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External Environment of a University:

rd

Constraints and Pbs§1bilities
v e

i . =

Abstract = Co
/ , : ‘,

Otganizational analysts afe_incredStngly arguing that formalized enyi}en—'

S v . !

meptal assessments should be initiated and integrated into strategic planning..

Yet universities face several major constraints in attempting to. do so: high
N : d ; . . N . 7

degrees of environment/organization interpenetration, diffuse and vague goals,

- . cdntesting of goals; the "piés,to knowihg;"lloose coupliﬁg, the conservativé.

acdademic culture, constrained resources, and the conflict of turbulentﬁepyiron—"" It
Lo 7 ' RN o : . A
ments with participatory governance norms. This paper presents potential- = =~ *

| c S ! y T .
guidelines for establishing formal envirommental assessment in such a context,

evaluates and tefiﬁés those guidelines ‘on thélbas;s'of,tﬁe results of an é*pé?;f‘

imental envirc-mental assessment effort at a large research uniQersfty, and

[
i

3 o : » 3 - I L Mo,
identifies several critical tensions associated with environmental assessment., -
v - . e .

l

Theoretical and applied 1mplications are,discussed.
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’tvo decades by the notion of the organxzatxon as an "open systen.“_ Aa S‘"“

" cues into its ongoing strategic decision making.

‘avaxlable. Wilson 6*?83) has said there are tvo essentlal T jf“

R ,;J-;fz‘ o !n!xronnent:of a;Unxversity.~ _. - :

[.1).

Conatraxnts and Possxbxlztxes'

v
a4

The‘field of organizatiion theory.has been ridicaIJj'reshaped in the past
K) v Ty L
(1981) has stressed- organxzatxons are not closed syste-s, sealed off from _

oA

: their envirﬁnnents but are open to and dependenx on flows of personnel and '

@

reaources froh outs1de their own systen" (page 22). Thxs poxnt has been echoed

s & —

by Perrow (1979), Tho-pson (1967) Pfeffer .and Salancick (1978) and oumerous

, others. As an "open system " each organization must provide 1nducenents for

others to contrxbute to itt. Without approprxate 1nducenents, such as lover

. prices attractxve salarxes» and valued products the organ1:at1on hay prompt

PR

1nd1v1duals and other organxzatxons to d1rect their -oney, txne‘ or energy else—

where. 1In order to structure ;ts 1nducenents approprxately, an'organxzat;on

a

must effectively assess its external environment and respond to changes init.l

“ﬂ - The growth of thxs theoretxcal perspecttVe has been paralleled by changeg

in the prescrxptxve management and plannxng literature. Increasxngly, that

a

;l1terature has stressed the merits of a broadly-based strategic approach

‘ -
featurxng a knowledgable but also 1ntu1t1ve envxron-ental sensxtxvxty in top

P

nanagers (e.g., see. Thomas, 1980 Peters and Waterman, 1982). Thus the ideg

,organization surveys its environment in general, selects iertain key environ-

X
mental issues, trends, and domains for concentrated tracking, and feeds useful

2
-

‘ ’

" Precisely "yﬂégf’ envxronnental assessment? There are a nunber 9

W by

(v1sxon o the husxness) the other is a radar systea (envxron-ental_snalysis)

ansvers

%&, +
organizations facxng uncertaxnty. Specificaily, ”one is l’*t“"

/,i . L4

7‘ ' ‘ Vgt
! " .' ‘
y . ‘ |

-
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K i

;}:7‘ _ to g1ck out rocks reefs headlands snd clesr vster shead™ (psge §), Less

tetsphorxcslly, tbe nnalyst vho populsrxzed the use of the tern "scsnnxng" to

. /d ,i. refer to envxronnentel assessment (Aguxlar 19671 psge l) has argued it is "the
— B actxvxty of acqu1r1ng 1nfor-atxpn... [It focuses on] events and relstxonshxps 1n.
., : "s conpsny 8 outsxde envxronnent the knovledge of whxch would nssxst top manage-
i ;1;' -ﬁf ment rn 1ts tssk of chsrtxng the conpany s future course of sctlon "

S Hhxle all organ;zst1ons assess the1r env1ronments in some vay, Aguxlsr
e . ,,/ - ~
- draws a d1st1nctxon betveen sll external 1nfor-at10n the manager rece1ves all

) external strstegxc 1nfornat10n the manager recexves, all external strstegxc.

1nformat10n the manager vsnts, and sll external strstegxc information the
. - ., ‘* [3
managqr,needs. This d1st1nct1on leads Agui}sr to propose that environmental

Y <

assessment can be made more efficient and effective by/suppleienting undirected
‘vieﬁiné with cdnditioned viewing, and informal search with formal sesrch._ In a
P p similarvattempt to ‘classify and rank the various spprosches to‘environmentsl
Cl sssessnent Etzicnib(l968) has counseled orgsnizstions‘td pursue "mixed
_ 5

. scannlng " in which v1ew1ng of the general” envxronment is blended with detaxled

search of the operating environment. Etzioni draws an analogy between mixed

scanriing and the behaviors of serisl reconnaissance pilots. .4!’
. Thi!.lecifiﬂﬂihsrscteristics of -eavironmental assessment are matters of
PR T * o & :
v debate snd con:ext. Defxned by exclusxon the 1ctivity is usually conceived as

L]
d1st1nct f ron 1ssues management -ultxple sqensrxo snalysxs, econometric fore-
‘ -

cs;&xng, nsrketxng analysis, 1nternsl orgsnizatxonal sssess-ent formal:zed
planning, or vslues.snslysis (see‘Heydinget, 1983a; Heydinger and Zentner, 1983;

* Pflsum, 1983; Eoresight Task Force, 1983; Aguilar, 1967). .Vilson (1983) has

i

proposed six critical characteristics of formal environmental assessment: 1) it

is integrated into the decision making and plsnning,crocesses, 2) it is relevant

. > .
- . . ¥
. .

=

L]



- y 3. A

to cufrent and emerging issues, 3) it is bolutxc rather tlun pxece-eal 6) it
. $

is an iteratxve and contxnuoua process, conlxctxng both of generalxzed lcannxng

to spot trends and targeted monitoring to track critical trends, 5) it is

heuristic and eiplor‘tory'rather‘than predictive, and 6) it balances qualitative

) x . o - .o . .
erpretive insights with juantitative data. Aguilar (1967) has defined the
. W .

activity as ayatenatxc collection of external 1nfor-atxon in order to lessen

-

the randomness of 'information flov1ng into the organlzatzon and thus to provide

early varnxnga for nanagera of changxng external cond1t1ons.

The_organlzat1onal'uaea of envxroq-entalaasaegs-ent have perhaps been most.

;o

preciaely:atndied and described by Thomas (1980), whose stndiel of scanning o

activitiea in-varioua corporations have found it being used not only for mind-
atretcﬁingror'fducation31/purpoaes’?or -anagers ge;gr, as at General Millg), but
also for strategic policy developnent (QIBA¥Gedgv), tbe deveiopnent of operating ]
plqﬁsland prog;ama (Citicorp), and the develop-ent of arfrane of reference for

the annual budget (General Hotor 8 Socxetal Research Group) He concludea

that ubroad-spectrum acannxng need not be restricted to the benevolent M ‘

stretchxng varxety but may be expected to have teeth as v!ll“ _(page 22).
3 , / . ! g - T ~
Constraints in Asaeasing 8 University's External Enviroﬁ” ot ' f

In the abstract, the above ideas resvnate with axlplxcxty and common lenae.t

-

s

[N

But the less straightforwvard an organitatfﬂ?'l goals, technology, environment,
decision processes, and structure, the more difficultiel it vill face in puc_

ting the ideas into action (lee, for exalple Stubbert 1982). This proposition

®

1lp11el some dauntxng hurdlel for educational organlzatxons given theinﬁoften'

ambiguous goals and technology (Weick, 1978). Those hurdles may be highe * for

the univer;ity, perhaps the lepat'ltraightforward of educational or;anizationé




argued here that universities face at least eigh
: ‘s : ' .

~ seek to heed the ubiquitous:cslis fot.environnentsl

(cohen snd'uerh 1974 ledriq‘e, 1971

7) \ Hhile their heterogeneous

\environmental ssscssoent, it'is
. o o ; e‘

mportant constraints. as they

knouledge bsse may sees an ideal foundstion £

E)

\lttentiona__,

First,—ss Burton Clark has notedziiglg);ﬁthe discfblinnry,nodetof-orgsnizs—'

tion’in higher educstioq tears the trsditional distinctjpn between organization
and environment, to shreds, "since a large array of occupstionslly specified
slices of the enVironment' have basic representstign snd locstion\within the

‘organization'" (psge 31) Therefore while the various research efforts on a
.. !

