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s, - sThe Cente is mission is tof improve teaching in Amerlcan schools. ‘ e
Its work is ¢ rrled out through five programs: : . - .
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’ ? -0 T
- The ‘Environment for Teaching’ ) e . . .
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. . ¢ * Teaching Students from Low-Income Areas . K
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. *+ Teachipg'and Linguistic Pluralism oo ? ’ .
. N . . . . v .o o - 7
.o -aExploratory and Related Studiese ‘ ' J t f?
’ N N . . - i . . -
’ ' . - » - 1 o 5
. One aspect of the Env1ronment for Teaching Program/is the examina-g : v
: t10n of‘acaceml rganlzatlons. In partlcular, the govérnance structures : ]
"
of colleges- and un1vers1t1es directly affect the educational processes \ ‘
" and the’faculty $ role in .decisipn making. This paper considers thé™-- 7~ e
various -models of. dcademic governance and the diverse styles of 1eadersh1p . .
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-Decision processes differ in dlsslmilar organlzations. Organizations

x -

-

.
* -

_vary in a number of‘important ways: they have different types ‘of qllents,

, -

] ] v -

they work with d1fferentetechnolog1es, they employ workers w1th different

v . . - =

skllls, they deVelop different 'structures and COordlnatlng styles, and they*

.
0 N ~ - v o.

‘have d1ffe1gnt relationshlps to their. external enviapnments. Of course,

s 9 - P - = . _, i -

there are elements common to the operation of colleges and universities,

. .
A A ' ‘ » . . .

U . hospitals, priéons,~business'firms, government bureaus, and. so om, but no ) .
r . r : o )
o N

two o*gantfations are the same.. Any adeq:ate ‘model of decision maklng and N

. . + -

, *.governance in an organizatipn must7take its dl,tlnctlve qharacter1st1cs

‘\7— -\/1‘ w” ; .. - . / , )

o , into account. . : ’ . ) /. . . . . §
3t . , . { . )

: - g y y \ : : * ) ) . ..‘
5 This report deals with the organizational_ characteristics aﬁp degision
¢ 3, - * - i * i

. oo : . )
*processes of colleges and pniversities. Colleges- and universities are
. o - B . ¢ - ¥ > - “
. ) . ~ ‘I * .

-
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unique organizations, differing in major Trespects from 'industrial organiza-
- . N > . - . »~ g Y .
. -

I ~ .Eions, government‘bureausﬁ and businegs firms.

.
B . LY

. ~ -, :
As,a consequence, in study- .
ing academlc governance it is necessary ﬁo develop a_new model of organlaa—
o ¢ ’ ‘,L. - ~ . K .
. tional decision makingl A political model will be offered to supplement

. Q

. . k . .
- ' the more common bureaucratic,and collegial models. ' ~ o - .
- < . . - - -

-y ————
. B

- tS . 'S A » .
P ¢ ‘;“ R ) s ~ % .o
, Distinguishing Characteristics of Academjc Organizations f
” : ’ A L R b .

’ & ) ’ - M <' - ¢ . N N .
L]

. Colleges and univerS1ties ‘are complex organlzat ORS: Like Lther organl—
1 - .’" NS

¢ !
za;1ons they have goals, h1erarch1cal systems and structures, officials wno

-

) - v . .

e « 2 »

. . .

*

carry out spécified dhtles, decision;making processesgthat set institutional

T ' n . ‘ . R e
\\ policy, and. a bureaucratic administration that handlesrroutine business.

<
. . - PO} .- . - L]
. 4 ) T . L P .
»- But they also exhibjt some critical distinguis hing characterlstlcs tﬁat ‘e
- » g A
. . - ) el o, A . o
affect’ their, decision protesses. ) \ . . N N
s ) . . e T o .
N . ¢ . s ., : TN . LN * PR ;l‘
/ [ * ° ‘ b e v
Goal Ambl&}l . . R . . " . ~ e a. . L .
. R 4oy 2 L ’ , . 0w . . . “ ‘
© : 4 Lt A % f% N - - @ . R / A e
. " . ) . 3 )
. Most organizgtions are gedl-oriented, and as a consequence'\hey'can,, oo
! . : . T s . -~ % * & x
‘build décision structures to reach their objectives.“ Business firms.want .
s - ¥ .:'7 * . ! t
. to make a R of1t~ governmént bureaus have tasKs. specifled by law, hospitals *.
. - . -/ — > : . g
- , are trylng to, cure sick people, prisons ‘are “in the buslness of rehabll ta- o,
. e ’ “ " ‘;{v : - '!" v - * \
) - ions" By contrasto colleges and universitles have vague ambiguousifgalsif .
4 ’ \ R »
and they 3:st°bui]d de sion processes to grapple wrth a higher degree of
AN -
T i . -~ ] - ) ~ - ¢ ’ .
., uncertalnty and Condlict, , . A4 !
) sl - . h - .‘(, 3 ; . l r
[ X3 1Y - M s -
‘ . * " What i5 the goal df a university? That] is a difficult question,.for. o,
. . P N - . ','
~ - » ', '-“
) .the list of possible answers is long ‘hard. to refute: teaching, research, .
’ - t * LA TP »
. ' “ o sy A
N . . 2 ‘ . vl - 4 . . .- k. -
‘e . ‘servfte,to‘the docal comminity, t l adminigfration of scientific installa- € %
N . * » . 4 0, * .
. » .« ‘e -~ A - . - s R
v . - . ., — . \ © . . " et R -
. « tiors, prog%ding housing for ,gtudentys and faculty,’sugg§rt1ng the arts, |
. . 4 d - K :
= 4 . - & N . 1 ‘ ) . ‘sl‘
; . \ Y . : , s . ‘. ‘?. ¥ 4 8 : ‘( oS & ¢ *
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A solving social.problem%. In their book‘Leadershigiand Ambiguity ("N74), !
Cohen<and March ﬁgmﬁent:
) .o

“ ‘ ., X . 6 ~

’*4_7 . “%  Almost any educated person could deliver-a lecture entitled
. .. "The Goals o mhe University." Almos% no one will listen to

d

, . the lecture- luntarily For the most part, such lectures and
' ; - their companl"n essays are well-intentioné¥ exercises in .
social rhetoric, with little operational content.. Efforts
to gene:ate.normative statements of the goals of the univer=
L sity tend ‘to produce goals’ that are either meanlngless or
N dubious, *[Cohen and March, 1974 p. 195.] ¢

4 -~

. ’ . L .. . ;

. . . x . ¢

. i 4
"Goalsambiguity,'" then, is one pf the chief characteristics of acaggmfiv, !
. A

-4 i . . - ! \

L R [} [}

ofganizatiods. They tarely have a single mission; to the contrarg, they
0 he § ‘
. (‘ \ . . \ ) ]
¢ ' often try to be all things to all people. Because their existing goals
[ v . 6% . . t
S ‘are unclear, they dlso find it hard to reJeCt new goals. « Edward Gross ¢1968)"
:j"‘« R "‘ . - N Lot - .

. : n,’ - - ] . .
wére ranked hlgher than others, with academic freedom con51stently near the '
< P

. top, but both’ admlnistrators -and faculty marked’ as important almost every
N B P . l . . r,. . . . ' ., l“
one of 47 goa}s l&sted by Gréss. e b .’ o

- - . . -

) Not onl§.are academic foals unclear, they are also highly contested.

. ' i e, ,

v, 2 A : .
“ **n  As long as goals are,left ambiguous ahd abstract, ithey are readily agreed
¢ 7 9 . .. . e . .
on; as soon as they are concretely specified and put into. operation, conflict
.’ . o : a
. : ‘. i, .
. eruptg, The link between clarity’ and conflict may help explain the pre-
' 8 T -
- . [ . -

valénce of meaningless thetoric in academic .policy statements and speeches.
t N .

ot It is tempting to resort to rhetoric. when sefious content produces conflict,
+

- «
H - 3
*

c 4 s gl Coe
- . ) . .
. *. + Client Service , . v :
~ (’ ' T . ) o ’ < Y
SR " Like schools, hospitals, and welfare agencies, academic organizatisns
AN K )

. N 1

, are !'people-processing", ingtitutions, Clients with specific needs are fed’

.people-p g" 3’& , :
. . . - - ’

. . . 7 n

. _—
A ruText provided by Eric x - 'L A}

2 @ ‘ analyzed the goals of faculty and administrators in a large number of "American
. ; . ; : N , .
T * . N ‘ - y - . ‘L\.

N * universities and obtained some rematrkable results. To be sure, some goals

»
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- intd the ingtitption from thejenv1rgnﬁent, the institution acts upon them,
- A4 O . . -7 E) " “ r *

and the clients, a%e returped to the Laﬁéer_sdiiegjf This is an extremely

,: ...‘-.f~-" - [ £ - v, . P »

v imporﬁanuq
~ . . . - o * -
& * _ inpyt (ipte ‘the' decision-making procesges of

“e * X -

’ . - « -

Because they serve cliénts with disparate, ébmplicéted:neaas»;cléent—
. " ‘ ’ : ’ )

. . serving organizations frequently have problemdtic technologies. A manu-

-, -

factdring.éiganization déve%ops a specific te h?ology that can be segﬁented

éﬁq.;outinized. Unskilled, semiskilled, and white coflar workef=’can'b%

" . ] s ) ,

- productively used without relying heavi%y qn‘professional é%per;ise., But

. \;E'isrhard'to constrﬁct a éimgle'tecﬁpology f;r an organization deali?g
4jwithip?Op%g,;3Serving~c%ignts iS“Qiff%cuI%‘to“a§ﬁompli§h, éﬁd”fﬁé“?é§ﬁIfé

. b N %re-diféicdlL ﬁé evaluate, espec;gliy!on a short-term basis. The entire,

-

. " person must be considered as a whole; people, cannot be separated easily

{hto‘émall, routine, and technical segments. If at times colleges and
> , - . . "

universities do not know ¢learly what they are -trying to
" L. - . N .
Fl » *

! not know how to do ig/either. o

[ Ve

-

¢ ‘ '
3 Professionalism . -
‘ ) »
» e . ,

- ¢ -

hd - N 3 3 L /¢” 3
How- does dn organization work when its goals are uncléax, its service
A " ~ -

- -

L 4

-

. ) -
tthe institution.. Even powerless

;.: .’ Xlients such as-schoolchildren usually have protectors, -such as parents, @ho
v Y SRR B el . 3 R . 2
. L . - . L e . X .
- . .. demand a voice in the,operatioh of the .organizatiop. .In higher education, -
"y . - . * * . . v . g -
. ¢ . - . ’ 4 . : 2 -
* of course, the clients are quite capable of speaking for ‘themselves-=~and
* ’, N Ay % . . : - .. . !:‘! \. * b
they{ofteg do. ~e%e ., o’ ] ' . .
- * » A\ d
. AU U - ' ' " L -
? Problematic Technology - cLt o
L4 N * '. . \' »

{ - 3 » . I - - ) s g o -
characteristic, for the clients" demand and often obtain significant

5

do, tﬁey often do ,

4

“x

v :

»
LAY

'is directed to clients, and itg technology is problematic? Most organizations
. » . .0

»
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. - .&‘ . } LY > ! . . o
. ; attempt to deal with these ptoblems by hlrihg expertly tralned proEe551orals.

