Stille were years of significant institutional growth,

they were also years of increased organizational stress.

As a faculty member, prior to becoming provost, Stille

had strongly urged the adoption of the elective system

as many other contemporary institutions were doing. The

Trustees had approved this move in 1867. To accomodate

this disruption in the prescribed curriculum, Stille worked

intensely on a program of change and development. As Cheyney

points out:

It was a day of university reorganization under
the initiative of individual leadership.
President Eliot of Harvard, President White of
Cornell, and President McCosh of Princeton all
began their transforming labors at about the

same time, and Dr. Stille was ambitious to do
the same at Pennsylvania (3, p. 277).

The growing conflict involved the continued refusal

of the Board of Trustees to provide an educational leader

of the same type and kind as provided in the office of
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president by so many other contemporary institutions.

Cheyney's research revealed the extent of Stille's dis-

illusionment with the system:

In all these proceedings Provost Stille
had been deeply involved, but he had found
much to criticize in what was done and what
was left undone by the Board of Trustees.
He early became convinced, like some of his
predecessors, that what he called 'the torpor
and decay which had settled down on the
University' was 'due to the fatal defect in its
organization. . . .without a recognized and
efficient head.' He believed that the objects
and needs of the University could be more
authoritatively explained and that sub-
scriptions could be more successfully obtained
if the Provost were made really the re-
sponsible head of the University. Soon after
his installation he proposed to the Trustees
that this should be done by so changing the
charter that the Provost should be President
of the Board and head of every Faculty, just
as were the Presidents of Harvard and Yale
(3, pp. 278-279).

Though a committee of the Trustees responded favorably

to these proposals, exceedingly strong reaction from

the faculty of the Medical School resulted in the defeat of

the proposals, and the University continued to remain a

corporation governed essentially by a Board.

A last major conflict with the Trustees over the matter

of student discipline, and the Board's unwillingness to

acquiesce in the matter, resulted in the resignation of

Stille. Cheyney found in the official records of the

University a lengthy letter from Stille in which he pointed

out that a new system of University government was badly
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giving an hour once a month could hardly provide adequate

leadership to a University now composed of six separate

departments, under as many faculties, and a student body

numbering more than one thousand. Cheyney quotes two

important sections from Stille's letter to the Trustees:

The system which now prevails is not one that
would ever have been adopted as a method of
government of a University if the question of
organization presented itself now for the
first time. . .Under changed conditions of
the present day it has survived its period of
usefulness.

We shall never succeed as others have done until
we find a man whom we shall trust, because we
know he has been specially trained, and that he
will give all his energy and capacity to this
work in which he is engaged (3, p. 282).

From the founding of the University of Pennsylvania

in 1740 through the end of Stille's administation in 1880,

the theory of organization followed by the Board of

Trustees was essentially like that of the founding fathers.

Cheyney writes, "The restricted position of the Provost,

like that title itself, had been an anomaly from the be-

ginning. Both reflected the supremacy of the group of

generous contributors who had founded the institution and

had become not only its Trustees but its rulers (3,

p. 285).

Prior to 1880 the provost could hardly have been de-

scribed as the "head" of the institution, much less as
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"president" in the sense the title was being used at other

institutions like Yale, Columbia, Princeton, etc. At

the University of Pennsylvania the problem of changing the

organizational theory to permit the appointment of an

effective and aggressive head had working against it the

deep traditions, the legal power, the social expectations,

and the social distinction of the Trustees themselves.

These organizational problems, however, were destined

to change. Cheyney has correctly diagnosed the setting which

permitted fundamental changes in the office of provost:

It was largely the course of events, the slow
evolution of an organization too large and
too varied in its requirements to be adminis-
tered by committees of busines men and law-
yers, unfamiliar with the actual problems of
education, that made concentration of power
and responsibility obviously necessary (3,
p. 286).

Perhaps there was a tacit assumption on the part of

the Trustees that the educational institution for which they

were responsible was essentially like the businesses, shops,

public offices, and enterprises which they themselves

managed in order to earn their livlihood, that the styles

of leadership and organizational structures which worked so

well in the business world would work equally well in an

educational setting.

The sheer size of the institution had forced a change

in the organizational theory of the Trustees. The very

changes which Stille had sought prior to his resignation
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has recorded the full quotation from these by-laws which

provided for the change:

The Provost shall be the chief executive officer

of the Board of Trustees in the absence of
the Governor, and shall have the right of offer-
ing resolutions and speaking on all questions
that may come before the Board, and shall be
ex-officio a member of all standing committees.

He shall be a member of and President of
each Faculty, and when present at a Faculty
meeting shall preside thereat, and may call
a special meeting of any Faculty when he may
deem the same expedient. He shall be the
organ of communication between each Faculty and
the several members thereof and the Board of
Trustees. . .He shall in all cases affecting

the government and instruction have full and
exclusive authority, subject only to the Board
of Trustees, and as the chief executive officer
of the University shall be obeyed and respected
accordingly (3, pp. 286-287).

The essential changes in the office of the provostship

amounted to a much more extensive delegation of authority

on the part of the Trustees, and set the stage for the

administration of William Pepper from 1881-1894. The

administration of Pepper is perhaps the most outstanding

one in the history of the University, for under his leader-

ship there were some thirteen new departments established.

These essential changes in organizational setting provided

the needed opportunity for the University to experience

unprecedented growth. The new organizational theory pro-

vided a basic responsiveness to new ideas, changing needs,

what other institutions were doing, and the changing role
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of the University. Unencumbered by a Board of Trustees

largely becoming preoccupied with other matters, the Uni-

versity entered into its most constructive era:

It is not to be understood that the Provost
created all, or perhaps any, of these new
departments. It was rather his amazing
responsiveness to new ideas, his ready per-
ception of their value and practicability,
the encouragement he gave to their advocates,

and the enthusiasm with which he impressed
them upon the Board of Trustees and the
community that made him such an effective head

and his period as Provost perhaps the most
constructive in the history of the University
(3, p. 288).

Whereas the Board of Trustees were unable or unwilling

to provide the responsiveness needed to permit the Uni-

versity to become everything it could become, and needed

to become, it was wise enough to select a capable, trust-

worthy man to whom they could delegate the authority and

responsibility. Their failure to see these things happening

to the University at this crucial time, and their failure

to act upon it, would doubtless have resulted in the in-

stitution becoming moribund.

Throughout the administration of Pepper, the organi-

zation of the University continued to grow primarily as

the curriculum grew. Under his leadership thirteen

new department of work were added, including the Wharton

School of Business (1881), the Graduate School (1882),

the School of Biology (1884), the Graduate School for

Women (1892), the Veterinary School and Hospital (1884),
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the School of Architecture (1890), the Department of

Physical Culture (1883), the Library (1884), the Department

of Hygiene (1892), and the Pepper Clinical Laboratory (1893).

While the administration of Pepper can be characterized

as a time of strengthening the office of provost and ex-

panding the number of departments and schools, the adminis-

tration of his successor, Charles Harrison, can be charac-

terized as a time of enlarging the physical plant and ex-

tending its community services. Though the growth of new

departments slowed under Harrison, they did continue to

increase in number, perhaps the most notable being the

Department of Psychology in 1896. Harrison's administration

covered the period 1894-1910, during which time he relied

heavily upon his vice-provost, George Fullerton, in vir-

tually all academic matters and in the formulation and

implementation of general University policy. Harrison's

strength was in business administration, and in his ability

to provide adequate housing for all the old departments

and the thirteen new ones which came into existence during

the previous administration.

Another important change in the University's organi-

zational mood during this time is described by Cheyney:

Impressive as were the new buildings that
were covering the campus, there was another
change in progress which if less conspicuous
was even more characteristic of the time.
This was the increase in the service the
University was performing for the surrounding
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community. The University was no longer
willing to sit in her shop and dispose of her
intellectual wares to those who came to seek
them, but went out into the open market place
and offered such goods as seemed to be in
demand. Indeed, to carry the mercantile figure
of speech somewhat further, she interested her-
self in the needs, not merely in the expressed
demands of the people (3, p. 345).

Under Harrison's administration, community services were

extended to include Collateral Courses, Summer School,

Evening Courses, and Extension Courses.

The period 1910-1920, under the provostship of Edgar

Smith, is largely uneventful for the purposes of this

writing.

In 1920, Josiah Penniman became provost over the

University, and his administration proved to be quite

important from an organizational viewpoint.

One important organizational change which came about

during these years was a basic reorganization of the College,

on to which so many of the newer department had simply been

grafted. Observes Cheyney,

Ever since the accession of Provost Pepper
to office there had been a marked tendency
toward centralization in organization of
the University. This was most marked in the
College. One after another as new depart-
ments were established, except for those
quite definitely professional, such as Den-
tistry and the Veterinary School, they
were grafted on to the College. There were
still, with a few outlying departments, only
the four schools, College, Medicine, Law,
and Dentistry.

But the organization of the College was bad.
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It contained too many departments quite
alien to one another---

In all its teachers, or even if only those
of professional rank attended, the Faculty
became cumbrous. To avoid this, the
Academic Council was formed in which the
Director or head of each department or group
of studies represented his colleagues. Among
these there were pressures, jealousies,
antagonistic actions. After twenty years the
tendency was now reversed and in 1912 Dr. Smith,
who believed in greater independence of each
of the individual groups, by the exercise
of somewhat arbitrary power, brought about
partition of the old College into three
divisions or schools, the College proper, that
is, the old Department of Arts with some addi-
tions, the Wharton School, and the Towne
Scientific School. Each now had its own Dean
and organized Faculty as completely separated
from the others as from the Medical or the
Law Faculty (3, pp. 364-365).

This step toward decentralization of authority was

taken seriously by the College faculty, who decided shortly

to break with the past and no longer require Greek for the

A. B. degree. The recommendation presented to the Board

of Trustees was, as Cheyney points out, a highly significant

turning point in redefining the respective roles of the

faculty and Trustees:

The recommendation was thereupon accepted
by the Board. It was an important decision.
The vote represented not so mcuh the wish
or opinion of the Board as their conviction
that the time had come when on educational
questions they must accept the judgment of
the Faculties. Just as, since the controversy
that led to the resignation of Dr. Stille,
discipline had rested by common interest in
Faculty hands, and as in 1881 they had agreed
that the Provost should have a free hand in
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administrative concerns, so in 1914 the
Trustees yielded to the Faculties the final
decision on questions of purely educational
policy.

This had always been the case with the Medical
School, and largely so with the Law, the Dental,
and the newly established departments. Only
the Department of Arts had been so directly
under Trustee control. The old days when the
Trustees had felt it incumbent upon them to
arrange the curriculum, set the hours at which
professors and students should attend classes,
name the textbooks and attend examinations
had quietly passed away. It was an enlightened
recognition of changed conditions that led now
to Trustee withdrawal from any detailed con-
trol of the conditions for degrees (3, pp.
366-367).

Yet another example of the Board of Trustee's re-

linquishing some of their cherished authority and control

over minute administrative matters came in what has been

called, "The Nearing Case (3, pp. 367-371)." This issue

dealt with the control of opinions expressed by members of

the faculty in and out of the classrooms. The dismissal

of Scott Nearing by the Board of Trustees led to a

devastating controversy which, when it finally subsided,

resulted in the Trustee's amending their by-laws to provide

an orderly procedure for short term appointments, and to

place the responsibility for removing full professors com-

pletely in the hands of the faculties. Cheyney observes,

It had become obvious that it was no longer
defensible in a large and free university
for the administrators to take action that
laid them and their institution open to the
charge of interference in the teaching given



154

by its faculty. The faculty alone could be
trusted to judge the competency of their
colleagues (3, p. 371).

Though not part of the formal University organization,

the alumni of the University began to exert considerable

influence during the early 1920's, particularly upon

decisions made by the Board of Trustees. In one of their

annual meetings in 1920, the alumni proposed that a committee

of one hundred of their number confer with the Trustees

in matters involving University policy. Cheyney's

research revealed the "Committee of One Hundred" was

appointed that same year, out of which came two subcommittees,

one to work on University policy, the other to search for

a new provost (3, p. 388). This second subcommittee recommen-

ded General Leonard Wood to the Board of Trustees as their

choice for provost, a recommendation the Board approved.

In so doing, the Board further approved the new title,

"President" for Wood, and appointed Josiah Penniman as

provost who had been serving as vice-provost. This action

was based on an understanding that Wood was to be the

head of the institution, and Penniman was to be respon-

sible for the University's educational interests. Beyond

this, there was apparently no clear differentiation of

powers.

Government service prevented president-appointee Wood

from assuming his duties, and after two years waiting the
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Trustees responded to growing faculty pressure, as

Cheyney points out:

There were also the University Faculties,
who were filled with consternation at the
prospect of a chief executive necessarily
ignorant of the educational problems of the
University, and fearful of greater emphasis
on military training. The Faculty petitioned
the Trustees to accept the anticipated res-
ignation of General Wood; they declared that
the head of the institution should be a man
versed in education, familiar with the prob-
lems of the University, of broad views and
vigorous initiative, a description which
clearly enough indicated a preference for
Dr. Penniman (3, p. 390).

The subsequent resignation of Wood created a most

unusual situation in that the undefined office of president

was vacated, leaving Penniman in the likewise undefined

office of provost. The Trustees then elected Penniman

president as well as provost, abolishing the title

"President" three years later.

In response to growing demands for more highly

trained teachers, the University organized and opened its

School of Education in 1914. Other departments and schools

followed as the University responded to meet developing

educational needs. For example, the College of Liberal

Arts for Women was established in 1933.

The theory of organization followed by the Board

of Trustees since the beginning of the University had

been one in keeping with the institution's primary function

of teaching. Cheyney records how Penniman, in his first
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meeting with the Trustees as provost, called their attention,

perhaps for the very first time, to the fact that the

University had engaged in a second major function---research

(3, p. 40 9). In keeping with what was happening at other

colleges and universities, research and the development of

new knowledge had invaded virtually every department and

school in the institution. In 1921, the Department of

Industrial Research was established at the University to

research the problems of labor and employment.

To accomodate the increasing amounts of research being

done, and exert some coordination and control over it, the

provost appointed a committee to recommend organizational

changes that would serve the best interests of the insti-

tution. Cheyney has summarized the outcome of the work of

this special committee:

Of the recommendations of this committee
only two were put into effect at the time,
though the others have remained under con-
sideration and some, not directly connected
with research, have since been accepted. The
two recommendations adopted in 1930 were, first,
that the Graduate School and all systematic
research being done at the University should
be placed under the charge of a special group
of the Trustees, and, second, that a standing
Faculty Research Committee be appointed ard
provided with a substantial sum yearly for
giving assistance to members of the Faculty
desirous of carrying out research projects.
It was to be their duty also to encourage
all forms of research at the University.

The new Board of Graduate Education and
Research of the Trustees in January 1931 gave
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its instructions to the Faculty Committee,
which held its first meeting March 20, 1931.
Since that time it has functioned, meeting with
regularity, reporting monthly to the Trustee
Board and showing much activity (3, p. 412).

Throughout the history of the University of Pennsyl-

vania it appears that educational progress has always

outdistanced the development of supportive administrative

structure. This became increasingly true during the

1920's and 1930's, and resulted in a time of organizational

change as significant in the life of the institution as

the bold educational advances achieved earlier.

When the Trustees abandoned the title "President" for

Penniman in 1926 in favor of a return to simply "Provost,"

other administrative changes were made. In an obvious

effort to decentralize the administrative structure some-

what, the Trustees had created three vice-provosts in the

place of the former single vice-provost. Created was a

vice-provost responsible for faculty personnel and relations,

another responsible for student government and welfare,

and the final one responsible for public relations (3, p.

415). In addition, the University by this time had other

officers including a secretary, treasurer, comptroller,

general counsel, and a librarian. These additions to the

staff greatly strengthened the administrative structure, and

did much to assign responsibilities and clarify functions.

In 1928 the responsibilities of the three vice-provosts
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were clarified even further through new titles including

a Vice-Provost in Charge of Undergraduate Departments, a

Vice-Provost in Charge of Administration, and a Vice-

Provost in Charge of Medical Departments.

Through a further revision of the statutes in 1931

it was determined that the provost would be responsible

for the Graduate School, the Libraries, and Research, and

that Undergraduate Schools, Medical Affairs, the Law

School, and Administration should each be under a vice-

president. The office of Vice-President for Administration

was eliminated in 1939, and a new office created, Vice-

President, Assistant to the President. Cheyney points out

the value in this basic change in the University's theory

of organization: "These departmental vice-presidents were

an original and fortunate invention, forming an effective

link between administration, teaching, and research (3,

p. 416).

Cheyney found that two basic factors resulted in a

change in the theory of organization of the Board itself:

The need for greater efficiency in carrying
on the administration of the University and
the wish to respond favorably to the re-
peated requests of the alumni for larger
representation on the Board of Trustees
combined to make some reorganization of the
Board itself desirable. Notwithstanding
its more active membership in recent times,
it was cumbrous and unresponsive to the needs

of the time. It was either too large or
too small; too large for unity and for combined
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responsibility, too small to furnish informed
committees on all the many fields of interest
now covered by the University's activities.
It was also widely felt that the Board should be
made more representative of all classes in
the community (3, pp. 416-417).

To provide a basic reorganization of the Board of

Trustees in response to these perceived needs, in 1931

the Board succeeded in having the charger of the Univer-

sity modified to: (1) increase the number of Trustees from

twenty-four to forty-one, including the governor, ex

officio, (2) Dermit the Trustees to establish a new class

of Trustees, serving for ten years rather than for life,

and (3) introduce a system of constituent boards (3, p.

417; 8, p. 412).

Under the Sytem of constituent boards, each of the

eight major fields of University work was placed under the

interest and administration of one of the constituent

boards of Trustees. Thus a Constituent Board for Graduate

Education and Research was formed, as well as a Constituent

Board of Liberal Arts, Fine Arts, Medical Affairs, Business

Education, Law, Teacher Training, and Engineering. The

provost and respective vice-president were also ex officio

members of the appropriate constituent boards. These impor-

tant changes in organization obviously led to greater flexi-

bility in the Board of Trustees, and provided greater

efficiency and improved availability and communication. Each

of the constituent boards had virtually the same authority
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as the whole Board of Trustees, and accordingly, could make

appointments, award degrees, approve the curricula, etc.

Cheyney's assessment of the value of this basic change

in the theory of organization of the Board of Trustees is

highly favorable:

These constituent boards have proved to be
as effective and helpful as they were
original. A small group of four or five
Trustees acting with all or almost all
the power of the whole Board, with a Provost
or Vice-President and in many cases Associate
Trustees familiar with and interested in
some phase of the University's work, have given
guidance and encouragement to members of the
Faculty and in turn have been themselves
brought into contact with its problems to a
degree unknown before in the University's
history (3, p. 418).

These important administrative and organizational

changes were made approximately one year after the Board

of Trustees had agreed to make perhaps its most important

decision, that of finally placing the University under an

executive head through whom they would discharge their

responsibilities. This basic change, which had been

avoided for decades, came on October 6, 1930 when the

Trustees amended their statutes providing that "the

Trustees discharge all their executive duties through an

officer who shall be styled President of the University

(3, p. 420)." Through this action the president became the

presiding officer of the Board of Trustees, was given all

the powers and duties of any corporate head, and all officers,
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instructors, and employees were made responsible to him.

Though the office of president was provided for by this

statutory action, the office of provost was not abolished.

The provost continued to remain the institution's senior

educational officer, and in power and distinction the

highest one among the president's administrative staff of

vice-presidents.

These significant decisions made in 1930-1931 involved

major changes in the institution's theory of organization

to provide for an executive head of the institution, dele-

gation of authority by the Board of Trustees, decentralization

of authority within the institution, greater representation

of the alumni, and greater participation on the part of the

faculty, students, and alumni.

Rutgers University

After many unsuccessful and discouraging attempts to

secure the authority from the church in their native Amster-

dam to begin a college, the Dutch Reformed Church founders

of Queen's College did succeed on November 10, 1766 in

securing a charter from George III through the governor of

New Jersey, William Franklin. Being forced to secure a

charter in this fashion clearly removed the anticipated

college from the control of the church, and placed it

squarely under the direct control of its founders. The

church in America was still subject to Holland, but the
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college was not to be owned or under the authority of it.

The charter authorizing the creation of Queen's College was

a royal grant and, unfortunately, was lost and its contents

have never been fully known. Though this charter of 1766

clearly authorized the erection of the College, five years

elapsed before the College, under a new charter, came into

existence.

In his history of Queen's College, later to be known

as Rutgers University, Demarest cites three reasons why

these years slipped by without the College being created:

(1) opposition to the College at home and abroad con-

tinued, (2) the lack of a clear decision as to where the

institution should be located, and (3) a provision in the

charter which caused conflict between the provinces of New

York and New Jersey (5, pp. 64-74).

In his research into the history of Queen's, Demarest,

himself a president of the institution, found documents

which indicated the original charter apparently provided for

thirty-seven trustees, the group composed of essentially

Dutch ministers and laymen (5, pp. 61-63). In addition, four

officers of the Province of New Jersey were included: the

Governor, the President of the Council, the Chief Justice,

and the Attorney-General.

The second charter for Queen's College, dated March 20,
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1770, has been studied extensively by Demarest, who

comments concerning its contents:

The fact that it is granted in answer
to the need of the Protestant Reformed
churches of the people from the United
Provinces, and to the petition of their
minister and elders, is plainly stated but
no ecclesiastical control is set up and
almost no ecclesiastical test created. A
primary object of the college is declared to
be the supply of ministers for the churches,
and a professorship of divinity is provided
for; but it is not even stated that the
professor must be of the Dutch Reformed
Church. The broad scope and purpose of the
college is stated in very definite words,
adequate for all times, 'for the education
of youth in the learned languages, liberal
and useful arts and sciences, and especially
in divinity, preparing them for the ministry
and other good offices.' The other pro-
fessions have their place with the ministry,
and the most modern lines of instruction in
applied science find their authority in the
'useful arts' of this generous foundation
(5, pp. 75-76).

Thus, the second charter keeps the institution free from

ecclesiastical control, and places it under the direct

control of a Board of Trustees:

The board is to have thirty-eight elected
members and neither they nor any professors
or instructors or students are made subject
to any ecclesiastical test. They are required
to take the oath of allegiance to the crown.
The governor, the president of the Council,
the chief justice, and the attorney general of
the province, later of the state, are made
ex-officio trustees, and the governor is named
as president of the board when present at its
meetings (5, p. 76).

The charter, observes Demarest, does make provision for

the election of a president of the institution:
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A single church requirement is expressed,
that the trustees do appoint from time to

time such a person, 'being a member of the

Dutch Reformed Church,' as they think fit

to be the president of the college; the
president so elected is not necessarily
a member of the Board of Trustees or the

president of it (5, p. 76).

An official charter thus established, the Trustees

moved in 1771 to open the College. The internal organi-

zation of the College began with the election of one

tutor and enough help from the Trustees themselves to

create an existing government of the new institution.

The minutes of one of their Board meetings reflect these

plans:

It was unanimously agreed, that in order to

carry this Institution into immediate
Execution, an able well qualified Person be

elected and appointed Tutor, to instruct
the Students who shall offer themselves,
in the learned Languages, liberal Arts and
Sciences, in order to prepare them for the

usual Degrees; and for that Purpose elected,

constituted, and appointed, Mr. Frederick
Frelinghuysen, who is also to teach the

English Language grammatically. The Trustees

have likewise ordered that the Revd. Messieurs
John Light, Jacob R. Hardenaberg, and

Johannis M. Van Harlingen, together with

the Tutor aforesaid, do take upon them the
Government and direction of the said Insti-

tution until a well qualified President can

be procured (5, p. 82).

Further minutes of the Trustee's meeting indicated the

students attending could expect equity and no discrimination

because of their denominational leanings:

As said College is calculated to promote

Learning in general for the good of the
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Community, therefore the Gentlemen Students

may expect to be treated with becoming
Candour, without any Discrimination with
Respect to their Religious Sentiments; and
will also have Opportunity to attend the
divine Worship of different Denominations
in said City---The Students offering them-

selves to enter said College, shall be

admitted into such of the Classes as they
shall be qualified for (5, pp. 82-83).

The first tutor of the College, Frederick Fre-

linghuysen, was joined by three Trustees, all local

ministers, and the four were charged with the government

and care of the institution until a proper president

could be appointed.