'csmpus might be viewed as ongoing scts of sophisticated environnentsl moni -

» A

toring, the relstion of the enVironnentsl inte11igence thus gsthered to the
sustenance of the orgsnizstional whole is ambaguous. Most would agree that ‘a

7 v

university is more than the sum of its seni—autonomous and oftenqgctively com—

8 own uniguely relevant environment is

’

peting disciplinary paxts but defi

e

a problematic exercise,

Second, that act of’defining the uniqucly relevant-environnent.of a
' WG . » _‘ R Te ‘ %
university as a whole is made even more diff¥cult by the oft-cited vagueness and

diffuseness of the university's goals (Cohen and March, 1974; ledridge;

1977) When confusion over the true gosls of an enterprise is rdampant, the

act of sorting the infinite noise of the world into relevunt snd irrelevsnt

o . , 5

enVironnentsl stimuli is challenging, to say the lesst. In a sense, the

environment of the university, as an orgsnizstion gfhnted by society a rsther

open—ended chsrge to seek and dispense knowledge, is linitlesk

1

Third, when the gosls of universities are not ngue, they are often —‘}

contested. The control of infor-stion flows can therefore be a source of

“power, The highly politicized nature of many contenporsry postsecondsry

a
B

~
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'1nlt1tutron. -akee the tole of 1aforlatxon gatherer and lz-penner a poverful,
7 .

one, Those in that roLescan help detern;ne vhxch plrtxcular issues arise in

’
-

] Y
which part1Cu1arxfor-l at vhxch partxcular txnel, and they can 1nd1rect1y or

d1rect1y influence who is ngen the right to set decxlxon agendas on campus ¢
N - . -

(see Baldrxdge 1977); In the early 1970's, cbntroversy frequently arose

-

4

-over the proper organlzatxonal locatxon of Instxtutxonal gesearch offices (e.g.,

see Dressel, 1971), Those belxev%fg the offices should be nade an action-

oriented. part of the executive staff came into direct controversy with those

-

favoring a more neutral organizational role. The comparable controversy'of the

-

. . . ’ . . .
1980's might be over.the structuring and’staffing of the environmental

assessment effort., , :

L}

Fourth,” un1versxt1es as organxzatxons are afflxcteqigxth a “bias for

- knowing," to paraphrase Peters and Watérman (1982) The impulse for foolish-

ness, intuitive actxon, speculation, ahd future~gaz1ng is often quashed by

the restrained, ratibnality-oriented culture of the.academic setting. 'Yet
-~

such impulses seem necessary not only for profxtably usxng environmental cues,
but also for establishing and empowering intensive env1ronment-watch1ng efforts

in the first p}ace. Strategically orieated environnent~vatching, acéording'to'

BN

its proponents, requires paying attention to more than the latest statewide

high-school enrollment gégureq or the most recent appropriations data. for
t
. ) : - ~ . .
federal financial aid. 1t often requires the trusting o hunchen,_the tracing

of hints in obscure, non-academic publications (e.g. "futuri.t“'literature), and

the aesthetic effort of piecing“together "a story” out of dilparate_qunntitetive“

¢ m

and qualitatire cluee (Peters and Vlternnn, 1983; Cope, 198la; leller, 1983).

"

Fifth, the loosgfﬁouplxng vithin'most univerlxtxel precludes the’ timely,

organization-wide" envxron-ental responsiveness pOIIIble in. other kinds of

2 T - . «



organizatiooo. Loole-couplxng can serve organxzatxons vell by allou1ng localized
adaptatiool to changeo,.butctt aloo can be a draxn vhen 1nat1tutxon-v1de re-

’

spouse to an'eovironiental ange is dictated. - " Weick (1978) has argued that

loose couplxng allovs bothvlrchaxc tradxtlona and ionovative 1-prov1latxona to o

be preserved. In unxveraxtxea the former may be rather more likely to be found S
than the latter due to the reaxstance of depart-ental units both to change -

1mpoaed fron above (Clﬂrk 1983) and to efforts-to 1nvolve them intimately in
institutional planning (Palola et al., 1971). Such characteristics of univer-

aitiea'oay limit gtaff acceptance, and the eventual odds of oucceas, of

institution-wvide environmental assessment (why bother, if top administrators

~

_have only limited capability to affect the directions of the organization as a

whole?). i : 2 . -

Y. N ¥
Sixth, and similarly, the cultures and ,histories of universities may

nakc them especially roaiatant to change. Faculty frequently refer to the

atab111ty of the moral task of the unlveraxty and to the ingdvisability of a
"consumer" orientation.on.the part of the citadel of reaaon (Riesman, 1980;

.

-

Keller, 1983; Cope 1981b). Environment\l assessment, however, may ‘be borgi'*d

in effect as a conscious aeeking of chaogg._ At the least, it involves a ,,'; J

seeking of improved adaptability to external change, As auch, it rep!‘icnto

a chalienge to the status quo. Those contented with the status quo may tend

L4
o

to be dllcontented w1th the eatablxlhnent of for-alxzed environmental assess-

S

’ - v
‘ment, e & ¢
5 .
. ..
-~

.1

Seventh, envirzonental monitoring can E: ti-e-coﬁaulin; and costly. Major,
corporatxonl that have established formal environmental ocann;ng and moni-

toring progranl have found that lubltantxal investments of tx-e are required

Ly

to do it vell. For example, in ‘order to better know 1tl.poteotxal copau-ero,

3

f

i
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Sears monitors over lOﬁ nocxal, cultural, economic, p011t1c11 and technolog1cal

trends in over 100 per1od1call, and a ulnnéapol1l agri-business connu1t1ng firm _

routinely lonltora over 700,per1od1ca1| and over 20 issue areas (perlonal com e

) V-un1cot1ons vith the authors, 1983). Unxvers1t1eo rarely havelthe per-onnel for

" such intensivé and extensive efforts. By necebsity, nsleel-ent is’ 11ke1y to

,becone the responsibility of a shifting pool of faculty and staff worklng on a

-

" part-time or volunteer basis.

Eighth, the environments of Lnnp nniveraities are turbulent (Baldridge,

[

1971), and this turbulence may conflict with dominant governance norms.

-

"Turbulence precludes stable knowledge and thus. suggests a need for timely

assessment and action. Yet time is n_scarce resource among both faculty and
. ¥

staff, and 1nst1tutlons such as resedrch universities tend to have’ preferences -

for participatory governanece (Clark, 1983; Baldridge and Okimi, 1982). These
value systems are deeply held and can imply n need for environmental intelli-

gence to be widely disseminated prior to dec131on mak1ng. .This flies in the .

- .

face of the demands of turbulent envxronnents. )

.
-

Desp1te these eight constraints on formal environmental analysis, Kotler
and Murphy (1981) Keller (1983), Cope (1981a), and a number, of others have

argued that envxronmental,assessment is a cr1t1cal f1ret step in unxvers1ty
S 5 ' R
strategic planning. Given an 1nc11natlon to proceed one must attempt to blend

¢

the exuberant literature of "the strategxc -anage-ent revolution"” with the bit-
tersweet realities of conte-porary nniverlity organization. It vould seem that
the succees of environmental - assessment in higher education depends upon its
vbe1ng not only 1ntu1t1ve, creatxve lnd strategically oriented but also open,
repreeentatlvely-oeaffed, hxgh{y coet—effectxve, vell-placed orgnni:ntionnlly,

SO

~ and extremely sensitive to the organization's political context, From this

B . N
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. so-ephat 1nt1-1dat1ng perspectxve, a set'of'hird duesuioni-confroﬁts ad-inis-ﬁ

_g.rbv'

-7
trators 1‘terested in 1n1txat1ng this effort. What will be stessed? Hho will

A

do itq. "How 9111 the effort be or;anlzed’ What '111 be its ptoducts? These T

(_‘ .
questxons guxd!F the case study analylxs descrxbed below.
L3 , ,
'hz » . - ’ . ‘ ~ ) -
"' . L . ,{' - ”
The Case Study_- Sl T ’

1

This‘qualitative eval ion is based on early results of an env1ronnental
assessment expen.ment2 1n1txated by the Unlvers1ty of Minnesota in July, 1983

The Unlversity of Minnesota, Twin Cities is one of the largest canpuses in the

f’f”j\vorld with over 45,000 students and a wide range of academic programs and pro-

’ Y

' fessional schools. Thelexperimenf in'the form of xhe Experinentai,Teai for

Environmental Assessmént (ETEA), is being led by the second author of the paper

B

the f1rst author. has been a part1c1pant and observer in the teau since its

. , k . .
Historical Context of the ETEA: The activities discussed in this paper
> B :

were not the first effort by the'Dnivetaity of Minnesota to integrate formal

environmental assessment into university planning. In the year precedxng this

experiment, the central administration commissioned special papers on’ crxtxcal

°
\

external concerns from selected faculty and staff members.’ Two of the coaj

missions were_for lengthy 5reatnents of pressing issues:~ the dean of the.grad-

.uate school wrote an "deyeloping fields of knowledge," and a faculty expert

4 Lx
. -

wrote on "the Minnesota economy in the year 2000.' Four administrators were.

asked to vrﬁ%e shorter treat-ents of developing issues in the society, tech-

mology, the economy, and the polxty.3 ‘These six papers were used as background

. information for the strategxc,plannxng cyclesvxn 1982-83‘and 1983-84.