» .
I - - 3 e *

P Hosplthls require,doctors and ngrses, sqcial,welfare agencies hlre soc1a1

>
a - ~ -

w . ‘worEers, publicé schools hire teachers,land %olleges and unlver51C1es hlre o e

N P ad * M v, . - S ¥ 7
. " ufaCulty membegs. These hlghI//:ra;ned profe§51onals use a broad repertoir . .
: - . . . B B 3 : s
. . . .. ‘l‘l"
; or skills to deal WIQh Lhe complex and ofosg unpredlctable problems of . .
. X' ol . »
- . - r i . N * -
. “ ‘s . . . * *
cllents. Tﬁ§§ead of subd1v1dlpg a compllcated tagk into ‘a routine sét -of.

. . .
. . . v b e, -
. v - —&.. ,

@rocedures, profes51onal work requzres that a oﬁpad range-of tasks be pet-
' » . X N " ‘f &
. CT formed_by a single profe 51ona1 mployee. s . L - ) -
- ] . < L - - ~
. .l . . B R . i . ) oo »

‘Sqciologists have maﬁe a- number of important general obgervation$ sabout
\ . LR . . "

%

- - \ ‘}
K ., , Y ~ . LR
professional employees, wherever they mayzwotk!: .. Pf' .
> . . T, T F oo LTy S0
1. Professionals demand autonom; in their work and freedom f;pm R
supervision; hav;gg acquire con51derab1e skill andsgxpeLtlse _7 W Ty

1n their £1e1df the§ demdnd’ freedom i applying them.' SN

» -
* . 5
-

2. Professxonals have divided loyalties; they have cosmopolitanﬁi <Lt
. tendenC1es and their loyalty, to thelripgers at the national h
T . - level may sometimes -interfere -with the{r."local" tendencies to
. ) be dedlcared employees of their local organizatic.. T

. .
- . > N - [

» .

.

3. There are strong tensions between Q;ofessionél values;eﬁa bureau~
. cratic expectations in an organization that can inténsify confliet
between professional employees .and organiZabignal‘magegersi N ’

.
- A

4, Professionals demand. peer evaluation- of their "work; they believe
“that only their éolleagues ‘can judge their performance, gnd -they
reJece the evaluations of others, even those who are EEChnlcally
their superiors in the organlzatlonal hlerarchy , S

.
. [
4, . *

' .

> » L

. .
) N ¢ + ’ -

All of these characterlstlcs undercut the traditional norms of a pgceaucracy, -

y
A

. ,reJecting its h1erarchy, control structure, and management grocedures. As a s
= . - . * - ‘ -
‘ ’ ’ . ) : 7“_: . e . . e
consequence, we can expect a -distinct management style in a professional
. » .t ’ ' A . 5 N ) )
organization. ~ ) . k [oe . ..

- N .“ -
. T o .

T Al . & N . - N - ‘4
Finally, colleges and. tniversities tend to have fragmented professional

-~ 1
L£]

N - ) ’ - d e . -
In some organizations there is one dominant professional group; for

” . . »
N . . .
N s ——
»

- staffs.

A4 »

| El<1(j S I e "

A ruText provided by Eric - . L
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example, dbcfbrs are the dominant"grOLp in hospitals. In qther organizations
. ~ TR
the professionar staff is fragmented into subgroups none oﬁ whlch predominates

-

3 » )

>
. \
.

-
»

BdrtonéR,‘Qlark com- -

.

»

thé faculty in a univers ty provi es ajclearsexample-

\‘ »

N

d essionalism in academic organii"fions.
‘0 .

~

ments on the fragmented p

'n

)
Th

2

-., R se v .
Ly
‘ - « P

z’;nternar controls,of the medical profession are strosg and
are_sbbstituted for those -bf the’ organization. But in ‘the college
or uni rsity this situation does not -obtaing tbere are .12, 25, or
50* clusters of experts. : The expefts are prone to identify with
their oy digciplines, and the, "acaderic profession" over-all-
comes Off a pooT ‘second. We have wheels~within wheels, many’ profes-
sions withid a. profession. No one of the disciplinEs on a campys ¥
- -is likely ‘tu dominate the others. The campusiis not a.closely- ~
knit -group of'professionals who seé, the world‘from one pevspéctive. »
*As a- collectxon of professionals, it is- decentralized Yloose, ano.
flabby 45 st

L
~

L
LNy

T .

. o

- N R

L}

~e

»
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The principle*is this. where professional influence/is high and
there is one dominant professional group, the organ zaticn will * )
be integrated by the imposition Of Professional standards.’ ‘Where ~
profesgsional influerice” is high and.thére are'a number of profes-~3
" siohal groups, -the organization will be split by professionaliSm.
The university and the *large college are fractured by expertness,
not unified by it. The sheer variety of *gxperts supports the *. .
Lendency ‘for .authority. to diffuse toward quasz—autonomous clusters.
’[ClarL, 1%63, pp, 47, 51.] - >
'n. o “

. The governance processes of academic Qrganizataons are strongly influ
\ \

A~
o ~

&

[ Y .
" %
e ol *n
\ .

. A w

- n e

.

‘e . .

enced byjthe fragmented professionalism characteristic of them.
. 3 vy
this is one of Jthe dominant features,of academic organi7ations, and it

L
juiii
gs we have done throughout our research in’ the Stanford Progec

.

3

In fact,

-

S
. b 1

fies viewing the faculty as critical to the decision-maki g process \ :
4 S \’ I .

- s .

t~on Academic«
EEN - ]
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[

Governance.
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Ehvironmental Vulnerability
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-
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Another characteristic that sets colleges and-universities apart from

2 »

T

many other complex organizatiods 1is environmental vulnerability Almost 311 ;
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organlzatlons 1nteract w1th theit s0c 1 env1ronment to some extent. But¥

though no organlzatlon is completely autonomous, some have con51derably -y

~ . »

greater freedom of action” than others. . The degree of autonomy an organization

‘ -
o
M . » . .

a

O
has,visﬁaiV1 sits, env1ronment is one\of the critical determ1nants of how it "
P -~ 'o‘\
& i . /‘ ’ 'ﬂv‘. *§ / . . .
e .

X
~ ° R . \\,_. . N

will Be mana . ‘ e T
., A & 4 %, . * \- N -

‘ \ - A
For example, in a‘free marke@ economy business firms and industries
RPN % A . t

havi‘a substant&al,degree of aut nomy Althoughvthey areirégulatedtby'count—
f * ! 5 ﬁ' -

kpss government agencles arid, constralned by their customers, essent\ally they

&,

Vooe h . * .

A ¥are f;@e agents respOnslve to matrket demands rather than to governmgnt con-

| >0

. N 4 -

trol. AE the other extreme, a number of organlzatlons are v1rtually "captured"
DL . > e .a

. ~by the1r env1ronments.' Puhliq school districts, for example, are conétantly

Do B R ) S .

scrutinized and pressured by thevcommunities they serve. ”,

s - - - .

o 3 : ° . N ’ . - K3 - 3
. _Collegss and universities are somewhere in the middle on a continuum
B “»

- . .
. .

frqé‘";ndependent",%o captured“ ,-In many respects they are 1nsulated from

e

!
their envxronment, but reoently powerfuI’external forces have been applled //
» . R

. ror

to academlc institutions,q.lnterest groups holding confllctlng values have

' -\ -
made thejr wishes, demands and threats well known fo the admlnistratlons

- . . -
N > " ]

and ﬁac&i*ies of academic organizations. in the 1970's: _.

.
o . . -

.cWhat meact does environm"htal pressure have on the governance of = -
Ay
- <

colleges and universities? When)profess;onal organizations are well’insulated,

. B ~ ‘ - '

from the pressures of the outside environiient, chen’ professional values, norits,
. . a * .

ad &

hnd.hork cefinitlons pihy a dominant role in shaping the character of the~’

- - é -~

organl7ation4f-0n the other hand _when strong external pressure is applied
A i

to colleges and un1vers1t1es, the operating autonomy os)the academic profes—

g PR .

“sionals is serfously reduced; thefgaculty and admihistrators lose control

-
v . . . .

ovey_the curriculum, ‘the goals, and the daily operation of the institution.
l‘ . . = Y

Y ¥ - *.

L4




. Under these circumstances, indeed, the academic professionals are frequently

. .
- > PR

. . « . )
reducéd tp, the role of hired employees doing the bidding of 'bur€aucratic
.- - LY « M . 13
" managers. / . S . ) ’ :i .
: 7 ! "\(5
Although colleges and univer51ties are not entirety captufed by thOir
2 ‘-
environments, they are s%éadily losing ground As their sﬁlnerabillty in~

creases, thelr‘governance pattern§~changa signlfitantly.
v N

s a
. o . » 7 . ~ “ v . @

s . . .
”Organized/hnarchy" . ‘ . -
: A T . - -7

) . ¢ .
¥ . ’/ . \p\

“

A Summary Term:

. To summarize,
o2

¢ademic organizations have seéveral unique organizational
-

{

. characteristiﬁ%./

.

- " N Ed -
They have ambiguous goals that are ofiten s}Tongly conteated.
They serve cliénts who demand a,voice in.the decision—ma%}ng,propess. They -
iy ] " ‘e _ - . . .
\\Eaze.a problematic technology, for in order to serve «clients their technology

v = =
. 2, ]

must’be holisti¢ and adaptable to.individual needs.
L F > ‘ .

-~ Vel -
', orgardizations in. which 6ro§e§gional employees demand a Iarge measure of con- ,

They aretbrofessioﬁalized

; ;
. \ . f :
‘trol over institutignal cdecision processes. ﬁinally, thay are becoming more
-~ . [y ) ~
.r < [y - . . .
. ;ES[' and more vdlneraole to. theif environments.’ . .
. - 2 M - -

¢ ' The charactex of such a complex organizaticnal system is not satis-
o ~ 3 N i , - ) :
* factorily conveyed by the standard term byreaucracy.

0

"Bureaucracy" carries :
o

- -

‘the connotation -of stability or even'rigidit¥3 academic organizations seem

L]

more fluid.

o
- hieragchical commapd academic organizations have blurred lires of authority

"Bureaucracy" implies dist1v;t lines of authority and strict

-

and ?rofe5310va1,employees who demand autonomy in cheir work. "Butreaucracy”" .

