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suggests fye need for alternatives to usual efforts to increase :
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"is zlso a larger context within which one .can discuss both single-
and double-loop learning. It.is suggested that if one is in a .
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environment. When there is ecuilibrium, single~loop organizational
learning is sufficient but when an institution faces dilemmas?
double-loop learning is needed for survival. A bibliography is
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Single- and doublé—loop organizational learning 4re discussed-in the context

of retfenthment in higher educatior. A model of the research uﬁiversity .

“41luminates impediments te internal.resoirce reallocation, program .

elimination, anrd integrétive leadership, and Suggests the need for

> -

alternatives. to usual efforts to increase efficiency while' retraining

. -

existing rorms, goals, and o*ganizational'structdresz
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- What Is the Problem of Retrenchment

- Lo in Higher Education?’ - , -
. . .. \ .

The proper posing of.a problem iS'ugua11} at least half of its so]ution.2 :
"So{it may be W1th retrenchment 1n h1gher education. Without pausmng to re}]ect x
- on just what the prob]em of retrenchment really is, we m1ght be tempted ‘as
Jdme Carey3 put -it, to ua]k back down the same staircase we walked up durxng

A the period of growth in higher education. We might, unrefTectively,,seek‘to .

* follow a simple, and simple-minded, policy of last-in, first-out. Worse yet,a
we might ach1eve this resu]t while purport1ng to make the dec1s1ons on the

bas1s of other criteria for choice. Indeed, the term "retrenchment a]ready

Re

, carr1es a heavy, and poss1bly misleading, connotat1on of what the problem of

retrenchment is. The ‘metaphor is a m1]1tary one and calls to m1nd a red1gg1ng

.

of the trenches closer to a c1tade] under siege. Thus, the netaphor militatas

against the creative, inndvative actions urged by many as an appropr1ate

®
-]

response to the pressures on higher education. Paradoxically, a Qithdrawing

Al

to old ground descriptive]yﬁcharacterizes how many institutions of higher~

) > '

education are, in fact, responding.to a variety of .pressures, most of them

3

demanding'immediate "solutions®. The' salient quest1on is whether th1s response
is u]t1mate]y in the institutional interest.
> In an effort to answer this question, we would Tike to place the problem

. . < . ) 4
into the.l2rger context.of retrenchment in organizations 1nJ§enera]. More

[4
spec1f1ca1]y, in order not to beg the question by prespecifying a g1ven environ-

mentai change as a quest1on of "retrenchment,"“we_want to conceive of the
prob]em as one of -how organizations adapt to a variety of environmental pres-.

sures. For this reason, we will examine organizational behavior and
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organizational learning in an effort to find a fruitful way ‘of posing the

“problem of retrenchment." S : \

A

Organizational learnjng‘

In their recent book, Organizationz] Learning: A Theory of Action Perspec-

_ tive,.Argyris and Schon (1978)~make the’following perceptive comments of general

-~ . -
applicability: .
. A, .
There has probably-rever been a time in our history when-members, managers,
and students of organizations were so united on the importance of organi-
zational learning.... ’ T ‘
. ‘ 3
...organizational learning is not the same’ tBing as individual learning...
There are too many cases in which organizations know less than °their
members. There are even cases ip which the organization cannot seem to
learn what every member knows.... ' ;-
Just’as individuals are the agents of organizational action, so they are
the agents for organizational learning. Organizational learning occurs -
when indingga]s, acting from their images and maps, détect a match or
mismatch of outcome to expectation which coafirms or disconfirme-organi-
zational theory-in-use. In the case of. disconfirmation, individuals
move from error detection to error correction. ’

Argyris and Schen go on to define two related but distinctly different types
of learning. "Single-loop" learning takes place if a&%ptive change (error-

correction) can be instituted while permitting the organization to continue

+ its present basic practices and to pursue its current objectiVes; the corret-

tion calls for a simple adjustment of Brgan{;ational behqyiorjyjthin the range
allowe ' by existing norms. But if the adjustment demands a modification of
the orgénization's norms, underlying premises, and objectives, it calls fbr
"double-loop" learning. 5 pr6CESS‘Of adaptation that places faé greater demands
on the participants. The qha]]gﬁge to any institution-faced wiéh any severe
environmental pressure is to "1éarnJ wiether the situation calls for sing]ei

loop or double-loop learning. Clearly, the fbrmer assures greater continuigy,
’\‘ - , ¢ ’ - /

o

B
J




Rétrenchment
Page 3 °

ey

. n -
ret " i
s 1}

stability, and comfort whereas the latter holds greater risks, as well as,

potentially; gréater pay-offs. '
Let us begin with some examplés.- Single- foop ]earn1ng is part of the

everyday 1ife of any bu51ness firm in a compet1t1ve environment. Crmpeting

" are compargble - for example, home app]iances, radios, TV sets, 1ight bulbs -

requires continuous single-loop learning. That 1s each manufacturer uses"

fon a shani‘or the market in a field in which the.products of many suppliers

.

this learning‘proceSS in seehing new ways to improve productjcn efficiency®

and te reduce distribution costs: As a result, many products havé become

throwang\wtems, it typically costs less to buy a new vacuum cleaner or rad1o

than to repair a defective one Another examp]e of s1ng]e-]oop learning is

:che adoption of new pr1nt1rg technq]og1=s 1n the book-publishing. business.

R It is not that adopting a new ﬁ%%hod o¥ typesett1nq or offset printing is

tr1v1a1 or rlsk-free, it is s1ng]e~]oop learning when such a response to an .

unfr1end]y env1ronment does not demand a change in cerporate image, organiza-

tional structure, or market1ng strategy. In these s1tuat1ons, 1ncr°as1ng i

efficiency is an adequate resbonse to the eny1ronmenta] _challenge. - )
Doub]e-]oop ]earning ca?]c for changing the norms, the structure, or*'

the mission of,anibrganiiationq A classic case is the transfo ticn 6f

Fisher Body, now a division of General Motors, from a canriage—.aking;;irm

into a division of a large auto-manufacturing corporation. An interesting

current examplc of double-loop learning is typified by the Ffforts’of the

Xerox Corporation, whose success has been based ori the vast proliferation

\

of office copiers, to become a,leaderr in the paperless, "orfice of the future"

-

e TN
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technoloqy. Another examp]e is the entry of an oil company, Exxon, into the
v -
same field of computer-based office systems. The American Telephone and Tele-

graph Company calls attention to an ongoing transformation of corporate mission

_ dnd image by advertising that it-is in "the knowledge business."

Argyris and Schon are careful to point out that single-. and doub]e—]oop

1earn1ng over]ap and represert a cont1nuum, they are neither sharply d1st1nct

nor clearly separable.  In many cases, both processes .go*on” concurrentsy. What

is important is to recognize that behavior considered rational in one mode of

1earn1ng may be viewed as tota]]y 1rrat1ona1 in the other. As an example"for .

r
4, Many years, West1nghouse E]ectr1c emu]ated its larger compet;tor General Elec-

tric as a manufacturer of a complete 1ine of electrical oroducts, from nuclear-
’ L 2 . 3
powered generators to massive switchgear to lamp bulbs. "Everything in. -

Electricity” was part of the accepted company strategy, despite the fact that -

some of the divisions were far less profitable than others; indeed, 'some were

¢
consistent losers. Under this strategy, the perceived task of the persistent
losers was to minimize the ]oss, the successfu] divisions and the corporate

management accepted tnese losses as a necessary adJunct of a va]uab]e company °

‘ 1mage When the dec7s1on was rade to change the company strategy so that

each d1v1S1on was assigned the responsibility to show a reasonable profit,
the beharior of ai] division managers abruptly changed Soon thereafter,
Westinghouse sold out $ts home appliance business, and changed its ent1re
advertising and sales strategy. For similar reasons, RCA and General

Electric chose to get out of the computer business in spite of substantial

R4
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‘investmehts in this growing field. What seems rational under one set of assump-

tions appears to be quite irrational under andther.

Efficiency and effectiveness responses to environmental pressures

A

}T Whetten (1981) has distinguished between two types of responses to environ-

e -

f mental pressures. By "efficiency" he means doing as much or more of what the
organization has been doing previousﬁy but with fewer resources. By "effective-
ness“ he means establishing a neufstable equ; librium. w1th the envirgnment by
L . chang1ng bas1c strateg1es mission, or organizational structure- By analogy with
' b1ulug1ca1 organ1sms he uses the metapmoﬁ "finding a new niche in Spe changing
eco]ogy to descr1be the “effec»1veness response" to change. The para]]e]
between Whetten's two responsés and Argyris' and Schon's tvo fogms of organ1za-
tional learning is obvious and infonmetive“
St . Wh ;en argues convincingly that because of our greater ability to measure'
efficiency'and the difficulty of conq}usive1y settling debates over goels, ve
often let efficiency become the soleﬂresponse to an unfriendly environment. -

Argyris and SEhon assert that the tendency to limit organizationaJ.learning to

sing]e-]obp learning is so strong that basically new organizational theories
are required even to postulate a]ternat1ve strateg1es )
Increasing eff1c1ency always seems rat1ona1 to members of an organization,
even in situations in which it is maladaptive, because it does not demand a
change in world view and corporate }mage. Making large cars more efficiently
seemed a ratienal Qoa] for American.autgmobile manufacturers long after the +—mo
‘ gepneral .public had decjded that the riséng price of fuel demanded a substantial

change 1nrﬁ?oduct'design. This is an examb]e of a situation in which increased

v efficiency in achieving traditional goals was not adaptive. Suffice it tg say,
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the American automobile industry~has not yet arrivéd at an effective adaptaticn.
Since automotive transportation involves many associated activities, both public
" and-private, ‘the situation calls for double- loop 1earn1ng at the national level.

