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Introductory Statement'

4,The'eente is mission is tof4iimp4ove teaching in

Its work Is rried out throuih five programs:

Teaching Effectiveness ,

The 'Ilvironment for Teaching'
-

s

t Teaching Students from Low-Income Areas

Teachipg'and Linguistic Pluralism

Exploratory and Related Studies

American schools.

, One aspect of the Environment for Teaching Program Is the eXamina-c

tion of academi rganizations. In particular, the gov mance structures

of collegep.'and universities directly affect the educational processes

and the4faculty' role .in .decision. making. This paper considers

various models of.academic governance and the diverse styles of leadership.
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ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF GOVERNANCE
IWHIGHER EDUCATION

..
,.*

1 0

Y. t

J...Victfr Baldridge, David" curos.,
George, P.- Eater, and Gary- L. Riley

. . .

. , r

',Decision processes differ in dissimil4r, organizations. Organizations

. , ..-
. . .

vary in a number pf important ways: they have different types'of clients,
.

.

they work with diTferent;technologies,"they employ workers with different ,

skills, they develop different structures and coordinating styles,,and they'

.
, .

.

have diffe wnt relationships to their.external environments. Of course,

the're are elepents common to the ollera4ion of .colleges and universities,
,

,

hospitals, prisons, business firms, government bureaus, and so on, but no
, "k

t

two organizations are the same. Any adequate
.

model of decision making and
....

.
. t.

k'
,

governance in an organization must, take its distinctive characteristics

account.

s- 4,.... ,

, into .
1 /

.

This report deals w th the organizational characteristics arlp decision

4

f.

*.processes of colleges and universities. Colleges-and universities are

, 4V

i ...J. VictorsBaldridge is now Assistant Vide-President for Academic Affairs

at aiiforgia State'University at Fresno, California.

-
.

1
. ,

.

.

David/V. Curtis is an'Assistaa Vice - President at Governors State .

versiity in Illinois. .

t .

'
.
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1.4 at,Ohio State University. ..-

: -."1
,

-

,

.., %
Gar-L.,Riley

.

is arvAssistant Professor in-the Graduate School of '

Education at the of,Californiaat Los Angeles.
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unique organiiations, differing in major 'respects from 'industrial organize-
. ,

governmenE`bureaus% and business firms. As,a consequence, in study-

.*

ing academic governance it is hecesary i)o'develop a new model of organiza-
.

.4.... ..

tional decision making' A political model will beoffered to supplement
, , . ,t'

' the porecommon bureaucratic and
VI.

collegial Models.

:

-
-

0 ,

, Distinguishing
,. .,
Characteristics of Academic Organizations

. ; . ..
6 4. ., -'4. eja.... 41 4

Colleges and universities are complex orgnizaVons, Like bEher organi7

z.

...cr .

,
0

atibns they have goals, hierarchical'systems
.

and structures, officiks who .

. . - . . . . .

4.

-.

carry out specified duties, decisionmakIng processes. that set institutional
.. .

) ,,
. ,.

policy, and.a bureaucratic administration that handles- routine business. .

*.' *-1.
. ,..

- But they also exhibit some critical distinguishing characteristics diet_
.

4.

!
,. ,

. ..0.
,A

.4
1:.$ #

affectstheit decision prohases. P' .P' . .

r 4 . '. s
. r *14'.

'

4
* 5 0 4 N,. ' .

1 t
.

1Goal Ambiguity ' ' ' . , . .N.k , e, '
,

. i
-1.

ft,,
. , .'

:'- kA,

1.3.zt ,'Most organisetions are goal=oriented, and as a consequence" hey'can,,
, . , , -

,t

,.
.

4
.

-build decision structures to reach their objectives.

,

Business firn4-want -. '4

.. ez, .- , -

. .4-
.. - f . e

to make a prqfit; government literedUsieve tasgsspecified by law, ho'spitals ':

..

. ,x
'- . 4 /

., it

. 4 . .% .. ,. ..
0

are trying to, cure sick people, prlsons are in the business of "rehabiliEa- .

.

1 1: , 4. ilr .. 7
:1,4. .

1, t ' te , ,

tid;10 ,;.By contreat, colleges and universities have vague ambiguou g0aU,ie
,

, . ,
f' '

V , . It. . .
add

41
they mustbuild decsion processes to grapple with a, higher degibe Of

uncertainty And donAir.t....
./

What ib the goal of a university? Tha A difficult ,question;for.

'
4

, ,
' %

'
e '

,the lis>t of possible answers is long
I . _ ,, t

service_ to the local community, Z
- , 4. ,

f tiods,.prOvidinghousing foristud
.a

'hard to refute: teaching, research,
toot

A: 4 h.

admini*ration of scientific in_ C
.

1

and fculty, sup4rting'the arts,

f;.

J a

4
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solving social problems. In their book Leadership and Ambiguity

Cohenicand March tomment:
r 4

7 4) ,

Almost any educated person could delivea lecture entitled
"Tile Goals o !the University." Almoq, no one will listen to
the lecture- luntarily. For the most part, such lecture's and

atheir coMpani'n essays are well- intentioned' exercises in
social thetoricwich little operational content- EffOrts

to-genetate.normative statements of the goals of the uniVer,-
sitY tend:to produce goals'that are either meaningless or
dubious. T.Cohen and March, 1974, p. 195. Q

e
"Goal,ambiguity," then, is one vf the chief characteristics of academi

O

organizations. They 'rarely have a singlemission; to the contrary., they
,

:., .
4

.

,:

' often try to be all things to all people. Because their existing goals

&i/ .
, .

,, ,

. .. ,..

are unclear, they also find it hard. o reject new goals. .Edwar Gross (1968)

. . ,.

analyzed the goals of faculty, and administrators in a large number of-Wterican,
% J,-

universities and obtained some remarkable results. To be sure, some goals
...

., - ..
.

.

were ranked'higher than others, with academic freedom consistently near the

* top, but both'administrators and faculty marked'as important almost every

one of 47 goap,listed by Gross.

pilot only` ,are academic 'goals unclear, they are also highly contested.
. - .

, if .,
'

. ,..
.

..'%" As long as goals are,left ambiguous and abstract, they are readily agreed
. .

0
. . --

on; as soon as they are concretely specified and put' into operation, conflict
.

. ,

e
q

erUptg. The link between clarity'and conflict may help explain the pre-

r .
, .

valence of meaningless rhetoric in academic policy statements and speeches.
.

, ,

It is tempting to resort to rhetoric. when serious content produces conflict.

.

e

Client Service

Like schools, hospita ls, and welfare agencies, academic organizatibns
, ,,,

,

are l'seople-processing", inVitutions. Clients with specific needs are fed

9

'S

:t

' 0
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a, into the institution from the environtent; the institution acts Upon them,
4 ' : J l

4. y
and the clients, returned to 'the lager_sjew'ciet.y. This- is an extremely

. -
i . , ;...

. . , r . 4e - I

important, characteristic, for the clients'demaliciand often obtain 'signifiCant
, .

. _..- . .

. ,

inpatzipktelhe'decision-makirig procestes of ;the institution.. Even powerless
. -.

.
.

.

,:- .

:)clients such aysCheolchildren usually have protectors,- such as parents, who.

%i 1 ..
, ,". .

.. demand a-voice in the.operatioh o the-organizatiop.,:in higher educat ion, .
. - . .

-1 , . A . . .. .
.

of course, the clients are quite capable of speaking, for themselves-and
.

e .)
A t o

.
'A ''they/often do. ,

e
t".1

Problematic Technology

r

le

Because they serve clients with disparate, Cemplicated,neZaS:client-
,

serving organizations frequently have problem tic techdologies. A menu:

factoring ,organization develops a specific technology that can be segmented

A

aqd routinized. Unskilled, semiskilled, and hite collar worker:- can be
. % t 1. w

, productively used without relying heavily on professional expertise, But

,,pit is..hard to construct a simple- technology -fortechnology for an Organization dealing
-.0 ,

.
, , . .

.

-with4fople.-' Serving-clients is -difficult to-Lad'comp-righ, addtlfe-fegiiits

J[.

)
s . .

,
-Are-diffictilt Eo evaluate, especially on a short-term basis. The entire,

o ,

4

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

into.imall, routine, and technical segments. If at- times colleges and

uni'ver'sities de not know Clearly what they are trying to do, they often do
.

not know -how to do iteither.

Professionalism

Howdoes An. organization work when its goals are unclear, its service

is directed to clients, and its technology is problematic? Most organizations

10

4
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.
. .