PO | -

°
suggests a cohesive organization with clear goals; academic organizations

,1
*

are characterieticall) £ragmented w1th ambiguous and contested goals. The

~

. term bureaucracy does adequately describe certain aspeLts of colleges and

.
-

universities,_ such as business administratiom, plant management,

- . ..

capital J
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. outlay, and duxilliary services. But the precesses at the 'héa!?t of an Tt
,_- \ ’
dcadefmc organizat.ion——academ:c polit.y-makmg and professi onal t'.e ching and- ’
a * § 3 .
resehtch—— do not reaémble the processes ~one,f‘inds in a bm?eaucr'acy‘. Table 1
. 2 = . %, : €
= - (3 . N o . ~ . . . . . )
Summarizes the differences betweén the two-fypés of organizatibns. ¢ ) ;
- . . .. N Al . Nt
CEN Y v ://. - i R e .y . - m f
] : - - ~ 0w v: LD
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. < e TABLE 1+ ) ., Coa
- B . R '\{ N X
. Orgamizational Cnaracterlstlrs of Academic 0rgan12at=ox§$ *
iy - and More Traditional Bureaucracies . £ y , “
YIS . -, - ;
- [N ~ N .7 ¢ A .
3 — N = L = - .
A 2
‘Acudemic nrgamz”trons o . (
.. . (colleges ‘and . Traditional bur aucrgc;es . s T
3 universities) . . (gbvt. agency, :mduscrw " ’ -
AL - N ° T L A ‘ z
A \ ~ - - "A - s . i 3 - oY)
X Goals.-— — “Ambiguous , s CleaYer goals,- e T
\ . ) _contested, . less’ disagreenent Q.‘*-,./"f/ T :
S . incons{isten%' ", : - . s )
> ~ a » Y - - »
b » . . - . - '. e 3 ~ » 7 /\.j 2 ’ ¥ .
- » [4 3.2, - ) - - - * ., 7 *
. : v B N . - - )
- Client service Client-serving : * Material-processing, - .
. L . . . conmercial =,
. tep . oo . . ' , . -
a - * o . R e .
; . “[ - i = " b ‘_. s v ‘ . . 2
> . R . . PO
Techﬁdlogy{' * . Unclear, L—. 1 Clearer, . .
. ; fion-routine, .0 .routinized,
s, holistic , - . segmented . ..
A % ~ - . . )
. M -
» . - » hd . .-
N . - A 2 . - . - - y N
Staffing Predominantly Predominantly . :
) T professional *  nonprofessional -
¥ . ”
- - . © - .
i xt - - 4’*
Environmental VYery vulnerable * Less vulnerablie ;
. relations. T
[N - ' " - . 9
- L]
- Sunmary *image "Organized anarchy" ° - .J'Bureaucracy"
. . - ‘ L
EJ T .
. »,
. %" et T - ’ -
» - & - » .
, - 1y . .
- \‘1 ( . . Pl . “ ! /
 ERIC’ . ‘ T
. K ) . . ¢
. - . 4 R ? . ' R -




r

[

TE\‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

~organization as an

- P4 .. » - - . '
o ordination by a central authority; .leadars are relatively weak and decisions

- - '

‘.
-

— \ .
A ‘
~ “ -
-~ - » N ~ . e
. IR ~

! .
Perhaps a better term for academic .organizations has been suggeated by v

. . -

David “Cohen and James G. Mareh in- bﬂe Carnegie series book Leadership .and co.
ot ' o

The American~CoIlege President. Théy describe the academic

Ainbiguity:

"organized anarchy'<-a system with little central co-

prdination-qr control: i». ve =~ . Te P
- . ’ 1’ - . : ‘ ! %
r N T o B B
v Lo a university anarchy each individual in the .university is N
seen as making aqunomous dec1s1ons. Teachers ‘decide if» whep, .
3 atd® what to'teach? Students decide if, when, and what to learn.

hebislators and donors,decide if, when, -and what to -support. o .. i .
Neither coordination. . . nor .congrol [is]. practiced. ‘Regources -
are a}loeated by whatever process emerges but without -explicit . o
accommodation and *without explic t reference to. some superordifate .
’ goal. The "decisions"™ -of the system are a consequence produced
by the system but’ intended by no-on€ and decisively controlled by
no one. [Coher and' March; 1974, pp. 33-34.] . ;

-

The otganized anarchp diffets radically from the well-organized bureau-

,cracy or the consensus;pound collegium.. It is an organization in which e

generous resources allow people to go in different directions without co-

]

. .- \ . . -
are made by individual action. Sidce the organization's goalé are ambiguous,
[ * -

decisicns are often by-prodpcts of unintended and uaplanned activity. In \,

. . . N

A

4

such fluid circumstanees, presidents and other ingtitutional leaders serve

.

primarily as catalysts,or facilitators of ahl on-going process. They do not
. L ; .

so much lead the institution as channel it$ activities in subtle ways. Tth
- . . ' * ;

de not -command, but negotiate. They do ﬁogiplan comprehensively, but try to

apply pre—ex1sting solutioqs to problems. ‘ 4 \/ ’
. - /
Decisions are not so much ' made as they "happen"; problems, choices,

. *

and decision makers happen to come together in tempo%ary solutions. C7 en

. ’ -
A

NS ] s - \| - N
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notations to those una ;are that it applies to spec1£1c qrganlzatlonal

TP

P and March have'described déacision ?rodessés in an organized anarchy as
4. . . ‘\ . hd _‘
3 - . 3 .o R
- sets’of procedures through whioh‘%rganlzational partlclpants
arrive at _an 1nterpretation of what .they are doxng aud what_ they

i

+ . .

‘ have done while they-are doing it:. From th1s point of view an
organization is a- collectlon of choices looking for problems, *
issues and fee]ings looklng for declsxon s1tuat10ns in whlch they.

.
-
~

. might Le ‘dired, solutions looking for issues for whieh they .
Y . T might be the Answer, and -decision makers looking for work e
| C (Cohen and rarch 1974, p. 81%] ‘ . .
“ . PN + . ) 'A x . \ 5‘ " :' ‘. | . . ) N » Kl
. The imagery .of .organized anarchy helps capture the spirit of the con- €,
oo . ) ¥, . .t - ' : :
L Fused'organizationdl.dynamics in atademic institutions: uncleadr goals, '
' » ' b « v, - »
| o . LN hd [§ ¢
o unclear technologics,,and enVironmenta&,%ulnerabrlity. b \
i ) L. o - .
f . . Some” may regard organlzed anarchy™ as an exaggerated termg_suggesﬁlng '
; - : . ¢ - \' N .:_\ﬁ . : e )
+ more confusion and confllct than there,really are in_academic organx%atlons
L e ] s,

1
¥

Th1s may bqﬁf.legltlméte crltmclsm. 1he term may also carry negatIve con-

1.3 »
s M e
. N
.

s . ’ D *
characteristics rather than to the entire campus community. Nevenﬁﬂel SS,

. .
. .

"

< . R A
’organized anarchy"‘has'some strong points 1in 1ts\favor.
?

-~

.r LRy -
- .

« making, challenges our ex1st1ng COHCEpthDS§ and suggests' looser, more
. LI

the‘tradltlonal formallty that often surrounds d1scuss1Qns of dec1s1on
. 4

e

Y Ta ':.54

. fluid kind of organizagion'than Wbureauc:acy" does. Fot ;hese réasons we
.7 ’ - . . .\ - -:'_ .
" to summarize soﬁg

will join Cohen and March in using "organized anarchy"
. . 5

of the unique organizational characteristics of colleges and unlversltles
YN

1) unclear goals, (2) cllent _service, (3) unclear technolOgy, (4) proﬁes—
1 . . .

.

.
.-
M . 3

. \‘l . M
_FRIC a ;
. .o o ¢
. oy . N

T -
;
. . .
. ..
.- L - - I | - ~

A T ' - . .
in i : It breaks through - .

o sionallsm, and., (5) enV}ronmental vulnerability. - .
' o * . 3 ‘ s -
- * . - . - . : . ‘. e
- ‘ lOur list of characterlstlcs of an organized anarchy extends Cohéﬁ and
: "March's, wh1ch conta1ns (1) and (3), plus a character;Stlc’called "laid <7
P participation.’ . .' . . R
LT ' : o Eg - Tree ‘\‘”'-‘ P )
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u ‘ f’l . . . ] .
o * . . - . 7% >
. +, . & 9 a
oo 1Y _ P
2 . « - o i .

hdic ]




o . F « . ¢
hEN - < Y .
& ., s 1 < " & * Al ar \o
‘3 . » ’ Y Pre
\\’ 12 N ¥ \‘n
Vd -,
- - ( “
- -
N . . 4
, | . } v . C -
. ) , . ) . - ,
¢ oot Models of Atademic Governance Vo 7 )
. - : P . 7 ‘ .o
' ) . . £ : e
~ 4 7 Ve . - sl 3
. Admipistrators, organization theoriség and students pt p gfessors
¢ - N . ot . - Ko
. {

- LT < ! A .
concérned with academic governance have soughw to summatiz ‘tne ess;pce of
‘ Y 'u( ) .
a comp&%g decision process as ‘a’ coIlegial system- bureaucraﬁic ner»orm,
»
4

\3 a?olitical actiVity, or participatory democracy. Such models'organize the

(o]

. way we perceive the process' determine how we analyze ft, and help deter—
é s #
. o
, .mine our,a%tions., If we regard a system as political ‘tlien we form co-
. * B - ,1

I alitions to, ressure &ecision makers. If we regard it -as collegial then

. { A ‘, -
- we seek tsﬁpe ulde peoplezhggappealing to r%ason. Ifame regard it as -

w .

td
. . be
: k, bureaucratié\ then 'we-"use legalistic maneuvers to gain our nds. o '
N s ¢ & .4
. In The pait few years, as xesearch on higher edncation has increased,

Y A Py
[l % *
, models for acaggmic goverggnce have also prolifera red. Three models have

y '[‘
'received widespreqd atéEntion, more or less dominating the*thinking of .

)

»

. s people who study academic governance. We will'examine'briefly each“of'

d L4

these models in turn: ?l) ;we ‘bureaucracy, (2) ‘the collegium, Qnd 3

-
:"

;the political system Each:of these, models has certain points in its favor,

.

v RS L S 4 ¢ . .
A
. s v and they can be used Jointlg to examine slightly different aspects of the

' ‘ N b N g o - -
- . governance prqcess. w ( . .

. ‘k B i d - o . ¢ LY R . . &

) s % ) . - . -  ° R .
. The Academic Bureaucracy - s .2
. 3 ) . N N

}One—of the most inrfluential descriptionsqof complex'organiiations is

>

Max Weher s monumental wofk on bureaucracies (Weber, 1947). Weber discussed

» . -

F iB . che characteris:ics of bureaucracies that distinguish them from less formal
}'? « " work organizations. In skeleton f£orm he suggested that bureaucracies are
B 5\\\\ networks of social.groups uedicatﬁg to\liﬁited goals and organized for
, \\‘\"g E’: N ‘ N ~ ‘ - * . - »
N %, -

T
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. maximum effiCiency.u-Moreover, the regulation of a bureaucratic system is

" as contrasted with informal

. b}

: based on Zﬁe prinCiple of "legal Egtionality,
'i "
regulation based on friendship, loyalty to family,,or personal allegiance

-
3 - -

. 'to.a charismatic leader. The hierarchical structure is held together by
Q . B -y .
formal chains of command and systems of communication. The bureaucracy as

Weben described.it includes such elements as tenure, appointment to office,

»
- L g
. ’

salaries as a rational ﬁorm of payment, and competency as the basis™of

1] -

N 2 o - .
I promotion, L : \ 6. N - \ .
X

= .
- o ’

}
o

. .
"~ N ",

Bureaucratic Characteristics of Colleges~and»Universities. Several
LN N

Ll - \ a

authors have suggested that universitv governance may be more fully under- °,
"l

) . .