That the Trustees intended to find a highly qualified

man to whom they could literally turn the institution over

to is reflected in the qualifications they listed in

a letter to Holland representing the man they wanted.

The president they desired to have was

(1) to fill the office of professor of theology

(2) to oversee the instruction in languages
through tutors until professors could be

secured

(3) to do more or less of the word of a minister
on the Lord's Day

(4) to be a man of tried piety

(5) to be attached to the Constitution of the
Netherlands Church

(6) to be a man of thorough learning

(7) to be good natured
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(8) to be free and friendly in conversation

(9) to be master of the English language

(10) to be pleased to lecture on Marckii Medulla
Theologiae Christianae (5, pp. 95-96).

The Revolutionary War, however, prevented the institution

from having a president for a number of years. The tutor,

Trustees, and a small number of students literally kept

the institution alive during these turbulent times.

It was not until June, 1785, that the first president

of Queen's College was named, Jacob Hardenbergh (5, p.

157). The work of this first president was essentially that

of instruction, rather than administration, due to the

very small number of students attending the College.

The inability of the Trustees later to secure another

president, complicated by growing financial distress, re-

sulted in a proposal to the trustees of Princeton to com-

bine with that institution. The trustees of Princeton,

however, rejected the suggestion and the trustees of Queen's

finally secured Ira Condict in 1794 to serve as president

pro tem (5, p. 184). For a time, the activities of the College

proper ceased to exist, the only instruction occuring in

the Grammar School. Demarest found that the Trustees

apparently did not meet for the next five years, having

left the affairs of the school in the hands of the appointed

committee (5, p. 189). It was not until 1807 that the
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Trustees of Queen's College passed a resolution calling

for the restoration of a full collegiate course.

From this move to revive the collegiate course at

Queen's came also an agreement between the General Synod

of the Dutch Reformed Church and the College Trustees

known as the Covenant of 1807. The organization of the

College was heavily affected by this Covenant, as

Demarest observes:

The outstanding facts in the agreement

are plain. There would be an institution which
would have two clearly defined parts, a

literary college, and a theological college.
The professor of theology provided by the

charter of Queen's College would become a

fact after all; but the church would name
the man to be appointed by the trustees.
The church would have a board of superintendents

in oversight of the teaching in theology,
a board which actually did for many years

hold active relation to the college and the

synod. The trustees would hold a professional
fund, or professorate fund, a special foundation
for the theological instruction; this fund

was fully established and served its purpose.
The synod and the church would aid in supply-
ing the funds for the needed building; this
assistance was never actually given (5, p. 202).

By 1809 the full collegiate course had been estab-

lished, the junior and senior classes being taught by

Condict, the freshman and sophomore classes being taught

by his son, David Condict. In February, 1810 the Trustees

appointed a permanent president and professor of theology,

John Livingston (5, p. 206), and with this action came the

kind of leadership envisioned in the office of president
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almost forty years earlier. The growth in the institution,

however, was to occur in the theological area, the literary

area of the College suffering badly. The reason for this

is summarized by Demarest:

Dr. Livingston's call did not place upon him
constant or heavy burden of administration
or of service in the literary department.
The salary paid him was almost wholly as
theological professor. His duties as presi-
dent were to be hardly more than nominal.
He was to preside at Commencements, to
authenticate documents, and to take such general
superintendence as his health and time might
permit (5, p. 218).

Demarest is careful to point out that the respon-

sibility for literary instruction and administration of

the College was performed by the vice-president, Condict,

rather than by the president, Livingston. Thus, in 1810,

the organizational structure of Queen's included a Board

of Trustees, a president who also provided the theological

instruction, a vice-president also in charge of the junior

and senior classes, a tutor in charge of the freshman and

sophomore classes, and a teacher for the Grammar School.

The Trustees had earlier appointed a professor of mathe-

matics in 1809, thus bringing the number of internal staff

members to five.

Similar to other institutions of higher education in

the United States at this time, Queen's College had, by

1815, organized itself into separate, distinct departments
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of instruction. No longer would one tutor instruct a

class through all four years or at least a major part of

their undergraduate work. Instead, a tutor or professor

would instruct all the classes in a given subject area,

and another would instruct the same classes in a different

subject area. This theory of organization was based

clearly on a growing understanding that no one person

could be expert in all the growing facets of knowledge

and curriculum, but rather should specialize in an area in

which he could develop expertise.

Thus, the faculty of Queen's College in 1815 was

comprised of the president, vice-president, professors,

committee representatives from the Board of Trustees, and

the teacher of the Grammar School. A document published

by the Trustees at this time, and reported by Demarest,

makes this faculty organization quite explicit:

To aid the president and professors in

the government of the institution and super-
intend the course of instruction, there

have been associated with them the Rev. Dr.

Croes, the Honorable James Schureman, Dr.
Chs. Smith and the teacher of the Grammar

School for the time being; who with the

president and professors constitute the Faculty

of the College and regularly attend the
stated meetings of that body (5, p. 225).

From the beginning, the theological school at Queen's

was considered a graduate school, and it was followed in

1812 with the establishment of a School of Medicine. In

1816 this medical faculty was terminated, and undergraduate
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studies were brought to a close, leaving only the

Theological School and Grammar School in existence. Not

until 1825 and the creation of a new covenant with the

General Synod were the undergraduate studies restored. A

strong preoccupation and emphasis on theological studies,

to the neglect of literary endeavors, complicated by an

inadequate budget, were the two primary concerns that

brought on this earlier cessation of the undergraduate

studies. The Covenant of 1825 provided for cooperation and

exchange of professors between the theological and literary

departments and also shared financial support. The recog-

nition and more adequate financial support provided in the

organizational changes brought new life to the College, and

since that time the undergraduate instruction has had an

unbroken history.

The name of Queen's College was changed to Rutgers

College in 1825 in recognition, as Demarest quotes the

Trustees, "as a mark of their respect for his character

and in gratitude for his numerous services rendered the

Reformed Dutch Church (5, p. 275)." The object of this

honor was, of course, Henry Rutgers, perhaps the leading

citizen and philanthropist in New York City at this time.

In 1825-1826 the College experienced a rebirth as a

direct result of reorganization and more adequate financial

backing. Enrollments began to increase sharply, and the
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College was fortunate enough to have a full faculty: a

president who also had teaching duties in theology, two

professors of theology with additional duties in under-

graduate instruction, two professors of undergraduate

studies, and one teacher for the Grammar School (5, pp.

278-280).

For the next thirty-five years the internal organization

of Rutgers College grew slowly and steadily, in direct

proportion to increasing student enrollments and an en-

larged curriculum. Some of these significant additions

and changes, among others, include the re-creation of a

School of Medicine with six professorships in 1829, a

professorship of chemistry and natural philosophy (1830), a

professorship of law (1835), a third professorship of

theology (1835), a professorship of modern languages (1841),

and a professorship of history (1863) (5, pp. 295-398).

Perhaps the most significant organizational change

came in 1864 when the complete separation of the faculties

of the Theological School and the College. Believing that

each institution could stand alone with adequate financial

support and faculty, the Trustees accomplished fully the

plans adopted two years earlier which called for the

division. These changes brought about a new relationship

between the Board of Trustees and the General Synod, the

latter group having no control over the affairs of the College.
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The Morrill Act passed in 1862 brought some signifi-

cant changes to Rutgers, for that College was accepted

in 1864 over Princeton to receive the federal grants for

the state of New Jersey to provide the educational services

specified in the land-grant movement (5, pp. 409-410). To

provide eligibility under the Act, the Rutgers Scientific

School was created by the Trustees with the understanding

that the state had a right to appoint a Board of Visitors

to periodically inspect the work. The new School provided

three new professorships initially, the first being in

agriculture, the second in mechanic arts, and the third in

chemistry. Military instruction was, of course, provided

in keeping with the provisions of the land-grant agreements.

For many years the students in the Scientific School formed

class organizations separate from those in the remainder

of the College, but as passing time brought multiplied

numbers of courses, the distinctive classes lost their

identities.

Following the Hatch Act in 1887, which established

agricultural experiment stations, the Scientific School of

Rutgers became the State Agricultural College of New

Jersey, the Trustees of Rutgers also serving as the govern-

ing board for the new college (5, p. 467).

In obvious response to changing national goals for

higher education, notably the Morrill Act of 1862, the
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Hatch Act of 1887, and the Morrill Act of 1890, the organi-

zational structure of Rutgers has come down to the twentieth

century in its present form. The theory of organization

through each of these three significant changes has been

modified to accomodate an enlarging, changing curriculum

in keeping with the needs and demands of the students them-

selves, and also with the interest of the federal government

in higher education.

Dartmouth University

"More than any other American college, Dartmouth is

the lengthening shadow of a man," so wrote Samuel Eliot

Morison, the well-known historian from Harvard University

(18, p. 281).

That same observation of Eleazar Wheelock, the founder

of the College, is shared by Richardson, author of an

exhaustive work, Histor of Dartmouth College:

Of the pre-revolutionary colleges in America,
Dartmouth is the solitary example of an
institution owing its existence to the
vision, energy, and untiring effort of a
single individual. The story of the college
in its early years is, then, the story of
Eleazar Wheelock (23, p. 13).

Wheelock, a Connecticut minister, was one of the

leaders of the movement which came to be known as "The

Great Awakening," a restoration to religion in colonial

America largely brought on by the eloquent preaching of
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George Whitefield. Wheelock, desiring to rescue the

colonial Indians from heathenism, founded an Indian

school in 1754 which proved to be the base from which

Dartmouth College would grow.

Wheelock was amazingly successful in his efforts

to solicit funds in England for the support of his work

among American Indians. Having such a large endowment

made the prospects of Wheelock's proposed college very

attractive to more than one colonial province, but New

Hampshire was selected because of generous grants of land

to the anticipated college, and the absence of any other

competitive institution of higher learning in what would

later be the state of New Hampshire. There being no

existing college in the province at the time made the

securing of a charter much easier.

Through numerous indirect negotiations with the

provincial governor, Wheelock succeeded in obtaining a

charter dated December 13, 1769 for his college, Dartmouth

College, named in honor of Lord Dartmouth (23, pp. 86-90).

The charter for the new college, very liberal in its

character, lays down quite explicitly what are the purposes

of the new institution:

KNOW YE THEREFORE, that We considering
the Premises and being willing to encourage
the laudable & charitable design of spreading
Christian Knowledge among the Savages of our
American Wilderness and also that the best
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means of Education be established in our
Province of New Hampshire for the benefit
of said Province, DO of our special grace
certain knowledge and mere motion by and with
the advice of our Council for said Province
by these Presents WILL, ordain, grant & constitute
that there be a College erected in our said
Province of New Hampshire by the name of
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE for the education &
instruction of Youth of the Indian Tribes
in this Land in reading, writing & all parts
of Learning which shall appear necessary
and expedient for civilizing & christianizing
Children of Pagans as well as in all liberal
Arts and Sciences; and also of English Youth
and any others, and the Trustees of said College
may and shall be one body corporate and politick
in deed action & name, and shall be called,
named & distinguished by the Name of the
TRUSTEES OF DARTMOUTH COLLEGE (8, pp. 178-179).

The charter makes no mention of any requirements of

religious experience on the part of students, faculty,

or Trustees. No person is to be denied an education

because of his religious beliefs. The document provides

for the entire authority for the new institution to be

vested in a body of twelve Trustees, seven of whom must

be laymen. The Trustees are self-perpetuating, and are

given authority to elect officers. The first president

provided for in the charter is, of course, Wheelock, who

is authorized to select his own successor, who, in turn, is

to serve until the Trustees disapprove him. The Trustees then

are authorized to appoint all future presidents.

The first Board of Trustees is composed of the governor

of the province, the president of the Council plus two other

Council members, the speaker of the House of Representatives,
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another official of the government of the colony, plus

six ministers, including the College president, Wheelock.

To the president of the College is delegated the

responsibility for the immediate care of the institution

and the instruction of its students:

And further we do by these Presents for us
our Heirs and Successors create make constitute
nominate & appoint our Trusty and well beloved
ELEAZER WHEELOCK Doctor in Divinity the
FOUNDER of said College to be PRESIDENT of said
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE and to have the immediate
care of Education & government of such
Students as shall be admitted into said
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE for instruction & education
(8, pp. 182-183).

The charter further provided that the Trustees can

appoint as many tutors and professors as are needed to

assist the president, as well as appoint a treasurer, a

clerk, an usher and a steward for the College (8, p. 185).

Prior to obtaining the charter for the College, it

had been necessary for Wheelock to establish two trusts,

one in America, and one in England. These trusts were set

up to discretely handle properties and solicited money

respectively. Richardson found in the early documents a

strong indication that Wheelock scrupulously avoided, in

his negotiations regarding the charter, the control of the

institution falling into the hands of either of these

trusts.

The charter thus obtained in 1769, Wheelock moved

immediately to build a facility and transport the students
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to Hanover, the new home of the College. The first

Commencement was held in 1771; four students were gradu-

ated (23, pp. 110-111).

Regarding the organization of the curriculum, around

which the organizational structure of the College would

grow, Richardson makes the following observation:

One problem troubled Wheelock not at all.
No reference to it occurs in any of his manu-
scripts or in the records of the college
during the period of his leadership; the
problem of what the student should study.
The eighteenth century did not know that it
was a problem. The classical curriculum
which had been evolved years before and which
was to last for a century to come, was taken
for granted by all and was accepted by
Wheelock without question. We have no mention
of the course of studies before 1796,
seventeen years after his death. It then
included the 'learned languages' through the
first three years, methematics (of very
elementary type) through two years, the
rudiments of speaking and writing in fresh-
man year, geography and logic in sophomore
year, English and Latin composition, meta-
physics, and the elements of natural and
physical law in senior year. Without question
such was the curriculum of Wheelock's day. No
one of consequence seems to have objected to
it or to have wished it modified (23, pp. 119-120).

Richardson also discovered Wheelock's method of

securing instructors for the College during these early

years:

The supply of suitable teachers for his
institution was another problem that gave
him very little difficulty. It is true
that, very early, he began to call the
attention of possible benefactors to the
desirability of endowing the president's
chair and certain professorships, but he
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never obtained funds for that purpose.
However, he did have at his disposal a
number of graduates who had received their
education on charity and who were at his
service for the mere expense of their support,
and he also had his own family. These
men were assigned to the posts of tutors,
with no fixed compensation beyond their
living expenses. Any money which they re-
quired they had to obtain by personal requests
to Wheelock himself. . .Only one person
during Wheelock's regime received the grade
of professor (23, p. 121).

Wheelock's death came in April, 1779, and in his will

he appointed his son to be the new president:

I do therefore hereby nominate constitute
and appoint my said son John Wheelock to be
my successor in said office of President of
my Indian Charity School and Dartmouth
College with and into which said school is
now incorporated and to him I give and
grant all my right, title, and claim to said
seminary and all the appurtenances, interest,
jurisdiction, power and authority to, in
and over the same belonging to me as the founder
of it or by grant in the charter to me by
any other ways or means whatever (13, p. 212).

Under the leadership of John Wheelock the organi-

zational structure of the College took definite shape

compared to the very loose arrangements under his father.

Four professorships were created, the president himself

filling one. The office of treasurer was filled by one of

the Trustees, and in addition, two tutors and a business

manager were added to the staff (23, p. 203). Richardson

observes that, during the period 1791-1800, Dartmouth

graduated three hundred sixty-two students while Harvard

graduated three hundred ninety-four, Yale graduated two
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hundred ninety-five, and Princeton graduated two hundred

forty during the same period (23, p. 226). In 1798 a

medical department was founded in the College.

In 1807, when the state of New Hampshire made a grant

of land to Dartmouth, the organization of the Board of

Trustees was changed to provide representation by certain

state officials. Richardson observes:

It was further enacted that the members of
the Council, the President of the Senate,
the Speaker of the House and the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court should be ex officio
members of the board of trustees when the
proceeds of this or any future grant made to
the college by the state might be under con-
sideration (23, p. 232).

During the early decades of Dartmouth, the prevailing

theory of organization followed apparently had no con-

sideration of the student's needs and wants. Richardson

describes the curriculum, and the organization built around

it, as very much like most colleges of the day:

Once admitted to the institution, the
student found the curriculum of the college
to be as rigid and inexorable as fate.
Each man, regardless of his tastes or
interests, must follow implicitly the
arrangement fixed by the powers above.
There was nothing taught which every
student must not study; no course was
given which was prescribed to all
(23, p. 248).

Richardson's exhaustive study into the internal organi-

zational structure of the College led him to the conclusion
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that the division of labor was somewhat inequitable

in its arrangement and assignment of duties:

A tutor was supposed to teach a class,
while a professor taught a subject. Thus,
when two tutors were on the ground, one was
assigned to the freshmen, teaching practically
all the subjects studied by that class,
while the other did similar duty for the
sophomores. The dignified and weighty re-
sponsibity of teacher of the senior
class was entirely in the hands of the
president. That left the professors with
no apparent task except the instruction of
juniors; a division of labor which seems quite
inequitable. . .the president and the tutors
must have carried the bulk of the work. To
the latter our sympathies go out. In their
teaching they not only had to do with the
two lower classes, the most difficult to
control, but they were required to room in
'College,' to board in commons, to exercise
constant watch over college discipline, and
to be subject to constant annoyance from
unregenerate youth (23, p. 252).

So sharp was the disagreement which developed between

Wheelock and the Trustees over who should have control

of the College, that Wheelock was dismissed. This action

was forced into the political arena and led to the very

famous Dartmouth College Case before the Supreme Court.

The outcome of the Court's decision, and its far-reaching

influence on American higher education is widely known.

During the next decades the College underwent little

change. Very rigid in its commitments to a liberal arts

tradition, the curriculum, the faculty organization, and

the institution in general remained virtually unchanged.

The prevailing theory of organization called for a high
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according to Richardson:

Teaching was not the only duty of the
professor. He was also required to be a
detective, sheriff, prosecuting attorney,
and judge. No dean or other executive officer
existed (save the president) and all decisions
concerning the operation of the college had
to be considered by the faculty as a whole.
The teaching body guarded jealously its right
to participate in the settlement of all
questions of interest, ranging from the proper
punishment to be inflicted upon a student
who was fattening a hen in the closet of his
dormitory room to an entire readjustment of
the curriculum. Faculty meetings consumed
no small proportion of the teacher's time
(23, p. 461).

New schools were added periodically including a Scientific

School, an Agricultural School, and a School of Civil Engin-

eering. Also, the structure of the Board of Trustees

was changed to permit alumni representation.

However, shortly after the turn of the twentieth

century the internal organization of the College was

substantially changed to enhance more efficient faculty

business. To meet growing student enrollments, the faculty

had become so numerous that the tradition of all the

faculty being involved in every decision became an im-

possibility. Accordingly, several standing committees to

handle various areas of concern were appointed, to whom was

delegated the final authority to act on behalf of the Faculty.

This improved theory of organization permitted much greater
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efficiency on the part of the faculty, divering their

attention from trivial matters to much more important

issues.

Summary

It is readily apparent that liberal arts colleges are

the nuclei around which present American universities have

come to be built. Other streams of influence during the

past three hundred years have come---German research univer-

sities, the land-grant movement, professional schools,

graduate schools---but the liberal arts college still forms

the core of American higher education.

With the exception of the University of Pennsylvania,

all nine of the pre-Revolutionary colleges were either

established by a religious group, or were placed under some

degree of religious control and supervision. However, these

religious beginnings did not mean that institutions would

develop an exclusive nature based on adherence to an estab-

lished faith, but rather would they offer higher learning

in the broadest possible sense. Of the purposes of these

early institutions, Morison writes:

One of their primary functions was the
training of a learned American clergy to
serve the colonial churches and people.
Yet none of them were narrowly sectarian
in the sense that students of other creeds
were excluded or even unwelcome; and all
attempted as best they could, with the
scanty means at their disposal, to provide
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a liberal education in the accepted Renaissance
sense of the word---an education that would intro-
duce youth to the best thought and literature
of the past, sharpen his mind to a keen instru-
ment for the acquisition of knowledge, discipline
his intellect and form his character so that he
would be both able and ready to play a promi-
nent part in the affairs of men (18, p. 247).

Thus, the perceived need of the founding fathers was not

only to provide a trained clergy, but also to educate

youth in the higher learning that would make them effec-

tive, productive, self-renewing members of the society of

all men.

It is evident that these goals and objectives con-

trolled, to a large degree, the theory of organization,

however poorly defined it might have been, which the founding

fathers used in bringing their new institutions into

existence.

In each institution, with the exception of the

University of Pennsylvania, the governing board sought a

man to whom could be delegated the major share of the respon-

sibility for the well-being of the institution. These

institutional heads exercised wide-ranging authority over

indefinite periods of time, and provided the base for the

great strength of the office of college and university

president in this country. The delegation to one man of such

a large measure of authority was based upon an assumed com-

petency, a belief by the governing board that their
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if available. The title "president" came to be the pre-

vailing one applied to such institutional heads.

As the new institutions were begun, even between the

Revolutionary and Civil Wars, the president frequently was

the only staff member and was responsible for every facet

of the institution including instruction, discipline,

fund-raising, construction, and a myriad of other adminis-

trative tasks. As student enrollments increased, and the

curriculum base broadened, it became common practice for

tutors, professors, stewards, and other personnel to be

added to the collegiate staff, to whom the president could

delegate varying degrees of responsibilities. Initially,

one member of the teaching staff would lead a class of young

men through all four years of their undergraduate work.

Then, tutors and professors began to specialize, and teach

all classes the same subject area. Later, departments of

instruction developed, followed by schools and colleges

within a university system. The organization, in general,

changed directly as the instructional needs changed.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the

president performed duties which, in the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries, would be delegated to colleagues such

as deans, financial officers, registrars, and librarians.

It appears that, during the three centuries of American
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higher education, change in organizational personnel and

structure has almost always followed and been in direct

response to a real organizational need. Only as the

twentieth century approached, and then that threshold

crossed, did changes in organizational structure take on an

anticipatory character. Planned change, based on antici-

pated and imagined needs, is part of the emergence of the

American university.

Decentralization of authority appears to accompany

enlarged student bodies and expanding curricula throughout

the history of American higher education.

Harvard University appears to have become the nation's

chief example of a bicameral form of government, while Yale

appears to be the chief exponent of a unicameral form after

which the majority of American colleges and universities

have attempted to pattern themselves. William and Mary

provides an excellent example of early precedents being set

in faculty autonomy, while the University of Pennsylvania

provides an example of an institution whose governing board

chose not to delegate much authority to a president, pre-

ferring rather to fulfill that function itself. Dartmouth

provides an example of the extensive influence one single

man can have on an institution of higher learning, while

Princeton, Columbia, Brown and Rutgers Universities demonstrate

the entry of various religious denominations into higher
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education in essentially similar forms as far as organi-

zational structures, legal arrangements, purposes, and

charters are concerned.

That the prevailing control of colleges became lodged

in a governing board and a president is clearly evident.

The governing board retained ultimate control, denying, in

some cases, the president a seat on that board. Apparently

this desire on the part of the governing board to always

retain ultimate control was based on the dread and fear that

their chief academic administrator might become too power-

ful; indeed, autonomous.

It appears that the founders of the colonial colleges

were as anxious to keep their institutions out of the direct

control of the church as they were to prevent any student

being denied an education because of his religious faith.

Though a number of the governing boards were heavily domi-

nated by men of a particular faith, the design of the

founders appears to be deeper than this. Indeed, the

absence of direct church control was essential to the grant-

ing of the founding charters. In the case of Princeton,

for example, it is doubtful that a charter could have been

secured if the institution were under the direct control

of a denomination, and whose purposes were narrow and

sectarian.

Through the end of the nineteenth century prevailing
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organizational theory did not call for student partici-

pation in governance of college and university affairs to

any significant level. Students were to come and undergo

the discipline and experience of the collegiate years,

but were not to have a voice in the government of the

institution. Alumni of institutions did come to play an

important role in the affairs of the institution, as in

the case of Harvard where the Board of Overseers became

exclusively a body of alumni. Faculties did enjoy a measure

of some autonomy, in limited and varying degrees, but on

nothing like the scale which the twentieth century would

bring.