<
to achieve a stab}ﬁ’ea;:;:br1um for the automobile industry in a rapidly chang1ng

[
L

emzlronmeﬂt for all transportation.

-

o

This example illustrates a cruc1a] character1s&1c of organ1zat1ona] behav1or
what const1tutes rat1ona]1ty in det1s1on -making depends on the Jbasic assumpt1ons
as "to the nature of the environmental threat For many members of a threatened
organ12at1\?, who cannot env1sage a change in its goals or struoture, it may
| appear 1rrat1ona] to do anything other than to improve efficiency; 1in fact “as
Whetten has observed there 1s a strong tendency to make eff1c1ency an end in )
1t;e1f Only if most members within it be]1eve ‘there is a true crisis is it
r]rke]y that the traditional internal organ1zat1ona] perspect1ve w1]] be cha]- '
' lenged Under some c1rcumstances the inherent ma]adapt1ve character of an |
eff1q1ency approach may be perfept1b]e only to an outsider - and evep then,
on]y when it is too late. What appears to be rat1ona] from the inside can be
seen from the outside or in- retrospec* {o be quite the oppos1te Lo ,
Among the most intractable barriers to organizationa] learning are the-
freouent]y observed situations in which important problemadic issues are undis-
cussed and undiscussable.’ For example, if an exeeGtive officer has (or is

S . .
. perceived to have) a commitment'to a specified corgorate goal, it is highly .

tion ]ong stand1ng corporate

unlj(e]y that persons lower in the organizationa] hierarchy will question that—
‘goa]. It is even more un]]ke1y that they will qués

myths or~:mages that have been associated.with’ past success Thus, even when

.
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prob]em ex1sts - : ' . ) ~

)

serious anoma11es are apparent to key members of the organ1zat1on c1rcumstances

may 11m1t discussions to off-the-record conversations or- use. them to be

avotded altogether. It goes without saying tMe }pasm premises mf the
R

troub]ed institution rema1n unquest1oned and undiscussed, it is d]ff1cu1f if

not 3mposs1b1e»to formu]ate alter._tive strategies Or even to concede that a-

The Prob]em of Retrenchment in Higher Education . : {
P H

We now turn to the problem of retrenchment in educat1on Bg hypothesis, . §

retrenchment xs a situation character12ed by env1ronmenta1 pressures wh1ch
require the organ1zat)on to function unger conditions of d1m1n1sh1ng resources.
As expected, the initial respoiise is a search for greater efficiency. And

this response often makes sense: a university or coliege must retain certain

norms, goa]s and structural. stab1]1ty in order to ma1nta1n'1ts sense of 1ntegr1ty

and purpose. But if the £nvironment undergoes- significant changes,,single-loop

>

learning will not suffice. :
The difficulty in posing the probiem of retrenchment arises from the fact

that because rationality is always from scme perspective, it is impossible. to
s
develop absolute €riteria as to when to pursue efficiency and when to change .

course, i.e., when to engage in single-loop and when_in doub]e—1oop 1earn1ng

During the period of 1ncrease in coi]ege enro]]ment in the 60's and 70's, some

departments ex;erienced decline, including most fiel  of engineering. In

retrospect, it was wise for those departments to tighten their belts - increase .

efficiency - and wait‘for the better times that lay ahead. The question, then
\ . .

-

)
:

g . AT '
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as now, was whether to see the reduction as a temporary problem or a permanent

.

shift of supply and demand. .t . ) ' X

In the face of possiible reductions.in student enrollments due to current. *

demographic charnges, some universities have proposed to.enlarge the student age

group - to attract older students, as-ﬁappened after World War II. The questﬁon

>

" now becomes Whether such a response - to ass1m1]ate older students into struc-

tures des’igned for e1ghteen—year o]ds - is adapt1ve or ma]adag}1ve.

S1mp]y to_ra1§e che question as to which kind of organizational response’

is appropriate - and thus to cermit the questioning of basic assumptions - is

to apéear irrational to many academics committed to those bafic assumptions.
This then is the probiem of retrenchment in highen education: should we view

. the situation as one for which the only proper response is greater "efficiency"
. or should we acknéw]edge that it is a time for double-loop learning - for allow-
ing,ourse]ies to consider the pogsibi]ity of ciiange in norms, behavior and
structure? -

Whetten (1980) haé called attention to a further paradex. Scarcity of
avai]@b]e‘resources doee provide a powerful motivation for some orggcizetﬁona]
members to consider effectiveness responses; but scarcity also imp]ies‘that
there is less organizationa] slack (reserves) avaj]ab]e'for innovation. He
points out that there is usually a traneition period for organizations, after-
they have f1rst recognized the symptoms of a changing environment and yet
retain some f]ex1b1]1ty, j.e., the retrenchment hasn'+ }et used up existing

reserves. - At such a time, the critical questions arise: -What shou]d the

organizations do? Increase efficiency? Seek new effectiveness? Wait until = .

el 2
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' .the symptoms are unmistakab]e’ How should they reasonab]y dec1de7 These

Y
qubstions invariably accompany the prob]em of retrenchment.

ane of the most respected writers on the subjett, Richard . Cyert (1978),
_president of Carnegie-He]]on.University; has suggested,three respohses_to
retrenchment in higher education- fert, that universities attempt a variety
of wa"s to increase their resources second that they try to improve their
repucat1on and quality w1th fewer resources -i.e., thhout changes in structure
or mission; third, that they 1mprove 1nterna1 managemert. Yhe impertant point
to .notice ic that these aré all eff1c1ency a1ternat1ves That 1s Cyert! s
recommendat1ons are based on ‘the prem1$e that the ex1st1ng goa]s and rat1o-
nality of the un1vers1ty skould be the operat1ve ones; in his Judgment the
's1tuat1on in 1978 was not bad enough to cail for radical accommodat1ve changes.

It would be fa1r to say that this att1tude is still w1de1y shared among

4

-un1vers1ty presidents. and in the academ1c commun1ty at large (Riesman 1980),
even fgr institutions exper1enc1ng sharp budget cuts. For example, ;he presi-
dent of the hard-pressed Un1vers1ty of M1ch1gan, H, T. Shap1ro (1981), asserts
that theproper goal for his 1nsf1tut1un is a “sma]]er bur oetter un1vers1ty "
‘ . Some know]edgeab1e\opservers havé taken issue with the conventional wisdom. -
" For examp]e Yarmonnsky.(]975) Y. Co]eman (1973), and Lockwood (]980) have’ o
o1nted out 1ntr1ns1c 1nadequac1es of the governance,structure of col]eges and
'u;1vers1t1es for dea11ng with budget cutbackzror other prob]emat1c 1ssues
Others 1nc]ud1ng Moyn1han (1980) and Roy (1981) have perce.ved 1nherent contra-
diction$ in the mechanlsms and rationale for federa] support of acadom?c

X research. And a few‘Wr1ters,fwe1nberg (1967),-Re1f (1974),4and,£. Co]eman (

rd

P
-
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(1981), have‘tailea fdr'a reexamination or reformukation of the university's

bentra] nﬁssion ¢
[

/ 3

The retrenchment question thus becomes whether one can call into question

.not.bnly the ways of doing th1ngs but also the obJect1yes, norms and structure

of the organlzat1on An 1mportant subquest1on given that organxzat1ons tend
to exclude the d1scu551on of such centra] prem1ses, is how one can even br1ng
to 11gnt the possible- aiternatives for cons1derat1on If no conc]us1ve cr1ter1a

)

can be found to dictate when to pursue efficiency and when to pursue effective-

\ ness, are there organizational 1earn1ng strategies which will Tmprove the

chances of making the right-detisions? If the regular organizational channels
: 2] )
«o not offer mechanisms for the candid discussion of a serious problem, are

there other ways to» identify and confropt:the issue?