_ stocd by applyang the bUreaucratic model.. For -example, Herbert ‘Stroup (1966)
. "r .\

. has pointed out, some characteristics of colleges and universities that fit

~ N , . ®

o ¥ Weber's original descripnion of a bureaucracy They include the follow1ng

"~

¢
) P LN ra v ) . = s
it H § > " ’ i ,° .
TR s * 7
- 'L L. Compeqence is the “eriterion used for app01ntment. a ' -
V. ~ 2. foicials are appointed, not electeda o : _ .o -

%

— . Ll

3. Salaries ére ﬁixed and'paid directly,by,the oxganization, rather
: thai détermined in "free-fee" style. =— *# . .
%« “

©o . 4, Rank(is recognized and respected. . o

L ] >
- N ¥ s (\ P
5.  The careetr is..exclusive; no other work is done. .

' §
. L 6. The style of life of the\organization s mefibers centers on the

A
M .organization. * , ,
. ' - } . ! x
7. Security is present in & tenuregsystem. . .
e P - ‘ . a
' - 8. Personal and organizational property are separated:

- ’ . ) . ~ \ . " . . 7 ‘
Stroup is undoubtedly correct that, Wpber's paradigm can be applied to -

-

o universities, and:most‘observers are wéll aware of the bureaucratic factors, o
. » in;olvedlin university administration. Among the more prominent ave the .
following. ) - ' ’ . ; . - )

. 3'9 ' .
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. ‘ y Lk 1. The university is a, complex organiaatign under state ‘charter, '
s "Like most other bureaucr301e This Seemingly, Thnocent .fact has.
. S . majon consequences, especially a5 states increasingly Seeks to* ™
. " . exércise control. ‘o . » 3 w °

t Lo e .
4 - PR Y T . .J’ b "

x -3 2, The univensity has a formal hierarchy, with offices anﬁ a set “of

‘bylaws™ that specify the relapions between those offices. *Profes- °
\ : .+ sors, insty dctors, and reseadch assistahts may be considered N
.: ' . " bureaucgatic officers’ dn the, Bame.sense as deans,,chancellors, and
i, . . - presidents. , . w T -z‘. RN =

¥ . *

. . -
-~ R ' - >

(3

3. There are formal channels .of communicé%ion tha't must be respected

- . ~ [ ‘e . -
» — - -
X

. - 4, There éte definite bureaucratic authority relations, with certain
X . ) officials exercising authority over others. Im a universit} the’ |
: e authox¥ity relations are often vague and shifting,\but no one would*
g S . deny,that’ they -exist. g . . .

K Y .~ .
- . X 8 ]

" & ey s, . N, > . o
R 5, There are f%rmal policies~and Trules that govern - much of the in- N
T . se stitution's work, such a¥ Ijbrary regulations,:budgetary guidelines,
I 1 and»procedures of the university senate. Y

* . * A
. [N - N

- . 6. The bureaucratic elémentg of the university are -most.vividly ..

: ; , apparent in its peogle—processing, aspedts? reecord Reeping,

; - ot registrafion, graduation requirements, and a multitude- of“other &
e “routine, day-to-day activitie designed to help the modern uni~

) ' Foo versity handle its massgs oﬁ siud'ents. ; .

- - >
.

7. Bureaucratic decision-making pfocesses are used most often by .
. officials assigned the responsibility "for making routine decisions .
K. v or. A by. the formal administrative structure.“ Examples are admissions
. procedures, handled by ‘the dean -of admissions; procedurés for
R * graduation, routinely administered by ‘desdgnated officials; ., .

- . N research policies, supervioed by Specified officials; and financgal

- ¢ o

. : matters, dsually. handled in a bureaucratic manner by the finance
h Tty Lo office. R N . . . .
+ . ) . ' : S ‘i ' ) Y

N » L e ‘ '

. o - Weaknesses in the Buréaucrafdc Model. In many: ways the bureaucratic’ =

. 4 . a
‘model falls short of encompassing university governance especially if one

o

- %

LIRS

is,priS%rily concerned with decggion—making processes. First, the, bureau-

L M . " :' L3 -
- dratit model tells us. much about authority--that is, legitimate, formalized
. [ - e N ¢ . . 5
A ppwer:—b t not much about nonformal.types of poyer ana~influence,,such as

. 1
ta v »

tbe force of threats or mass movements,—experuise, and appeals to emotion
e * . .3 4 .

+
- . * and sEntiment. Second, it expléins much about the organization's formal R
. : . ,
» ' ~ N N - .
Y 3 N . .-, v »
i . ook .
. é o * . . . -
. 1 * o, » \ » .
N . o . L . 4 - * d
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\)‘ N '.1 ' LI :
ERIC - - SRR LA VS !
. R . Y e \ ’ T .




- .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . - . q

« R . .
on A ’ . - 13
Y 3 ) . * 1
- N ¢ v . L 3
- LS .
i ,‘. Py ¢ =
. o . -15- * Y e .
. V. . o . . * -
- A - . FR
- ) ’ - ' N * + ’ ? ' .‘:5‘\!
- - 4 .
ot gst:x:uct:ure but little about the dynamic processes that charagterize the .
. . . ) - )

LYY . < . . . H . . A

+ . organization'in action.. Third, it exposes the formal structure at one par- o

, s ! - .
". . . = ., , , o L Y
» M - 7 . b . hd L3
‘ tigular time, but it does not explain changes over tlmE. Finally, it ex- \ .
- L § N . . = . . »
N ~ 14

1l

'~ .

plains how policfés may be carried out most efficiently, but it says lictle

* .
.
.

] about tHe critical process by which policy is establlshed It also 1gnores .
- . ~ . . 3 .

. polltlcal issues, suc% as the struggles of various interest groups w1th1n . II

N 7.§ ( . . ‘
the university. \ ¢ . . g
) - 1N "
® . . v Y . - .

x, ‘.

- . - The Unlver31gy Colleglum o ¢ s L
: & « S - \
A\ .

N 4 v ay . M
. i .

. <
; ! Many wrlters have éeJected the bureaucratlc model of .the un1vers1ty

D
- g ~T v -
o . - .

P .
and squght, to, replace 1E‘§ith'thesmodel of the collegium or "community of o\

‘v L . - 1 -~

<o scholarsu" Wheh this literature is closely.examined, there seem to be at , .
- 2 £ L . \ . ~ . . d .
T ) . oo O\ 4 . .

pi least three different ;hqeqos running through it. - . : .
\ N * ’

. “,o ? i 4 A}
s Lo A Descr;ptlon of Colleélal‘neclslon Making.” -Those who "take’ this Y .

LIV
£

»

~ -

M . P R « e
hierarchical process'in a buré@uckady; instead,}there\should.be full par- .
£

. \
Y .. L R . . N
w

~

' ‘ticipation of the academit community, “especially thé faculty. Under this .

\ - ) - .

.

e . ‘t \
‘ approach argue .that academic decision makin should not be like the T e
PPTO > \ 5 3

. ’ ’
concept the community of scholars® woyld administer its own affairs, and'
) 1 ¢ ,. * - * -

bureaucratic officidls would hade little infldence., (See Goodwan, 1962.) ;

. ’ ~ . -
[}

John Millett, one 6f th: foremost proponents of this model, has succinctly

",a’ © "‘ . ' o -
stated this view:’, N ' ’
» - "
I have: already expressed myrown point of view in so far as the .

organization of a college or university is concerned. I do not : r

believe that the concepb of h1erqrchy‘1s a xealistic representa— . -
e . tion 'of the 1nterpersonal'relatlonshlps which exist Wlthln a
- ¥ college or university. Nor-do I belleve that a structure of
. hierarchy is a desirable prescription ﬁor the ocganlzatlon of a . v

college or university. . . s -, . \ .o ) .
*

.
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2 S .
L »* ¢ . < * -
* . . - A A
* * x - -
. . Yl

. . . - .




A
2
RN .
. o
~ -
C—
Y ?
* L
»
-
.2,
. .
Y
.
.y
.
.
AN
~
-
'
B
N
.
b}
’
o .
.5
-
IS
'
. A
‘o
.
-
Q

ERIC

i e

. .
[ o
. . . s
- %Y ety ' .~ . v ) * ‘./ tge *

. I would argue that there 1is another concept of organization ;

: -‘jdgt as valuable as a 'tyol of ana1y51s .and even more useful as 3.

" . .generalized obse ation of group "and 1nterpersonal behavior. . This

. is the concept of community.-. e . . . I
T, v . N LYt < .

.o tos The concep “of community presupposes an organization ‘in which

: . functions aresd fferentiated and” in which specializatic must be

brought, together, or coordinaﬂion if you will, is‘achieved not

e ¢ throﬁgh a structure;of superordination and subordination of per- o

VP .sons"and groups but througlrsa dynamic of consensus, [Millett,,
N : 19§2, pp- 234~ 35~] ,

- -: N Y '_, . - 4 .
Only -a few mall li?eral arts .colleges actually exist as examples of such,
' O A : . C o

round table-‘I demoératic institutions. . - . -,

R .
> - ~ v M ° 3

A Discussibn of'the.Facultyfs ftbfessional Authoriti. Talcott Parsons

. . . .
- .