. ''?'

I

./ t
"

" s t 1.

. attempt to deal with these problems by hiring expdttly trained professiongs. -.
... ...

# ' 11
. ' . . .. . .:

. 1 Hospitels require, doctors `and.ntirges, social ,.welfare agencies 'pre social
-..

.

. 0,.
. ,,,..

. .. .

.. ' ' ;workers, public schools iltre teachers, .and 'tolldges and universities_ hire -,..

T ' . , ' 4 ' . , .0 I
s

. -fculty Members. These hig tfained professionals use a brded repertoir ,

..

----f---
--- .

.;--
...

, of skills to deal witWthe complex and tften'unpredictable problems of
' '' .-,'

,.er.- . ...,

.
, . .

.
.. , .

clients. Ifttead of subdividing a complicated "taskask into'a routine st-ot. .,t

.'
, ; . l , .,. t

. , - ss . .
`procedures, Professional Oork requires that a b;oadrange-of*,tpsks be peE.-,'

_ - "
,I, .

.

.
"( .;

. . . . .
formed by a single profesional

,

m .,ploYee. - .

, .
t :

. 4 ' ' . 0, .
. 's

S ,

4.`

a

r

'Sociologists have made a numbey of important general observatiods.about
\ - ,: ' * 4/, . ..

.,
professional employees,

.

1.4herever ,they may,twol.k!, .

#e ,
.s ...

1. Professionals demand aUtonomy in their work
.

and freedom from ,

supervision; having acquired ,considerable skill and.exPertise
in their field fthe§.demdnd fi'eedom in- applying them. 3

2. Professionals have divided.loyaltiAl; they have "cosmopolitan
tendencies and their loyalty, to theiripfers abt the'pational
level may sometimes interfere-with thei.:Ilocall tendencies to
be dedicated employees of their local! organizatic4. 2 .

:..
.

.
, .. -

3. There are strong tensions between professional values, ada bureau,
cratic expectations_in an organiZation ;that can infellsify conflict
between professional employees ,and organitational managers:

1
.. ---

%...... -'
4. Professionals demand peer evaluation- of their

,

work; they believe
that only their Colleagues can judge their performance, and they
reject the evaluations of otherk, even those who are eedinically
their' superiors in the organizational hierrchy.,

4

- ..
All of these characteristics undercut the traditional, norms of aAeaucracy,.

rejecting its hierarchy, control structure, and management procedures. As a

.
consequence, we can expect,a distinct management style in a professional

organization,
0 .

4
Flnally, colleges and universities tend to have fragmented professional

staffs. In some organizations there is one dominant professionl group; eOr

V.
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.

. .
.:

.

cv .

,. ..- p . . -

1 .

The-governance 'processes of academic_Riganizattons are strongly influ-
. . . , . . '' C C

0
,-. t

T1
,

enced by/ the fragmented professionalism characteristicsof theffi. -,In fact,

' .
- . ,

. .,

this is one of :the. dominant featuiesiof academic: Organizatidds, and,ir
\

,., .
,

N,..

juspies vieWing the facility as critical tothedecis'Aon-mpkig procesa,N,
. -

. . . ....
r' C

4,

I-

4

V

.(

example, doctors

the professionAr

4-,

.
s.

are the;,dominant..srodp in hpspitals. In other orgaizations
.

-;;'"
..

.

stiff is fragmented into subgroups, none..of-which ptedominates;

.

the facult y in a un ir v ers ty rov es a/clear.exampla. Burton -R.
.
Cla.rk com-.

ents on the fragmented p Ofe:sionalitm in academic ofganiiaTio-a.
,..c.

. i

. .
. '0 , ,. .

.
;

' Th internal7controls ,of f the medical profession.are strong and e

ar ilbseltuted for .those 6f the organization.' But in the cgllege,.
or univvisit4 this situation does not obtaini tilere are.12,-25, or

54'ClAstets of experts. The expefts are prone to identify with

0if

their oill dicciPlines* arid. the. " academic procession" over -all
, . Kt 1 ,

comes Off a pogt'second. We have wheels,within wheels, many-profes-
;

' sions withlit a.professioll. -,kto one of the dItciplines on a gamp4s4 ''.
3 -,. -\.

.1.s likely `to dominatethe others. The campusNis not a.closely-
..

knit group of,professionals, who sed, the world'frTom-one pErspective.,
As a.colleccrnn of professionals, It is.decentralized,Lloose, and..

flabby. -
3,

.

4,..
.

I. ,

* \-;(c - * ..
.

The principle.ia this: whete professional influence/S, high and
there 1,s one dominant professional group,, they orsanizat.icn will 4

be integrated-by the imposition of professional atandarda...Where-
profe4sional influerice'is high.and-.there are'b.numbet Of profes-1

sional groups, .the organizaticin will bdaplit.By-professionaiitm.
The university and the'large college are ffaltured expettriess;

not unified :by it., The sheer variety-oxperes.s4pports the- ''.

tendency tor.authorityto diffuse towardauasi-autohOmous clusters.' . '

1Clark,"163, pp l 17, 51.1 0,

.

es we have done throughobt our research In
.

the,Stanford Pro3ect\on Acedemit.

.
- -

,
. ( .'

.
.

. . .
Governance. .

.
.

-
.

1
.

,,.

.
z.

,

Environmental Vulnerability

.

Another characteristic that se ts colleges and.nniversities'ipart from

, many other complex organizations is environmental vulnerability. lmost

s .

7

'12 %
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:

organizatiOns interact with their enyironment to some extent. Bu.

though
,
no o rganization is completely autonomous, some have considerably

greater freedom of actionthan others. The degree of autonomy an organization

has its, 'environment is one of 'the critical determinantS of how it
e

.- I e , . :"--,4 '
will bye

4 SI.:
..

is

"For. example, n a- tree marketCeconomy business firms and industries
. *. '.

. .

hala-substantlats legree of autonomy. Although they are regulated by.count-
.

4 . ,
gf

. ...- : ,.f., .

less govel.nment;a'gencies and, constrained by their customers, essentially thdy
1.

\ .'
1P..b'

4

:rare fife agents responsive to market demands rather than to government con-
. N

*etrot.. 4 the other extreme, a number of organizations are virtually "captured"

'
(

by their environments. Public school districts, for example, are constantly
0

, 1 1
,

. . .

scrutinized and pressuiedby the communities they serve.
. .

. :
. . ,

Collegels and universities.are somewhere in the middle on a continuum
1

"independent",to "captured:,"In many respec ts they.are insulated from

1.

their environmentr.but recently powerful sternal forces have been applied

,
to academic institution 4, Interest groups holding Conflicting ya-lues have

A-
made their wishes, demands, and threats well kpown to the administrations

and factittfe'S of academic orgahieations in the 19701s1

c'
.6 .f

.44hat impact does enviroffrgrital 'pressure _thehave on the governance of
.... . .

e

colleges and universities? When.professional organizations are Well
,

insulated,

from the pressures of the outside enAronffent, ..hen' professional values, RorMs,

.45.110 Work definitions ,pray a dominant role in shaping the character of the'
. .

.... . -

organization/- On the other hand, when strong external pressure is applied
. i

A to colleges and universities, the operating autonomy of the academic profes-
, .... 1

.
.

:Sionals is ser/ouslv reduced; the faculty and administrators lose control
i

over the curriculum, 'the goals, and the daily operation of the institution.

p . -,) .
4 ,., c ' I^. 13.

't . :.. .

40
0
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)
Under these circumstances, indeed, academic professionals are frequently

. . , ,
,

.
. t 0

,a ,,

reduced to the role of hired employees dofng the bidding of:bureaucratic
. .

'.
-

managers. i
.

. oi (..,,

Although colleges and universities are not entirely caprqed by their-,

.- Nk
4 s

environments, they are sc dily los3ng ground. As their vulnerability in--
.. .

. r .
.

'
. , . .

creases, their governance patterns change significantly.
/ .

. 0
. .

/
,- ,, - 0

, A Summary Term: l'Organized
,z
Anarchy

/-
. ..

/ . i, .-

//
,.......

To summarize, academic organizations have several unique organizational
I

. ,...?

.

characteristics., They have ambiguous goals that are often conteated.:

C ..- -
,.

-_. ,

They serve cltients_who -dethand a,voice inrhe decision-makink,process. They

r'''.