~

P

Case Study - The Research\Un1vers1ty o . . T?
’ T ) = ]
“»Let us now turn to the case\\?‘the modern reSearch university, 1ts,struc—

7 -

tura] organization, and its responses to retrenc eut\gressures An ana]xs1s

of this pahticular segment "of higher educatlon in the above context will

illustrate the themes of s1ngle— and doub]e loop learning and may 111um1nate

-~

'both the nature of the present enyironmental challenges and the responsive

behavior of a research university. ,In particular, we will set forth Some
~

dilemmas that.are exacerbated at a time of retrenchment.
The modern research university is well-described by observers such as
Jencks and R1esqpn§139687, Kerr (1963), and Perkins %(1966). It is an insti-

tut1on that evo]ved dur1ng the growth of both student enroliments and externa]

(especially federal) fundlng‘ﬁ?r research. The dominance of the research
i N . ,

S

..’ . .~ ‘1:3 ’ )

©

>
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‘m1ss1on began after the Second World War and the growth of federa] support for
research lasted "through the\mld-s1xtxes. In the early séventies, un1vers1t1es
began to }eel retrenchment pressures due to several concurrent factors: 1ncreas-
ing fiscal constraints in a fa]ter1ng economy, contract1ng student popu]at1ons,
and some questioning of the econom1c value of higher education. Back]ash to

the anti-war activities of the-]ate sixties may also _havé-been a cause of re-
trenchment pressures. But despite the 1eve1]ing off af dec]ine in’external
support, and growing concerns about interna]'finances, the dominant image of

the comprehensirg;university has continued'unchanged into the 80's.

'y
"The pursuit of excellence, ' an oft-repeated phrase o describe the over-
M 4

LY

riding mission of the research uniVérsity, is interpreted by most academics
A
to be the successful search for new know]edge, 1n the many areas of specializa~

tion of the comprehensive un1vers1ty That is, faculty members of the research

-t

university are characterized pr1mar11v by their commitment to research scholar-
ship, publication, and grant—seeking.""Pub]ish or perish" isrthe slogan which
has become a fact of life for faculty in such institutions and even in many
co]]eges and smaller un1vers1t1es

One fundamenta] feature of the research university is the power of the
disciplinas to define academic quality. It has often been observed that
chemists at such an institution know more about what goes.on at other chemistry
departmgnts across the country than they know about what goes on in the physics
departm;ht next door. Publication in disciplinary journals as an index of
qua11ty, peer review of grant proposais, the h1gh faculty mob1]1ty attendant

to the growth years, and the rclative autonomy of professors who can genérate

14 ‘<

[4]
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large grants, all contribute to the power 0? the diséépfines’ A variety of
peer ratings by’ members of the d1sc1p11ne has come to domunate academ1c qua]lty
Jjudgments (Do]an, 1976) - /,// )
The department as the organ12dt1ona} form cf the dlsc1p11ne, has thus

become the key unit of academ1c life. Lach department 1s re]at1ve3y autonomous
in selecting its staff, policies, reward structures, and degree requirements.
Degrees, for the most part, are assoc1ate\ with departments and students m major
ih this or that department, The 1ndependence and strength of -departments also
eont;1bute to the weakening of a liberal arts ideal. Thene is Tittle guiﬂiﬁg
vie?bn of what a iiberal education should be; curricu]é-éeeﬁ aimed at'broducing

mini-disciplinarians. Without an 1ntegrat1ve v1s1on genera] education require-

ments are fought out in politicized academic senate~ where the quest1on "What .

»

‘ educat1on 1s best for the student?* has a lower priority than "What is best

for my department7"

A]though the departﬁentalwstructure has offered a powerful mechanisﬁ for
assuring quality in disciplinary scho]ership, freezing fnte]]eétua] discipiines
as tﬁey existed at a pafticuler moment in history into the organizational ‘struc-

tures ofhdegartments has major drawbacks as well. Woe be to the professor (or

wstqdent) whose interests lie near the periphery of the interests of department

X, He or she is not judged to be a "real® x-ologist. Even more importantly,
o

»

as main-stream intellectual changes occur, departments may be slow to resﬁond,

qr may fail to respond at all. Taxonomic biology remeins enshrined in a number

of university departments Tong after molecular biology has become the dominart’
intellectual force in the field.

2
.

%
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Elizabeth Coleman (1981) puts it well:

There has been no more thorough assault on, the wnoleness of higher

education in regard to the curriculum, faculty members, or students

than the triumph of the departmental structure. It is generally

agreed that institutions of higher learning are best understood as

collections of fundamentally autonomous units rather than in terms of

a central authority, or conception of a whole to hich they :are subor-

‘dinate. What is less appreciated is how 1itt1e‘€§e definition of

departments is connected to any bu - fhe most pérfunctory treatment of

the organization of knowledge. Departments were administrative responses
_ to the dramatic increase in the number of subjects.taught - and of the

faculty members teaching them. They were administrative devicées designed-

to avoid curricular chaos and to shift power. from president to faculty.
When. such devices are confused with meaningful divisions of knowl-
edge, the -consequences are serious. Education is seen in terms of .
gncountering a collection of subjects organized from the easiest level
to the most difficult. Intellectual disciplines and competencies E%glgg
are, incidental. Rather, for a subject of study to have intéllectua
legitimacy, there must be a ¢orresponding department. Finally and
incredibly, this intellectually arbitrary system.of categories has come
to be wegarded as ne~essary to maintain a commi tment *to specialized
inquiry, as if intellectual focus, discipline, and scholarship were
* impossible without departments. Whatever the contribution of depart-
ments as we know them to institutional tranquility, they have resul ted
in astonishing ways of thinking about education and knowledge.

) ’
_ A second fundamental feature-ef—the modern_research university is its

*

dependence on federal resgg;chafunding. The air1ine7flight schedule to Wash-
ingtoﬁ occupied as much *discussion:time as next year's salary increase at a
recent University 'of 111ingis conference on research. An interesting feature

of the, federal research connkction is the extecnt to which academic researchers

have succeeded in modelirg ra] sponsoring_agencies such as the National

Science Foundation after the ;iyersity organizational str;cture.f Despite
some mission-oriented names of NSF divisions, they are staffed primarily by
disciplinarians traineq at and oyiented to, the norms of university departments.
Furthermore. the research objectives of NSF and of universities ane'remarkably

similar, which is not surprising given the panels of university scholars who
~ . \ T

‘16 _:. ,
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- define the research agenda and select the successful researchers. This sym-

biosis is an excellent examp]e_of the universities' creation of a beneficient
environment. It is only recently, with the advent of A-21 regulations and
Reagan's budget—cutting, that many faculty mémbers have begun tohrealize that

the federal connect1on has 11m1tat1ons and p1tfa115

A third féature worthy of note is the role of adm1n1strators in the
research universities. ‘In contrast to the leadersh1p role strong addanS-
.Strators played in tﬁe deue]opment of higher education in the ear]y part of
the century, it is clear that thecrole of edmi;istration in the modern research
university has come to be seen urimarily'gs'manageria1 staff support to prés-
tigious semi-autonomous, and powerfuf faculty members. S1nce WOrld War II
the adm1n1strat1on has been effectively removed from entrepreneur1aﬁ and
decision-making ro]es in seek1ng regearch grants or deve]opwng new research

1n1t1at1ve< Henee, the university administration is limited to a minor role

. -—

in the very areas in which the institution places its-greatest emphasis. Fur-

thermore, the existing governance structure does not perm1t a strong un1fy1ng
leadership role to be exercised by central adm1n1strators Integrat1ve’
leadership is further ‘1imited by the incremental approach to internal budget-
ing, tﬁe autoromous role of department heads, ;nd the increasing importance
of support from external sources. As a result, the typical administrator is
largeiy preoccupied with managing support services and administrative infdr-

mation systems, dealing with the burgeoning external bureaucracies impinging

on higher education, and supervising public relations activities. This leaves

little time (or motivation) for understanding the diverse goals, problems and },

. ' 17
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cultures pf one hundred or more departments. The president of a university
does préside over ‘the facg}ty senate and acts as the gymbolic 1éader of the
campus, |but he or she ha; little direct inf]ueﬁca on either .the research or
ﬁhe.educationa] mission In short; the forma]‘hxgrarch1ca] organizational
chart in a réseaxch un1vers1ty clearly fails to represext the nature of power
relationships or the locus of- -authority. |

The role of faculty in governance has likewise chénged since World War II,-
from a system of collegial governance through faculty senates set up to gaiﬁ
campugwide consenéhs on broad issues, to ah advisory role largely performea
by representqtiue faculty committees managed by and reporting to-administra-
.tors. However romanticized the current-view of ea'lier faculty senates ﬁgy
be, they did on occas{on dga] with fundamental is§ues relating to the nature
and purpose of the institution. Today's advisory committees typically give

~

advice on specific issues, such as ways the administration can provide better
purchas;ng or accéunting gervice for research management. Even when a faculty
committe? is established éo,advise on a broad campus-wide issue, e.g. prog}am
eva]uétioﬁ,,it is often rendered ineffective by the insistence that no one
from outside a given départmént can make a valid judgment about that unit.