¥

° . stated Ohjectives of the ETEA. The !rperinental Team for Enviroomental

R
PR .
. [y

12

*



° : ‘ . : . ' > ’b Pl N
Assessuent was ,geen by ‘the Offxce of - the Vice Pres1dent for ACsdellc Affatrs as :
#‘ “ : R
a veh1c1e for coordznstxng, syste-atleng, and 1ntens{fying the Unxversity 8 ‘

.

enrxronnentsl viewing, 'Its 1n1t1stxon in the suuner of . 1983 represented sn‘

- N
.

attempt to "enbrsce.uncertalnty.“ The team was to confront the unpredxctsbxlxty

of the future and qhe “fuzzxness" of the contenporary env:ronneq% vith the

-
v

A ObJectIVé of better de11neat1ng threats snd dpportunxtxestsee Beydinger SN

s L

1983a, b) The effort was to 1) inform the Président's 1nst@tutxonsl plannxng

o actiVities, 2) provide background 1nfot-atxon for 1nst1tutxons1 plannxng themes

snd_task forces, 3) expand the perspectives of unxversxty planners, 4) reduce

il

the chances of- overlOokxng cr1t1ca1 issues, and 5) produce environmental sce-
K4 . 4
narios to aid p1ann1ng, .
- — o

0

From the beginning the effort was seen as separate fro- but closely
| T P g .
o . linked to, "issues nanagement.“. The ETEA was to collect, organlze, and dissem— -

3

inate information on specific issues as well as the géneral.environment; but it

]

was not'to'provide action recommendations (Heydidger 1983a b) The group was

PR

- thus to. engage both in broadly def1ned scannxng activities and in spec1f1c

M ’ _ EEEEElEE act1w1t1es and to pursue neutra11ty in both kinds of formal enV1romenta1
1 \ o .
assessment activities., = a
: N : : - |
. ST It isfclear that the formation of the ETEA vés not meant to imply a'kind of

env%ronmental determxnxsm regardxng the future of the Unlversxty. Instead, the

, . | scannxng snd trsckxng 1nfornat19n was’ to be used as a resource. “Successful ’
- . Cig . . .
1nst1tutxons will be those whxch are sble to brosden the1r strsteg1c v1s10n and

‘which rxde the t1des of change vh;le‘nbt sacrxfxcxng those educstxonsl prxn—

v, ciples they deen 1-portsnt, To do so,:xt is essentxal to look beyond our trsdxj

3
> 3 2.

txonsl orgsnxzst1onsl boundsrxes for ideas and 1nfornatxon" (neydxnger, 1983b L

o . page 5).‘;Sone have suggested,thst a un1vers1ty's sdoptxon of énvironmentally

- . - . . . . . . + . . . :
. . . o ' . : . T e * " ¢
¢ . - i . : s < st - : | ’ .
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aware strstegxc planning represents an sbandonxng of abatrsct ideals regsrding

vhat the university lhould be (e.g., see Young, 1981). No such 1ntent1on wss '

® SR
evxdent at the Unxverlity of Hxnnesota as ‘the ETEA began its work, =~ :

coel i
1 .

Conposxt&on of the BTEA. The group vas co-posed4 of seven)-iddle-level sdd

¢ o
- junior adninistrators, one. research fellov and one junior faculty member (the~

[y

first author) . All are uhxte,andS?.Sa born. Host are Midwesterners by bxrth )
. - . -..“.._"

L

Two of the nine are wonen: The group'sphns ten years in age, from the earty
thirties to the early forties; The team was chosen by the second author, the-d
Assistant to the Vice Pres1dent for Academic Affairs, on the basis of both per-

sonal character1st1cs and organlzatzonal pos1t1on. Most of-the team have doc-
. " . :

¢

torates in the social sciences, none in the hard sciences; one team member is an -

attorney. None of the nine ETEA members hadvany"pressurg from'superiors to,join.

-

the teaml Their part1c1pat10n has been entirely voluntary. ’ }

~ The First Elght Months .of ETEA. Since July, 1983, the ETEA has met roughly

biweekly. These meetings have been notable for llvely, 1ntens1ve discusslons of
potent1al issues (often using as starting po1nts short igsue reports prepared by
members), and for lengthy, ongoing debates On how best. to organize the environ-

mental assessment efforts. In its early stages, the group began an ongoing
process of constructing and refining a list of critical issues for intensive
N . . :

tracking by the membership. That evolvingblist of twenty to thirty issues (e.g.,

electronic publishing, changing teenage values) continues to provide the organizing

_framework for the,group s activities~in 1984.

On October 31 the group dissenxnated 1ts only formal product to date. a

written report on ‘the grov1ng controversy over the use of aninals in relelrch

‘This four-psge report vas sent ‘to the Ajlociste VIC€ President for Acadenlc

P

Affairs under a tuo4psge'co§er letter. The coverlletter stressed fourf-ethodol- ‘

“‘q . A N /. ) i ) ~-

e
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ogxcal points: 1) the xpproprllte focus of ETEA is env1ronlental Illelllent not_

K3

“"issués nanagenent'“ 2) there is a pOlllblllty of “creating™ an issue by paying

: attentxon to 16“ 3) ETEA is conprlued of lay people oriented to spotting an
R
Y 1esue, not experts analyzxng it, am 4) ETEA was uncertain as to whom it ehould
+ . .
send its produc;s. ' _ ; : ‘ A

.. Theirepert, entitled "Emerging Issues: The Use of Ahimals for Research,"” _;

s

. . " was éel{—received. It was widely circulated among top adninstraters and the

Board of‘Regents. 1t .was, not, hovever alone. The flqrry of press ‘reports on
the "animal rights" issue in the latter half of 1983 nade the report only one of
. .

several documents belng cons;dered in the debate among un1vern1ty 1eaders.5 In. e\*
such an.env;ronment, attachxng independent effects to the expetimental te$¢3¢

first efforts is difficult. Nonetheless,_fhere was no evidence of either o,

. . _ ) . ¥
distrust or ignoring of the group, its perspectives, or its report. The report
seemed to form a useful adjunct but was not a'pivotalbelenent in the debates and

decisions that ensued on campus.

-
!

As of February 15, 1984, the group had prbduced no other reports. After . ’

the release of the animal rights report, discussions returned to selecting. the
: ' N . ¢ :
. ) : . , . i

_most cri;ical isgsues for stepped-up tracking and eventual report generation.

Discussions on.the -etﬁodoldgy of ‘the group also returned to prominence with the

1 . :
' . institution of formal reading assignments ging' considered as a supplement to
~ )

the group's more informal efforts to track its list of core issues.

.

Research Desggg'

with this history of the e#dlution of the BTEA as a b.ckdrop, the '‘next.
seccxon of this paper contexns a qunlxtatlve evaluation of these effortl in
) env1ronnenta1 assessment. The deta for this evaluation are from tbreehloqrcel:

1) reports, memos, and.di-cuseionl'feleting to the group, 2) structured interviews

: .
7 . .
3 . : . .




' ) uith'each of the group'-enbers and 3) a structured interViev v1th the: pri-ary

' adninietrative consuner of the group's products. Thq interviev strucrure vas

., guided by the concerns: facing those considering the initiation of 8 scanning

.I

]
effort. It featured six open—epded questionaj l) vhether to assess the

envfronment 2) what to assess, 3) who should do the ahsessing, 4) how should
the aasessing be orgsnized 5) uhst should the products of assessnent be, and 6)

“how veil has the experiment gone so.far?.

o

~ Numerous’ cr1t1c1sms may be raised regarding the Vslidity‘of evsiustions
. . C
‘ Lgnducted by peop1e performing the vork being-evsluated we reqognize these,

.

s yet we}hsve made- a concerted effort@to.make a;vaiid,-objective presentation. '
. S T T “L . ;
While others were consulted regarding thepfsctualfhaséh of .our inferences, the :

. 3 e ' * . o
ultimate responsibility for qualitative judgments lies ‘with the authors alone.
\ . . , . , . . o' . )
' Presentation of the "findings" from this case are organized into the six

4

essentisl questions delineated above. To further organize the discussion, the

_findings for four questions are preceeded by our initisl hypotheses regarding

the optimal approach for estsblishing env1ronmentsl assessment in the university.

>

These hypotheses themselves are .ds much products of the ETEA as guiding frame- .

works for it, They were generated by the suthors in the eariy wonths of the
effort, on the bssisﬂof,organizstionsl_theory, the eight constraints noted at
_ . O | | , " A

,

[y

the outset of this paper, the literature on strategic planning in higher educa-

’tionf and thefvery early neetings of theizTEA. As such, the hypotheses for-ed

N

reference points for the intervxevs and analysis conducted in later sonths.

_Respondents in turn reacted to\the interViev questions in wvays that infor-ed

fl

revigion of the existing hypotheses and generation of ,new ones. The text that-

follows is dimed at pOrtrayin&gthst ongoing interaction of theory aund pxactice.

Ittis“our intention that th format will add a siguifican? ne! di-ensxon to the

5 .v. \.. S . L ,..A.