.
r

0
4%

hal.re. a problematic.technologr, tor in order to serVe clienrs their technology

/0.-

-

must be holistid and adaptable to,individual needs. They are':Professionalized

1
',organizations in-which professional employees demand a -large measure of con-

L:
,

-trol over institutional decision OtOcesses. hnally, they are becoming more

and more villiierabie to theii environments.'

c- The character of such a complex :organizational system is not saris-
-

factoril% conveyed b: standard ferm bureaucracy. :Bureaucracy" carries -

the connotation of stability or even tigidir; academic organizations seem

more fluid. "Bureaucracy" implies distinct lines of authority and strict

c4>
hierafthical command; academic organizations have blurred lides of authority

and professional employees who demand authnomy in .-heir work. "Bureaucracy"-
suggests a cohesive organization with clear goals; academic organizations

.

are characteristically frpgmented with ambiguous and contested goals. The

term bureaucracy does adequately describe certain aspects of colleges and

universities,SUch as business administration, plant management, capital

14

I
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:a,

outlay, and auxilliary sprvices. But the prec'esses at the heat of'an

_hcademic organizationacademic pol14-malylng and pt'OfesSional tehc4ng and

research -- db not resemble A procsses "one finds in a bureauctacy. Table 1'

i 4-
Summarizes the-differences betk4pen the twolypes of organizatibns.

.

r.4

TABLE.1.

Organizational Characteristics of Acddemic Organization }.
and More Traditjoal Bureaucracies

Academic orgatiizItiQns
(colleges'and Traditional baureaucrpcies

universities) .(gbvt. agency, induS:try)

, i, :

, ..

Ambiguous, CIeaYer goals,

contested, - less-disagreement

inconsistent ,

,
l

.
1.

3 .. /)
.i

.

Client service _Client-serving Material-processing,
commercial "

t., .

innon-rout e,

Technology' . Unclear,

holistic

Staffing

Environmental
relation

Predominantly
professional

Very vulnerable

. t.

Clearer,

.routinized,
segmentgd

Predominantly
nonprofessional

Less vulnerable

Summary- "image "Organized anarchy" "Bureaucracy"

;

/
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Perhaps a better term for academic organizations has been suggested by
,

David-Cohen and James G. March in-the Crnegie series book Leadership.afid
.1

Ambiguity: The American College ?resident. Thew escribe the academic

organization as an "organized ,anarchy "; - -a system with little central co-

ordination.ot control:
.

4

a university anarchy each individual .in the .university is

seen as making autonomous decisions. Teachers decide When,

aria what to'teadh: Students decide-if, when; -and what to learn.

.1)egislatort-andlionots decide if, when, and -What to su'Opoit

Neither coordination-. . .'nor-con rol lisl ptaCticed: Tetourcet

arp 1alocaeddhy whatever prOcess, emerges -but without t-eXplicit
4

accommodation andwithout explic.t reference to. some superordidate

goal. The "decisions "-orthe system ate'a consequence produced
by the system butintended-by no-one and decisively controlled by
no one. fCohenand' March, 104,_ pp. 33-34,]

The organized anarchy differs radically. from the well-organized bureau-

:Crecy or the consensusAound collegium.- It is an organization in which

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

ordination by a central authority; _leaders are relatively Weak and decisions

are made by individual action. Siace the organization's goals are ambiguous,

decisions are often by-products of unintended and unplanned activity. In

such fluid circumstances, presidents and other institutional leaders serve

primarily as catalysts,or facilitators of a6 on-going process. They do not

so much lead the institution es channel ,itt activities in subtle ways. They

d nnot-command, but negotiati. They do not plan comprehensively, but try fto

apply pre=existing solutionp to problems: I,.

Decisions are not so much "made" as they "happen"; problems, choices,

and.decision makers happen to come together in tempo'rary solutions. C hen

or

I
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O

and Match have described decision processes in an organized anarchy as

.

sets 'of procedutes through whiciArganizational participants,
arrive at an interpretation of what,they are aoing.aud what they
have done while theyate'doing FrOm this point of view an
organization is a collection of choices looking for problems,
issues =and feelings looking for decision situations in which they.

might be aired, solutions looking for issues Dor vhieh they
-might hte the answer, and-decision makers looking foryork.
[Cohen and Match,. 1974, p. 81".]

.,

.
.

.

The fmagery.of.grganized anarchy helps capture the s. pirithof the con

.

.

/ .
.

fused- organizationel,dynamics in academic institutions: unclear goals,
\ ,, -. . ,

,

unclear technologies, and erivironmental,61nerability.

Ve

.,
..

. .

.Some may regard,"dtganized anarchy": as an exaggrated terr.);, suggesting

ks,;., 4 b.

more confusion and conflict than there really arein.academic orghralationS.

This may be legitimate driaoism. The term may also carry negative son
t"Yor .

. -,-
.

notations to those unaware that it applies to specific grganizationhl

n -- t

characteristics rather than to the entire campbs community. NeveNtf;eIss,
.

"organized anarchy" has some strong points in its favor. It breaks through
.

.

.

oftenthe:.etaditional formality that often surrounds cikus'sions of decision
. . .

--..'-'
.

looser,
, - .

, making, challenges our existing conceptions* and siiggestv a looset, mere
. ..

-4

- -. m 1 ...,, i` . .

. t i

fluid kind of organization than "bureauczacy
n

does. FoftHeSe reasons we ..organization

will join Cohen and March in using "organized anarchy",to summarize sorA ,

1 .
.

.

of the, unique organizational chatacteriStics of colleges and universities:
.

(1) unclear goals, (2) Client service, (3) unclear technology-, (4) piofes,
1 '.,

'''' A

sionalism, and., (5) environmental vulnerability.
'

w

C

a

.,
-

a L.

. 1' * V(1 : .

Our liSt of characteristics of an organiOd anarchy extends COhen and
,

March's, which contains (1) and (3), plus a characceriStic'callea 'fluid (2
. ..

.

/ e

participation." '.., . ) 4 ) .

l:

1 s '
0' 4I

i 1

/
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Models of AEademic Governance

,

- --; ,,; ,

AdmiVistrators, organization thedtisk and students t professors
.. ., ,..',..

.

concerned with academic governance haveSqought to summaiiz tne .:!ssAlce of
. ---,. , ,

t

7-!:

a comply dedisioh process as'a'collegial system; bureaucratid lieu/Ore.,
. .

4.

; ;,
.

.

\k.1 political activity, or :participatory democrIcy. Such models organize thet. . . . .
.

.,way :we perceive the process,: determine hoW we analyze it, and help deter-
; ...

6 A .

. mine our actions./ If we regard a systeln as political,.:tgdn we form co7

! . .

.

aritions to. re'sspre decision makers.
If we regard it as collegial, then

titie

we

,-

,

e seek twipe uade
4

people bk.appealing to reason. Ii .w e regard

bureauctatic,-then ve-use legalistic maneuvers to-gain ournds.
ta...*;

,.4
n' . e

In `the p t few years, as tesearch on higher education has

. .

models for aca49mic gover a ce have also proliferated. Three ,into
o

it as
VI'

increased,

dels have

'received widespreid aAntiOn, more or less domidating,the:ethinkingOf
.

people whE
.

study gcademlc governance. We will examine brieflv each
, .

these models in turn.
,

4) 'the bureauciady, (2) the collegium, and (3)
.

,
.

I .

. , f

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

.
, , .

. ' ', F

and they can be upd jointly eto examine slightly different aspects of the

, ,

,
, t . -

governance prqcess.

,

The Academic Bureaucracy

3

k

'One-of the Most influential descriptions of complex organiiagons is

Max Weber's monumental work on bureaucracies'(Weber, 1947). Weber discussed

the characteristics of bureaucracies that distinguish them from less formal
m", i

*,
e .

c. work organizations. In skeleton fdtm he sdigested that bureauctaCies are
.. \ .

; networks of social groups dedicated to liMited goals and organized for

a
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.

maximum effi6iency...iMoreover, the regulation of a bureaucratic system is

based on .6e principle of "legal rationality," as contrasted with informal
s j -67 ,r% . s

4
regulation based on friendship, loyalty to family, or:personal allegiance

x ,

. 'to.a charismatic leader. The hierarchical structure is held'together by

formal,chains of command,And systems of communication. The bureaucracy as

.

Webet described. it includes s4?.ch elements as tenure, appointment to office,

salaries as a rational fofm of pgyment, and competency as the bAsisof

.,.
.,. 0

promotion. -1= 1
\

% .

.