Furthermore, in.those cases where axternal peer evaluation is carried out,

-
[ 4

administrators are seldom provided much useful information. They -may learn

as a result of such exférna] advice that their English Department is fifteenth
best in the country; however such information gives little gu{dance on howvto
Fompare/this department to the fifth best journa]ism department or how to

relate it to the tenth best Spanish department.
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Aiong,nith the changes in the governance process, in the roles of adminis-
tration and faculty, in the sponsorship of. research and in the definition of

’

“institu'tional mission, there ‘have also been important changes in the ways the '
8

comprehensive research university "keeps score" on departmenta] performance.

r

Part of the change is due to-sheer s12e, it is Virtuai]y impos51b1e for

v

any 6%9 person at any level of authority to be familiar with all programs (or
aven an appreciahie number of them) and t« attain an intu1tive ‘grasp of their
character or potential. It is therefore not surprising that those performance
indicaters that can be quantified find their way readi]y into management infor-
mation systems and the decision-making process. These inclhude such performance
measures as access to external funding, ratings by peer groups, and student ‘
enro]]ments'(undergraduate student credit hours offer a handy indicator for
assessing“work ioad, and hence thg size of departmental faculties). Seldom
referred to, especiai]y at administrative 1eve1s, are the many characteristics
of academic life that are difficult to quantify, such as the quality of depart-
menta] 1ong— ange p]anni?g‘~the commi tment to match departmenta] goa]s to the
larger instit tionai mission, the inteilectuai breadth'of facuity members or
the'tolerance r innovation or unconventionai pursuits. These ane among the
many attributes of professiona] practices and goals that.are left to the indi-
vidlal Hepartments’or quiet]y ignored. Thus the character and mission of the )
university are in large measure determined by the individual departments, with
little sense of overall purpose and limited means for assessing or enhancing:
performance of the institution as a who]e. It'is for good reason that the \

modern research university has often heen described as a set of autonomous
.~ \

departments linked together by a common heating p]ant(

o

19
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A Model of the: Research University® ' -

L4

Given the forego1ng features of the research university, can we descr1be
its structure and perceived missign in a way -that would provide insight about
how such an organization is likely to interact with its environmeni? A]pert

3

has suggested the following:

\
- . o ) Lo . _//"“*" - R - ‘-
Let E = the excellence of a given university, u. ‘
.and E; = the exce]]eg;ﬂzef’ézaépartment, i. '
Then £ = 1 - (1)
én Eu =1z Ei ' . . )

That is, given the autonomy of departments described above, and g1ven the per-

ceived m1ss1on of the un1vers1ty, the excellence of the university is considered

by most academics(}o be~the simple linear sum of the excellence of its individual

departments.
And what,is’departmenta] excellence? , The term is so widely used and so
seldom questioned in‘academic circles that a first inclination is to accept it

~ ' ~
_as andntrinsic and self-evident performance measure of the academic enterprise.

‘

"Excellence,"” or jts'synonym "quality," refers in this context to the caliber

rf research scholarship, though it also inclules an appraisal of research sup- )

¢ ,

port facilities such as the library, computer services, laboratory, equipment,

etc. During the past two decades, there has eﬁerged a widély-accepted quanti-
. tative measure of quality in'the form of periodically pubiished ratings of
the verious departments. (See Roose and Anderson, 1970; and Dolan, 1976).

.e X

These ratings are based oqathe departmenté] reputation among faculty members
. / .
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from the séme discipline at various institutions. It }s req@i]y‘apparent tgat

such a judgment of quality is highiy subjective; it cgntains not owly the per-
- sonal and unstated biases of;the individual assegsors but it also cqnta{nE thé
) unspoken qu]tura] prem1ses of the discipline as :t exists today. By. %ts very
nature it re]egates to a minor role such uther aspects of academic performance
as undergy aduate educat1on, cedifying spec1aL1zed kncwledge -and service to the
univ%rs1ty or thg society. For the moment, we do not wish to ﬁwe]] further on
“the imp]ications of the rating brocess Suf°rce it to say, if the goa] of the
un1ver51ty is exce]]ence the rating of exce]lence prov1deo a way of defining

the mission of the university.

-
. * .

- Severé] adéitiona] points are wort: noting.. First, the assumption is that
an intellectual discipline has pretty well been captured’in‘its departmental
organization. Second, the autonomy of the depaffments and the proceqyrés for
réting excellence support the percepfﬁbn'thq} the whole is precisely the sum
‘of its individual parts. Third, there is & pressure.in the university to be
universal. Thus, if a new discipline emerges, the domair can increase with
little opposition; just add ancther department. Contrgction of the domain,
however, is another stqry, as we shall show below.

- The excellence of any given department will in turn be some more compli-

cated funct1on of such kev parameters as its leadership (L ), the quality of

its faculty (F ), its size (S ). That is,

F.s S.) | - (2)

P
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Although student demand does not enter directly %npo judgments of the
quality of a departméht, sheer size does have a b?aring on the quality rating.
Larger units tend to be fated mere high]f because they have greaté? visibilit&,
-a greater chénce of atrracting faculty "stars" in 5 variety of special fields,
and more'flexibﬁlitv in pkovidiné resources for them. (The r>le of changing
student demand, whethér 1ncreas1n? or decreasing, will be discussed further
be]ow)\ A]though 19adersh16 is essential to the exceilence 0° a department
by omitting 1eadersh1p from the university equqt1on, we may seem to imply that
leadership is not important at the un1vers1ty.]eve1a To some extent this is -
true, given the dominant role nf the departmegts in staffing, curriculum design,
and‘ﬁ?anpsmanship. But as noted above, centré] administrators are Qiewed, and
typically view themselves, as faci]itators‘of faculty initiatives,.i.e., as
perfonning'q‘staff function for the semi-autonomous departments. Iﬁ any event,
most academics view the contﬁibutjon of university level 1éadership as concerned

/ .
with maximizing Eu’ which means, primarily, with giving free rein to strong,

indepgndent'departments and facilitating their growth.( Thus central adminié—
trators are seen on this model as suggor?er; of the facu];y, no; Jeaders of )
them. They are in a position to inhibit quality, but tgey-arg not perceived
~as difegt contributor; to it. Departmental 1eade§ship,hpn the other hand, is
perceived as important to quality. Can department heads -attract and retain
sop-notch faculty? Can they move out mediocre faculty? Caﬂ'they‘persuade
deans to continue provid® ~ resources.? )

. To round opt this ‘over"simpﬁfied modg{]}of the resedarch university, we

should make explicit. reference‘to the ways in which the quality of the faculty,

]

o0
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F], affects and is affected by the financial resources available to the depart-

megt To begin with, the financial support is made up of two principal
oo ) B .
categories: . )

LY

(a) lexternal" support, in the form of grants and contracts awarded

by external agencies; and

-

(b) "1qcal” suppo ‘t, allocated by 1nterna1 un1vers1ty procedures and

made up of 1nst1tut1ona1 income in the form of tu1t10n, state
F 4

: appropr1at1ons, endowment income, etc. ) g
. The external support is typically awarded to individual faculty memhers through
' the peer review process, in which the quality of the individual researcher is
rated oy established peers in the discipljne. But‘a]ong with the individual *

»

rating there is also an impticit rating of the departnent to which he or she
helongs; a prom1s;ng young faculty in a pre;tlg1ous departnent stands a far

‘ better chfnce to rece1ve n award.than would the same person 1n a second c1a55z
vdepartment. Thus, the ratlngs of individual researchers and of departments

are interdependent. ° '

' }he distribution Lf local funds to departments is based on a number of
factors, including student demand, curricular requirements3 and access to .
federal funds, as well g5 the historical role and size of the departmental
facu]t} Each of these factors is in some way also related to departmental

-quallty, which d1rect1y affects -the status of the depaniment in the university
pecking orderu Thus the peer review-process has a direct bear1ng on the allo-

° cation'uf external funds as well as an indirect‘but sfgnificant effect on'the
allocation of local funds. These in turn affect the tegching 1dads, sa]aries?

-

-

s
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‘perquisites, and privileges of the departmentalffaculty. With su:P,nnuerful

positive feedback in the peer assessment proceps, it is small wonder that the
departmental rating ranks high in the minds o
the 1nd1V1dua1 rat1ngs ranks high in the minds of department heads. Ffor most

racu]ty members , the pursu1t of exce]]ence is a departmental activity.

If\ this model is descr1pt1ve of the organ1zat1ona} goals and structure,

the “ratjonal® thing to do to increase the excellence of a university is for ~

its administration to increase the excellence of individual departments and,
! i N v
perhiaps, to increase the number of departments. This, in turn, would be
- /
accomplished by increasing local resources and by favoring. the hiring into

weak departments of more prestigious faculty whose reputat1on is establxshed

A]though there is mot1vat1on to ma1nta1n or 1ncrea$e existing stréngths, there,

is no. rationdle for denyinag such aspirations ‘for weaker departments and indeed

the latter course may be easier and less expéhsire Tne incremental cost of

.

an increase in the excellence of a department a]ready rated in the, top §1ve

in the countrv is undoubted!y higher than, the cost of a comparab]e increase

«

i excel]ence for a department rated Helow the topvth1cty. As 1ong as strong ..