Prior to the twentieth century, theory of organization

in higher education appears to be a function of, and a

direct result of, other things. For example, what a

"college education" was perceived to be--- or, one's theory

of higher education---set the basic parameters on the corres-

ponding theory of organization, and the pattern of control,

administration, curricula, and instruction that came into

existence. Further, the trustee's expectations of them-

selves, as in the case of the University of Pennsylvania,

set the stage for what the remainder of the administration

would be.

Precedents from the past play an obvious role in theory

of organization. For example, titles such as "president,"
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"rector," "provost," "master," "tutor," "professor," and

"chancellor" reflect the influence of historical practice

on prevailing theory. Further, as the sheer size of

institutions increased, a change in organizational theory

was precipitated; e. g., delegation of authority. The

educational backgrounds of those in control of a given

institution does much to specify organizational theory,

as in the case of the Oxford-trained founders of Harvard,

who copied their alma mater closely. The function of these

early organizations, namely teaching, did much to dictate

organizational theory and what would be the resultant

practice.

Thus, in retrospect, one can find many elements of

contemporary organizational theory---centralization of

authority, decentralization of authority, delegation of

authority, organization by task, line and staff relation-

ships, etc.---in the unsophisticated methods of the founding

fathers which proved amazingly adequate for the times.

In the next chapter the influences which have sig-

nificantly affected the organizational structures (and

underlying theory) of colleges and universities since the

last quarter of the nineteenth century are considered.

Organizational charts, believed to be representative of

prevailing contemporary organizational structures, are also

considered in depth.
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CHAPTER III

INFLUENCES IN CONTEMPORARY ORGANIZATIONAL

STRUCTURES AND SUPPORTING THEORY IN

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

A number of identifiable influences have affected the

organizational arrangements of colleges and universities

since the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Chapter

Three depicts and describes these influences which include

(1) the land-grant idea, (2) research and graduate education,

(3) the two-year college, and (4) the additional purposes

which colleges and universities have sought to fulfill.

Influence Of The Land-Grant Movement

The Dartmouth College Case before the Supreme Court in

1819 set the stage for the remarkable growth of new in-

stitutions of higher learning in the nation between the

Revolutionary and Civil Wars. That decision of the Court

dispelled the fear and uncertainty surrounding state and

federal intervention into colleges and universities by

demonstrating that charters are corporate contracts, and

cannot be changed by outside forces without the permission

of the governing board.

The rapid growth of colleges and universities prior

192
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to the Civil War was closely identified with the rise of

religious denominations in America, as Tewksbury observes:

The movement for the founding of colleges
in America before the Civil War was identified
with the rise and growth of religious denom-
inations in this country, and thus it came
to partake of the dominant religious character
of the formative period of our history and
reflect the motives and interests of a
religious era. It is a well known fact that
our colonial colleges were largely religious
in origin and character, but it is not so
well understood that, with the exception of
a few state universities, practically all the
colleges founded between the Revolution and
the Civil War were organized, supported, and
in most cases controlled by religious interests.
Thus it may be truly said that the 'denominational
college' was the prevailing American college
of the middle period of our history, as it was of
the colonial period (29, pp. 55-56).

As the westward movement occurred in this country,

the religious denominations were also there covering the

nation with new institutions of higher learning, many of

which would later cease to exist due to inadequate financial

support. Again, Tewksbury summarizes how religious interests

were the only ones with sufficient strength at the time

to lead the advance across the nation:

While it is true that the claims of a
purely secular culture were not generally
admitted in the sphere of higher education
before the Civil War, it must be recognized
that a significant contribution to the general
cause of culture in this country was made
by the colleges established by religious
forces on the frontier lines of settlements
during the middle period of our history.
Through the establishment of many small
colleges scattered over the country, the
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elements of culture as well as of religion
were effectively maintained and perpetuated
in a frontier society, cut off as it was
perforce in large measure from the devel-
opments that were taking place in Europe in
the early nineteenth century.

Thus the denominational colleges served
not only as the strategic centers of varying
religious interests but also as radiating
centers of varying cultural patterns. In
the light of these considerations, it must
with justice be said that the denominational
colleges in America played an important part
in the formation and perpetuation of the
fundamental elements of culture as well as
in the propagation of religion on the wide
front of an advancing population (29, pp.
57-58).

One important stream of influence affecting American

higher education was provided by the land-grant movement.

The Morrill Act of 1862 provided for the donation of

public lands to the states and territories for the express

purposes of providing colleges for the benefit of agri-

culture and mechanic arts. Eddy observes that this legis-

lation "caused the founding or further development of

sixty-nine leading American colleges (6, p. xiii).1

In tracing the forces at work which brought about

the land-grant movement, Eddy (6, pp. 2-5) points out that

the prevailing college curriculum had remained virtually

unchanged for two hundred years. The focus had been on

philosophy, theology, languages, and mathematics, the desired

outcome being mental discipline. To have received a "college

education" almost automatically meant prestige, respectability,
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and employment as a doctor, lawyer, schoolmaster, or a

position in business or commerce. The recipient of such

an educational experience, and hence a place in the commun-

ity, did not usually question the system that brought him

to such a desired point. Emphasis on the glories and

achievements of the past, rather than on research to improve

the future, caused the curriculum of the day to be rigid

and not subject to question.

That the college curriculum, and hence the educational

experience, was becoming moribund is a view shared by

numerous observers of higher education.

Francis Wayland, president of Brown University, is

quoted as having said in his famous Brown Report of 1850
that Brown's curriculum did not match the times:

Our colleges are not filled, because we donot furnish the education desired by the
people. . .We have produced an article for
which the demand is diminishing. We sell
it at less than cost, and the deficiency ismade up by charity. We give it away, and stillthe demand diminishes (6, p. 8).

The emergence of science and the development of

industry with its related activities and vocations pre-

cipitated the Morrill Act of 1862 which was aimed clearly

at providing the kinds of education from which the masses of

the working class could benefit.

States accepting federal support provided by the

Act agreed to provide at least one college whose primary
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purpose was the teaching of branches of learning related to

agriculture and the mechanic arts. This instruction also

included military tactics. The Act declares the purpose of

these colleges and the specified instruction to be "to

promote the liberal and practical education of the industrial

classes in the several pursuits and professions in life

(6, p. xiii)."

The rush to obtain these federal grants, despite the

stress caused by the Civil War, is evidenced by the fact

that, by 1870, some thirty-seven states had agreed to pro-

vide the types of education specified by the Act---agricul-

ture, mechanic arts, and military tactics (6, p. 48).

Eddy (6, pp. 49-50, 83) has summarized the varying patterns

of organization and affiliation which developed. Initially,

the grant went to five private colleges, eight state univer-

sities, and four new agricultural colleges founded by as

many states. During the period 1862-1879 the pattern con-

tinued with grants going to one private college, eleven

state universities, eight new agricultural colleges, and six

new Negro colleges founded by as many states. During the

period 1880-1899 additional grants were made to five state

universities, eight new agricultural colleges, and eleven

new Negro colleges. The grant to the University of Alaska

in 1922 completed the list.

Eddy summarizes the pattern of control established for
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these land-grant institutions, and what has been the

outcome:

In almost all states, the institutions were
separated from the existing state government
organization. A separate board of trustees
was created, responsible to the state adminis-
trations and legislatures. This was a signifi-
cant action in the early days. Historically,
by and large, it has prevented political
control and influence and has kept state-
supported higher education sufficiently
isolated from the machinations of changing
political regimes (6, p. 51).

It appears to have been the desire of the designers

of this legislation to position the colleges, and their

financial support, as far out of reach of political pro-

cesses as possible to prevent political interference and

their being used as issues in any political effort.

The most apparent influence which the land-grant move-

ment has had on theory of organization in higher education

has been at the point of curriculum. The Morrill Act had

specified that agriculture, mechanic arts, and military

tactics would be taught, but beyond that, nothing was fixed

and settled. The teaching of liberal arts was not excluded

by this legislation, but they had also come to be viewed

as not particularly meeting the needs of the masses. Colleges

and universities found themselves in the dilemma of having

clear institutional objectives, but undefined curricular

details. A curriculum to teach subjects such as farming and

welding did not exist nor did adequate textbooks,
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instructional methods, research, equipment, and facilities

exist. The supportive organization in the colleges had

to wait for the new curriculum to develop.

The history of the early land-grant idea is one of

struggles to find identity, recognition, content, methods,

facilities, equipment, and areas of specialization. The

land-grant colleges grew from a position of almost total

obscurity to one of great demand, with the rather unique

idea of providing service---to farmers, to industry, to

youth, to an entire nation.

The growth of the land-grant colleges closely parallels

that of the entire nation. Growth in enrollment corresponded

to increased population; curriculum broadened in proportion

to changing national interests in higher education. The

emergence of science and the scientific method provided

the essential knowledge and information which made possible

the nation's amazing growth in agriculture and industry,

and the land-grant colleges provided a unique setting in

which these developments could occur.

As the land-grant colleges came to maturity as World

War I approached, the curriculum had come to be lodged in

a tripod of instruction, research, and extension. A theory

of organization had likewise developed to provide instruction

through schools, departments, and chairs in subjects as

diverse as agricultural chemistry, animal husbandry,
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engineering, and home economics, to promote research as

the land-grant idea came to be affected by the trend

toward graduate instruction, and to promote extension which

had been established by the second Morrill Act of 1890.

Many colleges began to organize formal extension departments

after this important legislation. Another important

stipulation of this legislation was the provision that

states which maintained separate colleges for white and

black students must provide a college for blacks equal in

every respect to that provided for whites.

Clark Kerr, in assessing the impact of the land-grant

movement on American higher education, makes the following

observation:

The land grant movement brought schools of
agriculture and engineering (in Germany
relegated to the Technische Hochschulen),
of home economics and business administration;
opened the doors of universities to the
children of farmers and workers, as well as
of the middle and upper classes; introduced
agricultural experiment stations and service
bureaus (17, p. 15).

Thus, a theory of organization evolved to meet the

needs and goals of the new curriculum called for by the

land-grant idea, combining the best of liberal and practical

education. The changes in organizational structure came

in direct response to the changing form of instruction,

research, and extension.
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Influence Of Research Universities

And Graduate Education

Another significant stream of influence in American

higher education came from the emergence of graduate educa-

tion and the research university.

In Germany, the University of Halle and the University

of Berlin had gained worldwide recognition because of their

emphasis on research, the ideal of academic freedom (Lehr-

freiheit and Lernfreiheit), and the doctor of philosophy

degree. During the nineteenth century graduate instruction

had fluorished in that country because of the practical

steps taken at these two universities to make the function

of research paramount in importance.

Prior to the Civil War, American higher education had

nothing to compare with the instruction available at German

universities, having followed instead the English collegiate

pattern which typically led to the bachelor's degree.

German universities had much earlier restricted their efforts

to academic work beyond the bachelor's degree.

The first American university to reach a level of

excellence comparable to the German universities was Johns

Hopkins University founded in 1876, followed by Clark Univer-

sity in 1888, and the University of Chicago in 1890. The

role these particular universities played in creating a new

era in American higher education---with all due respect



201

to other institutions such as Catholic University, Univer-

sity of Virginia, University of Michigan, and Yale---is

generally recognized.

The establishment of these three pioneering insti-

tutions appears to be in direct response to the National

Teachers' Association Report of 1870 which stated "We

have, as yet, no near approach to a real university in

America (31, p. 3)." In what amounted to a near indictment,

the committee asserted that no institution in America was

involved in advanced teaching and research beyond the

limitations set by the traditional college.

Some of the earlier efforts at graduate instruction

had occurred at Harvard, Yale, Michigan, Columbia, and

others, but in each case the conservative restraining

influence of the traditional, undergraduate, liberal arts

curriculum proved to be a formidable force which held them

back.

Because of the significant impact Johns Hopkins, Clark,

and the University of Chicago have had on American higher

education, particularly from the standpoint of organization

theory, it is essential that one trace the organizational

structure adopted in each institution and also the under-

lying theory.

Johns Hopkins University

The rather substantial amount of financial resources
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required to create an institution such as Johns Hopkins

University was provided by the estate of a wealthy citizen

of Baltimore, Johns Hopkins (1795-1873). The purpose of

this new institution as specified in the articles of incor-

poration was for "promotion of education in the state of

Maryland (9, p. 465)."

Some of the stipulations Hopkins made in his will,

which in turn were extended by the University's first

president, Daniel Gilman, did much to dictate the theory

of organization followed in establishing and developing

this first truly American university.

In Hopkins' last will and testament (9, pp. 463-464)

the Board of Trustees are ordered not to use the capital

for buildings. In addition, it is clear the Trustees were

not to found a college in the traditional, four-year liberal

arts sense, but rather a "university" of whatever scope

and character they were capable of making it.

Ryan (25, pp. 16-18) has carefully studied the original

twelve Trustees selected by Hopkins, as has French (9,

pp. 17-26). These men were carefully hand-picked and

were men who would seek only the highest standards in the

institution they would be instrumental in creating.

Their thoroughness in taking an inordinate amount of time

to interview national people about their proposed plans and

read widely into the nature of higher education in America
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and abroad obviously played an important role in the un-

precedented success which the institution enjoyed.

The Trustees were equally careful in their selection

of the first president, Daniel Gilman. Gilman appears to

have been uniquely prepared for this new role through his

prior vocational experience, his extensive visits to some

of the great universities of Europe, and his unfulfilled

desire to create a truly different university in America.

Because the Trustees and the president of Johns Hopkins

were prohibited from immediately launching an extensive

program of erecting buildings and facilities, their attentions

turned rather to the task of securing a faculty of the very

highest caliber. Their emphasis was clearly shifted away

from the physical plant to the human resources which would

be absolutely necessary to guarantee the success of the

bold plans for the new institution. It appears Gilman was

as selective in his choice of faculty as the Trustees had

been in their selection of a president. Further, the

students who would be permitted to attend the new university

would be carefully selected and not only limited in number,

but also restricted to those individuals who would genuinely

benefit from instruction so mature and selective. Accord-

ingly, when Johns Hopkins opened its doors, the faculty

numbered six, excluding the president, and the students

numbered forty.
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Ryan has summarized what he concludes were the key

elements in the early success of the institution:

Some of the elements that entered into the
Johns Hopkins success have already been
intimated---the wisdom of the donor and the
trustees in setting up the original plan;
the substantial nature of the financial re-
sources; the definite effort to adjust to
clearly recognized needs rather than to
carry on a traditional educational enter-
prise; emphasis from the outset upon human
qualities rather than physical plant and
the mechanics of organization (25, pp. 25-
26).

Gilman's theory of organization apparently was much

more heavily centered on human resources than on authority,

organizational charts, and structure. The emphasis of the

new institution, plus many of Gilman's own statements, leads

one to believe this:

We were to await the choice of a faculty
before we matured any schemes of exami-
nation, instruction, and graduation (10,
p. 12).

Every head of a department was allowed the
utmost freedom in its development, subject
only to such control as was necessary for
harmonious co-operation. He could select
his own assistants, choose his own books and
apparatus, devise his own plans of study,
always provided.that he worked in concord
with his fellows (10, p. 49).

The doctrine of "men, not buildings" apparently served

not only to keep the young University's emphases sharply in

focus but also as an explanation of the very modest facilities

in which the institution began.
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The organizational relationship between the Trustees

and the faculty, and the authority each group respectively

exercised, is made clear by Gilman:

The Trustees wisely refrained from inter-
ference with the faculty, to whom the govern-
ment and instruction of the students was
entrusted. The Trustees made the appointments,
it is true, but they were always guided by the
counsel of the President and professors. They
awarded the degrees, the scholarships and the
fellowships, but only on the nomination and
recommendation of the academic staff. The
professors, on the other hand, had no part
in the financial management. They were not
consulted in respect to investments; they
did not fix the salaries nor the appropriations
for the library and apparatus. In the con-
struction of buildings their wishes were para-
mount, their advice indispensable; but the
building contracts were in the hands, exclusively,
of the trustees (10, p. 49).

The first faculty of Johns Hopkins, admittedly small

in number, represented men of unusual promise to head depart-

ments consisting of mathematics, classical studies, chemistry,

biology, physics, and collegiate work in Greek and Latin.

From the first, limited amounts of undergraduate instruction

had been given at the University, though the supreme emphasis

had always been on advanced instruction and research. The

requirement for high quality undergraduate instruction at

Johns Hopkins grew to the point that a college emerged within

the University to fulfill these needs. That the emergence

of the college within the University did not represent a radical

departure from the founders' original theory of organization

is a point stressed by French:
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Because of this insistence on the European
conception of a university, it has been more
than once asserted, and rather widely believed,
that the institution as planned and begun had
at first no undergraduates; and that President
Gilman's design of a wholly graduate university
was thwarted by later changes. The fact is
quite otherwise. Though the graduate depart-
ments were, as they still are, regarded as of
supreme importance, college courses were
offered from the first and for two reasons.
First of all, the Trustees believed and the
President agreed that the University was under
strong obligations to the city and the state.

A second consideration was the fact that the
University also needed a college as a source of
students fitted to do advanced work (9, pp.
64-65).

The College which emerged was not provided with an

organization different from that of the University, nor

was a distinct faculty provided. A group system of studies

had earlier been adopted in which a student entering any

one of the groups could achieve the A. B. degree; the

groups included Classical, Mathematical-Physical, Chemical-

Biological, Physical-Chemical, Latin-Mathematical, Historical-

Political, and Modern Languages (9, pp. 66-67).

By 1889 the College enrollment had grown to the point

that collegiate and graduate work had to be more sharply

defined, and a dean for the College faculty appointed.

The collegiate work at the University did not change sub-

stantially during the first twenty-five years with the single

exception that additional amounts of elective courses

were gradually permitted.
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To found a hospital was also a desire of Hopkins.

It appears to be his rather unique idea to tie the Univer-

sity and the hospital together by way of a School of

Medicine. The founding of the medical school had to wait,

however, until 1893, having been delayed for a number of

years by inadequate finances and incomplete hospital

facilities. The theory of "men before buildings" could not

be employed in the hospital as in the University because

of the absolute necessity of facilities in which the hospital

could function.

Another desire of Hopkins was to found a School of

Nursing in connection with the hospital. French quotes

Hopkins' letter of instructions to the hospital Trustees

in 1873 as evidence for this:

I desire you to establish in connection with
the hospital, a training school for female
nurses. The provision will secure the services
of women competant to care for the sick in the
hospital wards, and will enable you to benefit
the whole community by supplying it with a class
of trained and experienced nurses (9, p. 114).

The Johns Hopkins Training School was opened in October,

1889, thus significantly enlarging the organizational scheme

of both the University and the hospital.

The twenty-five years in which Gilman was president

moved the University from its founding well into the

twentieth century. Perhaps Gilman's theory of organization
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during these formative years for the University is best

summarized by French:

The central direction of a university did
not in his opinion imply uniformity and
undue standardization. He had a gift for
organization and his plans usually worked
out; but he had the good sense to keep the
framework subordinate and the purpose of the
structure paramount. He could devise in
detail a fairly rigid group system of under-
graduate studies and at the same time plan a
graduate school with a degree of autonomy of
departments previously unheard of in American
colleges. He saw nothing sacred in the
tradition that a college course should consist
of four years, deliberately making the normal
Hopkins undergraduate curriculum cover only
three, and encouraging a brilliant student
to go ahead as fast as he could (9, p. 137).

Granting the widest possible latitude to both faculty

and students was always Gilman's purpose. The organization

of the University would both change and enlarge under

succeeding administrations, but the basic structure of

the University was firmly established under his leadership.

Thus, Johns Hopkins provided a model for many other

American universities to follow in graduate instruction

and research, notably Clark University and the University

of Chicago, two highly important universities which later

followed the precedents set by Johns Hopkins.

Clark University

Clark University had its beginning in March, 1887,

through a rather substantial endowment provided by its

founder, Jonas Gilman Clark, a wealthy businessman. The
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new University received its charter in that year from

the General Court of Massachusetts.

Following the earlier precedent set by Johns Hopkins

University in emphasizing graduate instruction and research,

it appears the goal of Clark's first president, G. Stanley

Hall, was to carry this ideal one step further in eliminating

undergraduate instruction in the new institution altogether.

That this was Hall's strategy is an observation made by

Ryan:

The 'epoch-making of the Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity,' Hall wrote later, 'had leavened the
colleges and roused them from the life of
monotony and routine which then prevailed, and
kindled a strong and widespread desire for better
things. But financial clouds had already begun
to threaten this great Southern luminary, and
there were indications that, if the great work
it had begun was to be carried on, parts of it,
at least, must be transplanted to new fields.'
With a dozen colleges within a radius of a
hundred miles of Worcester, the plainest logic
of events, Hall maintained, was for Clark to
take the 'inevitable next step' beyond Hopkins,
eliminating 'college work' altogether, waiving
the test of numbers, 'selecting rigorously the
best students, seeking to train leaders only,
educating professors, and advancing science
by new discoveries (25, p. 47).

In his President's Report of 1890, Hall makes it quite

clear that the goal of Clark University was not just to be

a graduate school in the prevailing sense of the word, but

a quite different institution:

We are not a 'graduate department' in which
most so-called graduate students attend and
most professors conduct undergraduate work.
We are a school for professors, where leisure,
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method, and incentive train select men to
higher and more productive efficiency than
before (22, p. 48).

Whereas the emphasis at Johns Hopkins University had

been on securing a staff before erecting buildings, the

exact reverse was true at Clark. Ryan quotes the opening

address by the founder, Clark, in which this emphasis is

made unmistakeably clear:

'In proceeding with this work which we are
about to undertake,' he said, 'the first
step seems to be to plan and construct the
necessary buildings, or, at least, a part
of them. In anticipation of this part of
our labors, I have prepared a plan or design
which I present for your examination, and
which will invite your criticism or commend
itself to your approval, after having such
explanation of it generally and in detail, as
I am able to give.' And he recommended 'that
we proceed at once and with all convenient
dispatch to erect such building or buildings
as may be found needed, and as may be required
for the prosecution of a collegiate course, and
have the same in such a state of forwardness
that the first class may present itself for
examination and admission on the first Monday
of October in the year one thousand eight
hundred and eighty-eight (25, p. 50)*'

Hall appears to have been uniquely trained for the

responsibility of bringing Clark into existence. Having

graduated from Harvard with a Ph.D., Hall had been a

member of the Johns Hopkins staff under Gilman, and had

visited many of the finest European universities. For a

full year following his appointment as the first president,

Hall extensively visited university after university, trying
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to ascertain the very latest thinking in administrative

methods, libraries, laboratories, and new curricula.

When Clark opened its doors in 1889, the organization

of the new University was quite simple. There were to be

five departments of instruction: mathematics, physics,

chemistry, biology, and psychology (25, p. 55). Additional

arrangements for the study of languages were also pro-

vided. Ryan observes that the careful selection of both

faculty and students compared very much in that respect with

Johns Hopkins:

As at Johns Hopkins, special attention had been
given to selection of both students and faculty,
and the men who made up the Clark teaching and
research group at its opening were the best
possible indication of the intention to do
scholarly work at an advanced level (25, p. 56).

The student body was kept rather small during the first

three years of the new University, and recognition was wide

over the early successes of the institution. However, during

the third year of operation a crisis arose that almost de-

stroyed it. Basic disagreements between the founder and the

president, complicated by a worsening financial position,

caused faculty morale to drop so low that approximately half

of them left Clark and joined the staff of the new University

of Chicago at the invitation of its president, William Rainey

Harper. Clark and Hall had basically disagreed as to their

theories of higher education. Clark had wanted to found a

college for undergraduates, while Hall had insisted upon
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only a highly specialized graduate function for the insti-

tution.

The University somehow survived this crisis, and in

1892 it continued with an instructional staff of twelve,

about half the original number, and a student body of

forty. With the elimination of chemistry, the faculty

departments were reduced to four in number. Hall also

joined in providing some of the instruction in psychology.

The theory of organization followed during these

formative years of the institution called for a small

organization with a limited number of faculty and students,

highly specialized departments of instruction with the

widest possible latitude of freedom, and highly defined

organizational goals and purposes. The concern within

the University appears to have been far greater in pro-

moting an informal relationship between faculty and stu-

dents, leading to fellowship and shared scholarship, rather

than over administrative positions, how authority should

be exercised, and organizational structures. That Clark

represented a new type of educational institution in America

was a claim made by the University in a prepared statement

published in 1901:

Clark University has given the country a new
type of institution, with no college or
undergraduate department, and hence no classes,
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dormitories, discipline, or commencements,
where the chief effort of its faculties in
their collective capacities has been to solve
the new and higher university problems in some
of which it has led the way and contributed to
bring back the apex of our American system of
education from Europe, where hundreds of our
best graduates formerly had to go to finish
their training, to our own country. As the
only purely postgraduate institution in the
country, it has thus stood for a new and
higher ideal, helped to make it practicable, and
was the first upon this higher plane (25, pp.
66-67).