Bureaucr4tic Characteristics of Colleges and Universities. Se;erar
4 !. A ,

, 1

a u thors h ave suggested t hat university govern,;,-ante may be more fully under-

-
I ,

f

- .

.0
,

stood by applyinZ etgeburaucraticmodel.. For example, Herbert Stroup (1966)
, .

...:84
r i

has pointed oui',some characteristics of colleges and universities that fit
. = .

;
Weber's original descrilAlon.of A bureaucracy. They include the following:',

: . , Jr,1 , 4 I ___,1 , .,

, ;
,

. .

--, 1. Competence is the-criterion used for appointment.
A

.
. .

1.
..8: ,

,-- 2. Dfficials are appointed, nog elected:
. .. ,.

3. Salaries' are fixed And'pald directly,by,the organization, rather
than 44terminea in "free-fee style, --.

--- «
4

4. Rank is recognized and respected.

5.' The career is..excldsive; no other work is done.

6. The style
i

of life of the organization's members centers on the
,organization.

7. Security is present in a tenureasystem

8. Personal and Organizational property are separated.

Stroup is undoubtedly correct that. Weber's paradigm can be applied to

universities, andmost observers are well aware of the bureaucratic factors,

involved'in university administration. Among the more prominent are the

following.

a
U
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,

qt

'

4.0 '
w 1 1 ' */ ' .owit % ,V V -

: ,*

1: Ite universUy'is a. complex, orgnizat4pn under state'.61Arter, I.*;

like most other bureducrecies: This Aeminily.tbnocent%faCt has.

. major. Conseqbences, espaialj..y.A tat increasingly geek.tb' 11

. exercise control. ' : . Irl. ' '
.

,r .. : b r 1

0 I . t .. : 4-..i Y
,

. The university has a formal-hieraraby, with offictS anT,A setof

1
1 b, ylaWethat specify the relations between hose office's. 'Profe's2 '

4,.
offices.

%

sors, instructors; and reseTh assittalts may be considered.
.

bureducEatIc officers'df the sseme.sense as
4'

dgans',.chancelIors-, 40
' ts 1 el y

, - presidents. , act, 7 -
, . 0 t

. .
- .

3. Tbere,dre formal channels ;of communication that must be 'respected.
, , ,

S.

'

i
.-_

4. There 6definite bureaucratic authority relations, with certain: 3

officials exercising authority over others.. Ina-- university the ',
: '

authetqty relations are often vagtie and shifting, ,but no-one wcitild.4
. -

..

*, ,' . deny that' they-exist. .0: .,
.

-,) . .. % . :
.

. ..,
75.there are formal policieS-and rules that govern-much of the.in- 1

.
.0 .

s, stitution's'work, such ATlibrary regulations,,tudgetary!guiddlines,
_ .

1
il

And-procedures of the univ4rsity,senate.
- = '

. '

. ..
,
*

.
.

,

c . ,4,
-

6. The bureaucratic eleMents of the university are-most.viVidly ,
'")

.,
Apparent in its "people-procisSinK Aspeetsv

multitude-of
keeping,

, i,registraflon, graduation reqUirements, and-a multitude-of,:bther .4

- ::. .routine. day-to-day ACtiVItiesedesigned to help the itodernunir-

.

r :" varsity handle its masses df atuaehtS:
,,s

a,

4,*...

c
, . . , I.

.
.17 $

7% Bureaucratic de4cisionrmaking pnceaseS are used, most often by
.

v.
i

Officials assigned the responsibiliiy-for making routine deCisions

, . by, the formal administrative struatute.: ExampleS are admissions .

procedures, hAn4ltii by 'the dean--of aamissions;-proCedures for
t , .

, -graduation, routinely administered desgnated officials; ,. (

research policies, supervised by specified officiAlS; and financial
A - matters, dsualiy4handled in a bureaucratic manner by the finance

) -:" office. I .

: .

Weaknesses in the BUrdaucr Model. In many ways the bureaucratic'
...

.

'model falls short of encompaSsing universiey governance, especially if one

is priMArily concerned With deci5ion-making processes. First, the, bureau-

t.

\
. ,.

..,

dKatit- model tells ds. much about authority--that is, legitimate, formalized
,

ppwerr-b not much about nonformal ,ty'pes of poper And.,influence,; such as

. .1 .
..

. ,

,tie force of threats or mass movements,*expertise, and appeals to emotion
,4 \.z.... .1 .

*
,

.
t

.and sentiment. SecOnd. it expl4nS much about the organization's formal
, s A

1
Os

4.4
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a
structure but little about the dynamic processes that characterize the

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

ticulpr tune, but it does not explain'changes over tim. Finally, it ex-
.

plains how policids may be carried out most efficiently, but it says littre

.about th critical process by which policy is established. also ignores

political issues, suchas the struggles of various interest groups within

t

e

the university.
..

Is .,. c ss -
..

'

1

i
University jun i.

s
. s
%..

.
.t.'4,

,i.
-.

,. .Manx,weiters have rejecte4 the bureaucratic model of .the university
.

1

..,

.4(
'

.

and s9ught to replace it withthe model of the collegium or "community of

scholars. WbeN this lit rature is cloSely.examined, there seem to be at

' .

4. least Wree different phreadS running through it.
\

' w :

A Description of Colleial* Decision Making: -Those who 'take' this s

,

approach argue that academic decision makiLa should not be like the * 9

.. 1 . \ ,
1 -

hierarchical process' in a bureaucrady; instead, .there\should. be full par-
1 1

1 ..

'ticipation of the academiC Communfty,'espetially the faculty. Under this
f r

concept the community of scholars' would administer its own affairs, and'
t

bureaucratic officidls would have little inflelence. (See GoodmAn, 1962.)

John Millett, one of OA foremost proponents of this model, has succinctly

stated- this view!:,,

I have. already expresSed mrown point of view in so far as the
organization of a college.or university is concerned. I o not
believe that the concept. of hierarchysis a realistic reptesenta-
tion'of the interpersonalrelationships which exist within a
college or university. Nor -do I believe that a structure of
hierarchy is a desirable prescription ;for the organization of a
college or university. .

=
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f-
I wou ld argue that there is another concept of organization 'i,

., jtst as valuable a-s a 'ii4d1 of analysis' and even more useful as ts
.generalized obsekvation of gtoupand interpersonal behavior: This
is the concept Of commurtity - ,. , .

. 1
V .

t The cencepig7of community, presupposes. an- organization in which
. , . ,

functions ate.idifferentiated' a'nd. in whicb 'Specializatii'r. must he' '
brought. together, or coordination, if you will, iS'aphieved not "
thrbulh,a -structure ;of ,superordina,tion and subordination of per-

, ' sons' and groups buf through-za dynamic.ofcenis. [Mille t t ,
-

I9(.2.. pr. 234-3.5.]
.

. . .
n-. s` ,' 4

: . N,. . .
00:34? -a igew mail lioberalarts ,colleges actually exist as examples of Stich.

&,..
;0,.' '

"round" table' demoCratic isnsti,tutiOrre.
. ...

<q a

A Discueslion of the ,Faculty's ebfessional Authority,. Talcott Parsons
. .

- ,.. .

.(1947) was One of *the iir§t,, to "deli' attention to the difference between-.' ..,, ., ..
'',3

"official competence,," deriVed from,6ne's -Office. in "astbureaucracy', ancl.'- i ,)
.

, . -!t ° is
, ,,,.

"technical Competence," derived from onitS'ability to perform a given task: ..".114
:-

6. -
I ,'

4. '1 )
4

ve144: \,
4 ..1 4

Parsons concentrated on the sechitical* competence Of- the physician,. but. 2jIn
r. '.,

14 s <
4' ; y, s. ..- AP

others have extended* 6is %logic
,S. to other' professionals whOse authoiity 'is

,r-0. _ . . -,4 .
r ai 1..4s

2

.
i . .

based,pn what they. know and can do rather an oh thear,'Official position.-
.

.

ra

are the scieihist in.industrY, the military advisor, the- ,, a

.3.

1

. , ..
Some examples

I -4. I ..
` 4 .'

1 c; expert in government, the phy sician -in the tospital, and...the professor in
1 , :

rt

.
the university.

10,

The rature on professionelistn. strongly supports the argument, for
. -a

- - "
_collegial organizAitins-for it

*
emphasizes the professional's ability to

....,
. : .

: A

make his own da64.stins and his,,,need for .. freedom from organizational re-
4 . .

4
.

straints. Consequently,..the pollegium is seen as the Most e usonable1...or, .