-~

departments can also grow, as they did during a period of overall growth, they

'introguce few political barriers to the'growth of other units as well. -

And this iswhat happened during the "golden" years of the '50‘s and 60's.
* .

}here was little perceived need for the more Qrestigious departments to concern

themse}ves with either the qua]ity‘of other units or the resources allocated,

to Jhem because thqu were suff1C1ent resources available, espec1a11y .n temms

of-grants and contracts prov1d°d by federal sponsors of pure and app11ed
V4

individual faculty members and .

- 00

~/

b
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science. Interest1ngly, the sponsor1ng agents (e.g., NSF) were in many cases
organized-into the same structura] pattern as the universities, hence the
themistry department vas not adverse]y affected_in terms of external spojsor-

ship-wheﬁ a new académic unit in computer stience was formed. _Typically, the

nevi. unvt sought funds from another HSF division or another federal agency. As

long as sufficient resources appeared_to be aVailable- to existing departments,
- - - ~

thefacquisft?on of research support'was not ‘viewed as a zerg-sum game. The

* model accurate]y ref]ects the contro]11ng political situation and serves rea-

<

L
sonably well to exp1a1n how the un1vers1ty sought to.1mprove its qUallty status

during that period of growth. <

But what happened when scarcity set in and retrenchment began? The first
%

j1nd1cat1on of retrenchment, in the late €0's and early 70's, was a gradual

1ev~11ng of external support;, espec1a11y federa] funding. This type of
scarc1ty first caused a significant c%%]lenge to the major.research institu-

)
laboratory equipment was not replaced; lﬁbrary.shortages occurred; etg. HMore
serious prob]ems_fdn,the major research universijties arose durind‘the 70%?

as local support, ]argé]y enrollment-driven, also began to stabi}ize and e;en,
to contract{ As d result, there was a significant‘decrease in faculty mobility;

&
few institutions were any longer in a position to .increase the exce11ance of

~N

a department by bringing. in high-priced established "stars™. 1In short the
external support, local support, and the faculty reputat1om, have become for

‘mos t un1vers1t1es, very difficult to enhance or in some cases, eve to main--

tain at previous levels.

o’




\ .
Retrenchment
" Page 23

.
.

J"Efficiency Respunse” to Scarcity -

Given the postulated model of the university as the linear sum of its
individual parts, what kinds of organfzationai responses are possible? As C
might have been expected, the federal reduc®ons of Ehe 70's affected depart-:

ments qu1te se]ect1ve1y some fe1+ the reductions in terms of 1nadequate ct
N
fund1ng for ehu1pment some exper1enccd redictions for fellowships 2nd assis-

L

tantsh1ps for gnaduate students; some were not affected, due to new federaf* v

initiatives. The restrictions on internal funds were imposed more or less "
. - - -

across the board; for example, many universities experienced a cutback in such

: . : ..o - . e e . @
campuswide services as the library, computer research facilities, and mainte-

L]

nance of physical piant, all under the direct control of the central adminis-

tration. Budgetany restrictions were mposed on departments. tha had the

:

effect of e11m1nat1ng s]aL resources in tie form of unfilled salary lines,
indirect cost reserves, operating expenses, etc. By and”;rge each depart-

ment and campUSW1de service urit was called upon to respond as best it cou]d

I

under -these somewhat randomly imposed restrictions by federal agencies and
across-the-board restrictions imposed by the university administration.

In the face of greater competition for federal funds, it was natural for

each department to place more emphasis on proposal-writing and grantsmanship;
. .4

sbme universities established central campus-wide service units to aid its

. departments in the identification of funding sources and the preparation of °
proposals. The natural response to such greater efforts in arantsmanship

was for the competing departments at other campuses to do likewise. Thus the

net result of this efficiency response was to increase substantially the ,

.
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percentage of faculty t1me and adm1n1strat1ve effort devoted to writing pro-
posals, whereas the percentage share of the fedaral do]]ars ava11ab1e to the
‘top un1ver§;t1es remained relatively Mnchanged In view of the simultaneous
Timitations on local funds and the agsociated reduction ‘in the mobility of
established faculty starSi\it is not surprising that the levelling off of the
overall federal research expenditure was accompanied by a corresponding level-
ling of the federal funds allocated to the 1eading individual universitfes. .
‘ when the chang?ng envirorment of the 70's made it apparent to even the  *
mo;t prestigious departments that federa] support would continue to be in short
supply, it was natural for them to exert pressures to rea]]ocate local funds.
Some of these pressures vere exerted by h1gh quality dep)rtments in resistance
to across-the-board cutbacks wh11e 2 new set of pressures for rea]]ocat1on
came from departments with heavy teach1ng loads generated by shifts in student
enroltment, a phenomenon which has assumed a nationwide pattern. ‘

What happens with regard to reallocation of respurces in such a situation?
With low faculty mobility and 1}mited external funding, reallocation is peri
ceived to be a zero-sum game, and the cdmpetition for 1oca1‘funding becomes
severe. Let us give an example of this situation by considering the present
shift of student enrollment ftom the humanities and social sciences to engineer-
ing, law, business administration and other professional schools. Can we shift
resources frpm the !ow-deyand areas intoﬁthe professionzl schools? If we pro--
pose to remove salary lines from the Spanish department“and.add them to the

A58 ;
alectrical engineering department, here are some of the problems we face:

F-d
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°© Despite a reduction in overall student enro]]menf, the number of

.
faculty members needed to tﬁach a given Spanish course is about
the same as it was before; we cannot release paft of an instrucfor

4

simply because the enrollment:for the course is smaller.
o The salaries in the 12HJQemand departménf ma} befsubstantially
less than those in thé high demand department. - ‘
° There are no incentives for the Tow deq?nd departments to reducé
their size; tenure is held in departments and there are no mechan-
isms for transferring to other departments. Furyhermo}e, the ~
concern for quality is perceived by departmental facultv'only in
terms of the quality of their own departments, and any reduction
in size is seen as a diminution thereof. ‘
Under these conditions, the reduction of excellence. in the lTow-demand depart-
ment would be perceived by that department to be gonsiderably greater than the-

increase in excellence in the high~dé§énd department; and sych a perception is

[4
probably quite accurate. What aggravates the situation further is that the
’

faculty in both departments find it hard to c6}sider the situation in terms
PR - ’ H

.of the larger campus interest. The linear model accurately portrays a politi-

cal situation. in which a change, propqsed in the larger-community interest,

is perceived solely i terms of deéértmenta] self-interest. This seems
inevitable if tﬁé.whole is perceived to be identical to the sum of.its indi-
vidual parts. In the absence of a viable all-campus governance structyre
there is no choice but ‘for the departments to dig in fer a_political fight to”

the finish. Thus, a decision at a higher level to reallocate support offenn

A 2

3
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resu]ts in a reduct1op not on]y in the quatity of the institution but also in’
the rnorale of both departments o ‘ ‘

Similar consideratibns apply to the reallocation of resources among insti-
putions: 'Fof‘example, the public institutiong in(a given state all cpmpete.for
the same age thort of traditional undergrahuate students and for the same

sources of funds. In the fafe of a decl{ning sthdentiage pbﬁu?ation, if a

~major research university is able to maintain its undergraduate enrollments due

to its relative attractivenesé, some other institutions stang to lose enroll-
ments. Only a significant change in-standards, practiées, or mission, e.g.,
an effort to attragt.non—traditiona] sfudents, would offset the limits to
growth in local support. It,éoes without saying that iimjted enrol linents aiso
kreate tension; within each 1pstitution Between high—demaﬁa and Tow-demand .
depprtﬁents. ] o .
The tendency to an overa]ibequlibrium of the traditional resource sectors
_ places an extremeky heavy emphasis on po]itica]\éonsiderétions at all levels -
departménta], institutional, and statewide. The only variables which seem ribt
to approach an equilibrium aré\student demand for»specifﬁc programs and the
political pressures among competing units. At the level of ‘inpstitutions within
a state, the stronger ones experiencé greater student demand and are at a.
distinct advantage. As a result, iegis]ators with relatively weak institutions
in their districts may well attempt to impose enrollment quotas on stronger
Jnstitutions, as, for example, has been &one in Colorado, to save‘their,“hOMe"
institufions. Political maneuvering with relatively fixed resource sectors

becomes a fact of life at all institutional levels; reallocation tends to *

respond to political pressures.rather than educational needs. = = = _

“

.
) . L3
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Ancther frequently postulated efficiency response ta.scarce resources is
© . L
program elimination. If all of the resources from a given department were to .

be transferred elsewhere, it is postulated, the demoralization would be local-

izedﬁtb the affected units while those remaining would be better off because
) .

of the released resources. However, there is quite a discrepancy between the

simplicity of the prescription and the complexity of the process of program -

elimination. And the reasons are impTicit in the_above discussion of the

~

politics of resource rea]]SEatiQnﬂ Dougherty (1979) reports very little finan-

cial savings and very little actual program elimination unless institutions

dismis$ faculty, an action most have been logthe to take.
Program elimination raises interinstitutional political problems as well.