.. (1947) was ope- of “the ﬁirét.to Call attention to the difrerence between v

-~ f o". 3 [y

-:‘ - -~
’"official competence " derived fromrone's office in avbureaucracy, and* ) a

» o

o~

: "techpical competence; dercved from one' auility to’ perform a given task* w

. . . . .
* Parsons concentrated on the technical competence of the~physician but'.
R *i/ N . N - 7 2

others ‘have extended* thisﬁlogic to other professionals whose authority s

based pon wqit thew. know amd can do;, rather %han on their*official position.
. - i g'
' Some examples(areithe scieﬁtist in, 1Pdustry, the military advisor, the
) R : 4 < 'ﬁ . a .
1 | expert in government, the physicianrin the hospital, and,the professor in
7 * o - : -

, -

?
<« . . . e - . + o, 4
. the university. . . : ot e, .
[ ’ -
- - . . 1

Thexlit?rature on pQOfgssipnalism'sfroneg supports th% argument, for
collegial organlzationb for it emphasizes,the professional‘s ability to
7 . « s
make his own dchsions and'his/need for freedom from organizational re- -
straints. Consequently, the collegium is seen as the mzst reasonable
ro. . . " y .
‘ method of organizing'the university\ Parsons, for example, notes -(p. 60)

. -

that when professionals are organized (n a,bureaﬁcracv,.“there ave strong

* 04 -

tendenqies for them to develop a different. sort of structure from that

. , . P

o : , s R A" e

pRtenge " dgrived from ong R
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charaoterrstlc of the ad?lnlstratlve hlerarchy ..of bureaucracy Instead

’ students and itg, huge bureaudracyL. Th

) (1962) apg als‘tq many who spek t
5 " tial dialogue‘%ith"thé,subject matter ot his‘discipléne;

:community is now widely proposed aS'Q\? answeg- to the’ 1mpersora1;ty and

L T

. M »

E
of-a r1g1d h1erarchy of status and hu*horlty there eonds to be what is
* o

.0 "% -

L

rdughly, an formdi status, a company oﬁ equals.h

v -

A Utoplan Presoggptlon for In recent

eratlng the Educat10na1 System.
~Fry—— :

-

growlng d1scontent wuth,our 1mpersonQ& contempotary
had

.

vo' ¢

student revolts of ,the 1960's and

te 7
e
perhaps &ven the w1despgead apa,h{ of the %929 s are symptoms of deepl) felt

k.

ey
h\al1enatron between st&dents and “the mass1ve educat10na1 establlshments. The

l- © .q)

dlseontent and anxiety ‘this a11enat10n has produced aré apg}v expressed in
% o~z ) '
the'now—faﬁéus srgn worn by a Berkeley student
N X

[ ’ - . *

< v .

"I am.a human being--do not

-

-
» .
4

ﬁold,Yéhlndie, or.mutilate.

LN

[
> . r D
s (N

- L J

-b"

As ah, alternatlve to thls 1mp4rsonal bureaucratized, educat10nal system,

” » 3~ ‘ b

many critics,afe oallfng.fér;a return t& the
- L ’

.
-

-

- o - .
» +

"academic qommunity,"

which in

* - .

their conception would 6ffer'persona1 attention,

A 1

humane education, and

relevant confrontatlon with 11fe."

4' '
e .
reform the universfyy, citing the-need for ..
:‘fr ; -
ulty and studenas, far mgore’ relevant

-

.

Paul,Goodman s Comiunity of Scholars

»

4 *

ER \"! . ~ 1 .)

. 4

more personal intéfaction bcnseen fac

>~ T

éourses, and for eéducational innovations to bring the student into exlsten—

. | B

The numher of

. 7

artlcles on th1s subJect, in both the massbmedla and the ﬁtQEQBSLOndi Journals,

‘ . 2

Indee& th1s concept’pf ‘the colleglal academ1c

-~

is astonlshlngly 1arge.

RN .

\

Thus c

»

meaningiessneSS;of today's 15rge multipersity. the colleglal

%?éered

. ¥ * y . -
model functigns more as a revolutionary ideology and a ytoé&an proJectlpn
N - - A

ot .

1

. . - - -

than a description of aétual .governance processes at any university.

K
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> Ueaknesses in‘theACollggial Model. The three thefhes incorpoﬁated in

hé*cdlleglal model——dec;s;on making by consensus, the profe551onal auchorlty

of fatulty members, and the call for .more humane educat10n~—are all legltlmate

R -

*'i’and appealing. Few wéuld deny that our universities would be more truly

T ¢

‘actual workings of universities. . /

» - . Y =
centers of learning iQ’we could somehow implement these gﬂﬁectives. There
is.a misleading simplicity about thé collegial model, "however, that glosses
. ) T )

over many realities of a complex university.

For one thing, the descriptive and normative enterprises are ofteéen

N

confused: In the literature dealing with the collegial model it is often

»

~ . .

'difﬁicult to tell whetlier a writer is saying that the university is a col-

legium or that it gught to be a colleglum. 'Frequently discussions of the

-

tollegium are more a lament for paradise lost than a description of Present

reality. Indeed, the collegial image of ﬁound—table decision making is not

-
-

an accurate description of the processes in most institutions, as data in
Y
later papers will clearly show. Although at the department levei there are

many examples of collegial decision making, at higher levels it usddlly

- =
N .

exists only in some aspects of the committee system. 0f course, the pro-
° * i .

ponents may be advocating a collegial model as a desirable goal or reform

strategy, rather than a present reality that helps us to understand the

f

y : /
In addition,. the collegial model fails to deal adequately with the .

-
.

problem of conflict. When Millett emphasizes thf "dynamic of consensus,’ he
+

.

, neglects_the prolonged. batt%es that_prepgdeﬂgéyggnsus, as well as Qec151ons

2
that actually represent the victory of one, group over another. Proponents

3 . -' 3 3
of the collegial model are correct in declaring that simple bureaucratic

rule making is not the essence of decision making, but in making this point
r - o N -

R , -
. . ‘ b

-~ -
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) they take the equally indefensible position that major decisions are reached

- € L I v R

’ -
. y ’ -

primarily by consensus. Neither extreme is correct, for decisions ar® rarely -
) » . . - R .7
made by eirher bureaucratic fiat or simple consensus. *
_ . _.} ‘ ‘i‘" - -
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The Univefsity as a Political-Systeh ° . L. R
X L s . s " .

and Conflict-im the Universigz»TlQ?l)‘Baldridgerﬁroposed a
B . - ' . ) . : ) * . . = * v ”
political model of univeTsity governance. Although the other pajor models

In Power

.
M
L

- -
. . N x

of governance--the collegial and the bureaucratic--have valuable insights
- 1 . 1 . .

. - M

to offer, we believe that ﬁurthgr‘insighfs can be gaiﬁed from;this’political

-

"

4 N - v ~
model, which not only accommodates bureaucratic elements.and the dynamics,

» *
T

of fonsensus but also grappleé with the power plays, conflict, and*nodgh—andi

. N a ., ot

tumble politics to be found in many academic institutions: s )

- Basic Assumptions of @a.Political Model. The political model assumes
; . that complex organizations can be studied as miniature political systems,

-t s . : . I v 3 .
. . with interest group dynamics and conflicts similar to those in'éities, states,

x
.

or other politiéal entities.. The political model has several stages, all of

. -
which center on the pol&cy—forming processes. Policy formation was selected
; .

as the focal point because major policies tommit an organization to definite .
- hv . ~
v ,{ - *

. - * o, . . . »
’ goals and set the strategies for ieaching those goals. Policy decisions are

. - . . A T e s
critical decisions; they have a major impact on an organization's future. //’

’ - A:,t~* & e

b ‘o
of course, in any .practical sitpation.

- x hd .

it-may be difficult to' separaté the «
. * ) . ' . . . . * ‘ , .
_routine from the criticeifAfor issues thaf seem ginor:at one point may
@ . * » ‘ -
later be decisive, or vice versa. In general, however, policy decisions
. “ -

2 .

L] - ) N e * N

d .- bind an organization to important courses pof action. '

LN

[ . .
. Since policies are so, importanL, people throughout an orgaﬁfzatioh try -
¢ - .t , ~ B { [1 R

to +influenee them to reflect their own interests and values. Policy making

. » M »

™

. r ~
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becowes a /rtal target or 1nterest group art1V1Ly that permeates the organl- - " e

hd . . * . -

C . . -:~.., L.
¢ zation\ Owing°t6 its. central importance, ;heh ‘the organlzatlon theorist .

- . ! » . -

) may select policyeformatlon as the keyffor studying organiz:tlonal confllct’f "

. a -

’ '3 .
- [y

X - and, change, Just as the polltlcal sc1ent1st~often selects leg1slat1ve acts] -k

«
= . . - 3
e N - o -

'C » :
7 * as the focal‘poxnt for hls-analysis of a state s polltical processes‘ With -, ] -

Y F . ~ *, s
- x> ‘

policy formdtion as its key 1ssue, the: pOlltlcal model,bperates oh a. ser"

Ul'-:
s
>
.

.
. . . M .

- Jof assumptions.abouo‘the'political process; Ty «\5 o . \ v
¢ . R R . °
%

"
-

5 . l. 7o say “that “policy mak:ngvis a polltlcal process is not to say, .- ) .

i- . ¢ L3 -
- . L6 4 . 'i ' e .

. that~everyone 15‘1nvolved, »0n the contrary, 1nactiv1tyjprevails. Most- T -

- - - o

» - : ~ 2 s

people most‘gf the time £find the policy—maklng process an un1nEere§t1ng, S e L.

b . -
.- . . . . . ’

., unrew‘rding act1v1ty, pollcy makxng is/therefore left to the administrators. o

. A ]

.
.

i

s . Th1s is, characterxstlc not oyly of policy maklng,ln universities but -of - ' %

A » d x o

p011t1081 p;ocasses in. soc%ety at 1a?ge. Voters do not voté; cltxzens do -
i . g . ” . ‘.. .

.rot attend city counc11 meetings;. parents often perplt school: boards to, do . N

! . - - - RIS L.

- e what they please. By and 1arge, decisions that may have(a,profound effect . :
- } . -~ . o, -
. - on our society ‘are made Sy small groups -of e11tes. . oo * : - .
N 17y ) N .
. 2., Even people who are act1ve éngage in fluid participation: theyp LT
& - . ta o
- .f A4 ]

E move 1n and out. of the declslon-maklng process. Rarely do people ‘sperid . .

L}
. » P i "

’ much time on any given lssue, dec1s1ons, thereforegqgre usually made by those Tt K

=~ who persiSt.. This normally means thatAsmall groups of politIcaL»elltes é% s
b N » . . 5 . LI o

" govern most major decisions,,ﬁor'they¥invest the necessary time in the * L

’ .. - ’ ", M . - .
3 ) - sy - .- N -
, process. : 3 T L. an N
o ; A R %A . A A . ' R -
- A ¢ voeT s a

- . 3. Colleges and universities, 1ike most other social organlzatlons, are S

. - - % -k

- . v B
- '. a

. 3
. characterized by fragmentatlon 1nto 1ntefest grouos thh dz;terent goals and .

. 1
- / t§~ ':“‘ R "'.

' VSIﬁes.. When resources are plentlful and the organlzatlon is’ prosperlng, LT, .

s - Fl s -
L4 B s . 3
. " %

i .
/ - these 1nterest _groups engage in only m1nimai conflxctn But when resources o

” IR ~ - Al .
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" . are tight, outside pressure groups attack, or internal groups try. te ) ’ .

. . - . .
- . -

assﬁme—cqmmand, they, are likely to mobilize and try-to influence decisioms., " ) o

’ : . .« _® - R ,_. ) - N 7 »a

, 4. In a fragméntedj)éynamic sotial system conflict is natural; it is i
. . . i ; C

-

. . . . : TN
. R . .. N
- . not necessarily a symptom of -breakdown fa the academic community. In fact,

- . > oL g ‘ - N
) . M - » ¢ : - . » - i ) * - 3 ° ‘- ' L3 - -

‘contlict is a151gnificant;factor‘1n promoting healthy organizational change.
':’;« 5 .. . - . . . .‘ Lo~ - ,.‘ ‘ L ., G . . o ) C ‘o
. 5. The pressurer that groups can.-exert'places severe limitations
S - T . . ' N ..
“ on formdl authority in the buregucratic sense. Decisiors are not simply

e

’ * . P
bureaucratic orders but are, often ne§ofﬁated c mprowxses betfween compéting

x \,:'. . ot s

groups.’ Oﬁflcials are ot frec 51mply to issue a. declslon, 1nstead they
N - . . v . te ~/.‘ . . T .
" must attempt.to find a-viable ‘coutse acceptable.tp several powerful blocs.