3 i
method of organizinethe' university. Parsons, for example, notes .(p. 60).

, ' .

that when professional4 are organized in a, bureatcrac3,, ",t1.ere ae 'strong
.

tendenceies for them to aevelop a different. sort 6f structure' from that
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c r
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. ''. . .4
characteristic of, the adlinislrat ive hiprarc4,.of bureaucracy. Instead

....
.' .0

.9
'. .

t tN C

-a rigiChigratchy orstatus and 'authority there tends to be what is
t. ;.

. ..' ..

4 '-' roughly, .iii fOrmd-''status, a company of equals.'!
1

' . ' "1
* 3.'

1.

\* -
.

,

r-

A Ut'opan Pres tiOn'for Operating ehe Educational System. In recent-

=
C

. ,

years,there has been growing discontent wittour imperson14.contempoLary
4

society, wl)ich is exem life d rill the dultiversitAy,' with its thousLildP of

students and it huge, bureaucracy 'Thi student revolts of,the 1960's and
.

,

N a
. c.

1

1
v. perhaps even theyidesmad apobv

,\

of ,the ;97,9's are symptoms of deeply felt
-. . # ,

.

Nfilienation between stltddints and massive educational establishments. The
. , e: ` 1 .. .1,,.. A I

''''S
1 a s

discontent and anxiety this alienation%has produced ard aptly expressed in

' 141. ' I: *
0

V

-the' now-.4. fam6u4s-sidn worn by a ierkeley student: "I am.a human being--do not
) . . ./ i .

. N

fold, prpindl,e, or .mutilSte." ;
% . e

. -..

As ak alt ernative to this impArsO61, bureaucratized edUcational system,
1

1..

4

= A, : 1- , .

many critics afe c:alling,fier.a. return t& the "academic community," which in.
.-t.

their conceptiori would offer personal attention, humane education, and
A 4.

' "relevant

A
confrontation * with life.;,' -Paul Goodman's Community of Scholars

., t* 4.*

.
(19.62).apg§als 49, many who seek tb reform the univers4y, citing the-need for .

. .AA " '' - - ,,.

t N
A4 .

. more personal interaction been facultyandistudenv; far mgre ..elevant
. .A

. courses, and for educational innovaticns to bring the student into existen-
.:

.... \
I'

iCtIal dialogue with the, subject matter of his'discipline:. The number of

articles on thii s ubject,
I

in
;
b eth the Massemedia 'and -t=he h ofes

io
na%

l journals,
4 I 2

is astonishingly large. Indeedl,this concepMf the collegibi academic
...,-. -,

'community is, now widely proposed as *Ile answer-to,theimpersonalA.ty and .
..-

.

tf. 4.
.

. .
.

meaninglessness of today's large tpult*ersity. Thus
,

co cefved, the collegial

-.4.4
* '

.

. ...

model functipns more as a revolutionary ideology and a utopian projection

than a descrilltion of eCtual-governancd processes'at any university.

-t et

i

0 =
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-> Weaknesses in' the Collegial Model. The th ree thefies incorporated in

theicklegial model--decii,ion making by consensus, the.professional authority

of fatulty members, and the call for,more humane education- -are all legitimate

Re.

and appealing. Few would deny that our universities would be more truly

centers of learning if*wecould somehpw implement these objectives. There

is.a misleading simplicity about thd collegial model,' however, that glosses

overmany realities of a complex university.

FOr one thibg one descriptive and normative enterprises are often

t
confused. In the- literature dealing with the collegial model it is-often

difficult to tell whether a 'writer is saying that the university is a col-
.

legium or that it aught to be a collegium. Frequently discussions of the

collegium are more a lament for paradise lost than a description of present

. reality. Indeed, the collegial image of round-table decision making is not

an accurate description of the processes inmost institutions, as data in

"'"
later papers will clearly show. Although at the department level there are

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

exists only in some aspects of the committee system. Of course, the pro-

rr

ponents maybe advocating a collegial model as a desirable goal or reform

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

actual workings of universities.

In addition, the collegial model fails to deal adequately with the

problem of conflict. When Millett emphasizes th "dynamic of consensus," he

, neglects_the prolonged batt es that Trecede_conSensus, as well as 4ecisions

/ t

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

of the collegial. model are correct in declating that simple bureaucratic

rule making is not the essence of decision making, but in making this point
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al

. ,
they take the equally indefensible position that major decisions are reached

,

primatili by consensus. _Neither extreme is correct, for decisions deb rarely

made by either bureaucratic fiat or simple consensus.

s

The University as a Political-System a

In POwer and Conflict-irr the University (1971) Baldridge proposed a
.

1

political model of university governante- Although the other wajor mdels
_

of governarice--the collegial and the bureaucratic - -have valuable insights.

to offer, we believe that further can be gained fray-this political

model, which not only accommodates bureaucratic elements and the dynamics;

.

of consensus but also grapples with the power,playst, conflict, and raigh-and-
.

tumble politics to be found in many academic institutions.

Basic Assumptions of a.Political Model. The political model assumes

that complex organizations can be_studied as miniature political systems,
-.

with interest group dynamics an d conflicts similar to those in. cities, sties
z

4

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

f

which center on the policy- forming processes. Policy formation was selected

as the focal point because major policies Commit an organization to definite .

goals and set the strategigs for reaching those goals. Polic y decisiOn's are

'
4

-critical decisions; they have a major impact on an organization '- ~future.tuture.

\
Of course, in any practical situation it -may be difficult toeseparata the

. . .
,

- .

__routine from the critical, or issues that seem pinoriat
.

one point, may
t-,1 . r

later be decisive, or vice versa. En general, however, policy decisions .

,;' 1- I .
bind an organilation to important courses pf action.

t

Since policies are seimportant, people throughout an organization try

to influence them Co reflect their own interests and values. Policy making

flt

Y

A

4
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..
becomesital target of, interest gropp activi6 that permeates the organi-

organization'iationN Owing tOits. central importance, ,then, ;the ath'eorist

may select policy-formation as 'the,key.for.studying arganii/tional conflict

.

- and, change, just as the paliticay'scientlgt.ofgen selects' acts-

' as the focalAboint for hnalysis of a state's political processes: 141.6
.

.,,
_
i .

,

policy formdtion as
.

series
-,

icy ts ey issue, the model a
.
i k P h political dl. soh

.

Of assumptions, about the ivoliiitaproCess
.

....
. n) .... 1

e;^..
'A ,

1. 'To say'thAt'policy makingois a political process is not to say.
.

:, . --

, AV
- that-everyone iS,involved',,,Op the contrary, inactivityprevairs. Most.

...

people most,ef the time find the policy-making process an uninfere6ting, %
,

' ../
.

' .-
.

unrew-rding activity; policy making it/ther efore left to the administrators
V

This gs;..characteridtic not oply of policy making, in universities but of
. .

.. Voters
- ,political

.

prgcesses in.society at large. Ve do not vote; citizens do

.:-,--
,

.

.rot attend city council meetings;Tarents often perpitcschool'hoa rdst,o db

what they please. By and large, decisioris that may havea,profo und effect

on our society are made 6y swill group's ,of eliteg:

4

2.;,tven people who are active engage in fluid participation: they.,

& '
' 4

.
move in and out, the decidion-maglg,prOcess. Rarely y , do people spend

x , . .

. . .
.

' much time on any given issue; decisions, thereforeAre usually made by' thode
A

sz' 0

$ D

0

" who persidt. THis normally means thdtsmall groups of political elites ,-

. .-

govern most major decisions,-for'theyilinvest the necessary time in the'
.---.

J

e
process.

C ,

3. Colleges and universities, like most other social organizations, are
. . ,.- . ,

, .,
. ..

characterized by, frazmencation into interest groups witbAfferen goals and
1 '

/ . . ts.' . e'f-
. '1

v3ltes...Mhen Resources are plentiful and the organization is prospering,

;
,,

.
,); ,

G7 , .

these %interest groups engage in
-

minimal: conflict:, But' when resources

Y
-, .

-.

.

, ,

2 6
t

$
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A

,. .
. .

ire tight, outside pressure groups attack,or'internal groups try. to

assume c9mmand, they, are likely.to mobilize andtry.to influence decisions..,
71

4. In a frag mentednamiC,sodial system conflict is natural; it is
.

t

ti

not necessarily a symptom ofrbreakdown in the academic community. In fact,

'conflict is a significant faCtOr'in promoting healthyorganiiational change.
,

t- ;

5. The pressurertWat groups cad-exert'places severe limitations

on formal authority in the bureaucratic sense. Decisions are not simply
, =

s
bureaucratic orders but are, often negotilated,c 'mpromises between competing

p

,.

groups.' effrcials are not free simply to issue a.decision; instead they
,'"

/..,

-'"--

must attemptto find a-viable couise acceptabie.to several powerful blocs.
. .