-

3

T

e - o .

ap
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literature on environmental assessment. That literature, in our judgment, is| -
. long.omn prescription 1'ong on description, and short on analytical insight. -

: Hypothesea snd FlndlnL

[

LI P

Should ,Umversities Fornal],y Assess Their Externsl Envxronnents? None :

. of the 1uterv1eved sa‘lp’fe believed that envxronmentsl assessment should be
-
absndoﬁ:d ‘Despite sigmficsnt differences over process, staffing, and

substat;c.e‘ the effort 1tse1f was Judged worth continuing by all concerned

e . . - 3 . -

* The one. ‘written produet of the group was lentioned by some as organizationslly
‘ vaiuable sndy \ clear. ilndication of the potentisls of assessment efforts.
Se}:erai‘*‘ r.espondeq‘t,.sy ”n%e“nvtioned the pressing need for s11 sdmnistrjtors to o
( thllfnk in env1ronm¢it:a*11y sensit: ways snd saw a role,- for this group as-an

ate
ongomg prod 1n ‘that d,irection
- ,,A .
regsgd’ing s'pec.i'fic extennel developments.

yond its role as 1nformault and 1ntefpreter

o

zgﬂﬂut. Shgui.d Be Assessed? Four hypothesized guidelines were for'lulated by

;t, "'"’k‘ ":Im

&

e aut,hors ui‘ the esrly stages of the sm Fu'st frame the sssess-ent effort
"y, { - .

d fﬁ“ brosd ter‘bs, i, e,, consider socio-cultursl technologicsl econo-ic snd

t‘)l‘
".'

; 1 l,;uue;s of possible relevsnce for "the conceivsble uuversity,” rsther
, ) .'/ﬁo\saﬁi‘ssues and trends of probable relevsnce for the iutitntion as
' ’ ’cand identify issues and trends of cs-pus-vide signifi-
é sn -stters of only psrochisl disciplinsry signxficance.

;é’ issues or treads solely because they srise mainly out of

L -

y

», Identify‘st, first a broad typolbgy of do-sins for scsnniu (e.;., qnsl'ity/
L ~
v equslity concerns, the infor-stios technoloy revolutiol etc.) as discussed
’ - - -

sbove, the- pick specific, espe'cislly pressin;, subtopics for ilteuive trsckiu

17
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o ) .
(e.g,, trendl in computer eccé.e among verxonn lCCOIdlty lchool popnletxo-s,
S
recent changel in the publishin; indutry). Undonhtedly, relource coutreintl
'ill,not permit a full-blovp effort in each -pecific ares of“in;e.eet. |
While no one qubeequeﬁtly interviewed disagreed significantly eith any of
these four initial hypotheses, the irfterviews suggested that the true dif-
ficulties of subject matter vere netﬁtouEhed upon by the generelly phrased
:guidelines. _.The priﬁary disagreedent of the respondents focused on the precise
"iocation’ of the university's environment. One is reminded of the classic line
from the Pogo comic str1p (sl1ght1y paraphrased), "ue have het the env1ronment

>

and he is us," On o::’slde of the issue vere those who beliege one need only

ng. Because of the extensive

v

look inside the university to see its environ

-interpenetration of the yniversity by its eamvir

.

. reason to scan in the usgual sense.-"mtead,”atuden;e, faculty, and staff may* =™

ent, there may be little

daily be providing the rav material to be scanned; if only the environmental

-

7 - assessors would look in- the right places and in the right ways. Opposed to this.

.

perspective‘were those who believe strongly in the need to look bgyond the
inﬁgitution'e boundariesqin order to understand its present and anticipete ies
- future. They argue‘that the edvirormene is unknowable from lergely "loeel"
information sourcegri One of the fdlloﬁers of ehie perspective cautioned againsr'
. - . v . .
- . the inevitable temptatien of highly edd&%ted administrators and faculty to scan
only "ingide their heeds.96 | ‘ '
A milder topic of disagreenent.ea-edoyey theAqdesribn of es;ablilhing a
forial aseesseent epproach, such as individuai reading aalign-ents based on the
R “STEP' approach (lecial, technological, econonxc, and polxtxcal/legal categorxel,

,respectfvely;-lee Cope, 198f;3: Specxfxcelly, 1) should everyone .scan for the

Oraue general issues? 2) should everyone scan specifically alsigned.-aterxall or

.o
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-

;imply follow their own reading pattérhé 3)‘shou1d for-nl criteria be estab-
lished for the acceptance of an issue, luch as thone generlted through a
pr;babxllty/1-pact matrix? '(see Cope, 195'3), and 4) has the group 's scann1ng
‘and trackxng been focused too much or too 11tt1e on "social" factors as opposed
"to matters of technology? - On the latter 'point, there was ggneral agreement that
the group;s concerns thus far had been largely'sdgioecono-ic, but‘disagreement ’
over vhefher thigyvas varranted; Some stated that univérpities é;e ﬁsocial" o
institutions and that the group's expertise is sociai;séience based, while “':4?
"others saw this approaéﬁ as too narrow in th? féce of the much-heralded
"information'age." |
A third area of littlé clear.consensusfémﬁng the group involved the sources
vto bé pursqu; These disagre;ments involved not only the range of éubje;t
" matter b;t also the degree to which the:sources vere primary W.; j&urnal
articlé;) as opposed to secondary (e.g., Berkelev cawpus ne.spapers, the

: Wasnington Po.. ,. For the latter, the risk is "old news," while for phe former

the éosts'can be prohibitive. {5./'

v

The respondents tended to endor¥e more intuitive approaches for -selecting
“those iséues w#ich should be care%gll; ;r;cked. While there was broad Qiscus-
sion of ;riteria (such as probability, inpact,,atrategig'opportunity or thregﬁ;ﬁ'
!l' .degree of ma11eabi1ity, etc.) in its ea;ly nonths,?tﬁ; ETEATth'thus far not. = -
develqpea fornai decisiqn criteria. One‘némber°augg§i£ea the group scan and - ix
track'ﬁthe Sig things, whatever they are;”v Another iuggelfed the ETEA focus on

+

whichever issues have the potential to give busy university leaders "cause to

Y e &

Who Should Do the Aslellgg!? There were three imitial ;uidiu; hypotheles

psuse." ' _ .

-on this topic. Pirst, conduct the effort openly and with reprelentative

o

139




- 16 -

-

o
partxcxpatxon fro- various segments of caﬂpna life, i.e., do aot ignore the

polxtxcal nature of the iaatxtntxon or the bias to eqnal partxcipatxon rights

a-ong its conatituenciea. Ao aura of neutrality, tolerance of controveray and

naefulneaa is 1nportant both 1n pxckxn; the areas to be assessed and in
actually aaaeaain; those areas. That aura will be difficult to achieve if
envxronnental assessment is to be done solely by the nnlverayty s plannxng
" staff. Second, ‘take advantage of discipline-based envxron-ental 1nte1113ence
available on campus. It would be expensive and polxtxcally 1nexped1ent to do
othervxae (e.g., see Baldrxdge and Okimi, }982; COpe, 1981a,b). Third, include
the Public Affairs Office in the effort. These offices often subscribe to
clxppxng aervxcea and have experienced readera of the political and social .
winds. What is more, the act of initiating for-aliinviron-ental‘acanning may be
perceived as a threat in those offices if\they are not involved at the start.
The three hypotheses were not wholly supported by thdse‘intervie;ed. No -

’ ‘ [
one disagreed with the recommendation that Publip Affairs staff be involved in

RY
o

the team, but the agregsfnt with the recommendation of openness*and represen-

tativeness was,qudlified. The gticking noint-involved not the advisability of

openness but the definition of representativeness. There was a sense among some

respondents that tod much diversity, or size,'cOuld“cause the group to collapse,

I®s voluntary nature might be too fragile to accommodate the inherent tensions:

L

or;conf icts of diversityt {ndeed, a'second respondent auggested representa-
tiveness may be bnught at the cost of ausniciona regarding the reaaons one has )
been in;ited. On the other side, some respondents atrongly aupported the idea
of a formal, organxzatxonally based repreaentatxon ache-e (e.g., inviting some-
one fron each of the Vice Presidents’ offices) and a more balanced mix of team
members (aa tn race, ake,-gender, position, disciplinary background, and so

~

forth). ' ' ' ]
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Thefe was also some,disagree;ent as to the wvays {; vhich‘fﬁe group should
employ faculty expeftfag. NO one doubted its valée, gﬁt,;.§qpber of tradeoff;
vé}e ;aiséd- Several connentéd-that ultimate resfonsibili£§(for iniiiatiﬁg and
sustaining planning should lie yitp uniiersiti planning and institutional .

'esearﬁh staff, thug_their role should be centraf;_ The administrative user of
the ETEA's products stressed th#t-ihe data arﬁ of the umniversity, the office:
. ‘of instifutionai regsearch, should be fully integrated into the¢ envi:o: wental

. assessment effort, 1Its expertise and i.s tradition of "“contracting' with

faculty and oﬁheré as sources of expertise should not be bypassed. This off}cer

’
.

cogmented thét the ETEA would ideali blendilhe energy and talent'of faculty, } 4:
as eGideqced ig.the vari?us committe Q of the’Univérsity'Senate, with the re-
sources and st;bility qf IR;. Otﬁefs coﬁmented that faculty ?égd idcen;ives to
part;cipate, particuiarly those who are not pfofes:;onafzy_interested in manage-
ment and planning techniques. “"In a rescarch,institgqion, such incentives can be
difficult to create. ‘Alsd’ﬁentioned was the tradeoff bgt;een'the high.levels'of
poi?titai legitimacy.fhat could be provided Eyisenior faculty versus the greater
time, eﬁqrgy, and even quality that might come with junior faculty. : s

This issue of junior versus senior team members was applied byigome L

I
.