The second decade of the University saw the organi-

zational structure extended by the reopening of the depart-

ment of chemistry, and the creation of two new departments,

history and social science. The University regained its

original strength, and grew to be more famous than ever all

over the world.

Thus, Clark University set important precedents that

many other American universities followed during the first

half of the twentieth century in planning their own graduate

instruction and research. The essential elements of the

early development of Clark University are effectively

summarized by Ryan:

Throughout the Clark University development
a few rather simple elements stand forth:
Designation at the start of an educational
leader with a background of rich experience,
powerful drive, and a broad philosophy of
education; a determination to build on the
basis of ascertained needs rather than tra-
ditional academic patterns; careful selection
of teaching staff and students in the light
of these needs, with emphasis upon 'creative'
learning and research of graduate quality
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because that area was not then occupied to
any large extent by other higher institutions;
an informal relationship between faculty and
students, in which the cooperative possibilities
of the search for truth were emphasized, cul-
minating in a surpassingly effective use of the
'seminar' in which were combined the features
of coordinated planning and pooled experiences,
independent exploration into a wide variety of
fields of knowledge, inspired direction of
the advanced work of mature students, and mag-
nificent Lecturing of an unconventional order
(25, p. 90).

University of Chicago

The University of Chicago received its articles of

incorporation from the State of Illinois in September,

1890. The financial support essential to underwrite the

new institution had largely been provided by John D.

Rockefeller, and also by subscriptions raised by the

Baptist denomination. William Rainey Harper was selected

by the Trustees as the institution's first president.

The original articles of incorporation specified that

the control and management of the institution be vested

in a Board of Trustees numbering twenty-one (7, pp. 104-

108). Later amendments eventually changed the number of

Trustees to thirty, three-fifths of whom must be members of

Baptist churches:

At all times not less than three-fifths of
the Trustees shall be members of Christian
churches, and of this three-fifths a majority
shall be members of Baptist churches. At no
time shall the number of Trustees belonging
to any other denomination exceed the number
of Baptists upon such Board.
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No other religious test or particular religious
profession shall ever be held as a requisite
for election to said Board, or for admission
to said University or to any department belonging
thereto or which shall be under the supervision
or control of this corporation, or for election
to any professorship, or any place of honor or
emolument in said corporation, or any of its
departments or institutions of learning (7,
pp. 106-107).

Thus, the only denominational character the institution

was to have was at the point of majority control of the

governing board.

A study of the literature concerning the beginnings

of the University make it quite evident that Harper had

formulated a highly detailed and extensive plan of organi-

zation. According to Ryan (25, pp. 112-116) and Goodspeed

(12, pp. 51-62), Harper's master plan for the University

(taken from the University's Official Bulletin No. 1) called

for three basic functional divisions: The University Proper,

The University Extension Work, and the University Publication

Work.

Through regular courses of lectures, correspondence

courses, evening courses, and library extension, the Uni-

versity would carry out its extension services. The Uni-

versity Press would, of course, be responsible for printing

and publishing all the official documents, bulletins, journals,

and scholarly works of the institution.

The University Proper included the academy at Morgan

Park, Illinois, the Colleges of Liberal Arts, Science,
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Literature, and Practical Arts, any colleges who might become

affiliated with the University, and a number of schools, the

first of which to be organized would be the Graduate School

and the Divinity School. The plan called for other schools

to follow; e. g., Law, Medicine, Engineering, Pedagogy,

Fine Arts, and Music.

Harper's extensive plan of organization also called for

the fields of advanced work in the Graduate School to con-

sist immediately of Philosophy, Political Economy, History,

Social Science, Semitic Languages and Literature, Sand-

skrit, Zend, and Indogermanic Comparative Philology, Greek

Language and Literature, Latin Language and Literature,

Romance Languages and Literature, Germanic Languages and

Literature, English, Mathematics, Astronomy, Chemistry, and

Biology. Seven additional fields were listed for future

expansion.

Harper's plan called for the ranking of the faculty and

students. The academic year was established in a series of

four quarters, each consisting of twelve weeks each.

While graduate instruction, extension services, co-

education, university presses, and a quarter system did not

represent original ideas at the University of Chicago, Ryan

asserts what he believes is truly significant about Harper's

theory of organization:
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What is of importance in President Harper's
plan as revealed in these bulletins is not
the detailed organization, but the purpose
behind it---to free students and faculty alike
from the handicaps of the traditional college
and enable them to live and work in an atmos-
phere of scholarship and research.

President Harper believed that his plan would
secure concentration on the part of students,
permit admission at several times during the
year, break up the conventional method of
passing all students through the same courses,
raise standards of work, and enable men to
utilize the fourth quarter for additional in-
tellectual work, for employment, or to make up
time lost in illness. But over and above these
practical consideration, Dr. Harper felt that the
plan would furnish better opportunities for
original research and investigation; secure a
greater degree of intimacy between instructors
and students; give members of the instructional
staff longer vacation period with pay; make it
possible for university faculty and students
to utilize the resources of other institutions in
America and Europe; and 'encourage an independent
feeling on the part of all men who share the
advantages of the University.' The comparatively
light schedule for each instructor---eight or ten
hours a week---was designed to allow ample time
and energy for independent study and research
(25, pp. 114-115).

Harper's outline of organization appears to be in

close keeping with his desire to make of paramount impor-

tance the more advanced work of the University, including

the upper level collegiate work.

Concerning the careful selection of the first faculty

for the University, Ryan says of Harper: "The one function

Dr. Harper would not delegate to others was the selection

and nomination of new members of the staff (25, p. 117)."
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When the institution opened its doors the faculty numbered

one hundred twenty, some of whom represented acquisitions

of Harper's famous raid on the Clark University faculty.

But, in every case, the appointee was personally selected

by Harper himself.

Growth in the number of faculty and students was very

rapid during the first years of the new University, the

students numbering 1,815 by the fourth year. Ryan ob-

serves that the University of Chicago with these 1,815

students outnumbered Harvard which had 1,688 in all depart-

ments compared to 1,245 in Yale, These latter institutions

had each existed for over two hundred years (25, p. 124).

These large increases made Harper's ideals of informality

and intimate personal relationships between faculty and

students somewhat difficult. However, Ryan observes that

the size had not worked too great a hardship on creating

such an environment in the University:

What is here described, desirable though
it must have been, and a refreshing change
from the academic stiffness of the day, was
hardly the same as the informal living and
working together on the part of faculty and
students that are everywhere testified to in
the case of Johns Hopkins and Clark. What-
ever there was of this in the new University
of Chicago---and there seems to have been
some---must have come from the fact that,
though the University was large, even from
the start, the graduate groups in the many
departments were small, and in charge of some
of these departments were teachers and re-
search workers, particularly the distinguished
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group acquired from Clark, who were already
acquainted from their previous experience
with the possibilities of individual work and
a closer student-teacher relationship at the
graduate level (25, p. 125).

In Harper's theory of organization the concept of

academic freedom appears to have been of paramount impor-

tance. In his Decennial Report of 1902, Harper took a

decided stand on preserving the fundamental independence

of teaching and learning:

When for any reason, in a university or
private foundation, or in a university
supported by public money, administration
of the institution or the instruction in
any of its departments is changed by an in-
fluence from without; when an effort is made
to dislodge an officer or a professor be-
cause the political sentiment or the religious
sentiment of the majority has undergone a
change, at that moment the institution has
ceased to be a university, and it cannot again
take its place in the rank of universities so
long as there continues to any appreciable
extent the factor of coercion. Neither an
individual, nor the state, nor the church,
has the right to interfere with the search
for truth, or with its promulgation when
found. Individuals, or the state, or the
church, may found schools for propagating
certain special kinds of instruction, but
such schools are not universities, and may
not be so denominated . . .(23, p. 128).

In that same report, Harper summarized what had been

the underlying theory of organization between the Trustees

and the faculty:

The history of these years shows conclusively
that the attitude of the Trustees toward the
Faculties of the University had been broad
and liberal. It is understood that all questions
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involving financial expenditure fall within
the province of the Trustees and are to be
considered by them; that all appointments to
office in the University are made directly
by the Trustees upon recommendation of the
President; and that on questions of fundamental
policy, involving the establishing of new
Faculties and the change of statutes as estab-
lished by the Trustees, final action if re-
served for the Trustees themselves. But it is
a firmly established policy of the Trustees
that the responsibility for the settlement of
educational questions rests with the Faculties,
and although in some instances the request of a
Faculty has not been granted for lack of the
funds required, in no instance has the action
of a Faculty on educational questions been
disapproved. It is clearly recognized that the
Trustees are responsible for the financial
administration of the University, but that to
the Faculties belongs in the fullest extent the
care of educational administration (244, p. 775).

The major governing body in academic affairs was

called the Faculty Senate, composed essentially of the

department heads of the thirteen departments of instruc-

tion. The individual departments of instruction possessed

a high degree of autonomy because of the stature of the

men selected to head each, and because of the prestige

associated with the disciplines which were represented in

the departments. Because the emphasis upon research and

instruction was so great, rather than administrative hier-

archies, the academic organization by departments appears

not to have become as rigid and exclusive as had been the

case in many other institutions of the day. This was

probably due to the fact that, as Storr observes, "Harper's
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administration was based less by chain of command than by

personal ties (27, P. 101)."

Summary

The common foundation on which Johns Hopkins, Clark,

and the University of Chicago were founded appears to be

the conviction that traditional American colleges and

universities were not meeting the deepest needs of the

society, and changes of the most fundamental sort were

needed. To create a new era in higher learning in

America a completely new institution was needed. That

each of these three universities sought to provide this

kind of institutional leadership is an evident fact.

Also, in each case the head of the institution

followed a theory of organization designed to emphasize

the human elements, the faculty and students, more than

impressive facilities, administration, and organizational

structures. The concern for individuals appears to be

of paramount importance. Individuals of the highest in-

tellect and character were thought to be ones best suited

to this kind of instruction and research.

To enhance the basic commitment to the concept of

academic freedom, the emphasis at these three precedent-

setting universities was on close, informal relationships

between faculty and students, and a minimum of academic

and administrative structure and procedures.



222

Through the early influence of institutions such as

the University of Virginia, University of Michigan, and

Yale, but more specifically Johns Hopkins, Clark, and

the University of Chicago, the trend toward graduate in-

struction and research was firmly established. These

institutions, and others to a lesser degree, provided the

models which many institutions followed in the early

decades of the twentieth century in establishing their own

graduate programs.

The literature of higher education leads one to

generalize that in the second and third decades of the

twentieth century, graduate departments in the major

colleges and universities of the country were just be-

ginning to form, and by 1940 they were firmly established

and functioning as a recognized pattern of higher education

in America.

Influence Of Two-Year Colleges

The emergence of the two-year college represents still

another major stream of influence which has affected

American higher education at the point of organizational

structure and supporting theory of organization.

Clearly a phenomenon of the twentieth century, the

comprehensive two-year community college has moved from

a position of virtual obscurity to become the fastest

growing segment of American higher education in the past



223

two decades. Cohen and Brawer observe this sharp transition

in the nature of these colleges:

Although community colleges have existed
since the turn of the century, until
recently they reposed in the backwaters of
American social thought, away from the
main currents of higher education. The
general histories of the subject allowed
them hardly more than a footnote. The
few books written about them were hortative,
not analytical. For decades these colleges
went their own way, unexamined and prac-
tically ignored by the broader education
community. However, the situation now has
shifted markedly. The two-year colleges have
not only become visible but are being
embraced by people who earlier had been
hardly more than aware that they existed.
And they are being called upon---and are
responding to the call---to perform many
functions for which they were not originally
conceived. The question now is whether they
can live up to all the expectations that
people have of them---and more importantly,
whether they should try (4, p. 55).

Though private two-year colleges are known to have

existed as early as 1835, Blocker, Plummer and Richardson

(2, pp. 24-25) call attention to the precedent set in 1896

when William Rainey Harper established a "junior college"

at the University of Chicago. His attempt at the University

of Chicago to find a compromise between the traditional

four-year collegiate course and the German ideal caused

other similar institutions to be founded, notably one at

Joliet, Illinois in 1901. The state of California led the

nation in passing legislation in 1907, and again in 1917 and

1921, to insure the growth of these two-year public
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institutions by funding specific courses which provided

vocational-technical training.

In tracing the historical development of the two-year

college, Thornton (30, pp. 45-57) reports three distinct

periods through which the institutions have passed: (1)

1850-1920, (2) 1920-1945, and (3) 1945 to the present. Not

only do these represent identifiable periods, as Thornton

points out, but it also appears the periods are ones

through which the organization of the colleges was emerging.

During 1850-1920 the idea of a junior college was

taking definite shape through the early efforts of Harper

at the University of Chicago, and others. Beginning as

a very logical extension of the public high school, the

intent appears to have been the provision of two additional

years of free education before the student either found

secular employment or entered college. However, a seeming

lack of purpose characterized much of the early growth of

two-year colleges, as Jencks and Riesman point out:

&. .. they grew up with little sense of dis-
tinctive institutional purpose. They were
hodgepodges of courses and curriculum, estab-
lished in response to real or imagined local
demands, located in cast-off buildings,
serving mostly part-time evening students.
Some called themselves junior colleges, some
city colleges, some just plain colleges
(16, p. 481).

During the period 1920-1945 it appears the curriculum

offered by the two-year colleges became more firmly
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established and settled as occupational programs were

begun and matured. In addition, parallel programs de-

signed for those who would enter college later assumed

greater clarity and purpose. Thornton cites a statement

of the American Association of Junior Colleges made in

1925 in which a greatly enlarged definition of these

colleges was formulated:

The junior college is an institution offering
two years of instruction of strictly collegiate
grade. This curriculum may include those
courses usually offered in the first two years
of the four-year college, in which case these
courses must be identical, in scope and
thoroughness, with corresponding courses of
the standard four-year college. The junior
college may, and is likely to, develop a
different type of curriculum suited to the
larger and ever-changing civic, social, reli-
gious, and vocational needs of the entire
community in which the college is located. It
is assumed that in this case also the work offered
shall be on a level appropriate for high school
graduates (30, p. 51).

In general, two-year colleges became much more con-

cerned during this period about meeting the needs of their

local communities. As a result, for the first time these

junior colleges could neither be considered secondary

schools nor higher education, but rather were they be-

ginning to establish their own unique identities and

embrace purposes all their own.

From 1945 to the present, the comprehensive community

college has emerged out of the junior college movement.

The addition of adult education and community services to
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their purposes served to enlarge community college

organizations to their present state.

The prevailing curriculum of the nation's community

colleges appears to be lodged in four major areas: college-

transfer programs, occupational educational programs, general

education, and continuing education. The college-transfer

function is, quite clearly, the oldest of these four

educational services. Blocker, Plummer and Richardson

document this fact through the history of legislation

regarding these colleges:

The history of legislation shows that the
transfer program was established in Cali-
fornia in 1907, in two more states in 1917,
in seven during the 1920's, in six in the
1930's, in two in the 1940's, and in three
in the 1950's. In contrast, mention of
technical and vocational education appeared
in the law in California in 1917, in two
more states in the 1920's, in three between
1930 and 1939, in seven during the 1940's,
in six in the 1950's, and in five states after
1960. Thus, courses which were not designed to
provide transfer credit lagged behind college-
transfer programs both as to time of adoption
and the number of states which recognized the
need for them (2, p. 31).

Known for their strong emphasis on the teaching

function, for their "open door" admissions policies, and

their unique dedication to serve the local community, the

community colleges have, nevertheless, created some organi-

zational problems for themselves due to these comprehensive

efforts to meet the needs of a broad range of students.
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The problem is, as Gleazer observes, directly related to

the curriculum:

On one side of the campus there is the
academic-transfer, ivy-covered curriculum
with departmental or divisional organi-
zation. On the other side of the campus,
there is the utilitarian, practical, clock-
hour, eight-hour-a-day program of the
vocational-technical students and faculty.
And there is the evening college with its
smorgasbord for all, its philosophy of
tailoring programs to the interests of the
students (11, p. 21).

Some rather unusual pedagogical problems have been

created in trying to provide in the same institution a

program for bright, successful students who fully intend

to complete the bachelor's degree, and those who want

simply vocational-technical training who may, in the past,

have experienced nothing but academic failure.

The community college expansion in American higher

education rose sharply during the period 1960-1970, due

perhaps primarily to their inclusive nature, the desire to

be everything to everyone. Cohen and Brawer describe

the popularity of the typical community college during

this period:

The community college, then, has something
for everyone. It offers the university a
safety valve, the employer a trained worker,
the graduate-degree holder a job. It offers
a place for the taxpayers' children, and second,
third, infinite chances to people who, for
whatever reason, want to go back to school.
For the community at large, it promises academic
and cultural upgrading. Even the police like
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it because young people, off the streets and
under institutional custody, are less likely
to get into trouble. Small wonder the
community college has become everyone's
darling (4, pp. 56-57).

While there are a number of significant differences

between two-year community colleges and four-year colleges

and universities, it appears the organizational structures

which have emerged have followed much the same pattern

as their four-year counterparts. That is, community colleges

have grown organizationally by departments and divisions in

direct response to a growing, changing curriculum.

Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson offer the organizational

chart depicted in Figure 2 as representative of what one

might expect to find in the typical comprehensive community

college in America.

Such an organizational chart typically reflects a

line-staff arrangement in which it appears there are

three separate and distinct functions performed by the

dean of student personnel, the academic dean, and the

business manager.

As in the case of four-year colleges and universities,

the faculties of community colleges make wide use of

committees, both standing and ad hoc, for the internal

government of the institution. Departments and divisions

of faculty, based on areas of curriculum and specialization,

each under a head or chairman, are the prevailing ways in
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D n tnr n i 1President lulrU
Community Relations

Dean of Student Personnel Academic Dean Business Manager

Maintenance Operations,
Student-personnel Staff Department Chairmen and Food-services Staff

Faculty

Fig. 2--Conventional line-staff organization of a
two-year college. Source: Blocker, Clyde E., Robert
H. Plummer, and Richard C. Richardson, Jr., The Two-Year
College: A Social Synthesis, Englewood Cliffs, N. J.,
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965, p. 177.

Board of Control
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which the structure of the academic organization is

typically divided.

One of the patterns which has emerged in the 1960's

concerns the matter of control of the public junior colleges.

Statewide systems of control and coordination have been

instituted in virtually every state in the nation since

1960, and have challenged the concept of local control

over junior colleges, a long-established pattern in public

education. For example, in 1968 Wattenbarger (32, pp.

9-11) reported that only six states---Idaho, Louisiana,

Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, and South Dakota---had no

"definable state-level control or coordinative agency."

The trend toward coordination and planning at the

state level appears to be based on the theory that only

an agency with statewide responsibility can identify needs

that are on a statewide level. Committed to providing

equal access to higher education, it is assumed that only a

statewide agency can deal properly with the governor and

the state legislature about the state's needs in higher

education. It is further believed that proper and equitable

distribution of funds depends upon a state-level agency

knowledgable of the needs across an entire state, and

aware of gaps in the services provided to society at large.

Because state coordinating boards exert varying degrees

of influence on the purposes of the institutions under its
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control, and also what services each institution will pro-

vide and what curriculum they will offer, it appears the

internal organizational structure of a given institution

would be directly affected by the role and scope assigned it

by the board. This fundamental principle appears to hold

equally true for four-year public colleges and universities

under the control of a similar board.

Influence Of Multiplicity Of Purposes

In describing the organization of the American univer-

sity, Perkins concludes that it is both complex and archaic:

It is complex because its formal structure
does not describe either actual power or
responsibilities; it is archaic because
the functions it must perform are not and
cannot be discharged through the formal
structure provided in its charter (21, p. 3)

Admitting fully that the modern university is one of

the most complex organizations in American society, Perkins

asserts that the current predicament of universities and

their organizations is partly due to the conflicting missions

they are attempting to perform in response to the changing

needs of society. It is Perkins' premise that universities

have been asked "not only to perform conflicting missions,

but also to perform them within the framework of an organi-

zational design appropriate to its earliest mission---that

of teaching or the transmission of knowledge (21, p. 3)."

To this teaching function have been added three others
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which include research, public service, and the achieve-

ment of an ideal democratic community within the university.

Clearly, teaching was the first function of institutions

of higher learning in America. The training of the clergy

and providing a liberal education for youth were the primary

purposes of the founding fathers of the colonial colleges.

This single purpose prevailed until well into the nineteenth

century when the influence of the German universities toward

research began to be felt in this country. Through the

precedents set at Johns Hopkins, Clark, and the University

of Chicago, and the rise of graduate education during the

first three decades of the twentieth century, research came

to be a second clearly established function of senior

colleges and universities. The comprehensive community

colleges have largely resisted research as an institutional

purpose, preferring rather to emphasize teaching and community

service.

A third major purpose, that of public service, received

great emphasis through the land-grant idea in higher education

during the last decades of the nineteenth century, and well

into the twentieth century. Though colleges and universities

have traditionally provided society with scholars, teachers,

and educated citizens, the agricultural programs of the

land-grant movement and vocational training for the masses
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have come as more direct responses to the immediate needs

of society.

The most recent function assumed by universities,

according to Perkins, is that of achieving an ideal demo-

cratic community within the institution. Says he,

This new mission stems from the notion that
the policies of the universities must conform
to the social aspirations of its members and
that its very style and organization must
conform to the idea of a democratic society.
Legitimate authority, according to this view,
does not and cannot come from trustees as
corporate owners. It can come only from the
expressed wishes of the constituent members
of the campus---faculty, students, and staff.
Thus, decisions made by officials without
community participation may be legally correct
but democratically corrupt (21, p. 12).

Perhaps the most far-reaching implication of this view

is the voice students have begun to demand in the decisions

that directly affect the content of the instruction they

receive. Until the 1960's students were largely passive

observers of the functions of institutions of higher learning.

Indeed, many observers tend to view students as the "con-

sumers" of higher education (5, p. 16; 13, p. 16; 1, p. 8).

Thought to be the first instance of student participation

in collective bargaining in American higher education, the

students of Fitchburg State College in Fitchburg, Massa-

chusetts were recently permitted to "sit at the bargaining

table and participate in all decisions (28, p. 1)."

Whatever the merits of assuming these newer functions
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may be, Perkins demonstrates the organizational problems

each has brought on American universities (21, pp. 6-14).

For many decades research was viewed as essential to teach-

ing, to prepare the teacher for his job. However, by the

end of the nineteenth century, research had become for many

an end unto itself, regardless of its effect on the quality

of instruction. Because research and teaching developed

separate and distinct, sometimes contradictory, styles of

organizational structure, the two functions have served to

produce increased dissonance within institutions. Indeed,

because of the influence of federal funding, the advent of

state master plans for higher education, and multicampus

systems, the research enterprise has in the past two decades

tended to require organizational structures all its own in

the form of institutes, agencies, and councils. Such

arrangements, as Perkins observes, have seriously undermined

organizational structures:

As a consequence of the research scholar's
changing horizons, the traditional instru-
ments of conducting university business---the
departmental meeting and the faculty assembly,
have been seriously undermined. The research
professor now goes to faculty meetings only in
times of university crisis, and he goes to
departmental meetings primarily to ensure that
he gets a teaching schedule that does not
interfere with his research activity. These
former focal points of faculty unity must now
operate with members pursuing disparate goals.

. .. the growth of research activities has both
undermined traditional organizational structures,
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such as the department, and created new
structures that are frequently in competi-
tion with existing ones. The traditional
pattern of organization that we have in-
herited from the Middle Ages---faculty-
oriented with administration providing the
minimal coordination necessary to keep
faculty in some kind of marching order---no
longer answers the complex needs of the
modern university. And the lack of any
overall organizational doctrine to embrace
both the teaching and research functions
has seriously weakened the organizational
spine of the university (21, pp. 7-8, 10).