.s s

6. External interest groups exert a strong influence-over the policy-

'
, /

'.. -
.

.

/ .

making process. Extefhal pressures and formal
.

control by outside agencies--

e
especially in public instituEions:-are powerful shapers of internal governance

processes..

' The Political Decision Model Versusthe Rational Decision Model. Often6.

-the bureaucratic model of'organilational structure is accompanied by a
F. .1'..

. . .

rational model of decision making. It is usually assumed, in a bureau-

cracy the, structure is hierarchical and well organized, and that decAionsi

`-tare made through clear-cut, predetermined steps-. Moreover, a definite,

rational approach is expected to lead to the optimal decision. Graham T.

Allison has summarized the rational decision-makingprocess as follows:

.

1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. The goals and objectives of` the agent
are translated into a "payoff" or "utility" or "preference"
function, which represents the "value" or "utility" of alternative

sets of consequence At; he outset of the decision problem the
, agent has a payoff-function which ranks allpsSsible sets of
consequences in terms of hits valuestand- object ves. Each bundle

11S.of consequences will contain a.immber of side e ects. Never- .

theless, at a minimum, the agent must be able to rank in order.
of preference each possible set of consequences that might result
from a particuIK2c;ion.

-
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2. ALTERNATIVES. The rational agent mirst choose amod; a set of

) alternatives - displayed before him im'a-Particular situation. In

decision theory these alternatives are represented as a dedision

tree. The alternative courses of action may include more than a
simple art, but the specification of a course of action must be
sufficiently precise to differentiate Att from other alternatives..

3. 'CONSEQUENCES, To each alternative is attached a set of con-

sequences or outcomes of choice'that.will-ensue if that particular

alternative is chosen. Variations are generated at-this point-by
making different assumptions about the accuracy of the decision_
maker'sqknowledge of the consequences that follow from the choice

of each alternative.

4. CHOICE. Rational choice /consists simply of selecting that
alternative' whose consequences rank highest in the decision

maker's payofffunction. tAllison;.1971, pp. 29-30'.]

C

The rational model appealS to most of-uS Who like to regard our actions

as essentially goal-directed and rational. Realistically, however, we should

. ..- .

realize that the riliiial model is more an ideal than an actual description

. ....:
'

of how people ait. In fact,
.

the confused organizational setting of the

university, political-con'straints'can undermine the force of rationality. ti

A political model of decision making requires us.to answer some new estions ,-
.

about the decision process:

The first new question posed-by the political model is why a
given decision.is made at all. ThelOrmalists have already

indicated that "recognition of e problem" is one element in the

process, but too little atienti n has -been ptid to the activities. .

' that bring a particular issue to the4orefront.' Whyeis'this
decision being:considered at-thit particular time? The political

.
model insjsts'that isqerest groups, powerfulindividuals, and
bureaucratic processes,are critical in drawing attention to some
decisions.ratherthgn,p others. ,A study of "attentidn cues" ,by

.-r .- which issues are Called to the community's attention-is a vital

. part of any analysis., .
, )

. - i . , r
1:

FSecond, a question must be raised about the right of any

peison or group*to make tve decisions. Previously thi who

4.
question was seldom raised, chiefly because the decision-liEeratLe

was developed for hierarchical organizations in which the focus of

,authority could be easily defined. Ina mIre fiksjely coordinated

.44
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sygtem however, -.we must-ask a-prior question.: Why was the legiti-
macy, to.make the decision vested in a particular person or group.?
Why is Dean_Smith making the decision instead of -Dean tones or why
is the University 'Senate-dealing 'with. the Oroblegrinstead of the
central administration? Establishing' the right of authority over=
a-decision is a political question, .subject pOWer
manipulation, and struggies4betweenihterest groups. Thies the

political model,alwayg asks 'tough. questions: Who tags the right to
4

make the decision? What are the conflict7ridden,Processes by,
which the-decision was.located.atthis pointirather than,at
ahother:r crucial_Taint_is_that_often the issue!',OT who .makes'

he decision t.as already- limited; structured, andpre-forMedihow-
it W:Al-be-mode-

.

'The-third_new"issue raised by a political interpretation On-
cerhs the deVelOptent of dowleX,decision-networa As a result:.

of the fragmentation of the university, decision making is ratel-i_
located -in one official; itste d it is dependent on the a&fice .

and authority of numerous p'-op e, Azain the importahce-of the eP

*t
committee- system is'avidentt_ t\is,necessary to understand that, .

the committee_ network is the legitimate reflection of the .* -

for profesisional influende to intermingle -with bureaucratic .

influence. The decision process, then, is taken out' of the- hand
of individuals (although there are still Many whate powerful).11'
and placed into .a network that allows-a cumulativeuildup of
expertise and advice. When.the very rife Of the organization
clustevs around expertise, decision making is likely to be diffused,
segmentalized, and-decentralized. A complexnetwork of committee-s,_-
councils, and advisory-bodies grows to handle the task Of assembling
the expertise necessary for reasonable decisions. Decision making
by the individual-bureaucrat is replaced_with decision making by
committee, council, and cabinet. Centralized decision making is
replaced with diffuse decision making. The process becomes a far-
flung network for gathering expertise from every corner of the
organization and translating it into, policy. [Baldridge, 1971, p. 190.]

The fourth new question raised by the political model concerns alternative

solutions to the problem at hand. The rational decision model suggests that *

all possible options are open and within easy reach of the decision maker.

t
A realistic appraisal of decision dynamics in most organizations, however,

suggests that by no_means are all options open. The political dynamiCs of

interest groups, the force of ext.ernal power blocs, and the opposition of

powerful professional constituencies may leave only a handful of viable

*,,o41.*'
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options. The range of alternatives is often sharply limited by political

considerations. Just as important, there is often little time and energy

available:Tor heking solution $. Although alll possible solutions should

be identified under the rational model, in the rea' world adMinistrators
A P ,

have little time to grope for solutions before their deadlines.

,) ,,,

..:4In Power andiConflitt in University Baldridge summed up the pokiticaL
4

_ r r ,

Model of decision making as follows:

First, powerful political fore -- interest grodps,-bureaucratic

officials, influential individ ls, Organiiational subunits -cause

a_given .issue to emerge from the limbo Of on-going problems and

certain "atteutieniCues" fOrcethepolitical*,FommunitY to cbnsider

the problem. ,,,Second, there is-a struggle over locating the cue- .

vision with a Particular PerSen.cr,groUp, for the ideation of the

rightto make the decision often:determines the outcome. Third,

decisions are usually."preformee to a-great extent by the time

one person or 06'4 is given the legitimacy to make the decision;

not all cptions are open and:. -then choices have been severely ,

'limited- by-the previous conflicts. Fourth, such-political 6t.r.ug-,

' gles are more likely to occur in reference to "critical" decisions

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

is developed to gather the-necessary information 'aind:supply the

critical expertiSe., SiXth, during the process of making the

decision political controversy is likely to continue and com-

promises,4eals,and Plain head cracking are often necessary to ...,

get any decision made. Finally_.; the controversy is-not/ likely

to endeasily. In. fact; it is difficult even t6 know-when a ,

decision-is made, for the political processes have a habit of.

unmaking, confusing, and muddlin&whetever,a'greements. are hammered
.

out. . t . /

.
.N,

This may be a better way of grappling, with the ,complexity
that surrounds decision processes within aloosely coordinated,.

fragmented politsisal system. The 'formal decision models seem to

have been asking very limited questions about the decision process

-, and more insight can be ained by asking a re1.7,e of political

-questions: Thus the deci ion model that edefges fromthe uni-

versity's politiial dynamict is morkopen, more dependent on

conflict and political action'. It is npt so systematic or for-.

ma1istic as mosF decision theory, but it.is probably closer to

the truth. Teftsion making,, then, is not an isolated-technique

. but another critical proce$s that must be integtatedAnto a

larger political image. [Baldridge, 1971, pp. 191-92.]