R S » Co , .
respondents to the staff participants as well. To the extent the group is < -
seen as "the-"iﬂid.s off playimg," as one said, theii\effo*s may be only toler-

. v " . /
4

ated bemusedly, rather than given serious attention. On the other hand, the

energy and time demands on senior executives would constrain their efforts.

g

Regardless of the team composition, several respondents noted that it is
iiportant,tha£>those responsible for environmenta] assessment b€ people who are
knowledgeable of the cultural and organizational characteristics of the univer-

sity (its activities, people, "boundaries,” etc.). Attention to broad categories

s e .2
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'
)

; Ty . ' : .
of team -enber.characterintics (e g., junior versus senior) should not supplant

' LY

attention to this basic prerequ;sxte for for Ieuberlhxp. - I

Two “-;xed" atafflng ideas were suggested by the responden;s.v One involved

* 1 B

using facuﬂ?y onIy as "scaunners." Serious trackxng and non1tor1ng of individual

issues would be the province of *he planning ataff. A second suggestion

involved supplementing the ETEA members' efforts By sending their products out
T - TR

to external review teams (e.g., corporate scanmers, private consultants in the

field). This is am approach used by Shell Oivaoﬁpany to '"calibrate" its
- . i oo A4 .
inhouse environmental.assessment efforts and thereby ayoid internal biases.

How to Orgamize z;e Assessment Effort? For thia queatioﬁ, four initial

9 ‘\\ .

guiding hypotheaen were propbled Fxrlt, instill a “pias to actlon .among thone
4 .

gfor attention to ar1|§ng envxron-entll 1llue; can
s " ¢ o ~

S
be part of an ‘effort to»galvanxze a "sleepy”™ or "hunkered—dovn campus populace.

Providing uéeful products early on can be an important element in'ihe survival

3

”and success of a new asleilnent’effort. Second, gtress puﬁlicly the potential

role of envxronnental assessment in prelervxng the institution and its tradi-
tions, as well as its potentxal role in bringing about major changes in direc-

tion. For exanple, concentrated -onztorxns nay luggelt actions that can save an

‘ailing geography or clas.xc- depart-ent.

1 3
¢

Third, begln envxrqn-ental assessment on a modest, experimental level.

Allow its initial successes and failures to determine its usefulness and format

‘for future purposes at the institution. The voluntary team or task-force

. p
q . . .

apﬁkoach, with a fairly open-ended char;é, may promote levels of creativity and
co-itient greater than those engeandered by appointing committees br”alli;nin;
Job relponsibilitxel. Fourth, to the extent po--iﬁie, closely link the idem—

»

tification of core issues for lllellleﬂt\ scanning, amd tracking. Because
> ' '

,; ' ... o "_zzéz .

Tt
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the. progess of environmental assessment is rather wholistic, there should be- ’

csntinuity and connectioq among the core'activities'of assessment. Ideally, a

-

'story' should result from the varionl “readiugs.” Constructin; that story is an
act of art and intuition as much as technical co-petence. Unbundling the pro-

cess into distinct plrtl of the institution or parts of the story can thwart

luccess. ) ;

4

Diversity was expected and found is\the responses of ‘the interviewees to
x - .
the "how to organize" question. , The organizational issue had grown in salience
over the fi%st eight months- as the ETEA moved from broad-ranging discussions

into production and dissemination of its first report. There were no respon-

" -

<

'. . . Q ‘ . .
dents who saw the group solely as a’'debating.group, so' the hypothesis reg{;dxng
seekxng to encourage a "b1as to actxon" in the 1§st1tutxon was generally sup-
ported. Several stressed that the urge for action should not alvays be slowed

by feelings of "inadequate data." For the group, the value of the artistic,

S

intuitive aspects of scanning and tracking, as well as strategy formation,

y
s

outweighed the "inevitsbility of incompleteness”and errors." The focus was on
aiding.univeréitf alertness and decisions.

Seiessing'the potential role of preservation as well as change elearly'

seems premature in the Minnesota setting. For the respondents, the more imme-

1

diate political issue for the ETEA is establishing its legitimacy for sny effec-

tive power whatsoever. After e1ght months the group has yeé?to threaten anyone

' as a potentxal source for real change, so it is far from a need to confront

anyone regarding its potential for preservat1on.

The organxzatxonal underpxnnxngs of polxtzcal legxtxuacy were therefore a

matter of concern for everyone in the ETEA as.well is the admi-nistrative con-
. as )

sumer of the ‘group's products. While no one saw benefit‘in beginning the ETEA

i " v’_' A

23
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" on a more officiaI,'fornally charged lévelQ all agreed on the'gfoving need‘for

’ ’

- | some "qfficial'ﬁlessihg“ and the designation of a somewhat -o;e formal status.
| Bgt.the ﬁdtural follow-up idshe, i.e., yﬁether-thefgréup lh;ulq re-;in largely
: gg_bggﬁadﬂlﬁoluntary,’Qasﬁnbre_diquged. The need‘fot iegitildcyvceened best
-et.by fornai.repge;;ntqiion schemes and a defined place.vith{u'the organiza-

tignfs qgrﬁcéuré aﬁd ssanddfd procgdu:es; bu£ the need’fbr energy, open-
" ‘endedness, and quality geémea best met by A\less obligatory, less defined end
_ »state. Thg; tensi;n‘ﬁas‘emphgsized by sév@ra% respbndgnts, but few concrete ;

v
—

oy suggestions for resolution were made.’ o : ¥

Y 7 , . . - i -
>~ The possibility of working as an advisory group to the p1;;§§ns Vice

. President was mentioned by several respondents. There was, however, some reser-

. ‘vation expressed,abopt the political wisdom of incorporating the group entirely

s

into the existfng staff/job context of planning- at the university. One respon-

dent expressed a fear that total incorporation migh;vlead_the'g to take on

the\unfortunate'éharacteristics of the typical scanning office-in the corporate

world. She describes such offices as "a blaze of efficiency but a candle of

effeétiveness," Another said that the ETEA might grow to "take on the best
.o .

aspeéts" of both a campus senate committee and a planning staff vorking»gtoup.

sy -

In other words! the grgﬁp‘might seek to combine the high levels of énergy,

creativit},‘autonomy, and legitimacy of a faculty'g;ouﬁ viég the apgcial exper-
tise, continuity, ind‘efficienéy of an ddnininp}ati#g team, |
Whatever the balance of formal and informal in organizinp«;@e effort,
several respondents noted ih@t both.thg “bias to action"” of the effort and its
political legitimacy vould‘be served by préxi-ity to true deéilion making

authority. For example, on a cﬁqpua with faculty dominance in governance pro-

cesses, the prospects for Buccess in an environmental assessment effort may lie’

a

o v
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1nformed, Whether the respondents’ accepted the notion of close linkage depends’

- 2] -

» . .

in dxrect negative relat1on to the "organ1zat1onal distance" of the effort from '

powerful faculty decision makers. . a

The fourth hypothesis suggested that the identification of broad environ- °

nental issue domains for scannipg be clolely 11nked organxzat1onally tb the
» N

actual actxi\jxes-of scanning and tracking. In other Hords the organ1zgtxooal

A

processxng" of an issue should proceed smoothly from a vagnely percexved threat
or. opportunxty into a better known natber on whxch unxvers}ty leaders are

w '
N

on how one defines "close." -‘Some group members favored s partial decouplxng,,

with faculty performing'taéks_of general igsue of identification and scanning

“y

‘and staff playing key roles in translating, the faculty work into %articularieed

,fnformatioﬁigathering, systematizing, and weighting. One respondent mentioned

that various ¢ aff are always involved in tradﬁtng certain issues, such as stu-
oent aid funding developments and federal research contract regulations. Thus
the real -contribution of the'aosessment group might ‘come not.from removing some
of this responsibility from staff but rather from providing it v1th less randomv
organ1zatxon and a broader groundxng in likely future developments. '

To the extent universities, like all organizations, have '"slack" in the

~form of resources waiting to be directed (March, 1982), helping to inform the.