The function of public service can be viewed as

essentially antithetical to the traditional teaching mission

and corresponding organizational structures of senior colleges

and universities. Perkins identifies two serious problems

that the assumption of the service function has caused

universities: (1) the decentralized structure of the uni-

versity makes the institutional commitment to public ser-

vice exceedingly hard to achieve, and (2) the essential

contradiction that exists when the institution attempts to

serve the public and at the same time tries to maintain

institutional autonomy which has as its heart the concept of

academic freedom of the individual professor (21, pp. 10-11).

The public's right to judge the quality of the service being

provided it by the university runs counter to the individual

professor's right, free from societal pressure, to pursue

truth regardless where it leads him.

The mission of achieving an ideal democratic community

within the university serves to complicate organizational
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structures and problems even further. The trend toward

new structures of organization which permit faculty, stu-

dents, and administration to all participate in the

decision-making processes leads Perkins to raise serious

questions about the viability of the university organization

at all:

The significance of these new structures is,
of course, that they in fact do what they were
designed to do---cut across the traditional
organizational forms that handle the other
three major functions of the university---teach-
ing, research, and public service. The emergence
of universitywide organization with representation
from its constituent parts has begun to raise
important questions about where power really
resides. Have the department and college
faculties lost out to the universitywide struc-
ture? In its preoccupation with gaining the
capacity to make legitimate decisions, has the
community lost the capacity to make decisions at
all.(21, p. 13)?

Ikenberry (14, pp. 421-422) asserts that the trend

toward creating an ideal democratic community may actually

result in a diminution in autonomy for all concerned---the

administration, the faculty, the students, and the insti-

tution itself. He suggests that broader participation in and

surveillance of institutional decision-making processes has

served to reduce the individual autonomy of college and

university administrations, while legislative and governing

board intervention, coupled with reassertion of administrative

authority and student surveillance, have reduced faculty

autonomy in matters pertaining to appointments, teaching
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loads, academic freedom, and tenure. Students have not

escaped the loss of autonomy in Ikenberry's thinking, for

the sanctuary of the college campus has come under greater

supervision from civil authorities. All of these trends

add to the net loss in autonomy for the institution itself.

The study of the history of college and university

organizations leads one to conclude that these institutions

have accepted new functions and purposes which not only

basically contradict each other but also have conflicting

organizational requirements. It is apparent that colleges

and universities organized themselves initially around the

teaching function, and have remained essentially unaltered

though the new functions of research, public service, and

achieving an ideal democratic community have subsequently

been added. Further, it is also apparent that the enormous

increases in student enrollments during the 1960's were met

simply by enlarging existing organizational structures to

accomodate greater needs. The proliferation and expansion of

departments and divisions was the primary answer of higher

education to these enrollment surges. The tacit assumption

has apparently been that the functions and purposes of colleges

and universities are so closely connected as to not require

different organizational arrangements, and the structure

established to achieve the teaching function can also suitably

accomodate the other functions that have been assumed.
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Prevailing Organizational Structures In

Institutions Of Higher Education

Much has been written concerning the extraordinary in-

creases in student enrollments of colleges and universities

since approximately 1960. During the decade 1960-1970'

these enrollments doubled, and reached 9.5 million students

in the fall of 1973 (8, p. 2). Highly significant growth

came in 1972-1973 when graduate enrollments increased 4.8

percent (26, p. 1), compared to a 2.5 percent increase in

total enrollment in all post-secondary schools. The Carnegie

Commission on Higher Education has projected that student

enrollments will follow a "go-stop-go" pattern until the

year 2000 with enrollments increasing by fifty percent

between 1970-1980, no increase between 1980-1990, and

an increase of one-third between 1990-2000 (3).

Of the many factors cited which have exerted influence

on the organizational structures of colleges and universities,

the increase in the number of students enrolled is, per-

haps, one of the most fundamental ones. To accomodate

millions of new students in less than two decades has

required much more complex organizational arrangements than

in any other period in the history of American institutions

of higher learning. The impact of these enrollment surges

has been reflected in a sharp increase in the number of

students attending two-year colleges and in the number of
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new two-year colleges founded, as well as the formation of

massive universities, many becoming multi-campused in

character.

Swelling enrollments, the specialization of knowledge,

and demands for an increasing variety of services have

likewise produced a sharp increase in the number. of non-

academic personnel required on campuses. Some institutions

report that this number of nonacademic staff is increasing

more rapidly than the academic staff.

The prevailing organizational structures which have

emerged out of tradition in American higher education, and

specifically out of the decade 1960-1970 in which enroll-

ments doubled, have been reported in The Handbook of College

and University Administration (19).

Kintzer has reported three prevailing structures among

the public and private junior and community colleges (18,

pp. 24,32,33). Figure 3 illustrates what one finds in

the typical private junior college, while the other two

patterns (Figures 4 and 5) illustrate the structures to be

found among public community colleges, less than 3,500 students

and more than 3,500 students respectively.

In utilizing organizational charts to depict relation-

ships, channels of communication, delegation of authority,

etc., Kintzer has been careful to point out their limitations:

At best, an administrative chart may be likened
to a camera slide: a showing limited by time
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Board of Trustees

President and District Superintendent

Vice-President or
Dean of Dean of Instruction
Evening Division

Dean of Men and Student Activities.

Extended Day and
Adult Education
Faculty

Dean of Women

]

Dean of Counseling

Dean of Admissions and Registrar

Business Manager

Classified Personnel

Counselors

-Coordinator of Vocational Education
and Apprenticeship Training

Department Heads

A Faculty

Students

Fig. 4--Administrative organization pattern for a
public community junior college--a composite (maximum 3,500
students). Source: Kintzer, Frederick C., "Organization for
Administration of Two-Year Colleges," The Handbook of College
and University Administration, I, Section 3, edited by Asa
S. Knowles, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 32.

I
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Board of Trustees

Director (or Assistant) - - President - - Director (or Assistant)
for Community Services for Institutional Research

::E and Multimedia

Vice President for Instruction Vice President for Vice President for
Student Personnel Business Services
Services

Administrative Dean of Administrative Dean of Director of Personnel
Instruction-Liberal Arts Student Personnel and Federal Projects

~ Services-Admissions,
Records, and Counseling

Administrative Dean of - - -/
Instruction-Technical Arts Assistant Deans-

Admissions, Counseling

instrtiven Administrative Dean of Supervisor of

I nstruction- Even ing, Maintenance and

Adult, and Summer 'dAdministrative Dean ofI Operations
A SStudent Personnel Services

-Student Activities

Assistant Dean

Placement Officer

Fig. 5--Administrative organization pattern for a
public community junior college---a composite (minimum
3,500 students). Source: Kintzer, Frederick C.,
"Organization for Administration of Two-Year Colleges,"
The Handbook of College and University Administration,
T, Section 3, edited by Asa S. Knowles, New York, McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 33.
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and space, merely depicting at a given point
in time, authority flows after the establishment
of policy. A chart may further justify generali-
zations about: (a) the span of control at various
levels within the administrative hierarchy; (b)
responsibility of officers to other officers;
(c) various coordinate (staff) assignments that
are set up in relation to administrative posi-
tions; (d) routes of communication; and (e) sug-
gestions of commensurate authority that should
accompany responsibility. Although organization
charts are 'gross oversimplifications of reality,'
they allow the viewer 'to apply rational thought
to ways in which tasks might be better organized
(18, pp. 19-20).

Based on his survey of institutions in eighteen

different states, Kintzer found little appreciable difference

in the administrative charts of the independent and the

church-related junior colleges. Accordingly, he has

offered the structure indicated in Figure 3 as represen-

tative of the prevailing organizational arrangements one

finds among private two-year colleges.

Similarly, Figures 4 and 5 represent the prevailing

organizational structures being presently utilized in

public community colleges with less than, or more than,

3,500 students respectively.

To aid in understanding the functional levels of

administration to be found in the two-year college, and

the kinds of decisions made at the various levels, Blocker,

Plummer, and Richardson (2, p. 180) provide a model (Figure 6)

showing these functional aspects. The value of such a

model comes as the various levels of responsibility and
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Board of Control Level 1:
Policy making

Chief Executive Officer Level 2:
Policy recommendations and
administrative implementation

Deans of Directors Level 3:
Academic, Student-personnel, Business, and others Administration implementation

Department Chairman Level 4:
and Specialized Administrative Personnel Program implementation and

services to faculty and staff

Teaching Faculty Level 5:and Nonacademic Staff Members Direct program implementation

Fig. 6--Functional levels of administration in two-
year colleges. Source: Blocker, Clyde E., Robert H.Plummer, and Richard C. Richardson, Jr., The Two-Year
College: A Social Synthesis, Englewood Cliffs, N. J.,Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19 65, p. 180.
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commensurate authority within the colleges are illustrated.

In this model the role of the board is confined to policy-

making, while the responsibility for the recommendation

and implementation of policy becomes that of the president.

Administrators on the third level are responsible for the

implementation and coordination of policies and procedures,

while level four administrators direct and coordinate the

work of the faculty and staff, supplying supportive services

as the needs require. The direct implementation of teaching

and related activities occurs at level five.

Morris (20, pp. 8,9) has reported the prevailing organi-

zational structures that one could expect to find at four-

year colleges and universities. Figure 7 depicts the typical

organizational arrangement in a small college, whereas

Figure 8 represents the corresponding arrangement in a typical

large urban university.

That state colleges and universities have adopted

basically the same organizational arrangements, even though

their purposes differ sharply, is one of the assertions made

by Morris (20, p. 4). Much more responsive to the social

demands of the people than their private counterparts, these

colleges and universities have become exceedingly complex

through the assumption of new functions and purposes, the

addition of graduate and professional schools to their struc-

tures, and dramatic increases in student enrollments.
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Similarly, the problem of governance has become in-

creasingly complicated. The state colleges and universities

have many goals, in comparison to the almost singular goal

of the small liberal arts college of providing a liberal

arts education. The administrative structure of the latter

was designed to be led by a president, with highly central-

ized authority, who was both administrator and educator.

The present struggle over the governance of colleges and

universities is largely related to the rather widespread

desire to create an ideal democratic community in which all

parties concerned---administration, faculty, students, and

the general public---have an appropriate voice in the

decision-making processes.

The present-day university embraces a number of goals

which have been shown to be somewhat contradictory, perhaps

antithetical. Because of these factors and the sheer in-

crease in size over the past two decades, universities have

tended to become highly decentralized in character and

possessing a highly complex network of communications and

decision-making arrangements.

Concerning the structures found in present-day colleges

and universities, Morris claims these are a function of

several factors:

The basic organizational structure of a uni-
versity or college is a function of objec-
tives, size, complexity, and the individual
institution's philosophy of education. An
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administrative organization should be designed
specifically to promote efficiency and economy
in implementing the institution's academic and
administrative responsibilities. Common pur-
poses of institutions of higher learning are
teaching, research, and public service. A
small college may emphasize primarily teach-
ing, while a large university with substantial
graduate programs and research and service
bureaus may emphasize all three purposes (20,
p. 5).

Morris further points out that, "Typically, a

modern university is organized on a line-staff basis (20,

p. 5)." Though line-staff charts have recognized and

acknowledged weaknesses in depicting horizontal relation-

ships and communications networks as well as vertical ones

and informal ones as well as formal ones, they do appear

to be highly useful and meaningful in showing how authority

and responsibility flow throughout the organization at a

given point in time. However, line-staff arrangements be-

come complicated when academic faculties are highly autono-

mous and control policy in areas such as admissions, stan-

dards, and curriculum. It appears line-staff constructs

continue to be the most useful and effective manner in

which to describe colleges and universities in terms of

their organizational structures.

Though line-staff arrangements vary widely depending

upon the size, objectives, and administrative philosophy

of a given institution, Figure 9 represents many of the

possible line and staff relationships to be found in the
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I M

LI' Lo

Fig. 9--Administrativeorganization indicating possibleline and staff relationships. Source: Morris, James A.,
"Organization for Administration of Four-Year Colleges and
Universities," The Handbook of College and UniversityAdminis-
tration, I, Section 3, edited by Asa S. Knowles, New York,McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 6.
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typical college or university. Such a chart not only

depicts the possible relationships, but the ones that can

most probably be found within the administration of a

given college or university.

The excellence, strength, and success of an insti-

tution of higher learning is inextricably linked to the

combined excellence, strength, and success of its academic

organization. Within the overall organizational structure

of colleges and universities are to be found substructures

of organization and administration in matters pertaining to

areas of work such as institutional development, student

personnel services, fiscal affairs, institutional planning,

and academic affairs. The academic organization is, of

course, fundamental because of the central purpose of teach-

ing and related activities in the educational enterprise.

It is a truism to assert that the success of the entire

educational institution depends primarily on the effectiveness

of its academic staff and organization. However, one should

be careful not to minimize the vital importance of other

supporting areas of work in aiding the academic organization

in achieving the all-important work of instruction.

James (15, pp. 15-17) has offered a number of represen-

tative organizational charts which depict not only the typical

arrangements of the academic organization but its relation-

ships to the other service areas as well. Figure 10 depicts
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Board of Trustees

Faculty Council Presi dent Administrative Council

Dean of the College

Divison of Public Division of College Division ofRelations Instruction Student Personnel BuvsinsMnaemnBusiness Management

Director of Director of Dean of Men Business ManagerPublic Relations Library Services

Alumni Affairs ArtD o er
Dean of Women Cashier

Publications

Radio-TV

English -Director of
Health Services

Languages Director of
Admissions and
Registrar

Mathematics

Sciences

Social Studies

Speech and Theatre

Accounting
Department

Superintendent
Buildings and
Grounds

Food Services

Fig. 10--Organization chart for a small, single-
purpose college. Source: James, F. Don, "Academic
Organization," The Handbook of College and University
Administration, II, Section 6, edited by Asa S. Knowles
New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 15.
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the small, single-purpose college; Figure 11 represents

the multi-purpose college; Figure 12 describes the uni-

versity. While modifications of all kinds can be found in

the three types here described, it is believed these exam-

ples adequately describe the prevailing contemporary struc-

tures one can expect to find across the nation.

James cites three factors which directly affect the

organizational structure any given institution will adopt:

(1) the size of the institution in terms of student enroll-

ment, (2) the scope of operation assumed in terms of pur-

poses and services, and (3) the geographical expansion of

an institution from perhaps a single-campus to multicampus

(15, p. 11).

Within the academic structure of the typical college

or university are to be found various patterns of internal

governance pertaining to academic affairs. James comments

on the prevailing patterns that can be identified:

The ultimate authority of the faculty of
any educational institution, even when rele-
gated in part to a representative group such
as a senate, council, or to various committees,
rests with the general faculty. Though the
membership varies according to the constitution
and bylaws, in most institutions all full-time
faculty members carrying academic rank have
voting privileges in the general faculty. With
the increasing number of large and complex in-
stitutions, there is also an increasing number
of institutions where many of the responsibilities
of the general faculty are relegated to a rep-
resentative body in order to expedite the hand-
ling of the business matters that require faculty
action and approval. Smaller institutions, however,
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Board of Trustees

Faculty Senate President Administrative Council

Vice President for
Academic Affairs

Dean-Arts and Science

Dean-Agriculture

Dean-Business

Dean- Education

Dean- Engineering

Dean-Fine Arts

~Dean-Home Economics

Vice President for
Business Affairs

BusinessManager

H Purchasing

Superintendent of:
Physical Plant

Purchasing

Controller

Burser

Accounting

Vice President for
Student Affairs

- Dean of Students

SDirector/Health Services

Director of Athletics

Director of
Student Center

SDirector of Student Aid

Director of Counselling]

Vice President for
Public Relations

Alumni Affairs

Director of Publicity

Publications

Radio-TV

Dean-Nursing L Director of
Dining Services

Dean-E xtension Division

-Dean-Summer Session

Director-Admissions

Director-Audiovisual

-Registrar

Librarian

Coordinator of
Research

Fig. 12--Organization chart for a university. Source:
James, F. Don, "Academic Organization," The Handbook of College
and University Administration, II, Section 6, edited by Asa S.
Knowles, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 17.
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may still carry on their business through
general faculty meetings in a most effective
manner with no delegation of authority and

responsibility to representative groups (15,
p. 19).

It is fundamental to state that all faculty authority

within a given institution rests in the general faculty.

The use of representative bodies to exercise this authority

has become a prevalent practice in academic administration.

Known by such names as "faculty senate," "faculty council,"

and "executive council," these representative bodies of

faculty members have come more and more into use as in-

stitutions have become larger and more complex. Typically,

members of faculty senates are appointed or elected, and to

these representative bodies are delegated virtually all the

power and authority held by the general faculty. Though

the general faculty always reserves the right to override

decisions by its representative bodies, such an occurrence

is generally quite rare, so that meetings of the general

faculty frequently only give formal, official approval to

senate or council actions.

Another well-established pattern of academic admin-

istration involves the use of committees of various faculty

members. Basically three types of faculty committees are

presently used in colleges and universities: standing, special,

and ad hoc. The numbers and types of faculty committees to

be found in a given institution depend on the organization of
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the faculty itself. Most of the deliberation and decision-

making of an institution occurs in established committees

in matters pertaining to academic affairs.

It appears that the use of committees to carry on the

matters of business pertaining to the general faculty have

a much longer history than that of the newer representative

systems such as faculty senates or councils. Whatever the

form at a given institution, the theory of organization for

so doing clearly rests on the concept of delegation of

authority in order to reduce the size of the decision-making

body to one of manageable proportions, one capable of

exercising its authority quickly and efficiently.

Special committees tend to come into existence to

handle matters such as grievances, promotions, appointments,

and initiating new programs of instruction, while standing

committees, usually large in number, deal with matters as

diverse as curriculum and discipline or graduate studies

and academic standards.

In the following chapter the literature of organizational

theory of complex organizations is examined for its impli-

cations for and applications to institutions of higher

learning. Attempts to relate this growing mass of theoreti-

cal writings to colleges and universities are cited and

reviewed.
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CHAPTER IV

LITERATURE OF THE THEORY OF ORGANIZATION

AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONS

OF HIGHER EDUCATION

In Chapter Four the literature of organization theory

is reviewed. Attempts toward comparing universities with

corporations, government bureaus, and foundations are exam-

ined for significant similarities and differences, and a

final segment of the chapter pertains to a current debate

as to what is the essential character of institutions of

higher education.

Review Summary Of The Literature

Of Organization Theory

The field of organization theory is a relative new-

comer to management thought and to the study of organizations

in general. The scanty literature of a few years ago has

given way to a growing mass of theoretical writings about

organizations, their characteristics, types, objectives and

purposes, and the theories underlying them.

The literature of organization theory can easily daze

and confuse one. A myriad of different writers are apparently

writing about the same phenomena, but using different termin-

ology and concepts. This larger field of management thought

261
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is what one observer refers to as the "Management Theory

Jungle (19, pp. 3-21)." One gains the impression that the

plethora of competing theories, each asserting its own

correctness, is not nearly as diverse in essential ideas

and concepts as the terminology and jargon used to describe

them.

Part of the confusion of organizational theory appears

to be related to the varied backgrounds of the observers

who bring the strength of their particular specialization

to bear on the problems surrounding organization. As

Sexton observes,

What we have then is sociologists concentrating
upon interaction systems and the resultant
normative control which they produce. Con-
currently, psychologists are concerning them-
selves with motivation patterns and the in-
dividualls efforts to find in the organization
satisfaction of his unique system of needs.
We also have operations researchers analyzing
these phenomena with models for predicting future
outcomes,. In the face of all this is the tra-
ditionalist or classicist pleading for a return
to reality and a simple application of respected
authority and well-planned policies and pro-
cedures. The inevitable conclusion is that we
must speak of organization 'theories (36, p. v).

There is no one group of scholars and researchers

working on theory of organization as one finds working on

other fields such as biology, physics, or engineering.

Rather, one finds contributions being made by people whose

major fields are as diverse as sociology, social psychology,

political science, philosophy, and anthropology. This,



263

no doubt, accounts for some of the confusion over dupli-

cation of research effort and terminology. The under-

standing of all the elements of organizational theory

has not grown at the same rate. This is probably due to the

fact that not all researchers consider the same theoretical

elements of equal importance, choosing some to study in

depth and ignoring others almost altogether.

Based on his particular background, an observer of

organizations will speak of them in a particular way,

frequently describing their operations in terms of concepts

with which he is already acquainted. Because of this, it

is frequently the case that two or more observers can

examine precisely the same set of organizational phenomena,

and speak of them in dramatically different, sometimes con-

tradictory, ways.

It is important to note that this same phenomena is

probably present when contemporary college or university

general or academic administrators infuse their own par-

ticular ideas of organization and administration into an

academic community, with their own particular approach to

organization and administration being dependent upon their

own, sometimes myopic, interpretation of what a college

or university is about. This is to say that a biologist

turned administrator approaches organization "biologically,"

an historian "historically," a mathematician "mathematically,"
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a theologian "theologically," and an educationist "educa-

tionally." It would appear to be of paramount importance

that the university administrator attempt to perceive his

role as "leader" out of a broadly studied strategem of

organizational and administrative theory, attempting to

integrate research findings from the various disciplines

studying organizational theory into a grand design of

administration. If this is not done, an academy with its

professionals and students may flounder and, perhaps even

worse, be plunged into a rut of dogmatic indeterministic

thinking which is confused by the "administrator" as

"administration."

The field of organization theory is, at the present

time, evolving and maturing. Nothing that resembles an

integrated, comprehensive theory of organization has yet

appeared to account for the functioning of man in the

organizations of his creation.

Nowhere is the confusion of terminology more apparent

than attempting to distinguish between theory of admin-

istration, theory of management, and theory of organization.

Various observers and writers apparently make free use in

utilizing these descriptions interchangeably.

While there has been no unified, exhaustive theory of

organization in this country, industrial and business

management have nevertheless succeeded amazingly well. As
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has been true in other fields, practice frequently antecedes

theory by a wide margin of time. Theory tends to become

retrospective and descriptive. Intuition and brilliant

insight have, no doubt, accounted for these successes, yet

there remains the unquestioned need for knowledge which can

better direct organizational practice. For countless cen-

turies man has observed the practice of management and tried

to specify better ways of getting people together to work

on common causes, and the search continues. A good portion

of the literature of organization theory over the past few

decades appears to be alternating attacks on and defenses of

various points of view, with not nearly enough time and

space given to deciding what are the real issues and how

they might be researched and better understood.

To gain an overview of the entire field of organization

theory, Sexton (36, p. v) suggests the theories can be

grouped into three categories: (1) the Classical doctrine,

(2) the Humanistic School, and (3) Modern Organizational Theory.

These three brief categories may represent an oversimplifi-

cation, for Koontz (19, pp. 5-13) has shown that there have

been six distinct schools of management thought (The Manage-

ment Process School, The Empirical School, The Human Behavior

School, The Social System School, The Decision Theory School,

and the Mathematical School), while Learned and Sproat (20,

pp. 3-7) conclude that there are five (The Classical School,
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The Human Relations School, The Social System School, The

New School of Management Science, and The Empirical School).

George (8, pp. 136-159) shows that there are four schools

(Traditional School; Scientific Management; Behavioral

School; Management Process School; and Quantitative

School: Management Science-Operations Research), but uses

somewhat different language to describe them.

The basic categories suggested by Sexton will be used

as a basis for determining the implications of organizational

theory for and applications to the field of higher education.

The Classical Doctrine

The organizational theorists who formulated the Classical

doctrine had as their primary concern the development of a

set of management principles that would be universal in scope.

The source of these universal principles was their own prac-

tical experience in business and industry. Because of their

keen interest in formal organizational structures and related

processes, the Classical theorists tended to ignore human

factors in their thinking.

One of the chief names that arises from a study of

Classical or traditional management thought is that of

Frederick W. Taylor, for it was his work at the turn of this

century that did much to develop what is now commonly called

scientificc management.?"
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George summarizes the basic theoretical approach

followed by Taylor:

In developing his brand of management Taylor's
approach was to study operations, determine
the facts pertaining to the work situation, and
from these observations develop principles. He
looked upon management as the process of getting
things done by people operating independently or
in groups, and his approach to the managerial
problem was a direct and simple one: define the
problem, analyze the work situation in all its
facets, apply measuring devices to all facets
capable of being measured, experiment by holding
all aspects of the job constant except one which
would be varied, develop a guide or principle of
management from the observations and study, and,
finally, prove the validity of the principle by
subsequent application (8, p. 138).