It is likely that any program or unit picked.out for elimination at a major
stéte,university will plausioly claim that there is a similar program elsewhere
¥ M J N
in the state which is of lower quality and argue that the weaker program ought

~

to be eliminated. That is, following the linear model for a given institution,

it seems reasonable to arque that for the system as a whole,

E. = xE T (3)
S Uj“ \ . =~
where Eg = excellence of the higher educatio# system in the state
and E, = excellence of the individual universities in the state; -
j . < 7 L 4
- ]'j -
then E. = IZE; ' (4) -

J
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~ where one sums the excellence, of all_the departments across the state. Thus, ) \é

if it is proposed to eliminate a department why not choose the weakest one

5
53, S Ot 2 o

in the whole state Of course, this proposaT runs directly into interinstitu- o 5
tional po}itica] difficultiés - a poiitiga] confrontation that may well threaten

the well- being of all institutions Such rea]]ocation is not impossible, but \\

R EUE I - .
o 2R r s a3 e et

it is extremely difficult, and it ignores the question of.the,integrity of

. . ' . ; .
weaker campuses

;
Lomine s

2

Aside from po]itica] problems, program e]imination raises a logical or

* conceptual problem. On the linear model there is no ‘readily available rationale

or conceptual framework for making the choice as to whicn program to terminate. E

R o NN
Rinr 4 oF b Tarn Sy 03 Foeie

., In times of growth, the justification for adding programs is the aspiration for
universality. If a group of facu]ty members can p]au-ib]y c]aim to represent ‘ E
a new portion of the inte]]ectua] domain, they are.in a position’ 1og:cal&y to
. justify a new department. Adminrstrators have few prob]ems With this if .
‘resQQrces are aVa?lab]e and there‘does not already exist a department claiming
the:iie]d However, the autonomy of departments and the accepted rules for
,' defining quality provide no basis for a rational Ju5t1f1cat10n of program

“~r G

- termination. If departments can be Judged on]y by facu]ty members of‘]ike

<
kind, and if departmental quality is the prime criterion who is to say Which
3 ’

department is Towest on the institutionai totem poie? . »
o ’ The absence of a ldgic for the terminatgon oflacademic units exposes:

the: inherent limitations of the conventiona] image of the university. In
"particular, the w1despread notion that departments shou]d be judged on]y by

. peop]e in their own discipiines suggests that there does not eXist a means by

-
-

- .
- . , . .
- Y
- , ~
. .
- .
“ "
«
: . . .
3 1 . \ !
, ver
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which a un%versity'can make a judgment of'and for itself. So .strong is the

1dent1f1cat1on of -quality with, academ1c unit that the very notton of a

quality that ttanscends a d1sc1p11ne seems difficult, if not 1mposswb1e, for

1

academwcs to grasp. As a result, the facu]ty lacks the commitment, the knowl-

edge, or the authority to deal with,prdﬁaems ogtside their .own departments.

Nor is sdch knowledge or commitment to be found iﬁ the*administration - made
up, for the mos} part, of faculty manbers who spent most of the1r careers in

a single d1§b1p11ne. Adm1n1strators have ne1ther the mot1vat1on for art1cu]at-
ing an 1ntegrated visign of the un1vers1ty nor the organ1zat1onal mechan1sms

]

for implementing long rangg,1nst1tut1ona1 plans. Nor do they have suff1c1ent

knowledge of the 1nterna1 situation within departments to make 1nformed dec1-
sions on matters of priority at:t?at level. . Thus, when it comes to a decision
of the magnitude of terminating a departmegt or restrUCturing a school, few
adm1n1strators feel; théy have euther the authority or the understanding to make
the decisiop. They do not claim the wigdom te just1fy seeking the requisite |
.authority nor do they c!atm the authority to justify seeking’the requisite

understanding.

The Limitations of OrganizationalyResponses .

These observations illuminate some of the intrinsic organizational weak-

nesses ot the university - as vivid]} portreyeﬂ by ihe linear model:
o jhe mode] exposeé the Timitations of our definitions and measures ”
of qua]it& —*measutes which do.net transcend the departments and )

; ,j therefore tend to ignére tne‘ye]1~being and the purposes of _the

'4. Jarger instjiution.




43
oy,
¢

- Retrenchment
Page, 30

- - ~

° The model makes it cl \\why ghe faculty governance system (e.gg;

‘the faculty senate) is‘ineffectivei with\pqwer iested largely in
.autonomougﬁdepartments, the senate seems to haVe.a]] ot‘the inertia
and intransigence of the UN General Council. k

°  The“model suggests why many of the dissonances between stated instt-
tutional goals and institutiond1 performance are'und1scussed or

undiscussable; the internal stakeholdars are so’preoccupied with

-

individual or departmehtak»we]];being as to see little pay—off'iu

4+
» - ’ —

such discourse.

. ° The omission ofﬂthe administrat{on'from the linear model calls

attentionto the reality that the pub1ished organfzation chért
‘(a hierafchiég] structure df chancellors, deans, department )

- B ' heads, etc.) is ‘in 1arge measure a symbolic repYesentat1on from

P

the past. The rea]1ty 1s,an administrative staff acting as
institutional spokesmen, hand11ng fund-ra1s1ng and budget prepara-
t1on, superV1s1ng a var1ety of campusw1de support ser71ces and

staff funct1o§§? but having 11tt]e dxscret1onary authority or

£ .
&

flexibility. . o »

-
L3

Desp1te£%ts tack of comp]eteness, the linear model provides 1ns1ghts :

-

into the structure and image of the university as perceived by its membefs,
and makes plausible the k1nds of highiy compet1t1ve, se:f—centered behavior
of the individual facu]ty members and depa(tments. G1ven the perceived image,

that behavior is rational. It is our contention that if this image end Struc-

ture is retained under conditions of scarcity, the university is extremely .
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1imited in its- range of responses. Whether the organ1zat1on will cont1nue
in its search for "eff1c1ency" responses (i.e., to maintain its current norms .

mission, and structure) or whether it will turn to "effectiveness" as a goal

gepénds on its capacity for accepting change in these basic premises, that is,

its capacity for "double-loop" learning. To provide some insights as te where

such learning might lead, we set forth some possible alternatives below. g

Some Alternatives tp the Simple Linear Model

What sorts of accommodative changes, jn\missicn,,structure, or norms would
A ‘ﬁé responsive:to retrenchment?: One psssjbilityfis to acknowledge “that. the

- simpfistic definition of deﬁartmenta] excellence should be weighted in some
way by its service to'sOC1ety, for examp]e, by . the demand for its graduates.
The p01nt here is not mere]y that the indicator of excellence of a department
wou]p be affected 1nd1rect]y through chang;s of student enroliment; thit po1nt
is already refiected in the -existing model. Rather, the relative Stident
démand among progrgms could bé'used as an explicit weighting of excellencé.

For eXamplé, the formu]a'cbu]d be changed to look something\]ike the following:

N
s
~

E, = TwEgs ) | (?)
oF _ ‘ . , LS
Wy =g a weighting function dependent cn .

- av

S. = student demand (appropriately dgfined) for department i,

and S = average studesit demand.

34
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This modified excellence equation would represent an explicit change from the
existing image or norms. , Furthermore, it would provide a ra-“onale for cutting

back on an academic unit with high quality but Tow student demand. To implement

) suchﬁ%n action would, of course, require ejther a broad acceptancg by'faculty

members of the new definition of excellence, or the allocation of greater
authority to.the campus administration, ‘or. both.
.There are other alternatives for effective response, The claim is often -

-

made ihaf although student demand is impor%ant and should influence realloca-
tion to some exten?, it should not be‘Zhe.finalyérbiteri One would not have

a university, so the érgument runs, without a élasgics department. This view -
amounts.to urging yet a furtheg éccommodation, perhaps including a concern for
the contribution of the department tp other departments or to the overa}] camﬁus

mission - let us call this "centrality."

In this case-we migh% adjust local support Ai’ as ?o]]ows:

| {

Ai = %i + h (Si’Pi) . ' (6)
whére K = m(Ci), and ~ )
’ ' C, = some measure of the centrality of department 1.
P. = a measure of the political standing of the depértment.