4

“"future views" of strategic planners represents a use of slack that may be both
organizationalfy distinct and vé}uable. APerhaps the proper role of facuity
environmental assessors, the respondents hinted, lies in the apeeial chorge of
helping to “"position" theluniversity for tge future. The_detgjlslof creating a
strategy may best be left to ad-iniltratorl.8 |

Emerging from the interviews was a global concern for organization which *

linked a number of the hypotheses. Several of the respondents focussed upon-the ’

by
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1nterre1ated usues of who sets’ the agenda of the envxron-ental aueqaors, vwhat

éf < form of external input is approprnte, and what channels ehould be Eol,loved pro-

_cedurally for the product of the group? One ETEA l!lber euggeeted the group.
d& of cntxcal lllliel, then produce products vhxch

. independegt%’f set its

form the basig for upper-level adnnutrator feedback into the group. Thus* the -

- ’\&

ised to f:.t vecx’fxc organxzatxonal needs, but* the.agenda

.« . - products are to be re

Another' team member saw thxfd_\){(vel of team autonomy ‘in agenda-sett:.ng as a

liabili ty ih es tagymtgn

:’fnxiatxo\nal legitimacy ‘nd stressed a need for

e closer t1es o, pra"gpg‘tl‘t "a on-onented admfﬁstrators. Allowing the Vice .
' s r,'- ‘l‘* ‘ u{f,:‘h‘f“:‘..'-

\'Presxdent for Plannxﬁk‘ to° é-eg:"the team agenda he argued would more effect1Ve1y .

t B 0.\"4 B cn

. 1ntegrateuand utxlxze the %am s 3fforts. The general tone of the group re-—
. . L w&__ ;;,&'s
‘sponses seemed to. faver th%more autonomous course, but the quest1on remains
. i
open. On- the Wﬁx@tﬂy’bf Mgt procedural channels should be constructed for
. . ) ~§ '"%ﬁi‘ *
. -group products, t‘hér’e we&e

v:‘ger drfferences anong the group, but a clear sense
Dm_

;r« A
that th1s 1ssue deserved more attentxon. ‘Would the channels be rout1n1zed as

standard operatxng procedures or determxned ad hoc dependxng on the particular
ksubJect matters bexng addressed'z This question w111 likely occupy greater ETEA
et +
Ctime jin’ the forthcomxng mbnths.
Uhlt to Produce?:. -
o S e ,_,
ideal productl of\the*‘lsesemeqt effort. Firlt, produce productl oriented to

!'vd” fnxtial hypotheeea wvere for-ulated regardxng the

=]

admnistrative/;overnance usefuineu. ‘me products should be accessible to

"of the produ 1d be dictated by the use-

busy people. l'he ultiute fo

- 3 Qh in ..

fulness criterion, as applxed cq the issue at hand " I1f a vritten product is i

appropriate, bear in und that the erisp execntive su-ary, sot the footnoted

5 @%’ﬁomle 'ill° be th@-ost visible and wmost wsed product. legardleu of vhether




o fan yal_g that liu behild i:. u-efulnvu should be suuuy defxud

A

_,_relevance for. ad-inxltratoro

ohort—ter- deci-iona ia iot al-ay- S

ve--entxal for a prodoct to be seen. as uaeful). Second orient product- to the

e Lo ¥ v

“'-"apecifxcation of fact- and alternativea, not to action-rgco-endationa. !he
;;i- ':M;;=1dea1 role of the alaelaora -ay'be vxeved ll lxlxlar to that of the Congrel-

S Tt

. gf'i'“axonal Budget Offxce in Haahxngton" deter-inedly neu?rll adv1aora to the gover— -

”-.nance procela, at tbe let;}ce of all partiel to that proceal.

- 4

1e¢~’*.,;'. ‘ _\The queatxon of vhat to prpduce occupxed a good deal of attent1on in the

e
:_n..o‘

o o . ;nterV1eva and 1n ETEA meet1ng8. Ihe one vr1tten product of the group, the _ . ) .

o . - n
R -,‘ . of
. 5

ffreport on an1mal"r1ghta “happtned" rather than evolvéd as part of Y comprehen-

P _“. sive strategy on producta.' Neverthelesa thxa report had ogye 1-portant tra1ta.~

-

: . = ]
Y .

o the issue had 1mmed1ate 1mp11cat10na, the report was. ahort; it was c1earIy N

e -

R ;_'reflect1ve of a grovxng trend, and it proV1ded 1nformat1on that nxght not other-b

_ Wise- reach leaders handa (e g.,‘au-mar1es of action taken. on other campuaea).

. . s
. » . .

Importaptly, a1though tfe report”d1d not - recommend “the beat“ way to -anage the
ﬁ: ‘. ?. y - ‘ ./.
an;nal r1ghts 1aaue, it did 0ut11ne several actlon opt1ona for ad.zexatrators

addreaa1ng the 1asue.

-
: i . The report met the critérfou of uséfulness. There were several inter- ‘
‘ E’ ' i . " o - [ o,
. : ; related achobla of thought hovever, a8 to whether . focuoaxng on such lpec1flc

CL kK

;'1aauea as an1-nl r1ghto reporta shouald reprelent a ltandard for;th:\:roup. Porl T

l d s
M N ’ s Y . o s
< some re-pondenta, the cr1t1ca14§fiterion oeeled to begthat,the producta help :

leaderl avo1d the oveqoigh{a and errorl of the palt, auch ao the ‘twin mistakes
"of the late 41xt1ea ‘and’ oeventxee (not aeexng the:"bahy buug“ early on, and ‘not

‘ realzzzng the a1gn1f1cance of the budd1ng vo.en l rightl_pOVc-ent). Al oﬁe

v - . LN H . -
v N
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respondent co-entect_ env:.ronaental aueu-ent ehould provide productl thet g:.ve -

the Un1verexty "a -1rror on its unconecxous.prejudxcen.“ Such productl could be
! specific or general in focus. Other reepondente stressed the need'for lpec1f1c
A products that d1rect1y shape or:anx ‘ onal beh. 1ore: Such producta should
outlige how‘developxng 1apuee‘will t on the qrganxzatxon, by’ vay of de:nxred

¢

, analysis of the orgnnization's.centralifonetxtuencxee, ;te var1ous otructures!‘.
" and its,yerioué processes (for an_einuple of thie‘perepettiye, see Hetrose,
1983). IR . | |
ﬂRegardlees of their views on“epecificity,Athrbu;h,Ase;eral feepondente
suggested that useful produets need not cause behaviorel change. . Instead;;the"j

i . . . . -
: baeic goal for a product should be to lead to either behavioral change or a

conscious decision not to change.  Raising the conecxousneee of leaders regardxng

an issue is thus the bottom 11ne for evaluawangfecannxng and track1n§ efforts.

Respondents unhnimbusly felt that scanning and tracking products, even if

» focussed' on eminently dxeruptxve evente, eh@pld blend short-term issues w1th
P l?
Flonger-term concerns. One group member commented that. the producte vhlch will

-6

,be most apprecxated (thoee w1th a short—tern pregnatxc approach) may be

e o

d;stlnct from thoee whxch are @ost useful (thoee with a 1onger term, strategic

’

approach) Another commented, “A successful scannxng e?%ort w111 balance short-

. term, u&ilxtarxan-prodncte v1th,1ongerftet-, bfoad efforts. “Scanning to set the

context for.planning vill require.a broad vantage point; issues management may

-

@

more frednentiy focus on ohort-terl decisions." o .

: ' When the intervievs turned to the ideal nature of'"hseful,prodnctn;"-the
u’\; S o Lo A , RN Pl . o
o "respondentl wére genern11y=oriented tovard "letting s thoueand flowers bloo-.“

v ‘i

/ . A A-ong the 1dea| generated vere a ca-pue—u1de convocatgqn trendnhnalyoxe nevo-"

letterl, br1ef e-ergxng 1leue reportl, the purluxt of “Jazz and flash™. in

various kxnds of reportl and pre-entatxone, bi-annual selinare for top

L. « o ~
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administrators, and off-campus :etre.tcvfor_leaders and environmental assessors,

»

Several ETEA respondents mentioned the need for the prdduct; to be both inform-

»

C . : ) S . . ‘ . S
ative (not duplicating other information gPready widely available on campus) and

modest in tone, reflecting as necessary the team's lack of expeftise or lack of.

monopoly on expértf.e régardipg an ilsué at hand, ) e -~

¢

cific user audience and issue at hand. This point is supported by the practice

 §E§Boheywe11 corporation, where regﬁlar iésué reports have ez@lved;to a legn,

id of unnecessary’vords.— For exa-ple, in reports

regardlng dev,

Cdngressmem er names, or detailed quantitative apecxfxcs appear. Only the~’

necessaryhinfor tiér core is disselihated (Bright and Heer, 1984).

\ = o :
A more radical Approach'to “useful" products is to consider the process
, . l . B Cl . . o
of environmental assessment itself to be the .central product. Regarding higher

education planning:in general, this point has been made by several analysts (see

Cope, 1981b;,éohenvand March, 1974; Baldridge and Okimi, 1982; various chaﬁtgrs'

in Jedamus and Petersén, 1980). Ome team member auggested.that; by turhiné

around ideas and challenging various perspectives on the vor‘ﬂ, the ETEA group's

- ﬂialogues\f:ﬂgz;bduced a long lost and much valued ingredient into the current

-

university. " Many staff and faculty are trained to think in such terums, but fev

recelve incentives to do so in thexrueveryday work, Moreover, if e-ployee sat-
»

isfaction and growth may be conaxdered alpectl of organizational effect\penesl,
\

as suggested by Cameron (1978) then envxron-ental assessment may be defcnlxble

id and of~itl;1f regardlesg of its utility for\-eetxng other organxzational

”

oﬁjectives. Hovever, the danger of environnental aasess-ent vhich functxonn as

po more than sn outlet for{staff needs is its capacity to spawn what one ETEA-f"

. e
0

vl

e ¢ v - N B
v . N : . - . ) N
T B . . v W ‘s

pments in federal legxslatxon no bxll nunber., connxttee nanes;

There were also leveral'state-en;s'inﬂfdvot pf>fitting products to the spe- -

.v./
¥
4
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-enber called “an art1culate but frnatrated 1nte1113entc1a " produc1ng -uch talk

T

but pronptxng little organx:attonal change. !nvxronnental aaaeagnent cduld
. bccone a sterile, largxnal exercise. The usefulneciﬂof auch.an,outccnq seems

Questxonable.. : : o . .
; , , : ‘ , : R . -

=

The second product hypothes1| called for the lunnary of 1nforlat1on-and

&

facts, not recounendat1ona for action. The recponaes of the ETEA -enbcra and

&

the outside adn1n1strat1ve "conauler" d1verged ao-evhat on this hypothea1a.