Though a number of the concepts of scientific manage-

ment had been conceived and discussed before his time, it

remained for Taylor to popularize them and provide the first

systematic body of management and structural concepts which

later scholars have built upon and modified.

Taylor is, of course, by no means the only researcher

in Classical organization theory. To his name could be

added such well-known theorists and writers as Frank and

Lillian Gilbreth, Charles Babbage, Henry Metcalfe, and Max

Weber.

Most of the important universal principles of manage-

ment which the classicists deductively arrived at are rep-

resented in the following list summarized by Gulick (11,

p. 7):

1. Division of labor, or specialization
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2. Departmentalization on the basis of purpose,
process, clientele, or place

3. Coordination by hierarchy

4. Coordination by ideas

5. Coordination by committees

6. Decentralization, or the "holding company" idea

7. Unity of command

8. Staff and line

9. Delegation

10. Span of control

Sexton makes the same observation that many others have

made when he asserts that "the division of labor is the

first principle of classical organization theory (36, p. 3)."

It is apparent that all of the other universal principles

of management derived by the classicists stem from this basic

concept. Dividing a complex task down into a number of

smaller, simpler, more manageable ones typically results in

considerable savings in time and money; or, as Taylor would

have it, it would lead to greatly increased efficiency and

production.

For example, if one individual were called on to per-

form all the manipulations and tasks necessary to complete

a specified project, the performance would probably be

exceedingly complex and demanding, perhaps impossible. One

can easily see the application of this principle in higher
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education if a single professor were called upon to in-

struct, guide, and direct a student through all the curriculum

involved in a typical four-year collegiate education. The

simple procedure of breaking a complex set of operations down

into component parts permits specialization of effort, typi-

cally reduces wasted time and financial resources, and leads

to higher levels of efficiency and production, the two most

desired outcomes of scientific management.

Many analysts of the Classical doctrine of organizational

theory readily admit that their views of man center in and

around his economic motives. Given a chance to increase his

earnings and self-interest, man, according to the classicists,

will behave and perform in the desired fashion, leaving the

managerial group free to organize the work to be done in a

mechanistic, objective, impersonal fashion.

A further stage in the specialization that leads to high

levels of efficiency and productivity is that of departmental-

ization of the work based on purpose, process, clientele, or

place. Long before theorists knew to call it by the name,

colleges and universities had begun to departmentalize their

instruction as a means of keeping pace with the specialization

and increasing amounts of new knowledge. Departments arose

when a single professor or tutor could no longer guide a

single student through four years of instruction based on the

trivium and quadrivium.
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In order to coordinate jobs which had become special-

ized and divided among organizational units, the classicists

developed the concept of coordination by hierarchy or

chain-of-command. Based on clearly-defined levels of

authority and decision-making, communication and good

achievement ideally run up and down a neatly arranged hier-

archy of divisions, subdivisions, and functional levels of

descending importance. Colleges and universities have tended

to utilize the concept of chain-of-command, coupled with the

principle of decentralization, as a means of attempting to

describe how they function. However, the chain-of-command

principle fails to function as expected when an authority-

conscious board of trustees and university president encounter

a highly decentralized faculty which enjoys large amounts of

independence and autonomy.

Another scientific management principle which colleges

and universities have used widely is the concept of line-

staff relationships. Because they are very useful in demon-

strating and dramatizing other principles such as span of

control, unity of command, and delegation of authority, in-

stitutions of higher education have typically constructed

line-staff organizational charts to explain their own func-

tioning.

The Humanistic School

The highly-praised and widely-used principles and
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concepts derived by the classical theorists began to come

under attack during the early decades of the twentieth

century as other theorists became increasingly interested

in the functioning and well-being of man himself within

organizations. Some came to view the principles of scien-

tific management as inhuman and a means of exploiting work-

ers. Henry Gannt, a contemporary of Taylor, and Hugo

Munsterberg, had done early work in organizational theory by

seeking to humanize some of the concepts, thereby making

the individual worker the focus of attention. They reasoned

that organization theory should be centered on the individual

worker and his relations with other workers since it was he

who accomplished the basic work of the organization under the

direction of managers.

As George points out, "the behaviorists concentrate on

motivations, group dynamics, individual drives, group re-

lations, and so on (8, p. 142)."

Thus, the second category of organization theory accord-

ing to Sexton, the Humanistic School, took definite form as

the work of Gannt and Munsterberg was extended, and as

basic reaction began to set in to the classical principles

of scientific management.

The famous Hawthorne studies of the 1940's, under the

direction of Elton Mayo, gave great impetus to the Humanistic

(behavioral; human relations) School. The discovery of the
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of the role of informal organization in productivity, as well

as key concepts of intergroup and intragroup relations, re-

sulted in intensified interest in personnel-oriented approa-

ches to organization theory and business management. The

basic contribution which the Hawthorne studies made to

classical concepts of management appears to be the under-

standing that man has more than economic motives, that he has

wants, motives, drives, and individual goals which he seeks

to have satisfied and that these personal goals sometimes

run counter to organizational goals, leading to conflict and

confrontation.

The first important book outlining the behavioral

approach to organization appears to be that of Chester I.

Bernard, The Functions of the Executive (3).

In the past two decades institutions of higher learning

have experienced a great deal of stress because of this

organization-worker paradox. While trustees and presidents

have tended to exhibit sometimes fierce loyalty to insti-

tutional goals and objectives and expected their academic

colleagues to be of the same persuasion, faculty members,

on the other hand, have tended to give: their highest loyalty

toward their own academic disciplines, perhaps to the

department or division in which they accomplish their work.

Individual professorial ambitions, coupled with basic

loyalties to their own academic disciplines at the national
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level, have tended to bring many members of the academic

profession into open conflict with the institutions in

which they serve. One of the logical outcomes of this basic

conflict has been the entrance of collective bargaining into

institutions of higher learning. Only recently did the

National Labor Relations Board extend its jurisdiction over

most private colleges and universities as well as over all

the public ones (7, p. 2). While collective bargaining has

been utilized within only approximately ten percent of the

nation's institutions of higher learning, a recent survey

showed that approximately one-third of all professors

favored it as a preferred means of negotiation for the reso-

lution of conflict (30, p. 1). Indeed, one institution has

gone so far as to appoint a Vice-President for Labor Re-

lations (35, p. 1).

It appears that the net outcome of the Humanistic point

of view has been to demonstrate that in worker performance

and productivity there are social and psychological factors

with which one must deal, as well as physical factors as

stressed almost solely in the classical concepts.

Further, as George (8, p. 143) points out, employees,

acting individually and as informal work groups, tend to

develop their own standards of work output and what should

be done for the organization. Employee productivity and

job satisfaction are affected by factors such as status,

perceived needs, and social fulfillment.
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To the names of Gannt, Munsterberg, and Mayo must be

added the names of other researchers and writers such as

Mary Parker Follett, Chester Barnard, Abraham Maslow, Chris

Argyris, and many others who have added to the growing liter-

ature of the Humanistic approach. The range of writers in

this field, as Koontz observes, is rather broad in basic

orientation:

The scholars in this school have a heavy orien-
tation to psychology and social psychology.
Their primary focus is the individual as a
socio-psychological being and what motivates
him. The members of this school vary from
those who see it as a portion of the manager's
job, a tool to help him understand and get
the best from people by meeting their needs
and responding to their motivations, to those
who see the psychological behavior of individ-
uals and groups as the total of management
(19, p. 9).

Modern Organization Theory

The third major category of organizaion theories

suggested by Sexton is that called Modern Organization Theory,

the number of contributors to it being very large and highly

diverse in approach. Basically, this category groups all

writers and researchers who try to provide answers to the

critics of both classical and humanistic points of view.

According to Sexton, "modern organiztion theory can be iden-

tified by its overwhelming emphasis on analysis (36, p. 211)."

Contributors to this mode of thought come from such diverse

fields as engineering, economics, and from social scientists,
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political scientists, computer specialists, and administrative

specialists. Sexton also provides another identifying charac-

teristic of this category of theorists: "The modern school in-

variably considers the organization in terms of a system or

set of systems. A system is simply a collection of interre-

lated parts which receive inputs, acts upon them in a planned

way and thereby produces certain outputs (36, p. 211)."

Researchers and writers within the Modern Organizational

Theory category would include such persons as Seymour Tilles,

Herbert Simon, Rocco.Carzo, Ralph Stogdill and many others.

Central in systems theory is the proper identification

of centers of decision-making within an organization and

also the communications networks through which various kinds

of information are passed. While the classical theorists have

been concerned with division of work, departmentalization,

and the structure of authority and responsibility, and the

humanistic theorists stress man and his interpersonal re-

lationships as determinants of employee satisfaction and

organizational productivity, the modern theorists appear to

be concerned that organizations be viewed as total systems

composed of interrelated parts and subsystems which form a

coherent, unified whole. Such a system can be described in

terms of input, process, and output variables. Indeed, what

one has is an input-process-output system. An elementary

flow chart depicting this three-fold process has been pro-

vided by Young and Summer (40, p. 228):
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Input Process or Output
Operations

Fig. 13--Input-process-output system

Young and Summer define inputs in terms of their

content: material, energy, information, or varying combin-

ations of the three. Processes or operations are made to

act on these inputs at appropriate times to achieve pre-

determined desirable results as the inputs pass through the

system. Finally, outputs are simply the system's products

or accomplishments (40, pp. 228-229).

Though general systems theory has gained widespread

acceptance in business and industry, there has been an

apparent indifference toward it by members of the academic

profession. However, this posture seems to be changing,

and Cheit (5, p. 16) suggests several reasons why there has

been a pronounced increase in interest in the use of systems

concepts in institutions of higher education. He observes

that (1) it has taken time for such technical matters as

systems concepts to be understood, (2) the role of state

governments in higher education is changing, so that colleges

and universities come to suddenly realize they are part of

a much larger systems network at the state level, (3) the
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condition that future federal support in higher education

will be determined by data secured through management

systems, and (4) the fact that "everyone is doing it."

It appears to be a reasonable conclusion to state that,

based on prevailing organizational structures, styles of

leadership and management and their general conceptual

framework, institutions of higher education have been in-

fluenced far more heavily by Classical organizational theory

than either Humanistic or Modern organizational theory. The

implications of Classical theory---division of labor, dele-

gation of authority, decentralization, the scalar principle,

etc.---are to be found readily in the practice of colleges

and universities. But just now are the implications of the

Humanistic School, which came to light in the 1940's, be-

ginning to be felt on campuses as issues such as collective

bargaining, the organizational-professional dilemma, infor-

mal organizational structures, and internal conflict must be

dealt with. Just now is Modern Theory (essentially the

systems concept) beginning to be considered as being of use

in an academic setting and, in many cases, only at the

fiscal, budgetary level. It would appear that the two-year

community colleges across the nation are beginning to use

this approach extensively, and considerable literature de-

scribing this trend is becoming visible; e. g., Robert

Houston's Resources for Performance-Based Education (15).
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It is a widely acknowledged fact that administrators

in higher education have typically risen through the ranks

of their own academic disciplines to become heads of depart-

ments, and eventually deans, vice-presidents, and ultimately

presidents. In general, they do not appear to be very

intense in their study of administration. As Williams

observes, "This group, while likely to be very theoretical

in its approach to its particular discipline, tends to view

administration as essentially a practical art, devoid of a

theoretical base (39, p. 46)."

However, if colleges and universities continue to

move away from being loose collections of highly-skilled

professionals toward managed institutions, they will, as

complex organizations, presumably stand to gain as much from

advances in and convergences of organizational theories

as any other complex organization in our society such as

corporations, government bureaus, foundations, etc.

Pierce (32), in an important study (1963) in which

contemporary theories of organization and administration

were analyzed, acknowledged that no integrative theory of

organization presently exists, but hoping, however, that

his own study would provide a more adequate base for the

development of such a theory. In his work, Pierce selected

the theoretical formulations of some twenty-nine theorists

for analysis, and isolated some twenty-three primary factors
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and theoretical elements (nature of man, organization

purposes and goals, organization-environment relationships,

etc.) accounted for by the theorists. It is contended

that confusion of terminology and concepts in organization

theory, and the fact that some portions of organizational

behavior have been well explored while others have been

virtually ignored, accounts for some of the reason why there

exists no comprehensive theory of organization.

Hickson (13) likewise acknowledges there is no single

comprehensive, integrative approach to the study of theory

of organization, but contends that organizational theory

has converged upon the specificity of role prescription and

its opposite, the range of legitimate discretion. By these

terms he means the extent to which one's functions in an

organization are prescribed in detail and, conversely, what

portion is left at the discretionary level.

The specificity of role prescription, contrasted between

lower specificity and higher specificity, becomes for Hickson

a sort of continuum along which the principal theorists of

organization can be identified and positioned.

In contrast to the three categories of theorists suggested

by Sexton as a means of understanding the massive body of

organizational theory literature, Hickson suggests that there

be three different categories created including Structure

Analysts (sociologists and administration theorists),
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Structure Designers (management writers), and Structure

Critics (social psychologists) (13, pp. 226-232). He

lists whom he believes are the principal "students of

organizational structure" under three headings:

Structure Structure Structure
Analysts Designers Critics

Weber Taylor Likert

Burns and Stalker Fayol McGregor
Barnes Urwick Argyris

Whyte Brech

Hage Brown
Crozier
Gordon and Becker
Thompson
Litwak
Janowitz
Frank
Simon
Presthus
Bennis

Calling for an integrative theory of organization,

Hickson suggests that one might be possible through a con-

cept such as specificity of role prescription accompanied

by appropriate means of measuring variations of structure

along such a common dimension.

Comparisons Of Colleges And Universities

With Other Complex Organizations

In attempting to understand the essential character-

istics of colleges and universities, certain writers have

attempted to make extensive comparisons of these insti-

tutions with other complex organizations. The developments

which follow compare the university with a corporation, a
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government bureau, and a large foundation. Finally,

two distinct viewpoints held by many administrators in

higher education about the supposed uniqueness of colleges

and universities as complex organizations are dealt with

at length.

The University Compared To A Corporation

That there are some very real limits to which a uni-

versity can be compared to a corporation is a conclusion

reached by Besse:

We may conclude from these comparisons that
the management techniques of business cor-
porations have sufficient transferability to
university operations to justify careful
study by university administrators. But the
suggestion that universities would all be better
off if they were managed as businesses are is
a half-truth at best, applicable to only a few
of the functions that must be managed in a
university (4, p. 120).

The tacit assumption that universities are essentially

similar to corporations appears to undergird the belief

that, if they were managed like business corporations, many

of the current financial distresses would be eliminated.

Because there is a wide variety among business organi-

zations themselves, and likewise among universities, Besse

is careful to point out that comparison of the two must be

done with caution. The most important area for comparison,

he says, is "the structuring of the authority to manage
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the two types of institutions and the accountability for

the use of such authority (4, p. 107)."

The business corporation is viewed as having a common

interest group, the shareholders, who possess ultimate

authority and power over the organization. These share-

holders secure a board of directors who, in turn, achieve

the corporate objectives through employment of full-time

managers. Unity in the business corporation is the very

natural outcome of a singular desire to make money, of

well-defined sources and channels of authority, and having

a highly authoritarian organization. The university

possesses few, if any, of these characteristics, according

to Besse. The university not only fails to possess clearly-

defined sources and channels of authority, but, indeed,

possesses a structural dichotomy, administrative and

academic. Unlike their business counterparts, the board

of trustees of the university do not possess complete

authority over the institution, but rather a large amount

of the decision-making authority is closely guarded by

the academic faculty. The lack of authority in academic

activity is accompanied by a lack of unity because of divi-

sions between faculty and students, graduate and undergraduate

instruction, and teaching and research. Besse observes:

Virtually all the diffusion of authority and
mission within a university is essential to
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the accomplishment of its objectives. No
conceivable model of academic authoritarian-
ism is consistent with the freedom required
to enable a university to serve a democracy
(44, p. 110).

Another problem of comparing business corporations

and universities to which Besse calls attention pertains

to different techniques of accountability. The chief

measure of performance for the corporation is found in its

earnings, whether it is measured in rate of earnings com-

pared to the capital invested, percentage of profit per

dollar of sales, or earnings per share of stock.

Because its missions are frequently obscured and hard

to understand, measuring the performance of a university

becomes an exceedingly complex matter. Says Besse, "Uni-

versities simply have nothing comparable to the mission-

defining force of profits (4, p. 111)." The evaluation

of a university's work, even if its purposes were well under-

stood, would be a difficult task because of the lack of

measurable, quantifiable elements. For example, how does

one measure the performance of a teacher? Or, how well a

student has become socialized? Besse simply claims the

objectives of a university are of a much higher rank than

those of a business corporation whose objective is optimum

efficiency.

While "authoritarianism, accountability, and profit

motivation are probably the most fundamental characteristics
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that distinguishes the business operation from the academic

operation," Besse further points out that personnel rep-

resent another significant point of contrast (4, p. 113).

Whereas the corporation president has usually worked

his way up through the organizational ranks, the university

president seldom does, typically being brought in from the

entire field of higher education. Universities, however,

have a strong motivational force in peer group recognition

which is all but absent from the business organization.

From the standpoint of business administration, uni-

versities are viewed as suffering limitations in not being

able to monetarily bid for talent as well as corporations,

and also not being able to offer as many opportunities for

advancement. Further, "the general goals of excellence

in the university are not fully adequate substitutes for the

unifying goal of profits in the corporation (4, p. 115)."

Another point of comparison of the business corporation

and universities is at the point of the construction and

utilization of physical facilities. Besse observes that

building construction by business corporations is typically

for functional reasons and is cost-justified. In contrast,

the university does neither. Frequently, university buildings

are erected with aesthetic reasons in mind with little, if

any, cost-justification in view when a donor is providing the
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necessary funds. Whereas business corporations can

follow a planned controlled rate of expansion, universities

with open admissions policies seldom can. Besse observes

that "the business corporation that adds buildings and

equipment to increase its profits is an inadequate model

for the university, where building and facility additions

merely increase costs (4, pp. 117-118)."

In many respects, universities appear to be quite

similar to business corporations. They buy and sell property,

make money, furnish massive housing accomodations, operate

transportation networks, sue and are sued, make investments,

maintain security forces, operate food facilities, and fur-

nish services to a clientele. They pay taxes, enter collec-

tive bargaining negotiations, and maintain staffs of skilled,

unskilled, and professional people.

In general, the larger business corporations become

the better becomes their competitive strength and position

through lower costs and greater returns. In contrast,

institutions of higher learning can be so small as to invite

financial disaster, or so large as to be unmanageable. Opti-

mum size becomes an exceedingly difficult problem, especially

when the institution cannot control or limit its rate or

extent of expansion. Whereas businesses can charge for their

end product or service, universities cannot. It is a funda-

mental fact that a collegiate education costs more than the



286

typical student would be able to bear. To view students

as the consumers of education offered by institutions of

higher learning, in the same sense that customers are related

to business organizations, has some very real limits, for the

student is himself part of the product.

While Besse apparently finds little that the business

corporation can profit from the experience of the univer-

sity, he does find several matters from which the university

could benefit from the corporation. For example, he con-

tends that good cost accounting procedures are probably the

most highly transferable element of the corporate model

over to the university. He believes greater utilization

of cost analysis and cost control by the university would

be a great boon to higher education. He concludes:

A university can profit in other respects by
studying the cost-control guides of business
corporations in the scheduling of students
and faculty, the size of classes, the amount
of work that can be done out of the classroom
on the student's own initiative, and the use
of examinations to give credit for independent
studies. Greater use of television and com-
puters should result in much lower costs. The
academic world is only beginning to stir in
these fields and will certainly be prodded
to innovation by the lack of adequate operating
funds (4, p. 118).

The University Compared To A Government Bureau

Bailey (2, pp. 121-136) has compared the characteristics

of the university with a government bureau. In so doing he

is careful to point out that the internal differences among
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universities are as great as among government bureaus.

Government bureaus include organizations as diverse as

the Pentagon and local dog pounds; universities range from

complex multicampus institutions to the "external degree"

campus.

Bailey calls attention to areas of similarity in

generic administative and political processes:

Both types of organizations are constrained
to formulate and supervise budgets; both are
faced with the necessity of hiring, sustaining,
firing, and retiring personnel; both must
worry about organizational design and about
the management of space and facilities; both
are induced by events, leadership, or external
threats to indulge in spurts of planning; both
must pay lip-service, and sometimes more to the
monitoring of performance.

As administration phases imperceptibly into
politics, both kinds of institutions must
build consent among those upon whom they de-
pend for financial support; they must compete
for scarce resources with other organizations
and purposes; they must devote considerable
time and attention to rule making (standard
setting) and adjudicating; they must make
bargains, manage conflict, coopt talent, and
develop systems of internal and external
accountability (2, pp. 121-122).

Universities and government bureaus are likewise

viewed as having structural similarities. Both are multi-

divisional; both have superordinate structures such as

boards and legislatures; both have subordinate structures

which take the form of divisions and departments; both

have differentiated personnel as diverse as professionals,
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scientists, and manual laborers; finally, both have ex-

ternal clienteles who have a vital part in helping shape

the purposes, procedures, and structures of each enter-

prise.

That universities and government bureaus share the

same kind of capricious and unpredictable contexts in which

to live and perform their work is another observation made

by Bailey. To illustrate their contextual similarities,

the "ebb and flow of financial largesse and changing leader-

ship styles---and with similar manifestations of exuberance"

are cited (2, p. 123). Both universities and government

bureaus suffer the same kinds of financial extremes, as well

as challenges concerning the legitimacy of their decision

and policy-making authority.

The university has been particularly subject in the

past few years to contradictory demands by some to centralize

its decision-making authority, while others, equally vocal

and adamant, demand that further decentralization should

occur. In observing this dilemma, Peterson has summarized

the pressures being brought on colleges and universities for

and against further decentralization:

While there are subtle variations, forces
pressing universities toward greater centrali-
zation would include the current financial
stringency, developments in state coordinating
agencies, trends in federal funding to insti-
tutions and state agencies rather than indivi-
duals, increased judicial concern for higher
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educational affairs, the growing unionization
of faculty, legislative responses to campus
activism, the concern for developing manage-
ment information systems, and the general im-
potence of campus governance. On the other
hand, pressures toward decentralization are
generally related to size in our larger in-
stitutions, student and faculty interest in
new governance forms and the creation of new
learning units, some support by overburdened
or enlightened administrators, and a socio-
political ethos which stresses participation
combined with a concern for the dehumanizing
social systems which growth, prosperity, and
technology have spawned (31, p. 523).

It appears to be a legitimate generalization that both

government bureaus and universities have suffered a net

loss in autonomy and decision-making authority over the

past several decades in favor of decentralization and

public participation in and surveillance of their internal

activities.

While universities and government bureaus share a

number of apparent similarities, they likewise each have a

number of distinctive features to which Bailey calls atten-

tion (2, pp. 125-130).

According to Bailey, universities possess four dis-

tinctive features, the first of which is its tradition of

autonomy and academic freedom. These two features have, of

course, done much to shape the prevailing style and structure

of institutional governance. In contrast, individual auton-

omy is rare in government bureaus, the preferred pattern

being hierarchial loyalties.
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Typically, universities are rather highly decentralized

and have "flat"organizational structures,meaning, of course,

large amounts of authority are delegated to the functional

levels of work. Government bureaus are well-known for

their "tall" organizational structures with a large number

of levels of authority. Because of these characteristics,

universities have traditionally been free from accepted

standards and methods of accountablity. However, this tra-

dition is being challenged, as McConnell observes:

Turmoil and disruption on the campuses; polit-
ical action by students and faculty members;
severe shrinkages in governmental, corporate,
and individual incomes, coupled with rising
taxes; and mounting distrust of higher educa-
tion by the public are behind the increasing
demand for colleges and universities to justify
what they are doing and to disclose the effective-
ness and efficiency of their operations. Per-
haps as never before, institutions, administrators,
faculty members, and even students find them-
selves accountable to a wide range of both inter-
nal and external agencies. Institutions and
faculties, much to their concern and distress,
have discovered that their autonomy is by no
means absolute, and that in fact it is often
highly vulnerable (27, p. 446).

The fourth feature of the university represents the

clientele it serves and the objectives it seeks to accom-

plish. Unlike the government bureau which serves people of

all ages, the university serves primarily youth. Quite

unlike the typical government bureau, the purposes of the

university, however difficult they may be to define, essen-

tially relate to the discovery, refinement, and transmission
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of new knowledge and information. These purposes appear to

be substantially different from what one would expect to

find in a typical government bureau.