.
- ~ - ] . ‘- -
. N . . . z

6. External interest groups exert a strong inflqucefoqet—ghe policy-
N - LI s - / » . e
. “ / * . . - .. T .
. making process. External pressures and formal control by outside ageéncies—-
a" N '- . t. . 7 . ’.- i -
.. ')« . Lespecially in public institufions--aré powerful shapers of internal governance
- j#

-

ARY

v ’. Sty ¢ . .

. =% * .
.o processes. « . . _
. . -~ . B I . - - .
3 . -

‘ The Political Decision Model Versus -the Rational Decision Model. Often -A?“:

<
. = - = .
¢

-

A .. .
- the bureaucratic modél of ‘organizational structure is accompanieq/by a
r'3

« . "
. * e -

rational ‘model. of declslon maklng It is usuglly“éssumed.that in a bureau- ?

” B

L3

cnacy the structure is hierarchical and well organized, and that decibionss

.. * éare made through cléar-cut, predetermined steps. Moreover, a definite,, ¢

[ . T e e

\\\ rational approach is eibected'CO lead to the optimal decision. Graham T. -

. l < . !
-, Allison has summarized the rational decision-making> pracess as follows:
1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. The goals and objectives of” the agent
S are translated into a "payoff" or "utility" or "preference"
. fonction, which represents ‘the "value' or "utility" of alternative e
. sets of consequences, At :the outset of the decision problem the ~—
. . agent has a payoff function which ranks all pqQssible sets of )
" consequences in terms of his values/ and object¥yes. Each bundle .~
s, . of consequences will contain a . sumber 6f 51de‘z}fects. Never-
: theless, at a miniium, the agent must be able to rank in order. s
of preference each possible set, of consequences that mlghc result \

R : from a particuyagvfc;ion. . - t
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2. ALTERNATIVES. The rational agent must choose amony a set of -
) alternatives.displayed before him in‘a particular situatiof. In )
decision theory these alternatives are represented as a decision
tree. The alternative courses of action may include more than a .
simple act, but the specification of a course of action must be
suff1C1ent1y prec1se to differentiate it from other alternatlves.
=~ L3 .. »
* 3. CONSEQUENCES To each alternatlve is attached a set of con-
sequences or outcomes of choice’ that W1ll -ensue if that particular
alternative is chosen. Varlatlons are generated at -this point by
maklng different assumptiqns about the accuracy of the decision
maker's2knowlédge of the consequences that follow -from the choice
of each alternative. .

. " 4

&

4. CHOICE. Rational ch01ce/éon51sts simply of selectlng that
alternativé whose consequences rank highest in the decision -
: « ' maker's payoff. function. {Allison, 1971 PP, 29—°0 ]

< -

-

Thg rational model appeals to moqﬁ of us who like to regard our actiors a -

— -
- .

asAéssentiallywgoal;direéted~§nd»rationai; Reaiistically, however, we shquld
" ~ 4
4 rEalize'thazrEha—ré%iﬁﬁal moldel is more an ideal than ah actual description : {
of how.people agt. 'In—fact,.the,coﬁfused organizatiﬁnal setting of the % _
'. . ¥ « o P
unlver51ty, polltlcal constralnts can undermine the force of rationality. 5 :
A politic§1 model of decision making requires us.to answer some new estlon; -
. , R . -'_f\

about the decision process: | . ) . ’
: : - -

2 . “The first new questlon posed by the polltlcal model is why a .
) - - given dec1s;on; is made at all. The formallsts have already 4
.- indicated that recoghibion of Yhe problem is one element in the
v process, but too little atténtién has been p&id to the activities
* that bring a particular issue to the- forefront. Why .is 'this ‘ ¢
decision beiag :considered at-this particular time? The oolltrcal
model 1ns;sts that ingerest groups, power ful_individuals; and ) .
. bureaucratic processes -are critical in drawing attention to some
.- decisions. rathér tham to others. A stqﬁy of "attentidn cues" by
a— .~ which issues are called to the community's attentdor.is a vital -
) s part: of any analysis. . . c ) . i )
N L i e ! A - . . .
-, tSecond, a questlon must be ralsed about the right of any . .
' person or group to make<tne decisions. Previously thg who ) Sl . .
. . question was seldom raised, chiefly because the decision 11tera" re
* was developed for hierarghical organizations 1n which the focus of ;’
,authority could be edsily defined. In a mére 1oqdely coordlnated

€
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e . . system‘however,‘we must -ask a- prior question: Why was the legiti—‘ .o
. . macy to.make the decision vested in a partlcuiar person or group? : .
. Why is Dean Smith maklng the decision instead of Dean Jones of why N
* . s ’ ds the Un1vers1ty ‘Senate -dealing with. the problem instead of the
) central administration? Establishing the right of duthority over -
4 decision is a polltlcal question, 'subject ‘to conflict, pOWél
man1pulat10n and struggleshbetween interest groups. Thus the
politmcal model .always asks -tough. questlons Who has the right to e
. make the ‘decision? What are the confllctALiddén processes by '
: . . which the decision was.located. at -this point, rather than _at -
. AP 4 another?" The crucial point is. that often -the issue’ o who‘makes ve
. ) tye decision Has already 11ﬂ1t°d struc*ured, and pre—formed how
. it w‘ll ‘Pe- ﬂadé, s -~ ) . ST
s T ¢ . ) * ’ : ?' -
T 'The third new issue raised by a political inferpretation con- :
oL cerns the development of complex -decision metworks. As a resulf’ L
.of the fragmentatlon of the university, decision making is raré€ly . -
s located in one officialj 1nstezd it is dependent on the advice - 7t ¢« -+ -

"

- and authority of numerous pgople.. Again zhe importance of the , ¥
} committee- system is“evident t~is, necessary to understand that, T
‘the committee network is the legltlmate reflection of thé need ¢ - :
for profesgsional influence to intermingle with bureaucratic . o
influénce. Thé decision process, then, is taken out' of the«handi,'L;k

- of individuals (although there are still many whorare powerful) = )

: and placed into .a metwork that allows- a cumulative bu1lggp of CoL T

-~ expertise and advice. When . the very life of the organlzatlon ’

N clusteps around expertise, decision making is likely to be diffused, " R
segmentalized, and decentralizéd. A complex-network of comm1ttees,~ ‘ L
councils, and advisory bodies grows to handle the task of assembling

. the expertise necessary for reasonable decisions. Decision making

N . L by the individual bureaucrat is replaced with decision maklng by .

N ’ i/k committee, council, and cabinet. Centralized decision making is

- replaced with diffuse decision making. The process bgcomes a fat-
) \ flung network for gathering expertise from every cormer of the

organization and transiating it inta policy. [Baldridge, 1971, p. 190.]

.

(a*
1

pu +

- The fourth new question raised by the political model concerns alternative
N - - - L
. solutions to the problem at hand. The rational decision model suggests that -
s - . .
*. all possible options are opzn and within easy reach of the decision maker. ¢ )

~

N

v~ id . -

A realistic appraisal of decision dynamics in most organizations, howevé&,

» X A - . \£ .

- . suggests ‘that by no.means are all options open. The political dynamics of
.- , & : Ve

~ I . N L4

interest wroups, the force -of .external power blocs, and the opposifion of . g

=

powerful professlona) constituencies may leave only a handful of viable .

ve

4 . B T

I
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. than to "routine" decisions. Fifth, a complex decision network

-2 qut. . \ _ 3

;f' ' » and more insight can bé\ggined by asking am?%wiggﬁ of political

"ERIC

- 0 - H

24" -

N LY
-~ . >

“a optigﬁs. The range of alternatives is often sharpiy Timited by political
" considerations. Just as important, thére is often little time and enefgy
iayailablgffor é@ekingwggw.solutipnsu Although—éll possible—golutions~should
I S -t , NS
:be }deﬁtifiedvunde; éhe rational model,. in.the real world administrators

- - .

3 - - -3 K

A. ks . § i’ L3 7’ A“
have 1little time to grope for solutions before their deadlines.
LY

. 3 - .
= In Power and..Conflitt in_.the University Baldridge summed up the polditical
. T : L4 § B

.

*

model of decision making as follows:
Yo &A - LY ! » e

. ) o A .
. ¢ « a * - -

First, pbwerfui political forceS—-interest groups, "bureaucratic
X . officials, influeptial individuals, organizational subunits--cause
. ) a-given issue to emerge from the limbo .6f on-going problems and
. certain “attent;gn*éues" force the political~gommunity to consider
- the problem. ;.Second, there is a struggle over locating the de-
cision with a particular persen.or .group, for the ldcation of the
xight to make the decision often determines the outcome. Third,
) decisions are usually 'preformed" to a great extent by the time
= one person or gRoup is given the Tegitimacy to make the decision;
' - not all options are open and.the; choices have been severely .
. ‘limited by the prévious conflicts. Fourth, such political $tfug-.
* gles are more likely to occur in referénce to "cxitical" decisions

is develcped to gather the necessary information ‘and- supply the
+ "« critical expertise.. Si®th, during the process of making the °
decision politfcal controversy is likely ‘to continue ard com-
‘promises, deals,and plain head cracking are often necessary to A
get any decision made. Finallyj the controversy is -notslikely
‘to end-easily. In fact, it is difficult even to knowswhen a
decision is made, for the political processes have a habit of. .
unmaking, confusing, and muddling¢whatevepcégrééments;are h%mmered

.

~ M ’
..

This may be a better way ‘of grappling. with th;»pdmplexity
. that surrounds decision processes within a' loosely coordinated, .
‘ fragmentgd—poli%igal %ystem. The formal deci'sion models seem tg
. . have been asking very limited questions about the decision process
. (“ .questions, Thus the decijion modél that enlerges fromsthe uni-
. ] versity's politigal dynamics @é moré, open, more dependent on
. conflict and political action. ‘It is not so systematic or for-,
malistic as mosy decision thecry, but it .is probably closer to .
the'truth.-:Deégsion'making,»then, Ls not an isolated technique ;
but another critical procegs that must be integrated .into a .
larger political image. [Baldridge, 1971, pp. 191-92.]

©

x "

" * [
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*A Political Andf?sis gf the Decision Process. As Baldridge described

LY

& l%} in Power and Conflict in the Universitv, the péiitical'model?offers,an

. - )
" analytical scheme to describe and map the political events surrounding

individual decisions,. The 6rganization theorist exémining academic policy

R - -

. making wants to know how the social structure of the college or university

’ iqfluenceé the decision processes, how political pressures are brought to -

v ] .
bear on decision makers, how decisions are forged out of the conflict, and

.
*

how formulaged.policies are implemented. Thus,_a$ Figure 1 showg, the

¥ political model has' five points of analysis.