The group nembers tended toward a more neutral poature, whereas !Ee gsenior

administrator tended toward a more actxvxat approach Revertheleas, all see-ed

L)

reasonably content with the middle approach.(pﬁoducta prdviding'a listing and

“

discussion ofwoptions available to administrators for'dealing;vich a developing

trend or igssue), Indeed, this was the approacb followed by the ETEA in its one
t : : ‘ .

written report, -
w : . ' . 1

Evaluatigg the ETEA: As presented earlier, the primary objeciiGea of ETEA

.were to embrace uncerta1nty and thereby to l) 1nforn the Preaxdent 8 1nst1tut10na14
plannxng act1v1t1ea 2) provxde background 1nfornat1on for institutional planmning
themes and taak forcea, 3) expand the perapectxvea of nnavera1ty ‘planners, &)
‘reduce the chancea of overlooking critical issues, and 5) produce,env1ronnenta1

\ .

scenarios to aid planning. In the opinion of the authors and all of the respofi-
' . . ' ) . ’ . < - .
dents, eight months is far too short a life span to allow definitive conclusions

regarding the effort's performance on these criter_ia.9

Respondents were therefore quite tolerant of the group's fcngthy debatea on

‘

process and substance, and its not having produced much written output in its

- first eight months. Attendance and enthusiasm in Pebruary were as high as in

the ETEA's first Ionthc:' In meetings in Jabuary and early Pebruary,'hovever,

- ‘gentle preccure'began o mount “within the group for closure on some methodological

' ot . .
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issues, - Good—natured rxbbxng about the ;roup 's progress became a bit more
frequent as d:grfrxendly pleas for ;reater etructure.

If the 3roup vere runked on 1te perfor-nnce thus far on the five obJec-

tives, it would receive 1ts_hlghest ranks on obJectxvee 3 and 4, eoneuhat lower
rank for obJectxve 2, and "1nconp1etes for obJectxvesll_and'S. Since theee R
obJectxves are unchanged the extent to vhich the ETEA can erase the

"1ncomp1etes," 1nprove on obJectxve 2, and naxntaxn-and 1nprove perfornance on

L — »
-

obJectxves 3 and 4 will play a major role 1n detern1n1ng 1ts future. S o

<

A

Evaluative Summary: Critical Tensions in'Environ-entai Assessment

-

Organxzatxonal tensions regardxng.envxronnental assessment at the Unzver-
sity of M1nnesota seem to. be revolvxng around tbelve concerns. These concerns f.
may be presented as sets of opposed decxexon_a}ternatxves. To the extent the
- institution bends in one direction in acting on n concern, it encounters one

vector of benefits aund costs. To the extent it bends 1n the opposxte direc-

4 tion, 1t encOunters a dxstxnctly dxfferent vector of benefits and costs. These

- it

_eritical concerns are highlighted below. Each is drawn from the results pre-

b

sented above. *
+ Tension 1: Credibility versus Quality:. The potential environmental
. assessors with the greatest organizatignal credibility and legitimacy
‘may not be the samé as; the potential ‘environmental assessors with the
greatest degree of commitment, energy, and creatrfxty to provide to the
effort. :

>

* Tension 2: Issue Management versus Jssué Identification and Analysis. To
‘the extent assessors orient themsglves to recommending specific actions

" they bend away from the more neutral, passive role of analytic staff and

- into the polxtxcally charged lrena of organizational decisions. Team
composition, structure, process, and prospects are closely tied to this
choice. : . . , 1

v:

* Tension 3: Interpretation versus Information. A number of authors have
argued that managers most need interpretations of the organizational con-
text, not comprehensive, etructured summaries of organxzetxonnl date. The R

e

\‘l.‘ . ' N ) i ' | ) 31
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- : "artistic" aspects o{}envirpnigntal assessment in an unpredictable world’
demand it involve-interpretation, yet "rational™ management may prefer a
"just the facts" approach, 10 - . ' ‘c :

* Tension 4: Diversity versus Homogenei y. There are clear benefits in °
making ‘environmental assessment teams, representative not only of dif-
ferent nqciocultural,bléggrdunda but also of different areas of pro-
fessional competence. _Yét, a'diverse array of viewpoints may obstruct
group productivity to such an extent that no products are forthcoming.

S * Tension 5: Vol untsry Participation versus Staff Assij _
has benefited appreciably from voluntary participation. Team members
brought with them enthusissm and commitment that might not be present
if they had been assignéd this task. -Yet, when forced to compete with
formal job responsibilities, scanning and tracking have fallen low on
Lo people's pPriorities when allocating their-time. S B

. .

,.
>
’

* Tension 6: Groups versus Individuals. . The ETEA differs from its prede-
cessor efforts at the University of Minnesota in its group focus. Earlier
efforts were more individual, contracted at the request of top adminis-
trators. Group process can be slow, particularly on open-ended tasks such
as envirgnmental scanning; but it can also be creative and synergistic.
The choice of approath depends on administrator preferences and )
constraints, ‘ : " '

* Tension 7: Passive versus Active Attention, Issues growing slowly in
importance are not noticed as much as those growing swiftly. Strategic
planning drives out strategic thinking. Management information systems
drive out truly valuable information. These are some of the organiza-
tional nightmares mentioned frequently by ahalysts of organizational
innovation and change (Van de Ven, 1983; March, 1982). A central

~challenge to environmental absessor‘!ﬁs creating incentives for active_
attention in a context that may well be programmed for passivity. As$
Van de Ven has stressed (1983), a critical problem of innovation and
change is ''the management of new ideas into good currency."” Doing so
requires leadership that is not only techmologically adept (i.e., able
to place the change in an effective organizational context for maximum
efficiency), but also institutionally adept (i.e., able to integrate the
change into longstanding institutional myths, traditions, rituals,
beliefs, cultures, and so forth).ll e :

* Tension 8: Process versus Products. . To the extent an environmental
assessment effort is conducted with the continuing and active partici-
pation of top leaders, that effort can afford to focus om process, i.e,,

. debates, interactive presentations, and so forth. To the extent the _
-effort proceeds independent of top leaders, "tangible products™ such as ib‘
reports, newsletters, and lectures may become more necessary. The more '
the effort must rely on products rather than process, the less likely it
is to be an integrated element in strategic.decision making.

.+ Tension 9;: ™ " versus "Small". When eaviroumental assessment efforts
consider the more global and abstract aspects of the institutional envi-
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roument (such as the information revolution”), the efforts take on an
abstract, speculative quality. While these considerations may indeed be '
the special ”; valued province of envirommental assessment, arguments
can be made ii*favorAof-taking*qn'ninller, more manageable chunks of

~Teality. The latter approach may be more accepted by leaders and more
amenable to coherent interpretation and decisions. L

* Tension 10: Centralized'Stratg;y versus Centralized Coordination. Despite
the recent spate of articles and books lauding and encouraging the strate-
gic revolution in American higher education, the jury is still .out on the
substantive promise of this approach (see Baldridge and Okimi, 1982; . -
Dill, 1982). Clark (1983) has argued that -organizational factors :
strongly determine the fate of ideas and reforms in higher education,
and an organizational model in which the center holds and the top domi~-
nates does not fit academic organizations well. -.Clark’s. work implies,
that the decentralized, loosely-coupled nature of American udiversities
may in fact be central ingredients in productivity and progress in
research, :;Zching, and service. Thus the potential of environmental

assessment gy be measured by the degree to which it can be adjusted to

fit the digparate predilections of powerful academic units while not - .
foregoing a healthy orientation to the good of the institution as a’ :
whole, -

., * Tension ll: Governance versus Management. To date, the University of
Minnesota assessment experience has been tilted to the "managers" of the
institution, not the "govermors,” i.e., the University Senate. As such
‘it is gost closely attached to those concerned with issue management and.
least”attached to those involved in determining an overall policy
approach. There are inevitable benefits and costs attached to this

" approach. :

-

» Tension 12: Tight, Direct Connections versus Loose, Indirect.£on tions,
The channels and couplings associated with -environmetit&s
efforts are central to the fate of such efforts within the organization,
The challenge to leaders valuing this activity is to connect the efforts
to other parts of the organization productively, These connections
involvé matters of team membership, team process, product channels, feed-
back loops, sponsorship, composition, and authority delegation. The

. construction of appropriate ¢hannels and couplings is no easy matter. As

 Van de Ven (1983) has suggested, impeccable logic in connections at the
micro-level in an organization may lead to nonsense logic at the macro-
level. v '

Implications

The experimental environmental a..elllent‘effort at Minnesota is in its

infant stages. Its longer term results will be significaant in several re-peétp:.