30
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A Politioal Andisis of the Decision,Process. As Baldridge described

A ,it in Po4er and Conflict in the University, the pOlitical model.offers an

analytical scheme to describe and map the political events surrounding

individual decisions., The organization theorist examining academic policy

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

influences the decision, processes, how political pressures are brought to
4

bear an decision makers, how decisions are forged tut of the conflict, and

how formulated.policies are implemented. Thus,,aSTigure I shows, the

political model has five points of analysis.

1. Social context. Academic organizations are splintered into social

groups with basically different life'stYlea and political interests. Indeed-,

/

academic or6nizations have particularly Pluralistit social systems because

both internal and external groups may apply pressure in- different directions

according to ,their own special in.terests. Many of the conflicts on Ina-
,

versity campuSes have pheit roots ii. the- complexity of the ,academic Social /..

context and in the diverse goals and values held by-the various groups.

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

4

and conflicts it generates are leenlyifelt by decision_ makers.,

2, Interest:articulation. The articulation of interests is a.fUnda-

mental part of an iTrest group's attempts to influence decision-inaking-
.

How does a group exert pressure, what threats or promises can it make, and

how does it translate its/desires into political ca pital?

3. 1..LIBIllatilre transformation. Legislative bodies respond to pressures;

transforming conflicting interests into 'politically feasible P olicy. In the

Pro,?.ss negotiations dre ,undertaken, 'compromises are forged, and rewards are

divided. Committees ivileet, commissions report, negotlatori bargain, and

1

31'



-
-
-
>

O

A
."

S
o
c
i
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
e
x
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
s

W
h
a
t
 
a
r
e
 
t
h
e

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s

w
h
i
c
h
 
p
r
o
m
o
t
e
:
 
t
h
e

f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

,

d
i
v
e
r
g
e
n
t
 
v
a
l
u
e
s

a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

g
r
o
u
p
s
?

I
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

A
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

.

H
d
w
.
d
o
 
t
h
e

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
s

b
r
i
n
g
 
p
r
e
s
s
u
r
e

t
o
 
b
e
a
r
?
'

3

,
L
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e

T
r
a
n
s
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

H
o
w
 
a
r
e
 
t
h
e

m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

p
r
e
s
s
u
r
e
s
 
'
.

t
r
a
n
s
l
a
t
4
d

i
n
t
o
 
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l

p
o
l
i
c
y
?

P
o
l
i
c
y

P
o
l
i
c
y
:

A
n
 
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l

t
.

c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t

t
o
.
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n

g
o
a
l
s
 
a
n
d

v
a
l
u
e
s

F
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e
s
:

T
h
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
n
e
w
 
p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
 
c
o
n
f
l
i
c
t
s
.

F
i
g
.
 
1
.

P
o
l
i
c
y
 
f
o
r
m
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
s
:
.

A
 
s
i
m
p
l
e
 
P
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
 
m
o
d
e
l
.

-
 
(
S
o
u
r
c
e
:
,

B
a
I
d
r
i
d
g
e
,
 
1
9
7
1
,
 
p
.
 
6
3
.
)
'

"
4
4

1

E
x
e
c
u
t
i
o
n
.

o
f
 
P
o
l
i
c
y

P
o
l
i
c
y

E
x
e
c
u
t
i
o
n

'
"
 
"
"

0
(
1
\
1

C
Y
Z



r

;

1

powerful people argue over decisions. Not only must we identify the types

of interest groups and_the methods they use to apply pressure, but tae must

, ,.1

also clarify the process by-which these pressures are transformed into. - .

. .. ,
.1 V

policy.

4. Policy. .14hen the articulated interests, have gone through the

conflict and compromise stages, and the 4nal legislative action is taken,

policy has been set. The policy is the official climax to the conflict.

It represents an authoritative, Winding decision to commit the organization

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

5. Execution di policy. The battle is officially over, and the re-

sulting policy'i.s turned over to the bureaucrats for execution. ,Indeed,

vicious confrontation often becomes today's routine bureaucratic

chore. But.t his conclusion may not tie final, for interest groups that feel

they lost the battle may initiate a new round Of interest articuletion.
e.

Moreover, policy execution inevitably produces feedback, for it generates

fresh tension and new ,rested interests; a renewed cycleof political con-

ilict/- ensues .

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

governance c4hasizes certain factors over others. First, it is concerned'

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

than with efficiency in achieving goals. Second, the analysis of change

. .

processes and the organization's adaptation to its ch"ananginternal and

external environment have critical importance, since the political dynamics
t.

of a university are 4onstantiy changing, pressuring the university in many

directions, and forcing chdnge throughout the academic system. Third,

the analysis of conflict and conflict resolution is,an essential component.

.33
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Foarth, the role interest groups play in;pressuring decision makers to

9
S.

formulate certain policy is also an important component. Finally, much

f-
, attention should be given to the legislative and decision-making phases--

.

the processes by, which pressures and power are transformed into,policy.

Taken, together these five points constitute the bare outline for a political

analysis of academic governance.
).

Table 2 presents a summary ,and comparison of the three basic models of

.

decision-making and gov=ernance
"

ernance we have just described, ^-

The Revised Political Model: An Envirdnmental and Structuralist

Approach: Since the political model of academic governance originally

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

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

political mcdel to serve as the basis for the'Stanford Project on Academic

Governance.

First, the original political model probably underestimated the impact

of .routine bureaucratic procdsses. Many decisions are made not in the heat

of political controversy but according to standard operating procedures.

The political description in Power and Conflict in the University was'
4

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

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

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

probably owerstresses the role of conflict andlnegotiating as elements in

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.
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4
,

it

st

qkconci, the originbkip oliticai model, based on .a single Case study, did,

.4
.

. .

.

not do justice to the broad range,of political activity that occurs in
t i

differen kinds of,institugons. For example, NYU is quite different from

t

. --

OOberlin' 1611ege, and both are distinctive institutions compared to local
.

.

community colleges.
t

Many of the.intetse political dynamics observed in the

NY.0 study may have been.exaggerated ih,a huge, troubled inscitution such as

. ,

\z6, WO, 'particularly during the heated conflicts of the late 1960's. I6 order

tO.crect_ nthis problem the Stanford Project on .cademic Goverance surveyed

,

"itlakge=candom,sample'of all higb er educational institutions after much of

<I I
the campus discord of the 1960'S was ever. '

. . - . . .

54

.. : Thikd, ike wanted to stress even more strongly the central role of en-
0 -., ,-

.
,

' vironMent'al.factos:° Certainly the ,NYUNYU analYsis showed that conflict and
. . .0,

,- :. ,:. .. t
political processes withAn the university were linked to certain environmental

factors. The Stanford Project on Academic Governance enlarged its view of
1; .

environmental factors by taking theexplicitly into account. We carefully

studied the financial bases, political relationships, linkages to.state

sySteiis'and religidus bodies, and.a of other environmental factors for

each institution,' sampled. In addition, we established a theoretical frame-

work to fink.internal political processes to the environmental 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 giire enough emphasis to long-tarm decision-making patterng,

and it failed to consider the way institutional structure may shape and

channel political efforts. Centralization of power, the development of

decision councils, long-term patterns of professional autonomy, the dynamics
1

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

'1

g 6

f
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the original political model. Our current,research has.concentrated*more on

long-term decision-making patterns: What groups tendto doMinate decision,

makiAg over long, periods of time? Do some groups seem to be sygtematically
I,

s
..,

. --,-

excluded frdm the decision-making process? Dodifferent kinda ofinsti- ,

1,

..; ,

tutions have different political patterns? Do,institutional characteristics
.-. f .

,
.

, .

affect the morale' of participants in such a way that they engage in par-

'
..1- , -

.-

ticular decision-influencing activities? .Do different kinds of institutions
i'-fl!

. ' ',..
..- . t

have systematic pattegts. of faculty participation` indecision raking? Are -

. w
I

decision processes highly centralized in certain kinds'of institutions?
.Y*' ..,

/
Thus in z-r current research we are still asking.polItical questions:

,

Where is the conflict, whip
4

participates, who influences flecii.on, how are
r

/

.
decision outcomes affected by structare Bu to summarize, three basic,

.0 readjustments to the political model are being made: s

1. The scope of,themodel's appltication has been enlarged. We ae
trying to account for the diversity of Political processes by
taking a large rOdom sample- of All American colleges and Universities.

2. A Strong environmentalist approach has been introduced. Me are,
expliCitly incorporatirig a discussion- of the impact of environmental
factor's on.the political proqeSs;

-A consideration of long-term and_toutine decision-making patterns
and structures has been introduced. We are shifting our f0cus
away ftom thdescriktian of a Single decision- making event.