.
L

1. Social context. Academic organizations are splintered into social

groups with basically different life*styles and political intefesyé. Indeed,

3 : 4 M
academic organizations have pafticularly pluralistic social systems because

.~

- both internal and external groups may apply pressﬁre invdifférgnf directions .

éggoraing to.their own special interests. Many of the conflicts on umi- !

. - A -

versity campuses have their roots iﬁ~the~comp1ex1ty of the academic gocial . ~
P ‘ context and in the diverse goals and values held by -the various grégps,

- i , * )

- . Of course, it is important to examine the social setting, since the pressures

= s

.

s & - " .
and conflicts it genérates are’keenlyg?elt by decision makers..

2. 1Interest ‘articulation. The articulation of interests is a funda- ..
v . - . § . . . R
mental part of an iq}erest group's attempts to influence decisignjmakingu v :
. i , . . . : ,

h How does a group exert pressure, what threats or promises can it make; and . 3
/ ' . ) . : .
how does it translate itssdesires into political capital?

~

. k1

L4 < .

3, Legislative transformationm. Leé&slativé bodies’respcnd to pressures,

-

- , |
transforming conflicting interests into ‘politically feasible policy. Tn the" \
¥ . . |

[N

pro¢ess negotiations dre undertaken, compromises are forged, and rewards are

= 7 s -

° divided. Committees meet, commissions report, negotiators bargain, and

- -
» : -

s - . . P '- ‘

- 3L . . | o
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_ Feedback wnonmwwmw“ _ The generation of new political conflicts.

i

. r
- .
. . " [y .
. ~
.

= mwmm 1. Pelicy monacwwnwmﬁ in wnwmmsmn organizations: A simple political model.
NS - (Source: Baldridge, 1971, p. 63.) .
) t - t . ) - ‘
v o o~
- .’ . J - y L4

. . ~ H R
Social Context Interest -Legislative . mxmnamwos.
Factors Articulation . ' Transformation Policy of Policy
- ) > R . < . - v, .-
. What are the 1. How do the | [How are the )
social conditions ineerest groups| multiple L7 - )
which promote: the| * |bring pressure pressures '. - Policy: Policy
.o _ |formation of ., |—5..|to bear?’ Sltranslatéd ,IIIILW An official j.\p
y * |divergent values ) |into officialf - - commitment Execution _
9 . |and interest . policy? ‘to- certain
) . groups? A o . goals and _
e . values ’ ! _
v v : [N :
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A

"

f

" policy.

powerful people argue over decisioms.
5 4 . * .
of interest gtoups and _the methods .they use to apply pressure, but we must

also clarify the process by-which these pressures are trans
& .

~

)

Not only mutt we ident

e

~

w -
ify\ the" tygses

¥
£y

'l’.‘

formed into . .

t .

4. Policy. .When the articulated interests have gone through the

1
»

conflict and ctompromise stages, and the final legislatiwe action is taken,
T 4 .

*
.

policy has been set. The policy is the offic&al climax to the conflict.

-

It represent$ an authoritative, binding decision to commit the organization

AN

to one set of possible alternative actions, and -one set of goals and values.

5, ‘Execution of policy. The battle is officiaily over, and the re-

sulting policy is turned over to the bureaucrats for execution. .Indeed,
yesterday's vicious confrontation often bécomes today's routine bureaucratic

chore., But.this conclusion hay not be final, for interest groups that feel

- )
they lost the battle may initiate a new round 6f interest articulation.
M

Moreover, policy executipn ihevf&ably produces feedback, for it génerqtes
fresh tension® and new vested interests; a renswed cycle 'cf political con-

S
flicd/ensues._

. . ‘

) From this discussion it is clear that a political analysis of academic

»

“ . \ o . \
governance emphasizes certain factors over others. First, it is concerned
H

*  primarily with problems of goal setting and conflicts over values, rather

¥

than with éfficiency in achieving éoals. Second, the analysis of change

v B 4 S
- ¥

processes and the.organization's adaptation to its changing: internal and

»

external environment have critical importance, since the politicgl dynamics
i
D oa

of a university are ¢onstantly changing, pressuring theluniversity in many

~

directiods, and forcing chdnge tﬁroughoué the academic system. Third,

. 4
-

the analysis of conflict and conflict résolution is,an essential component.
. - : .

~w
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“a

. . ’ Lo )
‘Foﬂrth, the role interest groups play in;pressuring decision makers to
o - v - »

H ! N 9 = ¢
formulate certain policy is also an important component. Finally, much
. - - 19 .

A 1

. 3 \ - ,
attention should be given to the 1eggslative and decision-making phases-—-
\\ . . . R i
the processes by, which pressures and pover are transformed jinto policy.

N \..‘

‘ » ’ ) e ’( - (3
Taken ,together .these five points constitute the bare outline for a political
* kY - ’ ’

analysis of academic governance. s

. N

. - . N ,
. .Table 2 presents a summary .and comparison of the_thrgé basic models of
4 . r

-
N

décisionjmaking and governance we have just described. :' *

>

.
. 2 ]

The Revised Political Model: An Environmental and Structuralist

-

.

Approach. Since the political model of academic governance ofiginally

appeared in Power and Conflict in the University, we have became aware.

that it has several .shortcomings. For this reason we developed a revised

political mcdel to serve as -the basis“for.the‘Stanford Project on Academic

e

Governance. , o,

. \‘ b a
First, the original political model probably underestimated the impact

of routine bureaucratic procésses. Many decisions are made not in the heat
. t .
of political controversy but acgording to standardéoperating procedures.

o

The'poliﬁical description in Power and Conflict in the University was

based on a study of ﬁew York University at a time of extremely high conflict,

an ¥

when the university was confronted with two crises, a student revolution

%

and a financial disaster. The politzcal model developed from that study

)

’probably overstresses the role of conflict and Inegotiating as elements in

FIERN

standard decision making, since those were the processes that were most

®

apparent at the time. In our current research we have taken greater care

to consider routine procedures part of the governance process.
- Y
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1 ) 4 . Y .
Second, the originh{\zpliticai model, based on .a single case study, did

.
L4

nét do justice .to the broad range of political actiJity that occurs in
. . R | .
. different kinds of institutjons. For example, NYU is quite different from

ObefIin’ bllege, and both are aistinééive institutions compared to local

. ¢ . . . . )
. community colleges. Many of'the'intgﬁse.political dynamics observed in the
1

D NYU study may have beeqfexaggerated in, a huge, troubled inscitution such as

-\ ,e¢ANiU,'pargicqlar;y'dur;ng the heated conflicts of the laté 1960's. In order
\. x ! .
.- . .o
té,pq§rec§“this problem the Stanford Project on .cademic Governance surveyed

. . wr

' "églaﬁgeégandom,sample‘of all higher educational institutions qfter much- of
o e Tt T R e / ‘

. the campus ‘discord of the 1960's was:over. o 7
. ﬁ;,".',‘(;r- . fi - K . T '
e Thitd, we wgnted to stress even more strongly ‘the -central role -of en-

-e 7
.
L g -

7 N . ) ~ . . N
L4

vironhedtél-féctpi§;"Ce:tainly the NYU analysis showed that conflict and

- u e * /

-

. . N 1 , N i N
politital processes Wi?bﬁh the .university were linked to certain environmental
13 .

¥ ) .

factors. The Stanford Project on Academic Governance en%arged its view of

< x*

» eﬁﬁiroﬂmental factors by taking them éxplicitly into account. We carefully

studied the financial bases, poiitical‘gelatibnships, linkages to state

. .

syéﬁe@é*and religidus bodies, and. a hos*, of other environmental factors for

4 -

each iﬂstitutibn'sampféd. In addition, we establiéhed a theoretical frame-

: work to link.internal political processes to the envirornmental context.

.

"Fourth, and last, as developed in Power and Conflict in the University,

- the political model suffered from an "episodic" character. - That is, the ,

model did not gi&e enough eqphasis to long-torm decision-making pattern$,

-

and it failed to consider the way institutional structure may shape and
channelvpblitical efforts. Centralization of power, the development of t

. N . -

decision councils, long—-term patterns of professional autoncmy, the dynamics _

of departmental power, and the growth of unionization were all slighted by

4 - - *

ERIC, - - . k

Pz | r : ‘-
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. - the priginal political model. Out current, research has.concentrated more on

- * R
I » .1: " ) . . -y ; . b2

. NI I \ e <. s e s
long—termAdecision—makiné patterns: What groups tend to dominate decision
9 » 5 . . N ~
. - . » < N
-~ making over long periods of time? Do some groups sezm to be sydtematically v
- ’ ! T ~ 4 4"1

excluded from the decision—making'process? Do.different k{nds oE insti-

-
[ s ! ~ - - .

: J
tutions have different politigal patterns? Do‘institutionai characteristics ‘
. ) . % '3 ) « i
. -affect the morale” of participants in.'such a way that they engage in par— ’
- e - L3 *
“ -~ L4 . -

_ ticular decision-influencing activities? Do different kinds of institutions ,

. e s ¢ P“*ﬁw '
+ have systematic pattegns of faculty participation~ n'decision qgking’ Are = | .

N ? N / )
decision processes highly centralized in certain kinds‘of institutions? / -

x o
¥ N _\ /t
. .

Thus in v current research we are still asking. political questions. e

.

- . Where is the conflict, wﬁo‘partiCipates, who influences decisions, how are

. - e . -

. * /

. _decision outcomes affected by structare? Butgto summarize, three basic, \ . y
IR L - v > s A N i

R . / ' ,‘

ot readjustménts ®o the political model are being made: . ;

’

S
. * - .

4 1. The scope of, the:model's applﬁcation has been enlargAd We égé ¢
et trying to account for the diversity of political procésses by
taking a large ranaom sample of all American colleges and universities. .
! . . (Y .

- ) 2. A strong énvironmentalist approach has been introduced ‘We are, ..
. . explicitly incorporating a discussign of the impact of enyironmental 4
.. s factors on. -the political proqess. )

3. -A consideration of long-term and toutine decision-making patterns -
T ' and structures has been intfoduced. We are shifting -our focus

away from the®description of a 8ingle-decision-making event.

. o . -
’ t
-

- . M i

* Finally, we are not substituting the political model for the, bureaucratic,

or collegial model of academic decision making. 1In 4 sense, Lthey each ! .

3 % .

t ' address a separate set of problems, "and taken together, theéy often yield
n +*

P » -

complementary interpretations. We beiieve, hoﬁever; that the political oo

- - .