¢

Ki is, thus, some minimal core level of local supportewhich would be maintained

regardless of student demand, Si' That is, while one might cut support for “the
-

unit to Ki because of declining student demund, it would not be eliminated

altogether.
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Centrality might be\ defined in a variety of ways. One could simply let
student demand serve as proxy for .cenirality as noted above. Alternativé1y,
centrality could be measuread agiinst some historical, empirical oidanizationa1 '
imperatives which all, or most, universities have recognized. ¥Yet another way
wou]d be to compare the untt to some 2 priori ideal of a university. An a]ter;

’nat1Ve measurement, sometimes ca]led "criticality" in the organizational |

behavior literature, would jnvolve the number of other units which a given

unit servés. Mathematics, for example, would be highly critical unless other

units were.a1loned tn_develop their own mathematics coufses. Any of these con-
ceptions of eentrality‘might be used as a way of modifying the linear model.
There are cther, wore radical, possibilities for achieving effectiveness.
Foilowing the lead of induétry, one might urge that a university with varying
degrees of exce]]ence of 1ts parts m1ght further decouple the parts. One
' might estab]1§h the col eges as cuite autonomous in sett1ng admissions stan-
dards, tuitiom, salary and promotion prccedgfe;:/etc. One m1ght even\propose
‘establishing a college of enginéering as colipletely independent of its former
university home. It may be noted that sohe researcn instithtes whieh had
the1r roots in universities (e.g., SRI, the former Stanford Research Institute)
have, already been\decoupled. Th*s sort of move would remove even the weak
additive {Enks among the relatively independent departments: of a university.
In proposing another alternstive, Sir Brien Pippard, F.R.S., Cavendish
Professor of Physics at Cambridge, recently predicted (1980) that the research

emphasis in Anglo-American un1vers1t1es, at least as we have known'it, will

prove to-be maladaptive during the next quarter of a century He urged not

- . N

”T‘l\ R
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“P2ihaps un1vers1t1es could play a more "1ntegrat1ve" role in our society (see,

" excellence currentlx\jn operation and would proQab]y call for coupling depart-

ments in a variety of new interdependent loops. Any such changes wouid ha&e

.the,Capacit?“of the individual departiments, and the capacity for changing the

‘to'carry out with greatly diminished resources. "What changes in the assumptions

Retrenchment _ ‘ o | - , ro
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an abandonment but a’ de-emphasis’ of research and a reV1ta1Jzat1on of the educa-
tional function of un1vers1t1es <Stil another alternative would be a renewed
emphasis on public service R{ universities, especially public 1nst1tut1ons. .
Anotner d1rect1on would.be to recognize and alleviate the grow1ng tension
between the implicit intellectual organization of the d1scip1ines and the, per-
haps by now, maladapt1ve organ1zat1ona1 embodlment of d1sc1p11nes in departments.

for example, Cleveland, 1981). A reorgan1zat1on or redef1n1t1on of mission at

levéls such as-the'se would clearly involve a change in the linear model. of

.

to involve changes in the governance structure, in the role, of administrative
officers; and in the approach to performance evaluation. - It goes . withoyt
AN

saying that such changes would ca]] for double-loop organ1zatlona1 1earn1ng

to redefine the institutional mission and to gain acceptance at various levels :

ofithe'university. P '
In summary, if attempts to deal with a changing environment by conventional

(efficiéncy) responses do not prove adaptdve, then only a change of image,

mission,'or structure can make a]ternative kinds of behavior appear rational.

If the assumptaons that underly the 1?near mocel are retained under times of

scarcity; the university system'is driven toward increasing efficiency within

.

internal environment is limited to what individual departments find it possible

4 2 . ¢
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of the linear model are appropriate and how to decide on and ﬁnp]ement them:
4

if they are necessary is another formulation of the‘prob]em of retrenchment.
4
*

Some. Conclusions and Conjectures about Dealing with Retrenchment
; -
In many ways this paper is merely a prolegomenon to dealing with the

[

problem of scarcity of resources in institutions of higher education. What ‘!
we have done is to focus on the organizational structure of universities and
how it reflects the images, valaes, anq beiiefs of its members. ‘We have
argued that an orga%ization's response‘to environmental prei§ures depends-in

a critical way on the perceiGed mission and accepted norms\of the organizétion
and whether these are also subject to reéﬁS?é?Sai and change. If these argu- 1
Fents are valid, there are a number of sign{ficant consequences for ufiiversities
with regard to long range planning, the role of administrative leadersh{p in
the organizational learning process,Jand the settings in which such.]earning

can take place. 4 )

If exp]fcit planning for'the:FQtumais done solely in terms of bresgnt
images and structures, the p1anninngay Qr may‘not’be appropriate. Clearly,
iféall that is needed is Yreater efficiency then single-loop learning is both
feasible and adequate.” However, in some situations, the notion that one can
use existing images and norms tc engage in rational planning isaitse1f an
illusion. In particular, since the validity of any plan dependé on a given
set of images, values, and beliefs, planning will obviously nﬁt be useful
in just those cases in which the adaptive course of aetion requires gﬁgﬂgjﬂi

those basic premises. /
A3 /
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This is not to deny that- there is a larger context within which one can

.

rationally discuss both single- and-doub]e-]oop learning; we have tried to do
JJust that 1n this paper The grounds of rat1ona11ty from this perspective
involve a refle tive equ111br1um between organ1zat1ona] behav1or and organiza*
tiond1 mission as refiected 1h the organizational structure; What follows
from the conception of rationality as adaptiveness js that the rational Course
of action hi]l always be context dependent and hence plans should always be .

susceptible to modification dr abandonment. Rationality in this view consists

of monitoring the current situation rather than following some set of estab-

A}

lished “"rational" decision rules.

We have avoided any exp11c1t prescription as to when s1ng]e- or double-

l

* loop learning may be prefe: ab]e for responding to env1ronmenta] pressures:
Yet merely by raising the question and highlighting, some dilemmas current]y !
faced. by research universities, we have implicitly.made a case for encouraging
double-loop 1earn1ng - for seriously cons1der1ng\§1ternat1ves to the bus1ness- '
as-usual efficiency response to retrenchment Jt is ouv p“em1se that 1f vie
coule engage in doub]e-]oop 1eann1ng, that is to say, to be in . position to
consider, var1ous a]ternat1v it would not imply -Change for the ‘'sake of change.
Rather, such consideration :E\EQternatives mfght avoid the hurried and unreflec-

tive reactjon to crisis that has @fflicted a numbe5 of institutions ip the .

-

recent past: o y

What is the ro]e of adm1n1strat1ve and intellectual 1eaders in the organ1-

zat1ona] ]earn1ng process? We have called attention to the 11m1ted influence

f<:7that the un1ve.s1ty pre51dent has on the institution's re&earch or educational

o -
i ’ \ "s., ~

JAFuitext provid: ic * ’ *
- : R . N \Q 0.
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missions. And we have commented on the protection of its outstanding scientists
and scho]ars from the day-to-day prob]ems of instituticnal management and gover-
nance. Yet the embodiment of the images, values, . and beliefs of a university
is to be found in its administrators and intellectual leaders. For most pur-

poses, the socialization of its administrators is so complete and the selection

processes so imbued with existing values that the university is almost guaran-
teed to appoint as iﬁe top administrator a person who sees no need for change.
Thus, it appears even to soph1st1cated observers that it doesn't make any dif- -
" ference who is selected president (March 1980). . )
It may be that this situation is altered at a time of crisis: if a change
of the administration takes place when the institution perceives itself in crisis,
there may be a highar'1ikelihood that the new administrator could make a real
difference and that there would be more choice among possible candidates. That
is to say, there ma& be more wi]]ingqes§ by the faculty in times of crisis to
accept as an administrator a person w;bse vision varies enough from the pre-
vailing images to enable him or her to iﬁitiate double-loop organizational
1earﬁiﬁg. The new president might théﬁ act és a source of variant‘images as
well as a cata]yst for a learning process. Despite the widely prevalent assump-
tion that an institution in trouble needs a “strong leader", 7 it is fér less C;:
11keiy that he or she would be in a position to impose such variant images from
the top down. The present organizational structure does not offer the president
this option. Furthermore, it seems highly questionable ‘that new visions of the
un1vers1ty can be adopted solely through actions or exhortat1ons by the president,

L]

no matter how strong a personality or'persuasive a public figure hq\or she may be.
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The new visions must a]so capture the 1mag1nat1on and the comm1tment of the

facu]ty, and they must make sense to clients and sponsors as well. " This is
h1gh1y uiilikely without the deep involvement of the, 1nte1]ectua1 1eaders “of
the campus as well as a significant recast1ng of the governance structure.
The u]txmate test of an 1nst1tut1on s responses to retrenchment is -«
the achievement of equ111br1um between 1ts functional act1v1ties_and the exter-
nal environment. This implies compatibility Between‘the‘actfvitdés‘and the .
belief systems pf its'members “When. such equilibrium ex1sts, s1ng]e loop
1earn1ng is €ufficient to handle the day- to—day cha]]enges faced by the organ1~ )
zation. Howevér, when an institution is faced with d1]emmas and prob]emséthat
are exacerbated as the normal s1ng]e—1oop responses are 1ntens1f1ed double~
loop 1earn1ng becomes tpe on]y acceptab]e aJternat1ve for survival. Environ-
mental change thus p]aces a requ1rement for adaptab111ty not only Tn terms of
dnstitutiondl use of ava1Tabﬁe resonrces but a]so in terms of capac1ty for
adJust1ng its norms, 1mages, and m1ss1on to the new situation. The W1despread ¢
. and enrompass1ng environmental changes of the past decade have made new demands - {‘-

N
for organizatibnal Tearn1ng not only on un1Vers1t1es but-on virtually all otrcr

l

major -institutidons in both pr1vate and pubT1c sectors.