' Finally, we are not substituting the political model for the bureaucratic.

or collegial model of academic decision making. In a sense, they each

address a separate set of problems:and taken together, they often yield

complementary interpretations. We believe, however; that the political
!

.

model has many strengths,_an,d we Offer it as a useful tool for un derstanding

academic gover nance. '
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A

Imagesof-Leadership and Management Strategies

\\)

in this report we have made two basic arguments: (1) colleges and

universities are unique in many of their organizational characteristics,

and as a consequence, it is necessary to create netimodels to help explain

.organizational-structilre, governance, and decision Making; and (2) a

political model of academic governance Offers useful insights in addition

co those offered by the bureaucratic and collegial models. In this section

we will suggest that some alternative images of leadership and management

style are needed to accommodate the unique characteristics of academic
-

organizations.

.

Leadership Under the Bureaucratic Model

Under the bureaucratic model the leader is seen as a hero who stands

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

problems, propode alternatives, and make rational choices. Much of the

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 herods deeply in-
o,

grained in most societies and in the philosophy of most organization theorists.

'We -expect leaders topossess a unique set pf skills with emphasis on

problem-solving ability and technical knowledge, about the organiZation..
.

. "

The ,principles of 'scientific Management," such ash Planning Programing

C. '-

Budgeting Systems (PPBS) and ganagement.by Objectives, are often proposed'

as the methods for rational problem solving. ,Generally, schools of,-manage

ment, business, and educational administration -teach such courses t9de-
.

4
velop the technical skills that the hero-planner will need in leading the

organization.

33
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' ' Although Aferfiero image is deeply imbedded in our.qultural beliefs. ,.. . 1..--.- .

.about leaderbhip, 'in organizations such*as colleges and 'universities it is
.3 . ' l

/
dint of

.

place- Power is more diffuse inethe'se organizations;. it is lodged
#.. ,.

.-, .
.

with'profess&nalaexpe'rts and fragmented. into many departments and sub-.
. .

divrsions. Underthege circumstances, high expec'fations about leadership

performance often cannot be met, for the, leader has neither the power nor

0

rhe;information necessary to consistently make heroiC decisions. Moreover,

.ehe scientific management procedures prescribed for/organizational leadersv,

quickly break down under conditions of goal ambiguity, professional dbmlnance,

and environmental vulnerabilityprecisely the organizational characteristics

of soileges and'universities. Scientific management theoriesmake several

:
r

basic assumptions: (1) the oKganization's"g6als are clear; (2),the organi-

.

'zatiom is a closed system insulated from environmental penetration; and

(3) the planners have- the power to execute their decisions. These assumptions

.
.

, .

seem unrealistic in the confused and fluid world of the organized anarchy.
. -

.

.
.

s.

Leadership Under the Collegial Model

The collegial leader presents a stark contrast to
.
tfie heroic bureau-

cratiC leader. The collegial leader is above all the "first among equals"

in on academic organization run byprofessional experts. Essentially, the

ollegial.model proposes management by consensus, what John Millen calls
.

the "dynamiC of consensus in a community of scholars." The basic role of
4 +r

the collegial leader is
4not so-much to cOmmand.as to listen, not so much to

;

le'ad as to gather expert judgments, not so much to manage as to facilitate,

' - #

not so mu ch to order bue to. persuade and negotiate.
,,



4

t

-34-

V

Obviously, the skills.of &collegial leader differ f

management principle; 0110loyed by the heroic bureaucrat.

'T
cal problem-solving tkp.S, the collegial leader. neeas bo

expertise to ensure that he is held in high_esteeprby,his

Talent in interpersonal dynamics to'achieve the Consensus

ILY

rom the scientific

Instead of techni=
A

th professional

colleagues and

in Organizational'

est, and' more real-
,

.decision making. The collegial leader,'s role is more mod
. .

.
, .

.

istio;The does not stand alone, since other professionals share the burden

,.
.

of decision making with him. Negotiation and compromise
.

the collegial leader; authorifarian strategies are,clearlY inappiopriate.

'. .
,,.

, .

Leadership Und-,r the. Political Model .-

are the bywords of

Under the political model the leader is a. mediator

power "blocs. Unlike the autocratic academic

with

president

Or negotiator between

of the past, t4nO ruled,
%,

an iron hand, ale -contemporary ,p,resident mu:st.,' play a political role by

pulling coalitions together to fight for desiied_dhangeS . The acaddMic

Monarch of yesteryear bias almost vanished; in_ his pi4cd'it'-nOt the academic
=

hero-bureaucrat, as many suggest, but the''academic statesman. koWrtDahli

has, painted an amusing picture of the .political maneuvers .of0 Mayor,Richard

.

Lee Of New Haven, and the same descripion.dppldes to'the liew academic
. / =,

, .0 .
,=

.

political leaders)

The tayOr,was not at the peak of apyramid but rather at the
center of intersecting circlps. He rarely commanded. He

negotiated, caibled, exhorted, 'beguiled, chirmed, pressed; '

appealed, reasoned, promised insisted, demanded, even threatened,

but he most needed support and acquiescence froM,other leaders,
who simply could not, be commanded. Because the mayor' could:not

command, he had to bargain. .[Dahl, 1961, p. 204.]

40
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Baldridge elaborated on leadership under the political model in Power

and Conflidt in the University: ,

The political interpretation of leadership can-be pressed
,/

further, for the governance of the university more and more
comes to look like a "cabinet" form of adminisqation. Zhe
key figure today is not.the president; the solitary giant, -taut

the political leader surrounded by his staff, the primelnillister
Who gathers the information and expertise to consguct p'bIicy.
It is the "staff," the network of keTadministkaeorsthat makes
Most ofthe critical decisions. The university hag7become much
too complicated for any onemair; regardless-of his stature.
Cadres of vice-presidentsvresearch men, budget officials, putlic
relations men, and experts of various stripes surround the
president, sit on, the cabinet, and help reach collective decisions.
Expertise become more critical than, ever and leadership becomes
even more the_ability to assemble, lead-; and facilitate the
activities of-knowledgable experts:

Therefore, the.president must be seen as a "statesman" as well
as a "hero-bureaucrat." The bureaucratic image might be appro-
riate for the man who asgembleg data to churn out-routine
decisions with a computer's help. In fact,-this,image i fitting
for many middle- echelon officials -in the university. Th4 states-
man's image is much more'accurAte for the top administration, '
for here 6.he'infiux of -data and information giVeS-rearpoWer and
possibilities fore-creative action. The statesmanis the inno
vativemctOr who uses information, expertise, and the combined

fy.

wisdom of the cabinet to plan the-institution's future; the
bureaucrat may _only bt a number manipulator, a user of routine
informatiOn for routine end's-. The use of the ca4net,,the
assembl,y,of expertise, and the exerLse of political judgment
the ef-trice of institutional goals- -all this is 'Sart of the new

of the-italesmAh-readdr which-must completheik both the'
hereader---Aia the collegial le-ader. [Baldridge, 1971, pp. 2044.]

o e

Table 3 presents '',.summaty and covarigon of the three basic images of

leadership and management we-have just described..
'

_

' Summary

%

.")46 A

Cplleges and universities aredifferent from most other kinds of complex

organdzationse Their goals'are more ambiguous apd contested, they

it
-.
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of st.,-.4ing to ,make a:profit, their technologies are

rofeAsionals dominate the work forceandUnclear and problematic, and p

deLLsion-making process. Thus colleges and universities are not standard

bureaucracies, but can best be described as. "organized anarchies" (see

4
Cohen and March, ,1§47),

What kind of decision and governance processes are -to -be f

organized anarchy? Does the-decision-process resemble-a tneaudtatic

system, with rational problem solving and standard:operating procedures?

Does it resemble a collegial system in which the ptofessional

ound in an

participate as members of a "community of scholars"? Or does it appear ta

be apolitical process with various interest groups struggling .for influence

over organizational,policy? Each image is.valid, but we have argued that

4

policy making in an academic organiiation can be represented best by a

political model.
ti

If colleges and universitieg have the unique organizational,. features

0

of organized anarchies, and if their decision ptocesses resemble the dyna-
.

mics'of a political system, then we must question the standard images of
t

4

leadership and management. Classic leadership'theory, based ton a bureau-

cratic model,.suggests the image Of the organilatiOnal leader as a hero who

.uses principles of scientific management as the basis for his decfsions.

We have sUggested'that the leader's image shOuldte.that of the academic

Statesman, and that management should be considered A process of strategic

decision. making.

t
4
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