.' »
. . model has many strengths, and we oifer it as a, useful tool for understanding
’ N I . - .
- .' - » * ¢ '
- . academic governance., '
« . N » ¢ - . .
- — } -, " . . . - : - * Y
. . : 37 -
Qo L IR ’ . ‘
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: . Images .0f- Leadership and Management Strategies ‘ v e
7 : SN
e s, ..An this report we have made two basic arguments: (1) colleges a::] A

‘ . . . .
et e . : T . .
univérsities are unique in many of their organizational characteristics,

4 4
e ]

n -«

and as a cornsequence, it is necessary to create new models to help explain .
I'Y R " N .

» ¢ - P

.. organizational -structure, governance, and decision making; and (2) a

&
’

political model of academic governance offers useful insights in addition

- ’ M

) ‘to those offered by the bureaucratic and collegial models. In this section .
we ‘will suggest that some alternative images of leadership and management e e, T
. -t « - * 1-\ s 'i
style are needed to accommodate the unique characteristics of academic :
1

L] . .
, organizations.

- .
< ‘ N . .

Péhdérsh;p Under the Bureaucratic Model .

. .
» - [} -

"Undér the bureaucratic model the leader is seen as a hero who stanis ¢

v at the top of a complex pyramid of power. The hero's job is to assess .
i .. : -

- . ™~
- »

- problems, propose alternatives, and make rational choices. Much of -the .

Il
. -

J organization's power is Held by the hero, and great expectations are raised

. - -

because people trust him to solve their problems and to fend off threats

. from the environment. The image of the auEhoritarian'hero:is deeply in- -

-~ . v e

- - - . c, :
grained in most spcieties and in the philosophy of most organization ‘theorists.
» N -

' We -expect leaders to possess a unique set of skills with gmphasis on

- .

: problem-solving ability and technical knowledge, about the crganization.
P » * ) . .e 5
The principles of "scientific management," such as Planning Programing .
) . 8 . . .
| Budgeting Systems (PPBS) and Management .by Objectives, are often proposed * . - ..

.

as the methods for rational probleﬁ soiving., éenerally,‘scﬁools 6E,hanage* .

P .

ment, business, and educational administration- teach sucs courses tqlde- .n
‘ ) M * ' ' . "-.(
. - . <
velop the technical skills that the hero-planner will need in leading the

.
D
. o «

* organjzation. .
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AN -

% - . .
* ' Although tﬁ%’hgro image i's deeply imbedded in our.cultural beliefs .
F3 - . L - ot '

e

L

.about leaderShip, in organizatjons such ‘as colleges and ‘universities it is
. . .. e, 2. - 1

< - & ’ 3
. J . - -

iV of place.. Power is more diffuse 1n2cngée o;ganizatioﬁs; it is lodged T

- . . .t ] .

with'prq£e331onal'EXpe}ts and fragmented, into many departments and sub-

.~
- - & - -

L) Y

inibions. Under these circumstances, high expéctations about leadership -

>

performance often cannot be met, for the, leader ha§ neither the power nor v

) . 7] ¢ , » M
rhg>information necessary to consistently make herodc decisions. Moreover,
’ ‘ a » Fed .

e .

.the scientific management procedures prescribed for ‘organizational leaders:.
: . H .

-

quickiy“break down under conditions of goal ambiguity, professional domInance,

.y .

. and environmental vulnerability--precisely the organizational characteristics
* L4 ’ : “ * - " i .

of—qoileges and’ univexsities. Scientific management theories.make several =
N . > .

L I S g .

= e . . . .
basic assumptions: (1) the organization's}goals are clearj (2), the organi- :

N - ¥ - -
*zation is a closed system insulated from environmental penetration; and

» N 2
+ (3) the planners have the power to execute their decisions. These assumpfiong’
) =t e PO

1istié in the confused and fluid world of the organized anarchy.

- +

2 °
seem unrea

2

Leadership Under the Collegial Model “ -
. , - . ., .
-, N o - -, . .}2 ‘ . 1
*« " The cplfgéial leader presents a stark contrast to.tﬁe hetoic bureau- - <

?
[} .

cratit leader. The collegial 1e2§er is above ali the "first among equals"

“in an academic organization run by, professional eXperts. Essentially, the.
. [ N - - -

. éﬁllégapl_model proposes management by consensus, what John M{llett calls .

“the "dynamic of consensus in a community of scholars." The basic' role of

P ,

“

B

the collegial leader is%not so-much to command.as to ligten, not so much to
I - ! . C : ' < S
lead as to gather expert judgments, not so much éo manage as to Eac;}ltate,

- . . -

. . ’
not go much to order.but to persuade and negotiate. =
= . n ‘ 2 ,

L1 . . .
P * ® -k
. .

1




; ~ . ® . . - -
3 . -
¢ LY . s . .

Obviouely, the skills.of a collegial leeder differ froh the scientific

management principles employed by the heroic bureaucrat._ Instead of techni~
L] .’, -
) cal problem-solving skjlls, the collegia1 leader needs both prof6331onal .-
» !" . Vs .
. expertise to ensure that he is held in high esteem by.his colleagues "and

x
. . Qd ¥ -~

. -
, talent in interperscmal dynamics to achieve the consensug in organizational

-

*

. deeision making. The collegial ieeder,s role is iore modesg'and more real- - .-
istic; 'he does not stqhd alone, sincé other professionals ghare .the burden o
- - . - L < v . . b ..

’. - . 4
of decision making with him. Negotiation and compromige are the bywords -of

.the Eoiiegial leader; authoriﬁerian.sﬁrategies are,clearly inapptopriate.

3 ¢ :' - g
, N Leadershin Und->t the, Political Model .-- e . -
7 \ . ’ ( R » s )
.! L : . . ) . 4. ae N
L Under the political model the leader is a-mediator or negotiator between
- i\ - R . ! - . - A 3 . .., 7 » .
power blocs. Unlike the autocratic academic presideﬁt of the past, Wwho ruled. :

;with an iron hand, the-contemporary president must,play a political role ‘by-

pulling coalitions together to fight for desi&ed.changes‘ The academic

~ . . i )

. monarch of yesteryear has aimost vanished in_ his pnacé“is not the academic
. P - - T A . ] ;
4 - hero-bureaucrat, as many suggest, but theracademic statesman. Robert Dahl

- N X B
. Y

_ has painted an amusing picture of the political méheuvprs %F Mayor,Riehard
. .o b ?

- - - =

Lee of New HaJen,'and the same descrig;iqn,abpldes to ‘the new academic
. - * ) M ) , > L. B J)
. political leaders: .o . . . Cop -

’

. : H ¥ .
! The mayor~was not at the peak of a,pyramid but rather at the

r center of intersecting circlgs. He rarely«commanded He =«
. negotiated, cajoled, exhorted ‘beguiled, charmed, pressed
appealed, reésoned, promised, insisted, demanded, even threatened,
but he most needed support and acquiescence from.other leaders '
«who simply could not be commanded. Because the mayor coulq’ not
command, he had to bargain. J[Dahl, 1961, p 204 j - .

*
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Baldridge elaborated on leadership under the pqlitical model in Power

and Confliét in the University:

L4

kl
.
-

The pplitical interpretation of deadership can be pressed
even further, for the governance of the university more and more
comes to look like a "cabinet" form of administyation. -The
key figure today is not the oresldent the solitary giant, but
the political leader surrounded by his staff,. the prime pinister
who gathers the information and expertise to constyuct p llcy .
It is the "staff," the metwork of key: admlnistrétors,,that makes
most of the critical decisions. The university hag€ become much
too complicated for any one manj regardless of his stature.
Cadres of v1ce—pre31dentsgfresearch men, budget officials, puﬁllc
relations men, and experts of various stripes sufround the 2"
presidert, sit on, the cabinet, and help reach collective decisiong.
Fxpertlse become more crlthal than ever and leadership becomes
even Tmore the ability to assemble, lead; and facilitate the
actlvities of knowledgable experts. -

L.
H -

Therefore, the.presidént must be seen as a "statesman' as well
as a "hero-bureaucrat.” The bureaucratic image might be appro-
priate for the man who asSembles data to churn out" rgutine
decisions with a computer's help. " In fact, this.image i} fitting
for many middle-echelon officials'in the university. The states-
man's image is much more ‘accurate for the top adm1n1strat1qn,
for here the "influx of -data. and 1nforma*10n gives real power and
possibilities for creative action. The statesman-is the inno-
vative" actor who usSes 1nformation expertise, and the combined
..-wisdom of ‘the cabinet to plan the institution's future; the
bureaucrat may only be a number man1pu1ator a uger of routine
informatlon for routipe ends. The uSe of the cablnet,,the
assembLy of expertiseé, and the exertise o p011C1ca1 judgment *in
the SeEvice of institutional goals——all this is part of the new

~4mage of the-stat sman’Ieader which. must complement,both che -
herg_lea and the colieglal leader. [Baldrldge 1971 pp. 204-6. ]

.
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Table 3 presents a ‘summary and cogparison of the three basic images of
< R N
leadershlp and management ve. have just descrlbed.. -

~

. . *» Summary
S <0 a
- N 4 -

- . »

s .
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-

'“'Cpllege;&and universities are-different from most other kinds of complex

» Py . . I .
. M

organdzations.s Their goals'are more ambiguous apd contested, they

.
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o o Inages of Leadership and.Management Under Three Models om Governance .
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Expectation Yery high: people . zmmmmw" leader is’ Modest: leadexr marshals
.- ) believe the -hero deVeloper of political action, but .
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4 . serve clients instead of sc2ling to make a profit, their technologies are

» . v

8 . . Q

unclear and problematic, and professionals dominate the work force  and

5 0 ) , * o > i
de. ssion-making process. Thus colleges and universities are not standard

* Pl
- < o -
bureaucracies, but can best be described as. "organized anarchies" (see
+ . - -

. ) ) . ) P
. Cohen and March, 1947). . . . e . ®

-5 . \ . LI

. .,

What kind of decision and governance processes are -to be found in an
. 4 ~ * -

» » .

crganized anarchy? Does the decision -process resemble a buresucratic

system, with rational problem solving and standard. operatirg procedures?

Does it resemble a collegial system in which the pfofessiohglvfacult§
participate as members of a "community of scholars"? Or does it appear to »

H .

be a-political process with various interest groiips struggling for influence

. over orgénizational,policy? Each image is valid, but we have argued that .
. 2 ‘ g - .- .
. policy making in an academic organiZation can be represented best by a 4
) . S political mode%. . y . .

] B
i 3 3 - ) o S N r o' » -
, .If colleges and universitied have the unique organizational featutes
. o . ) )
of organized anarchies, and if their decision pfocesses resemble the dyna~ .
3 S - . ¢

N >
mics of a political system, then we must question the staydard images of

I s . : s
; leadership and management. Classic leadership’ theory, based:on a bureau-

» { L . . . *
’ cratic_model,. suggests the image of the. organizational leadér as a hero who ) ©t

- > N €
. .uses principles of scientific management as the basis for his decisions.

#le have siggested that the leader's image should Be that of the academic oo,

. . .
o . .

étatesman,fand that management should be considered a process of strategic

- 1 - - - y

decision making. L .
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