The government bureau has apparent distinctive features

all its own. Bailey calls attention to several such charac-

teristics (2, pp. 125-127). He shows that government bureaus

live and work in a kind of dynamic tension created by a

divided acoountability, to executive leadership on the one

hand, and legislative leadership on the other. This con-

fusion of accountability leads to considerable overlap in

powers between one government bureau and another.

Other significant features of the government bureau

cited by Bailey are (1) the glare of publicity and public

surveillance which they typically endure, (2) their sub-

jectivity to the impact of political elections, (3) their

coercive and regulatory powers, and (4) their multiple goals,

far broader than those of the typical college or university.

Bailey himself wonders just how real these apparent

differences between the university and government bureau truly

are in light of the growing professionalization and union-

ization of the employees of both, the glare of publicity

which most colleges and universities have felt in recent

years, and the growing politicalization of the university and

its sources of support.

The university and the government bureau do share one
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common problem, the implications of which will become

apparent in the next few years. As universities look more

and more to the public for the support they need, and as

government bureaus become more like universities with the

addition of professional staff, the paradox between autonomy

and accountablity can only intensify. How being continually

whiplashed between responsibility and independence will affect

the university remains to be seen.

The University Compared To

A Large Foundation

How the university and a large foundation compare in

essential characteristics is a subject which has been dealt

with by Lowry (24, pp. 137-153).

Lowry demonstrates how both universities and foundations

no longer enjoy large measures of isolation and privilege,

but both have been forced in the direction of public account-

ing and public defense. Though these trends have not fully

matured yet, he believes some of the effects are already

becoming visible:

For the university, the effect already is sharp
enough to have begun to influence organizational
structure. But to compare this structure to
that of a large foundation one must assume that
both the university and the foundation are what
meets the eye---in other words, are what they
have largely been instead of the swiftly evolving
institutions one knows them to be (24, p. 137).

Universities and foundations share a number of apparent
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similarities, the most visible of which are common pur-

poses. It is rather fundamental information that founda-

tions typically sponsor research, seek to disseminate

knowledge and its application, and develop skilled per-

sonnel. The university's well-known goals of the discovery,

refinement, and transmission of knowledge bear remarkable

similarity.

Less well known is the fact that foundations and

universities possess internal organizational structures

that bear a great deal of resemblance to one another.

Lowry observes this phenomena:

Universities and foundations do have some simi-
larities in organizational structure in that
each has to find a way of dealing with par-
ticular segments of knowledge---disciplinary,
problem-oriented, subject-matter concentrated,
or geographically or culturally divided (24,
p. 139).

Many of the officers and personnel in the two organizations

have virtually the same functional responsibilities and

concerns, though they may be called by different names or

titles. For example, the deans of a university correspond

quite well with foundation vice-presidents or different

program directors.

It would appear that decision-making procedures in the

university and foundation are quite similar. However, under

closer scrutiny the processes within the foundation become

significantly different based on an axiom cited by Lowry,



294

that "in a foundation anyone can say no but it takes

everyone to say yes (24, p. 140)." The autonomy of foun-

dation staff members at a functional level to decline pro-

posals is not nearly so absolute as the autonomy to answer

affirmatively to proposals without the consensus of the

trustees and foundation officers. Autonomy at the faculty

level in the modern university is much more absolute than

in the foundation equivalent.

The high degree of interaction between universities

and foundations over the past quarter century has done much,

according to Lowry, to affect the internal organizational

structures of both type organizations. In recent years foun-

dations have shifted their financial support away from the

general endowment of universities and applied it more

directly to special kinds of research and the development

of selected types of human resources. Indeed, they have

done so in many cases at the urging of the university itself.

Because governance and internal organizational structure

are in a mutually affective relationship, both foundations

and universities have been heavily influenced by this partner-

ship. To handle the financial resources provided by the

foundations, universities have tended to establish special

centers and institutes outside the traditional organizational

structures of departments and divisions and, in doing so,

have grown increasingly more complex and contributed to
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mounting governance problems. At the same time, the

structures of foundations have been changed in important

ways. For example, in long-term contracts or grants, the

foundation must have field representatives and establish

an appropriate administrative apparatus to channel the

financial resources and also to ascertain that the project

is being carried out successfully and effectively. With

such functions being necessary to perform, it is easy to

see how a relationship that starts with partnership emerges

into a consensus over a period of time.

It is Lowry's conclusion that the presidents of foun-

dations can and do bring about significantly more change

than university presidents (24, pp. 146-147). This appears

to be so due to the large, complex faculties of universities

which typically are well entrenched in tradition and are

highly jealous of their independence and identity. In even

the largest foundations the chief executive can still per-

sonally relate with all the key members and can significantly

alter the organizational arrangements with his own leader-

ship style.

Though they might appear to be somewhat similar on the

surface, the role of the trustees of a foundation is different

from that of the university in at least one very important

respect. Whereas universities have constituents within and

without, foundations do not; they do have clients. Lowry
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observes that the trustees themselves are the only consti-

tuents a given foundation may have due to their acknowledged

representation of the public interest.

It appears to be a reasonable generalization to say

that, while foundations and universities have tended to

affect each other's organizational structures, it is readily

apparent that the foundation has affected the university

to a much larger degree. Though the two closely resemble

each other in many ways, there do appear to be essential

differences between them that account for their separate

identities as types of organizations. The trend toward

greater levels of partnership between foundations and 
uni-

versities, and hence, consensus, will doubtless continue

to cause structural changes that only will be revealed in

the future when these relationships are more mature.

The Debate Concerning The Essential

Organizational Character Of

Institutions Of Higher

Education

Moran (29, pp. 144-151) has called attention to the fact

that there is a scarcity of research on college and university

organizations. Likewise, Anderson found that what has been

written about their organization and administration is
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"largely reminiscent, anecdotal, or horatory, and that what

passed for research was largely of the normative-survey

type (1, pp. 1-28)."

Empirical research on college and university organi-

zations appears to be severely lacking. In a lengthy

volume summarizing what has been done in organizational

research, March (25) has apparently ignored colleges and

universities as an organizational type, though some nine

other types including unions, hospitals, and prisons are

given quite extensive treatment.

The literature of organization theory is rapidly be-

coming vast, and as complex in nature as the organizations

it seeks to describe. A number of writers, acknowledging

that colleges and universities themselves are highly complex

organizations, have tried to relate this growing body of

theoretical information to higher education institutions.

Many of these observers are from within the field of higher

education itself. Though not based on sound empirical re-

search, two "models" of university organization, as Moran

(29, p. 146) calls them, have emerged out of this group of

observers.

The first model, supported by writers such as John

Millett, Beardsley Ruml, Donald Morrison, Warren Martin, John

J. Corson, and others, hold to the basic notion that colleges
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and universities are a unique organizational type, that

they are held together by common goals and purposes, and

that they can be described as a "community."

That colleges and universities represent a distinct,

unique organizational type is one of the assertions made

by Millett:

I believe ideas drawn from business and public
administration have only a very limited appli-
cability to colleges and universities. More
than this, the essential ideas about business
and public administration, such as they are, may
actually promote a widespread and unfortunate
misunderstanding of the nature of the college
and university in our society (28, p. 4).

Millett believes that most of the thinking about the

organization and operation of colleges and universities,

however superficial it may be, is based upon observations

drawn from the business enterprise and the governmental

administrative agency. Believing that there is more con-

fusion and misunderstanding about the internal organization

than almost any other aspect of colleges and universities,

he makes the assertion that these institutions are unique

and should be observed as such:

I believe strongly that a college or uni-
versity has little if any resemblance to the

generalized conceptions of organization which

may be applicable to certain types of govern-
mental administrative agencies and certain

types of business entities. To look to the

ideas on organization summarized herein for
guidance in the understanding of a college
or university or for prescription of desirable
structure is completely to misconceive the nature
of the institution of higher education (28, p. 27).
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According to Millett, the two major concepts of

bureaucracy, authority and hierarchy, as developed early

in this century by Max Weber, have heavily affected organi-

zational concepts pertaining to colleges and universities.

As an example, the board of trustees is typically viewed

as possessing ultimate and final authority over all the

affairs of a college or university, and whatever measure

of independence the faculty enjoys has been generously and

benevolently delegated to them by the trustees. Such a

rationale is necessary to explain faculty power for, as

Millett says, "we cannot find any other way by which to

square the concept of hierarchical structuring of authority

with the reality of faculty determination of academic policy

(28, pp. 25-26)." The concepts of authority and hierarchy

have seemingly been applied to institutions of higher learning

with little examination and without due regard to colleges

and universities as an organizational type.

Much of the uniqueness of colleges and universities,

as viewed by Millett, is to be found in the unique purposes

they serve---instruction, research, and public service. The

preservation, transmission, and advancement of knowledge are

purposes peculiar only to higher education. In addition to

purposes, he believes there are other characteristics that

lend uniqueness to institutions of higher learning:
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The internal organization of a college or
university does not resemble that of the Army
and Navy, or of the Department of Agriculture,
or of the Atomic Energy Commission, or of the
Federal Trade Commission, or of the Department
of Highways in a state government, or of the
Department of Sanitation in a large municipality.
The internal organization of a college or uni-
versity does not resemble that of a steel
company, a department store, a bank, or a hotel.
Colleges and universities are different. They
are different in institutional setting, in
purpose, in operation, and hence in internal
organization (28, pp. 31-32).

Thus, the practice of community has for Millett be-

come the fundamental basis of organization for colleges and

universities. Believing that they bear little resemblance

to the generalized conceptions of business and governmental

organizations, he states:

Instead of being organized upon the principle
of a hierarchy of authority, our colleges
and universities are organized internally upon
the principle of a community of authority.
Power is shared by four different constituent
groups in the academic entity. These groups
are faculty, students, alumni, and adminis-
tration. Each group possesses substantial
power. Such power might be used for self-
destruction. In practice, the power of each
constituent group is brought together in a
community of authority which enables each
college and university to pursue its noble
purpose (28, p. 62).

It appears that Ruml and Morrison (33) are in basic

agreement with Millett's view of "community" as the basis

of organization for colleges and universities, as are Good-

man (9) and the many contributors to the volume edited by

Tannenbaum (38).
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Ruml and Morrison trace carefully the development of

traditional arrangements of college government from the

early beginnings,when the administration was almost singu-

larly the president himself, until the present, where r

college and university government involves a complex network

of participants. They show that colleges, once held together

by clearly defined and accepted purposes, have become in-

creasingly complex as a direct result of fragmentation by

specialization and departmentalization of both the faculty

and the curriculum (33, p. 50).

RumI and Morrison contend that the college community

has been, and continues to be, both democratic and indivi-

dualistic: They state:

A college is a community as well as a collec-
tion of individuals. If one seeks to identify
the center of political power in this community,
it is apparent that today the locus is the
departments of the faculty. The departmental-
ization of disciplines is characteristic of
American colleges and universities and is
present to a greater or lesser degree in all
institutions. It may be found in its most
extreme form in large universities. In small
colleges this development may be much less
marked. This discussion describes in general
terms the structure and functioning of the
departmental system without attempting to
isolate characteristics common to all insti-
tutions irrespective of size. The depart-
ments represent the disciplines in which mem-
bers of the faculty are trained and by the
development of which they obtain their greatest
recognition and personal fulfillment. It is
normally with departmental colleagues that
members of the faculty have most of their work-
ing relationships. The department is the
mechanism through which professional needs are
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met and professional standards are enforced.
Often it is also the most rewarding social
group to which the faculty member belongs (33,
p9 52).

Though sometimes divided into a large number of depart-

ments and divisions, they still view institutions of higher

learning as being held together as a community by a common

set of goals and purposes.

Ruml and Morrison call attention to the supposed simi-

larities one finds when he compares the organizational

chart of a college or university with any other institution.

They observe:

The Governing Board is shown at the top of the
triangle, with the President reporting to the
Board. Under the President are the various
administrative officers who report to him. The
administrative officer responsible for academic
affairs has grouped under him the various depart-
ments of instruction. The chain of command runs
from the Board to the President to the academic
dean, thence to the chairmen of departments, and

ultimately to the individual teacher. As in
other bureaucracies, there is a division of
labor based upon specialization. The members
of the organization are chosen because of their
professional competence. The faculty members, at
least, are not subject to arbitrary dismissal, and

they are careerists. If they do not have per-
manent tenure in the institution, they have at
least committed themselves to the profession and
aspire to permanency in some college or uni-
versity. They are the permanent civil service
without which the college cannot do its job. In

all these respects the college resembles the
bureaucracy of government, military, religious,
and business organizations (33, pp. 55-56).

However, they assert that the reality one finds in a

typical college is vastly different from what an organizational
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chart would lead him to believe. Asserting that the apparent

chain-of-command is tenuous at best, they call attention to

the large measures of autonomy and independence typically

enjoyed by members of the faculty. Unlike other complex

organizations, colleges and universities have a complicated,

sometimes contradictory, system of internal government which

contributes to their uniqueness as an organizational type.

Ruml and Morrison do offer a sensible approach to aid

in understanding the generally acknowledged resistance which

members of the academic profession frequently feel toward

the encroachment of business methods and management into an

academic setting. They observe:

The faculty member has an artistic or public-
service view of his profession. He did not
become a teacher and scholar because he ex-
pected large economic rewards. For this reason,
he is likely to be unimpressed by economic
solutions to problems. Perhaps one reason for
his choice was that the principles and com-
petitive practices of business were distasteful
to him. He does not believe that teaching can
be analyzed as a business analyzes its activities.
The concepts of 'management,' 'productivity,'
and 'utilization' applied to education, are in
his judgment, inappropriate if not offensive
(33, p. 62).

That colleges and universities have essential charac-

teristics that make them significantly different from any

other type institution is a conviction held by Corson:

The organizational forms and practices through
which each of these 1,900 colleges and univer-
sities seeks to make effective the effort of
the congeries of individuals that constitute its

total staff are unique in significant respects.
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This uniqueness has its roots in academic
tradition. But this uniqueness arises too
from the nature of the functions performed by
an educational enterprise; they are different
functions requiring a different organization
and different practices than are common in
business and governmental enterprises (6,
pp. 4-5).

In his assessment of colleges and universities, Corson

found that in some respects they are very similar to other

institutions such as businesses, foundations, labor unions,

and even the family. But, in other respects, they are very

dissimilar (6, pp. 8-10). For Corson, colleges and uni-

versities share four common characteristics with other

organizations of human beings: (1) colleges and universities

exist to accomplish something---they have purposes; (2) they,

like other institutions, must have resources in terms of men,

money, and materials; (3) they must have processes and func-

tions that facilitate people working together to achieve the

institutional objectives; and (4) they are dynamic in the

sense that they either grow or retrogress, they continually

undergo change.

However, Corson suggests that colleges and universities

are essentially different from other institutions in at least

three highly significant respects: (1) unlike virtually all

other institutions, colleges and universities exist to serve

a multiplicity of purposes---to educate students, to carry on

research, to mold and shape the characters and values of
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students, to put on athletic spectacles, etc.; (2) colleges

and universities are much more highly dispersed than the

typical business or governmental enterprise; and (3) the

responsibility for decision-making is much more highly

diffused in colleges and universities than in most other

complex organizations.

Corson has defined governance as ". . .the process or

act with which scholars, students, teachers, administrators,

and trustees associated together in a college or university

establish and carry out the rules and regulations that mini-

mize conflict, facilitate their collaboration, and preserve

essential individual freedom (6, pp. 12-13)."

For Corson, a good deal of the organizational unique-

ness, which he believes colleges and universities possess,

is directly related to their processes of governance:

Similarly, to understand the governance of colleges
and universities requires recognition of the fact
that the scalar principle, so firmly imbedded in
the minds of those acquainted with business, govern-
mental, and military organizations, has no dupli-
cate in the academic enterprise. The roles of
the trustees, the president, the deans, the depart-
ment heads, and the faculty (or faculties) have a
surface similarity to the scalar organization found
in other enterprises, but a basic dissimilarity
(6, pp. 14-15).

Believing that the decision-making function is central

to the successful administration of any enterprise, Corson

notes several facets of that function in colleges and uni-

versities which are different from what one finds in the
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typical business or governmental agency. He outlines

these carefully because he feels there are far too many

unexamined generalizations about the administrative effi-

ciency of colleges and universities based on comparisons

to other type organizations. Corson further asserts that,

"In the last analysis a college or university is a whole,

not a collection of unrelated parts, as autonomous as some

schools or departments may seem at times (6, p. 16)."

The administrative processes that occur in the decision-

making and implementation functions in colleges and univer-

sities are also different from those found in other complex

organizations, according to Corson. In summarizing these

different processes, he lists six underlying factors which

he feels are relevant (6, pp. 141-142):

1. The university's goals are not clearly defined and
are comprehensive in character; they provide no
specific guiding purpose; they give great oppor-
tunity for free play to faculty members and
place large demands for leadership on presidents,
deans, and department heads.

2. The produce or service that the university pro-
duces is less tangible than that of many other
enterprises.

3. The customers, that is, the students or their
prospective employers, exercise limited influence
upon the judgment of those who participate in
making the decisions of the enterprise.

4. The faculty is made up of individuals who are
highly specialized in many fields; most of them
are committed intellectually and careerwise to a
discipline or profession rather than to the
employing university.
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5. Like professionals in other enterprises, they
expect the right of self-direction in their work,
and the opportunity to participate in decisions
that generally affect the conditions under which
they work.

6. The right to participate in the making of decisions
is diffused among a greater proportion of the par-
ticipants in the enterprise than is typical of
other forms of organization.

While presumably acquiesing to the idea that colleges

and universities are indeed "communities," Martin (26, pp.

320-326) and Gustad (12, pp. 439-451) appear to have serious

doubts that the concept is, or will continue to be, a viable

one. Martin states:

A consensus might be possible if we postulate
that there exists---by giving a new twist to
the old concept of the university as an academic
community and redefining it as a community of
students, faculty, and administrators---a tri-
partite community in which each section has a
vital role in policy formulation, in the defense
of the university's integrity, and in setting
the parameters of service. Such a community
cannot begin to take shape until the partici-
pants agree, at least provisionally, on key
assumptions, goals, and values (26, p. 321).

Martin does believe that the possibilities for meaning-

ful community are very real without destroying necessary

diversity, providing a certain amount of unity can be secured

among the participants. It is obvious from Martin's article

that he has very high hope for the cluster college concept,

and the promise that it holds in bringing about the ideals

of community, even in the largest universities.
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Gustad, on the other hand, exhibits considerable con-

cern regarding the encroachment of open conflict into the

academic community and its threat toward having meaning-

ful community. The major impediment toward achieving

consensus, so necessary an ingredient in achieving community,

is role conflict within institutions. He states:

Role conflicts affecting individuals make it
difficult to achieve consensus within communi-
ties; and until consensus has been reached
within, there can be no effective consensus
achieved between communities ( 12, p. 440).

For Gustad, the resolution of conflict, which he views as

tearing away at the fabric of the academic community, must

begin with proper clarification of institutional goals so

that significant and effective leadership can emerge. Until

these two things occur, he does not believe that conflicts

can be dealt with openly and truly resolved.

Hodgkinson believes the chances of having meaningful

community on college and university campuses are quite good

providing "the old New England town, homogenized way" of

thinking can be abandoned in favor of "communities of tolera-

tion." He observes:

One of the most hopeful signs is the develop-
ment of some 'communities of toleration.' People
needn't be overwhelmed with brotherly love and
they don't have to have their differences homogen-
ized away. They simply have to be able to tolerate
each other, in groups. They can still argue and
feel that the other may be wrong, or stupid, or
worse, but they must be willing to negotiate
(14, p. 16).



309

Other writers sharply differ with the concepts of

community and consensus, and with the view that colleges

and universities, while departmentalized and somewhat

fragmented, are nevertheless organic wholes held together

by a common bond of purposes and goals.

Though Litchfield appears to personally prefer that

colleges and universities be academic communities based on

consensus and a meaningful interrelationship among the

scholars, he is very forceful in his remarks that these

are not the characteristics of the modern university:

There are few among us who regard the university
as a total institution. It would be more accurate
to say that we treat it as a miscellaneous collec-
tion of faculties, research institutes, museums,
hospitals, laboratories, and clinics. Indeed,
most of our large university organizations are
held together by little more than a name, a lay
board of trustees, an academically remote figure
called a president, and a common concern for the
power plant. On most of our large university
campuses, our individual faculties tend to live in
an isolated proximity (21, p. 375).

For Litchfield, institutions of higher learning are

"more a congeries than an organic whole (21, p. 377)."

That is, he believes that colleges and universities have

grown into collections of seemingly unrelated parts simply

massed together. He suggests two reasons why such an

"unfortunate practice" has occurred: (1) as the German

idea of the university was grafted onto American colleges,

they grew by absorption and subdivision, largely without
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plan; and (2) poor faculty organization has resulted

in rigidly conceived departments, schools, and colleges

which severely discourages joint teaching and research

which, in turn, interferes with the desirable exchange of

new knowledge from one field to another. In other articles,

Litchfield (22, 23) has traced in quite careful detail pre-

cisely what he believes has happened to erode the "good

theory" of a community of scholars and why current practice

is at such wide variance with that concept.

Kerr has likewise challenged the concept that colleges

and universities are academic communities; that is, that

they are organic entities held together by common bonds of

purposes and goals. He states:

The university started as a single community---a
community of masters and students. It may even
be said to have had a soul in the sense of a
central animating principle. Today the large
American university is, rather, a whole series
of communities and activities held together by
a common name, a common governing board, and
related purposes. This great transformation
is regretted by some, accepted by many, gloried
in, as yet, by few. But it should be understood
by all (18, p. 1).

Kerr has traced the strands of history that have gone

into creating what he calls the "multiversity." He concludes

that two great impacts, both coming from outside colleges and

universities, have done more to shape the modern university

than any others. These impacts are: (1) the land-grant move-

ment brought about by the Morrill Act of 1862; and, (2) federal
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interest in and financial support of higher education,

beginning with its sponsored research during World War

II (18, pp. 47-48).

That Kerr does not believe that colleges and univer-

sities today exist as academic communities, or as organic

entities, in the traditional sense, is reflected in the

following observations which he makes:

The multiversity is an inconsistent institution.
It is not one community but several---the community
of the undergraduate and the community of the
graduate; the community of the humanist, the commun-
ity of the social scientist, and the community of
the scientist; the communities of the professional
schools; the community of the nonacademic personnel;
the community of the administrators. Its edges are
fuzzy---it reaches out to alumni, legislators,
farmers, businessmen, who are all related to one
or more of these internal communities.

A community, like the medieval communities of
masters and students, should have common interests;
in the multiversity, they are quite varied, even
conflicting. A community should have a soul, a
single animating principle; the multiversity has
several---some of them quite good although there is
much debate on which souls really deserve salva-
tion.

Flexner thought of a university as an 'organism.'
In an organism, the parts and the whole are in-
extricably bound together. Not so the multi-
versity---many parts can be added and subtracted
with little effect on the whole or even little
notice taken or any blood spilled. It is more
a mechanism---a series of processes producing a
series of results---a mechanism held together
by administrative rules and powered by money
(18, pp. 19-20).

For Kerr, the community of scholars of the past has

been permanently replaced by a wholly new kind of institution.
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Indeed, Kerr is quoted by Ikenberry as having described the

complex university of the not-too-distant future as a

"quasi-public utility," in which the legitimation of con-

flict is realized, and the capacity for conflict manage-

ment is increased (16, p. 424).

Ikenberry concedes that the similarities colleges

and universities share with other complex organizations

far outweigh the dissimilarities, but he is careful to

stress the importance of these differences:

It is true, of course, that colleges and uni-
versities resemble many other complex organi-
zations: they have a governing board, a chief
executive, a highly developed bureaucratic
organizational structure, an apparent mission,
and clients; they spend money, receive income,
compete, make capital investments, and are
audited; they own and manage massive hotel com-
plexes, entertainment enterprises, and travel
and rental car services, and maintain security
forces at a significant scale. Although the
similarities between colleges and universities
and the standard bureaucratic and production-
oriented organizations in society far out-
weigh their points of difference, the few
essential points of difference are the essence
of the academic organization and are at the
root of the persistent tension between the in-
stitution and its professional employees (17,
pp. 24-25).