We have not attempted in this paper to present spec1f1c techniques for

£y

initiating or suppurt1ng double-1oop organ1zat1onal learning. One approach is

Ld

to identify some minimal resources to support innovatiVe,'even if radical,
experiments, where by radical we mean experimental activities and studies

9 . -
vhich literally appear irrational from the point of view of the currently /

accepted imagé pf the university. .Cohen and March (1974) have referred to
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such expe;iments as,"playful foo?ishnes§". " Though many of them mayinot prove
fruitfu]lin the short term, egme exberiments may nevertheless provide the
variant images and goals that would prove useful at some future date. If this

-

perspective is accepted, such pockets of experimentation shayld be protected,
preC1;e7y during times when the pressures to cut back on the frills become '
enormous. Furthermore, it seéms des1rab1e to encourage_such experimentation
at all levels.

An interesting variety of interve;tion techniques has been tried out in
various institutional settings to help organizations bring basic images and
beliefs to the surface and examipe them critically [see, for example, Mitroff

and Emshoff (1979) Boland (1980), and Huff (1980)]. The chalienges to adoptiné

such techn1ques in the university setting are formidable:  ‘Who wou]d have the

authority to initiate the intervention? Who would. part1c1pate7 Where would

such activities take place? The fact that there are no obvjous‘answers to *ﬁ\\
these questions suggests the need for invention - for creating new settings

for the sarganizational learning processes. The seminar series which prov}ded
the setting for this inquiry into retrenchment had as its centraT-metaphor the
creation of a."safe place" i,’which reguiar participants and visi}ors alike ~
could speak openly and candidly aboutvtheir perceptions, their concerns :and
their beliefs. For the participating faculty and administrators, this sett1ng
proved effective in illuminating the problems and encouraging candid discussion
of many of them among persons who would otherwise not have had an opportunity

even to exchange views. But these very same d1scussions also revealed the

dimensions of the barriers to organizational learning; it remains an unmet

A0
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challenge to credte setting: in which such learning can ‘nvolve critical numbers
2 ~ . . .
of the academic staff. ) o

wh11e we have dwelt heavily on the barriers to organ1zat10na1 1earn1ng,
there are several features of the present academic s-ene that are promis1ng,
both for gaining furthen understanding'and for developing va]id approaches to
the problems of:;etrenéhment;' Firsc, the;e is a widespread appreciation of the
historical continuity of’the university - however imp]%cit.and inchoate the
awareness ma& be. This manifests itself in fne feelings brevious]y referred to,
concern1ng the centrality of certa1n d1sc1p11nes This se;se of history could
in principle be made more exp11c1t and used to help the institution understand !
and recreate its mission in a changing environment. Second, for all the recent
emphasis on research in specialized fie]ds, there is a growing recogriition tha?
research universities, as contnaséed with research laboratories, are awkb .
charged with education - not only the education of future scientists and research
scholars, but also the education df citizens for living in a rapidly changing .
zworld. This realization may pronide tne motivation for a new and more adeqdate
,\imaée of the university, éinally %here seems to be a prevailing mood among the
faculty for inéreasing co]Tegia]it& across depaytmental lines. At our univer—
sity, a seriec of, fifteen inforna1 get-togethers with the .chancellor, involving
serious discussions of inst{tutional problems among faculty and administrators
from various discip]ines'has been enormouzly suecessfu1. Whether measured 1in
terms of greater awareness of other perspectives or in terms of a stronaer

sense of belonging to a community, these sessipns have proved their worth.

They have provided an opening wedge in exploring common presuppositions among

43
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the various Qisciﬂjines gnd professional schoo&s. 'How to mobilize the iﬁterests
and'éhergies thu; released }emains an issue for flture exp]oration.

By exptr1ment1nq u1th new sett1ngs for the d1scussnon of these issues, ang
by exp]or1no the utility of various 1ntervent1ons; it may be possible to engage

the efforts of the various “institutional stakeho]ders preC1<e1y on the problem

{

“of retrenchment namely, Whether to_use single- or doub]e lcop 1earn1ng, whether .

to seek eff.odency'or effectiveness.

- . ——
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NOTES

’ (edited for b1iﬂf review)
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1. This essay -is an outcome of -a seminar series on "Creat1ve Responses to

«

2.

3.

4.

Retrenchment." “h11e some of the ideas 1n this paper can be and are
attr1buted~to specific 1nd1v1dua]s - either reguTar or 1nv1ted part1c1~
pants - man more jdeas have emerged from group d1scuss1on ‘and debate

and cannof be identified with an 1nd1v1dua1 " In other words, by now

many of the group s insights have become ours and vice versa. Other
essays emerging “from/this group effort will address further the charac- .
teristics of organ1zat10nal behav1or under conditions of scezrcity and '

will consider a]ternat1ve approaches to organ1zat1ona1 1earn1ng

«

’”
<

It will gui6k1y.become apparent that neither the term "problem* nor the

[

term fsolution" is appropriate for describing the complex process of -

organizational adaptation to a changing environment. -

L

~

(deleted) : ' ' .

Whetten (1980) has reviewed the literature of organizational decline and
called attention to many similarities among widely differing organizations

in the responses to retrenchment. . .

See Argyris and Schon (1978) for examples of undiscussable barriers to

organ1zat1ona1 1earn1ng pp 35, 38, 46- 8“.
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’

7.

I i

Jdncluded an extensive series of ;inierviews with faculty members and adminis-

Retrei.hment |
Notes

: . : - \/
In the course of our inquiry, we have considered a variety of models that v ]

b . «

might help to understand why universities,behave the way they do. We have

used the University of [ ] as a case study, to test our conclusions and

[ 3

conjectures in a context of more or less shared experience; this study

r

trators at various levels of responsibility. = - .

-

s

Qur major source of immediate experience is, of course, with the University
of [ ]. We are led to believe, however, from our many contacts with other -

& . -
institutions and with the literature that this university has more features

in common with other major research -universities than it has diffarences.

The ultimate test'of generalizability, however, will have to rest with the

individial reader. . . .

An unusually Hi;h ﬁunper of the invited participants to our retrenchment

S .
seminar, both faculty members and edministrators,, espoused the desirability

of or ﬁeed for a "strong leader" to deal w)th perceived needs - for change.

- -
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1. This essay is an outcome of a seminar series on “Creative Respcnses to | i
Retfenchment" that was carried out at the Center for Advanced Study at
, the Un1vers1ty of I]]1no1s at Urbana- Champa1gn dur1ng 1981. Regu]an ‘ :
members (and the1r departmenta] affiliations) of th1s ongoing interdis-
ciplinary 1nqu1ry were Dav1d A. Whetten (Bus1ness Adm1n51trat1on), who

initiated the effort, and Stuart, Albert (Business Adm1n1strat1on) Daniel

Alpert (Phys1cs) Richard Boland (Accountancy) Fred Coombs (Eoucat1ona1

Po]1cy Stud1es), and Hugh Petrie (Ph1losophy of Education)._ While some "

of the ideas "in this paper can be and are attributed to sgec1fic individuals
- either regilar—or invited participants - many more ideas have emerged

from group discussion and debate and cannot be identified with an indi-
? - . .
vidual. In other words, by now mén, of the group's insights have became

ours and vice versa. Other essays emerging from this'group effort will
address further the characteristics of organizational behavior under

conditions of scarcity and will consider alternative approaches to organi-

zational learning.

i ¥ [

2. It w111 qu1ck1y become apparent that neither the term “problem nor the

- v .

term "so]ut1on" is appropriate for describing the complex proceqs of

organ1zat1ona1 sdaptation to a chang1ng environment.
>

3. James Carey: a participant in one of our seminar-workshops, is Dgan of
the College of Communications at the University of I1linois at Urbana-

Champaign. _ S
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* 4. Whetten (1980) has reyiewéd the literature of organizationa1 decline and
i 7 !

called attention to manyﬁsimilgrities among widely differing organizations

in the responses to retrenchment. -

5. See Argyris and Schon (1973) for examples of undiscussable barriers to,
. ) , _ p

organizationai learning, pp. 35, 38, 46-85.

6. In the course-of our 1nqu1\y, we have considered a variety of models that
might help to understand.why un1vers1t1es behave the way they do. We have
used the University of IT11inois as a case study, to test our conclusions

and conjectures 1n a context of more or less shared experience; this ¢ iu&y
included an extens1ve series of interviews with facu]ty members and adminis-

-

trators at various levels of responsﬁbi]1ty.

" Our ::33r source of immediate ‘experience is, of course, with the University
of I1linois. We ere led to believe, however, from our many contacts with
otﬁer ins%itutions and with the 1iterature that this uanersity Qaslmore
features in common with other’major research universities then if has‘

”'differences. The ultimate test of’generalizability, however, will have

to rest With the individual reader. . ¢ ' N

7. An unusually hlgh number of the invited part1c1pants to our retrenchment

seminar, both facu]ty members and administrators, espoused the des1rab111ty

-

of or need for a "strong leader" to deal with perce1yed needs for changé.

» . / - ’ .
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