First, they will provide some ﬁentative guidance as to vhether such an effort is

generally wvarranted in research universities. Of course, the renul;n villﬂnqg

33
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be precise enough to dxctate ye-lno answers to the queetxon for any institution
in any extdetxon. AJ"herﬁ (1983) Keller (1983) and oumerous others have -

stressed, the degree of orgaﬂzzltxonal dxverexty in Alerxcan hxgher education is

remarkable. Even when reetrxct;ng the eenple to research univergities, institu-~

-

tions vary tremendously in the degree to which they represent fertile ground for“

strategxc innovations like formal envxronnental assessment. Nevertheless, the

results fronlninnesota will be useful as first approximationfs.

Second, these long term recglts vill hint at the more useful and less use-

ful organizational structures and processes for envirommental assessment in uni-

.

versities., The discussion above of results and tensions hijhlights the major

*

stances taken in the earliest months of the Minnesota experiment. These deci-
sions may come to be the ground on which the effort eventually stands or falls.
o ‘7‘ R . '-
"Whatever the fate of the Minnesota work, lessons will be learned.

* Third, the long—term results will provide guxdante as to the specific kinds

of env1ronmenta1 assessment best done in unq.eraxty settlngs and the kxnds best

left to outside agencies. Consulting organxzatxons doing scanning are becoming

plentiful, but some authors have suggested the novel possibility of national or

regional consortia of postsecondary institutions for scanning (e.g., see Cope,

1981a,b). Along those iines, one imstitution could take the lead, selling its

efforts to other similar institutions. Alterhatively, a group of imstitutions

could arrive at a division of labor, segmenting and parceling out different
a;’icte of scanning and tracking. It would seem such an idea might be most

appropriate’ for broader objectives, such as the production of e probability/
diffusion matrix or a velue profile for verioue events or trends. - Integrating

» such efforts’ 1nto etretegxc obJectzvel might best be conducted at the inetxtu-.

tional level, =

34
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Fourth, on a more theoretxcnl level the longer-tera re.ultl will provxde‘

Cl

evxdence for organxzatxonal lnnlylt. on the -ethodl and effectiveness ;;\\\5
environmental assessment in 1003e1y-coupled, polxtxcxzed, profelllonal organiza-
txous. A number of concerns have been raised 1n this paper regardxng the com- g

posxtxon and context of environmental assessaent tea-l.“ It remains to be seen

'

wvhether these sxgnxfxcant tenexonn can be dealt v1th effectxvely or vhether the
historic qualities of acaden;c organxzatlons will fruatrate yet another organi-

zational 1mport from the corporate_sector.13

N
»

. - £3.72 . .
In sum, the short-term results’presented here are in many ways preludes to
the ultimaté evaluation of the ﬁinnesota experiment, They nevertheless are

‘signifiC&nt;a" % He‘ieveral fronta outlined above., If the 6rganizational

power; energy, and talent of thoae oriented to envxronnental assessuent are not
sufficient to allov them to establish and defend an initial organizational nxche

from which the effort may be nurgpred, then the longer term issues of technique‘

\

aqd‘éventual benefits are moot. Therefore, it seems clgprly worthwhile to

/

-engage in ongoing analysis of the process, products, and roles of formal

environmental agsessment as it evolves. -

P
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The lxterature of edncatxon‘xo full of referenceo to the 1net1tutxonal

L envxron-ent " but this 41tereture tends to defzne the. term as the 1nterna1

oocxel climate of the 1nst1tut1on rather than 1to external context (oee
Hoog, 1979 Aetxn 1968). ‘txcept where otherwige noted thzo Paper uses
the term-as it is ueually used in general organization theory, i.e., to

refer to the external context of the institution.

Two clarifications of meaning are necessary here. First, the use of the

term "experiment" here is, of courge, not meant to imply a formal experiment

in the scientific sense. -Rather, what is intended is a more ‘colloquial

sense of an experiment, i.e., & trial enoeavot in an_orsanigation. Second,
the-phrase "environmentnl assessment” is used ;nntnio paper to include both
environmental "scanning" and environmental “-onitoring" or "tracking." The
liternture is divided over whether "scanning" includee "traciing" and

"monitoring." Wé see these as somevhat distinct activities, so we employ

>

"assessment' as the inclusive term in the paper. »

These four focuses (society, technology, econowy, and polity) haye often

been suggested as the ideal organizing breakdown for environmental scanning

®

efforts, This "STEP" approach is reviewed in a number of sources *(for

-
[ 3

example, see Cope, 1981a,b).

The group as described here is the grouo which tonoucted the great najotity
of the work of the experiqentel team. Others (some of higher edliniotrative
and foculty rank) drifted in and out, particularly at the beginning of ‘the
procesps. Thxo fluid, but valuable, participation largely disappeared after

about two months,.

Lo
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. Por evidence bf.prelc-attentfon to the illue- 3ee'the Washiogton Post

(November 13, 1983) The Chronxcle of n;;ggg !duclt1on (September 7, 1983),

Science News (July -20, 1983). The ETEA repor; itself (éﬂ.!gi Team on
aniron-ental Aaceci-ent, Octoberkgi, 1983) is lveilable upon request to

the authors, The report vas 1ccued under the authoreh;p of the "Ad Hoc

Tean" rathe: than the “Experxnental ‘Team," but that choice wvas telporl;y and
reflected only a change in name, not substance.

The public information officer wvithin the gcoup buttressed chie éoint by.vay of
a strikingly ironic'exenple regarding the dffficulty.of anyone “knovin;“ a
giant university. It geems that many lerge institutions ﬁse major national

news media (e.g., The New.York Tiies, The Washington Post) as a main source v"

of information regarding their faculty members and researchers. Having found
forﬁal wention of campus research project in such a source, university'cd-ip-
istrative staff then contact the principals in the research in order to yr{;e.
: .
their own stories regarding theAreaearch for the faculty-staff newsletter,
the alumni bulletin, anc so forth, On such campuses, attempts by adninie--
trators to learn of significantvlocal research ctherﬁice (é.g.,‘through,
surveys of those doing research on campus) have proven largely nonproductive
due largely to lack of cons1stent full cooperation. Thus some might argue
that far from being able to look "in" in order to see "out" (i,e., tq see
. .
the environment), universities may in fact be oftentimes forced to look
"out'" in order to see "in."
According to a number of analysts, including Cohen and March (1974) and
Baldridge and Okimi (1982), a villingneee‘to embrace error and learn from

it, rather than avoid it or cover it up, is a very heelthy goal for admin-

ietritive~le.dership on campus. The experi-entll and open ended nature of

groups lxke BTEA lly focter cuch a villxngnell at leact among their par-

/ t1c1p«lntl.
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8. This division of task and pefsoml regarding ognnintiét'nll;h'virbmnt Te-
lations has behen placed in a more theoretical conmtext by loutgeoi-': (-1980). Be
argues that the environment of an orgnnization may ie'iitegorizea-into the

general envxron-ent“ (the broad outlines of culture, economy, polxcy, etc.)
and the “tank envxroﬁient“ (the parts of the env1ronlent relating to the
- : lpecxfxc current pro&ucts of the organ;zatxon) Organxzatxonal strategy may
likewise be categorized into primary strategy (selection of the do-axns for
primary ‘efforts) and secondary strategyA(co-petxtxve approach). Bpurgeoxs
blends thgse two categories by s;ggesiing that p;;-a;y stfategy is most  _
concerned with.the general ‘enviromment, vhereas secondar} strategy is most
concerned ﬁith the task environment. 1In the context of the university, the
predélections and.skills of faculty in their governance role may fit most
closely into the primary strategy/general environment ne;ﬁs.

9. Evaluation of the ETEA is also made more difficult by the iﬁdeter-inacy ofAtheA
criteria.fqr effectiveness, Not'on}y-has there never been an environmental
assessment team‘befo;e at the University of Minnesota, there has never been
devised a solid method for measuring the cpn;ributionl of such an effort to
ongoing planning._ For example, what issues woiuld have been missed wighouf
it? There is currently no defensible way to answer oucﬂ a question.

10. For example, James March (1982, page 9) has stated, “Iéaianagenenf'is seen
less as choice and more ;l discovéring new objectivél, developing yyths and
interpretations of iife, and modifying the diffuse béliefi and cultural’
understa;dingl that make organizational_eventl:co-preien;ible and life

enjoyable, then it,isvnét'obvious th‘i the best -nnageient infor-ntion_

system is a decision support system. Intelligent .managers might pay more

for, and attend more to, a ayitel designed to develop interpretatibna of

- ,‘ events and understandings of hx.tory ‘rather than to help -nke choxcel.“

Peterl and Haterlnn (1982), present a similar argument. . —

Q ( : | _ E;Eg’
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11. Related points have been raised by Dlll (1982).. He argues, hovever; that

academic culture -is largely 1nh§¢p1ttble to the "strategic" orientation, and

e - Py

sees 11tt1e hope for the effective integration of the two.

12, For more on this po1nt, see the 1ntr13u1ng dxscussxon of "snall winsg" by |
Weick (1984) and Baldridge's (1980) discussion of "rules" for luccessful .1_3
1.p1enentat1on_of ;nnovat1oPs in political institutions.

13. ‘A number of authors have commented upon the difficulties of implementing

information systems and forecasting models in higher education institutions,

. _ !
despite the relative acceptance and productivity of those kindg of systems

-

and models in other settings (see Schmidtlein, 1977; Rirschling, 1976;

Bloomfield and Updegrove, 1981; Masland, 1983),
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