Ikenberry further summarizes what he believes are

three of these essential differences: (1) colleges and

universities have been largely unable to define their goals

and objectives in operational, durable terms; (2) colleges

and universities are inherently decentralized organizations;
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and, (3) colleges and universities differ from other

complex organizations in that they are composed primarily

of highly professional people. Yet, for Ikenberry, these

similarities and dissimilarities may be at the center of

what he views as the unusual stresses through which colleges

and universities are now passing:

Colleges and universities, therefore, represent
in a sense an organizational anomaly, an incon-
sistency, a merger of two sets of apparently
incompatible demands (17, p. 29).

Colleges and universities are fundamentally different from

other complex organizations in American society, and, at

the same time, they appear to be fundamentally similar in

many respects. This is part of the dilemma for Ikenberry.

Admitting that the traditional view of colleges and

universities as "academic communities" may have been adequate

in the past, Sanders asserts that this concept provides only

a partial understanding of the modern university:

The traditional view of the academic community
provides only a partial understanding of the
organization of the modern university. Such a
view stresses 'the community of scholars,' the
dominance of the faculty, the separation of
academia from worldly affairs, and a sense of
a common heritage. It also involves the idea
of a functional community, a concept that empha-
sizes not merely what everybody has in common
but also a recognized division of labor and
mutual interdependence which takes differences
into account (34, p. 57).

Sanders cites three characteristics which describe a

sense of community: (1) shared sentiments and values on the
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part of the participants; (2) reciprocal roles, including

a recognized division of labor; and, (3) acceptance of a

system of authority by those involved in the system. He

demonstrates how each of the traditional communal concepts

has been seriously challenged and undermined in the past

few decades, and doubts that the emphasis upon communality

is satisfactory any longer as an organizing principle for

colleges and universities. To the traditional concepts of

communality, Sanders says, "must be added the view of the

functional community, which depends internally upon divi-

sion of labor, interdependence, and conflict-resolving

mechanisms (34, pp. 77-78)."

Concerning the modern university, Sanders finds a

great deal of similarity between it and the local community.

For example, he shows how both are physical facts, and how

the university community, like the local community, has

"tended to become a total community in the sense that the

inhabitants can satisfy most of their basic needs within the

community (34, p. 75)." Further, the allocation of resources

in a university through the exercise of political leader-

ship is tending to become like that typically found in a

town or city.

Gould (10, pp. 90-97) appears to share the view that

the functional community represents a useful model with

which to view institutions of higher learning.



315

Other observers such as Stroup (37) appear to prefer

describing colleges and universities in terms of the con-

cepts of bureaucracy. Though the term "bureaucracy" is

frequently used in an opprobrious, derisive manner, it is

used here in the sense of a social system, the concepts of

which were largely developed and popularized by the German

sociologist, Max Weber.

The viewpoint that colleges and universities should

be described in bureaucratic terms is also embraced by

Anderson (1, pp. 1-28). Though he acknowledges he is not

pleased with the position to which his research has led him,

he does make the observation that colleges and universities

should be viewed as essentially bureaucratic in character:

But if we accept the validity of the ten
criteria of communal organizations which we
listed earlier, and if we systematically test
university structures and operations against
them, we sincerely doubt that we could demon-
strate that colleges and universities are
communities. Our assumption continues to be,
then, that the prevailing basic organizational
pattern of institutions of higher educaiton is
bureaucratic (1, p. 24).

In describing colleges and universities as essentially

bureaucratic, Anderson appears to subscribe to the classical

concepts of bureaucracy. That is, a bureaucracy is a

large-scale organization which features a definite social

function, is maintained by specialized personnel working

under definite rules and procedures, and is arranged in
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hierarchical order through which authority is exercised

impersonally.

Anderson attempts to demonstrate his assertion that

colleges and universities are bureaucracies through three

illustrations: (1) the service units of a university---

purchasing, accounting, construction, admissions, student

personnel services, libraries, public relations---are bureau-

cratic organizations; (2) research on college and univer-

sity campuses is being carried out through bureaucratic

sub-groups such as centers,, institutes, bureaus, etc.;

and, (3) instruction itself is being bureaucratized, par-

1icularly during the first two years as perhaps best seen

In the teaching of foreign languages. He concludes:

The conclusion seems fully warranted, when one
examines colleges and universities in light
of the criteria for bureaucratic organizations,
that colleges and universities are bureaucratic
(1, p. 11).

In the final chapter which follows, certain conclusions

are drawn as a direct result of this inquiry into the organi-

zational structures and underlying theory of organization

of colleges and universities. A construct of organization

for these institutions is formulated and presented in keeping

with the stated purposes of this study.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND A CONSTRUCT OF ORGANIZATION

FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

Introduction

Colleges and universities are highly complex organi-

zations. Though they are dealt with commonly, their iden-

tities and natures are somewhat undefined and elusive.

The task of increasing the knowledge about them is made

more difficult because of the fact that they appear to be

undergoing considerable change at present, and what will be

the import of that change is not known.

It does not appear that institutions of higher education

have changed proportionately with the titantic changes in

the environments in which they serve. In response to demands

for accountablity, increased student enrollments, the politi-

calization of college and university governance, faculty

distress, etc., colleges and universities have added depart-

ments, sub-departments, and attempted to shore-up existing

organizational structures. The response to growth has been

to try to contain and accomodate it, rather than adapt to it

and change with it.

Business organizations under pressure from changing

environments and competition have been highly innovative

321
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and have set the pace in management and organizational

theory. Concepts such as systems theory, contingency theory,

situational theory, management by objectives, and project

management have been innovations from the business and in-

dustrial sector.

Colleges and universities have not been so innovative,

but have, on the contrary, been highly resistant to change.

Organizational practice in higher education has far out-

distanced the development of adequate underlying theory to

account for their functioning, and in some cases has apparent-

ly been at wide variance with it. The educational environ-

ment in which colleges and universities have existed for

so long does not appear to have undergone enough change to

precipitate organizational structural changes until the

severe dislocations of the 1960's and 1970's---massive

student unrest and violence, tremendously increased enroll-

ments, and the politicalization of the campuses.

Theory of organization is a relative newcomer to

management thought. Indeed, a research paper such as this

one would not have been possible a few decades ago.

At present there is no one comprehensive theory of

organization to account for the functioning of complex

organizations. What does exist is an expanding body of

literature which represents the efforts of many researchers

and writers who bring the strength of their disciplines to
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bear on the problems of organizations. Because these re-

searchers tend to view and describe organizations with

terminology and concepts from their own established dis-

ciplines, theory of organization tends to be eclectic in

character.

Perhaps it is too early to expect the development of

so comprehensive and exhaustive a theory. Some aspects of

organizational theory appear to be quite adequately re-

searched, defined, and described, while other elements have

been virtually untouched. Indeed, there may be elements

and properties of social organizations which account for how

organizations function that have not yet been identified.

Observers appear to have been particularly slow in

giving colleges and universities their attention as an

organizational type and in ascertaining their similarities

and differences with other complex organizations. Several

attempts have been made to relate the growing body of infor-

mation and theoretical writings about organizations to

colleges and universities, but such comparisons must, of

necessity, be very limited in scope and somewhat super-

ficial and inconclusive in their approach. Until the past

two decades colleges and universities have remained reposed

in relative quiet, out of the limelight of American social

and political thought. The academic freedom and autonomy

given these institutions resulted in their being somewhat
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inconspicuous in the society, and largely unexamined. How-

ever, the events of the past two decades---state and federal

interest in and support of higher education, student and

faculty unrest, the demand for accountability, the public

service function, the societal demand for an unbelieveable

list of services, the democratization of the campus---have

thrust colleges and universities into the glare of publicity,

and they have felt the scrutiny and criticism of the public

mind. As they depend more and more heavily on the public

sector for needed support, colleges and universities can an-

ticipate having to be more accountable for their existence

and the ideals of achieving a democratic community realized.

The organizational character of colleges and univer-

sities is not clear at this time. There is good reason to

believe they are quite similar to other complex organi-

zations such as corporations and governmental agencies. On

the other hand, little difficulty is required to point out

some meaningful, substantive differences between such.

Somehow, Eddy's definition of a college is refreshing:

"Colleges are nothing more than collections of people with

attitudes (2, p. 12)."

Another uncertainty involves the extent of transfer-

ability of business and industrial expertise to institutions

of higher learning and vice-versa. Surface (5, pp. 75-80) is

one observer who finds a very high transferability of business
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expertise to the campus in matters pertaining to the

"design and implementation of information systems for more

efficient management of university affairs." Other ob-

servers believe that colleges and universities could learn

a great deal from business organizations in matters of

cost control and greater use of computers and other media.

On the other hand, perhaps corporations, foundations,

governmental bureaus, etc., could learn a great deal from

universities in matters of survival and longevity, also how

to withstand social and political upheavals. Colleges and

universities appear to be amazingly resilient as organi-

zations, and have the ability to withstand major dislocations

in their environments.

This study has proven to be especially troublesome

because of the obviously close relationship of organizational

structure and matters pertaining to governance. In this

research, governance has been taken to mean the exercise of

decision-making authority, while organizational structure

has meant the structure for the implementation and perfor-

mance of the purposes of an enterprise. The governance of

institutions of higher learning has been a pressing issue

during the preparation of this research, and will, no doubt,

continue for the foreseeable future as the participants in

higher education work out new relationships with each other.

The impact of collective bargaining on higher education has
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not been fully ascertained, nor has a measure of stability

been reached in establishing who, among the participants,

shall have a part in which decisions are to be made. Colleges

and universities appear to have a long way to go in achieving

an ideal democratic community. Indeed, such may not be

possible in institutions of higher education in their

present form.

In this research it has proven to be a difficult task

to separate matters of governance and organizational struc-

ture, so the latter could be dealt with definitively.

Governance and organizational structure appear to be in a

mutually affective relationship. How governance is exercised

in an institution appears to specify to some degree how it

will organize itself; conversely, the organizational struc-

ture an institution holds forth as representative of itself

appears to delimit and specify how governance will be exer-

cised. Organizational charts appear to be helpful in under-

standing matters pertaining to communication, responsibility

of certain personnel to other personnel, and locating commen-

surate authority with responsibility. However, in aiding one

to understand where power resides in a college or university,

and who makes what decisions, organizational charts exhibit

severe weaknesses. Organizational charts frequently illus-

trate vertical lines of relationship but, in actual practice,

horizontal coordination and cooperation may be as essential
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to the success of an organization as vertical implementation

of responsibility and authority. Nor can an organizational

chart depict informal relationships that exist within an

institution.

Recently, an entire volume of the Journal of Higher

Education was devoted to restructuring college and univer-

sity organization and governance (4). The subjects of

organization and governance are treated so interchange-

ably that it proves to be a difficult task to write about

either subject, organization or governance, in any meaning-

ful depth without involving the other subject. Ikenberry

3, pp. 421-429) has written both an introduction and

summary to this volume in which he demonstrates there are

six reoccuring themes in the reassessment and restructuring

through which institutions of higher education are now

passing: (1) a net decline in individual and institutional

autonomy; (2) increased procedural regularization and standardi-

zation as opposed to traditional, ad hoc arrangements of aca-

demic organization; (3) more candid recognition and manage-

ment of conflict among the participants within and without

the institutions; (4) greater decentralization, both in

terms of the organization itself and decision-making pro-

cesses; (5) an emerging challenge to professional values;

and (6) the apparent demise of the academic mystique. Be-

cause the concepts of organizational structure and
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institutional governance appear to be so closely inter-

twined, research in the future should be designed so as to

properly account for the influence the one has on the other,

and treat the two as parallel, simultaneously-occuring

functions.

A Construct Of Organization

For Higher Education

In this research the early colleges founded prior to

the American revolution have been studied to ascertain the

setting of organizational precedents, the organizational

structures that became acquired and utilized, and the

apparent underlying theory that led to the adoption of such.

Because organizational theory, as such, was not well developed

as these historical precedents were being established, the

matter of ascertaining the underlying theory which led to

specific organizational procedures and structures is open

to considerable inference and interpretation. In other cases,

the reasons for following certain procedures are quite

adequately stated in such original documents as charters,

minutes of trustee and faculty meetings, and correspondence.

An attempt has been made in this research to identify

and describe the significant streams of influence which have

affected the organizational structures of colleges and uni-

versities since the last quarter of the nineteenth century.

In addition, what appears to be the prevailing organizational
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structures (depicted through organizational charts) of both

two-year colleges and four-year colleges and universities

have been exhibited and described.

Further, the larger field of organizational theory of

complex organizations has been surveyed in an attempt to

determine some of the implications for and applications to

institutions of higher education. The significant attempts

toward relating this body of theoretical information to

colleges and universities have been noted, and the results

of such comparisons and contrasts described.

The research for this study was conceived to be

heuristic in nature. It has been the purpose of the researcher

to read, reflect, and glean---to heuristically explore, to

systematically reason, and describe. It has been a further

purpose to synthesize the findings of this research into a

composite body of information which, hopefully, will extend

the knowledge concerning theory of organization as it pertains

specifically to colleges and universities. Further, such a

body of theoretical information can prove to be an important

base from which much needed future studies, more empirical in

nature, can be developed.

Accordingly, a set of principles and recommendations

directly concerning organizational structure relating to in-

stitutions of higher learning has been compiled and is here-

with summarized. This set of fundamental statements is not
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intended to be exhaustive and comprehensive in nature,

but rather reflect the gleanings which have come as a

direct result of this study.

Principles

1. Colleges and universities are complex organizations.

That is, they strive to accomplish a wide variety of purposes

through an involved network of participants, expend huge

budgets, require vast physical facilities, manage invest-

ments, and require complicated organizational structures to

accomplish their goals and objectives.

2. Colleges and universities are purposive in nature.

Though these purposes may undergo change, they exist for a

purpose or set of purposes. These purposes are the most

fundamental determinant of organizational structures.

3. Colleges and universities, like other human organi-

zations, require some type of organizational structure

through which the goals and objectives for which they exist

can be performed.

4. Colleges and universities, like other formal

organizations, require both human and economic resources

in order to achieve their goals and objectives.

5. Colleges and universities, like other complex

organizations, contain defined, formal organizational arrange-

ments, and also undefined, unplanned, changing informal

relationships.
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6. Colleges and universities can best achieve their

purposes if their manner of organization facilitates them

to do so.

7. Clearly defined administrative lines of respon-

sibility are essential and basic to the organizational

structure of any college or university.

8. Some of the prime determinants of organizational

structure for colleges and universities are the size, scope,

purposes (goals, objectives), philosophy of education, and

geographical expansion of any institution.

9. The organizational structure of an institution is

affected by its governance practices, which in turn con-

ditions how the institution is to be governed.

10. The delegation of decision-making authority is

an essential ingredient of the organizational structure of

any formal organization, including colleges and universities.

11. Historically, the organizational structures of

colleges and universities have changed in almost direct pro-

portion to the enlargements, reductions, or modifications

in the curriculum being offered.

12. Though individual colleges and universities have

individual purposes and objectives, there exists a common

community of higher learning whose organizational structures

demonstrate this commonality.
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13. Colleges and universities appear to be organi-

zations which grow and develop according to their own

unique natures and follow their own peculiar, oftentimes

unpredictable, conditions.

14. Though colleges and universities appear to be

significantly different from other organizations, and

possess some unique characteristics, they also appear to

be comparable to other formal organizations in a highly

structured technological society.

15. In highly complex organizations, such as colleges

and universities, in which coordination of activities is

difficult, responsibility and authority is diffused, and

communications are complicated, it is of great benefit to

have an organizational structure as simple as the functioning

of the enterprise will permit.

16. As the size and scope of activities of a college

or university increase, one can expect communications and

coordination to become more complex and difficult to effective-

ly achieve.

17. In general, it appears that at present the

basic loyalty of individual faculty members is more toward

their own academic discipline at the national level than with

their own institution in whose organizational structure they

perform their work of teaching, research, public service, and

other related activities.
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18. Within the organizational structure of a given

college or university, the decision-making authority which

the general faculty possesses is typically exercised through

representative groups such as faculty senates, councils, or

through standing and ad hoc committees.

19. For the ideals of a truly academic community to

be achieved, a horizontal organization based on the concepts

of shared authority and consensus appear to be absolutely

essential. Unless some reasonable measure of these two

concepts can be achieved among the participants of higher

education, at least provisionally, the possibilities of

having a meaningful community of learning appear to be

remote.

20. A community of learning can be defined as an

organizational arrangement whereby individuals come together,

voluntarily imposing certain limitations on themselves in

order to achieve educational objectives in ways which are

fulfilling and not otherwise attainable.

21. The academic department is the most critically

important operating organizational unit in many, if not most,

colleges and universities.

22. Colleges and universities cannot ultimately and

finally be described as bureaucratic organizations. They

may contain apparent bureaucratic, hierarchical structures

such as the network of trustees, president, vice-presidents,
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deans, and department heads, but this is only one network.

Also contained in colleges and universities are to be found

networks of shared authority, as in the case of the internal

organization of academic departments, or in the general

faculty exercising its authority through representative

groups or committees.

23. Improvement in the organization and administration

of colleges and universities by the faculty and the adminis-

tration can be attained by giving greater attention to the

informal organization of the faculty. In some measures, the

functioning of the formal academic organization depends

upon the informal organization of the faculty which is brought

about by faculty attitudes toward such things as perceived

equity within the academic organization, and changes brought

about by various factors.

Recommendations

1. To assist in reaching its goals and objectives,

each college and university should decide on an organizational

structure that best suits its needs and institutional charac-

ter. The organizational structure arrived at for implemen-

tation should be arrived at following responsible consider-

ation of the particular institution's goals, purposes, philosophy

of education, size, scope, geographic expanse, and prevailing

leadership styles of its administration.



335

2. Colleges and universities should be organized

in such a way as to ensure the achievement of the defined

institutional goals and objectives with a minimum waste of

human and economic resources.

3. The organizational structure which any college

or university adopts at a given point in time should

properly provide for the effective performance of the five

basic functions of management---planning, controlling,

directing, organizing, and staffing---in order that the

institution will achieve its educational objectives.

4. The participants in institutions of higher learning

such as the trustees, administration, faculty, students, etc.,

should each have an appropriate voice in the institutional

decision-making processes that directly affect them in the

role they play within the institution.

5. In order to minimize conflict and role confusion,

it appears highly desirable that colleges and universities

should establish, in advance, certain decision rules and guide-

lines so that, when a particular type decision arises for

action, those participants who are to be a part of the

decision-making process for that particular kind of decision

are clearly specified and an appropriate forum provided so

that their voice can be fairly and equitably be heard.

6. In changing environments, colleges and universities
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need to change their organizational structures in order

to remain viable and effective as organizations.

7. As the size of a college or university grows, and

the scope of its teaching, research, and public service

widens, the necessity typically develops for the addition

of specialized administrative staff members in order to

achieve institutional objectives effectively. Accordingly,

such growth should be planned and monitored as carefully as

the changing environment will permit, so that planned growth

is achieved in order to protect the structural integrity

and character of the academic organization. Further, the

potential problem of "organizational drift" can be reduced,

as well as what sometimes proves to be undesirable growth

by indiscriminate absorption.

8. As a means of organizing colleges and universities

for the exercise of governance, the practice of shared authority

should preclude the practice of separation of powers.

9. Organizational structures, in whatever form colleges

and universities design them to be, should maximize, as much

as possible, two apparently inconsistent requirements of

academic organizations; namely, that of academic freedom on

the one hand, and on the other, institutional accountability

and efficiency. Only by so doing can the special qualities

of academic organizations be preserved.
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10. Responsible care should be exercised in making

the unexamined assumption that there is complete, or even

high transferability of administrative experience, organi-

zational structural accommodations, expertise in procedures

and practices, and styles of leadership from complex organi-

zations such as businesses, foundations, government bureaus,

etc., into institutions of higher education. Although such

assumptions appear to be widely made, administrators who

have enjoyed considerable success do not necessarily make

good academic administrators, neither do "proven" organi-

zational structures, procedures, and practices work equally

well in institutions of higher learning. Accordingly, the

special features and characteristics of colleges and uni-

versities should be adequately considered before adminis-

trators for academic affairs are secured, and structures,

procedures, and techniques are applied just because they

have worked well in other type organizations.

Concluding Statements

The foregoing set of principles and recommendations

represents a summary of the gleanings of this developmental

study into the nature of college and university organizational

structures and supporting theory. The specific recommendations

outlined should not necessarily be viewed as direct implemen-

tations of the principles listed, although in certain
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instances this is definitely the case. These recommen-

dations which did emerge out of the study should be viewed

as guidelines which are believed to be useful in assisting

colleges and universities to maintain their viability as

organizations and improve the performance of their purposes

and objectives.

In a larger sense, the construct of organization

herein presented is a summary of where this dissertation

study has led the writer in his inquiry concerning theory

of organization as it particularly relates to colleges and

universities. Further, the construct represents a model

upon which the writer can build additional thought based

on further inquiry in future studies.

Colleges and universities are intensely human organi-

zations. Even when the institution is small in size, its

organization is intricate and the relationships of the

various participants difficult to define. As organizations,

colleges and universities appear to be led more than they

are managed, as in the sense of a business or industrial

organization.

Part of the organizational ambiguity surrounding

college and university organizations stems from two sepa-

rate structures existing in the typical institution. One

is an executive, hierarchical system in which power and

authority flow downward from trustees to president, and
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from the president to vice-presidents, deans, etc. The

second structure, associational in nature, involves the

general faculty exercising the concept of shared authority

and achieving its own decision-making functions through

committees and representative groups. In 1971 the Assembly

on University Goals and Governance spoke to this problem

and offered suggestions as to how the confusion over adminis-

trative and academic authority might be reduced:

These conflicting organizational systems should
be combined into a system of delegated, respon-
sive governance, in which authority and respon-
sibility are exercised by executives who them-
selves are accountable and thus can be checked
by faculties and others when there is extreme
dissatisfaction with their decisions or
actions (1, pp. 7-9).

Complex organizations of the future, including colleges

and universities, may bear little resemblance to ones of

the present day. Indeed, Toffler speaks of the "ad hoc"

organizations of the future (6, pp. 124-151).

There appears to be a continuing effort exerted by

even the most complex colleges and universities to re-establish

many of the ideals of the small college. Education by

primary groups would seem to be the unifying concept behind

such innovations as team-teaching, the cluster college con-

cept, and living-learning residence halls.

It would appear that some of the more recent develop-

ments in management theory---contingency theory, situational

theory, systems theory, project management, management by
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objectives---have important implications for the functioning

of institutions of higher learning. For example, viewing

colleges and universities as "open systems"---indeed, a

communityt" seems to be such---appears to provide a new

frame of reference for dealing with many of the complexities

and issues in higher education.

However, examining the extent of transferability of

such concepts from the business sector to colleges and

universities---as worthwhile as it might prove to be in

some instances---appears to be an extension of the already

overworked debate as to whether colleges and universities

are, or are not, like certain other complex organizations

in the society.

What is needed is basic empirical research on insti-

tutions of higher learning to adequately account for their

functioning as social organizations. Such research needs

to be done on a massive scale comparable in quality and

extent to that which has been, and is being done, on business

and industrial organizations. More adequate organizational

theory for institutions of higher education appears to be

highly desirable not only to account for current practice,

but also to influence and enhance developments of the future.

Because colleges and universities are becoming more

and more critical to the quality of life in the American

society, it would appear that the field of academic adminis-

tration deserves extensive research in order to more adequately
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provide it with a theoretical base and improve the quality

of its performance to maximize the effectiveness of insti-

tutions. The nature of the work academic administrators

perform, the implications of various styles of leadership,

the influence and implications of prior academic backgrounds

on academic administration, the transferability of exper-

ience gained in non-academic enterprises to academic insti-

tutions, and the effects of certain kinds of preparation upon

the performance of academic administration appear to be

highly fruitful areas for research.

It would appear desirable that such research, in part,

be performed and conducted by organizational theorists from

within the field of higher education, theorists who under-

stand the peculiarities and perplexities of colleges and

universities, and who can bring the strength of their

acquaintances and understanding to bear on the organi-

zational dilemmas of colleges and universities.

It is unreasonable for colleges and universities, so

critical to the American way of life, who possess expertise

in so many areas, to continue in ignorance about the nature

of their own organizations.
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