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The purapse of thia'paper is to examine the reasons for the persistence . - <
.of the academic department in research universities and to evaluate its ¢

efficacy in achievI‘g"the typical goals of the institution. The'paper will R

explore‘hiso various theories of departmentalization, including current

ki )

A
notions of the determinants of alternative organizational structures as

4

¥
ppsed by 'contingency theorists. In particular, the paper will look at

._examine also the impact of the *technology!' 'of the many univer/ity tasks on .

e
the nature of the env1ronment(s) external ‘to the institution and.the varying

demands o£ c1ients in those enviromments for: different structures. ?ill .
Y 5 .

o«

structure. In the conclusion of the paper, a "matrix" form ‘of organization

| is proposed and discussed.

“/reveals

o

i
,y‘f»

42

';differe tiated systems comprised of heterggeneous.groups of people. {The . Lo

Division of Labor . o ' .o ' o Coa

. Y ~.‘

An examination of Western society pver the last several centuries .

e oft-noted shift From gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft social systems. .
{Tonnies} 1957). With industrialization,,societies have moved increasingly )
. - . . ~ . . ) .
. S . 5 i \ -
from kinship systems where small homogeneous communities, often agricultural,

2
.

gathered together to produce goods and sefvices,of mutual value to highly .

latter.were'and are typically engaged in a multiplicity of work and leisure
enterp ises with little apparent "necessary connection. Differentiated

v however, as Durkheim 01962) so well observed, tend tg become anomic

sitive sociaI'valhes of cooperation are not institutionalized. <ommun-

ih ° 4 . Vs
icati ns' across dxqparate sub—units or persons must be adequate to insure a

l / , s o2
commitment toqt$ common good and to afford a sense of satisfaction with '

o

bﬁiorging to the system. - byt C - . > i




; —~ ' "t
This phenomenon of progresSivg differentiation of féndtion had its

-~

counterpart‘in higher/pducation, beginning particularly in the latte; part

. of the ninegeenth century. The society 8 industrial and geog:aphic exppnsion
'3 - '\ r's

X
demanded new kinds of services from social structures which were not readily

[

available at that time. For exahple, manufacturing enterprises needéd new.
t‘chnologies to facilitate their efficiency and productivity, agriculture

needed new products and new methods to serve a growing population, and, with

»
.-

urBanization, new knowledge about politics, government and social services

‘was required. Traditional social and economic structures in existence were
: hY

inadequate to provide for these new pragmatic demands, and society]turned to

ot

Fe nineteenth century»college which appeared to be the repository of existing '

.knowledge. The country looked, in other words; to the American college to _

expand its fpnctions == from the more pastoral transmission of kncwledge to .
] . N .
«an upper—class elite who ngld occupy leadership roles to a more substantive ‘
l commitment‘to.knowledgL production and social service.“ And a number of |
colleges acceptedﬁthese new‘functions or responsibilities quite easily‘

‘e
Learnéd men doubtless-were flqz:ered by the new authority given’ them. (In

R ’ ‘Y
the past A‘Aey were "merelyipoor teachers)(.\ College presidentsl were eager.

to né/pond to industrial benefactqrs who would fund expansion of their s

colleg into.new research an servi e domains. o B
- . 4 - .
% . )

-~

'But let us lqok for a moment at e organizational/structural response

- ¢ v
’ ~ v - ~

1
of these coIleges to their mew miSSions._.In int of fact, new roles were o

a—

~ / 5y
added, lﬁp no new kinds ‘of personnel were add d. The’;;w responsibi ities

accrued~t? th§ exist staff, namegy th!ﬁf lty. .Thee latter were
=70 (3
L l' * !
expected to be proficient in research and . service, and to an extent

ONCN e e

,/
™~

B



3. .

( - . * .
. . ’
- - +

<

unanticipated by most, they didt Tne inéerest of'faculty at universities was, .
of course, sparked by tales of and experience at, European centers for resaarch: '
- As we will note later, in the universities the shift ffom teaching to other
roles was oVerwhelming.' R .h: e ‘ (\ ,
Not only were no new‘staff added,‘but no new organizational structures 4
evolved in response to these‘changes. The existing division of labor by

academic department was in place, and it seemed relatively easy to assume

that the new functions could be addressed through the exis/ing system'

(Lazarsfeld-and’Etzioni,_&971).,1In shorté teachers became teacher-researcher-
v , .

servxc:\i:rsonnel, and depa}tments accommodated the new multiple fu ctions.

'

interesting to note that, whereas in organizations other t is \\

. 'y e
colleges and universities which have more clearly differentiated'and

specialized units, coordination and linkage across these units is perfosmed
_ 'Y
through administrative or bureaucratic modes, or at least through’ “inter?
. et 3

mediaries uho attend to the adiudication of conflicts'(szrence & Lorsch, _ .
s

» - . ,
\) 1967). Note, however, that in higher edpcaéion, there w no increased

differentiation of specialized units (except, of course, for the expansion

. '

of gealms,of knowledge into new kinds of knowledge-based departpents), In

.

;Leffect, then, linkages across the multiple missions of_the fast-growing, B .

s ,
s

@ﬁiversities were expected to be accomplished by the individual, workers
ﬁhemselves. The faculty member was to proVide Ehe\coordination and collabor- ;§.
ation across missions. whereas in industrial'organifations such interdependeng

departments as sales and manuEacturing are linkqd‘ as mbted above, by bureau-

-

cratic mechanisms, in colleges and universities where'?he separate functions

-

-

N
N

-
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. ‘ - -
are not divided into different departments, the linkage is thus performed by
. X
and within each indiv1dua1n We comment more eytensively below on the nature - '“\\'
. ’ / R
of these connections and_lhnkages across missions.e\\\\
v . 3

( Y
i
\ | R ) . .
Persistence of the Departmeént v }

\ :
% But first it is necesLary to examine in some greater detail the reasons .
. : & .
‘ ~
' that the academic department in its present form persists as an organizational
. B N

_entity. There are at least six: inertia, the high status of resgarch,
“y . . ,5 : \
gfunding sources and access|to them, insulation from observation and account-
N . N
ability, alleged interd pendence among missions, and the pedagogical necessity

A " 4
for knowledge-based departments. \}
v . ) .o . - 1
In the first place, the force of/}nertia makes the ardument for continu- s

- ‘ . {
ation jin the present form guite powerful. That is, the depart@ent appears to k ]
‘have worked reasonably we11 to. date,xso why change it? Secondl#, in higher

I
education (more io 1n_un1vers1t1es) the reward system is, at Jeast normativeﬁy

‘-

univdrsalistic, meritocratic, and bound by ray*onality’(Parsons & Platt, 1973-- "{

TQ’%, reportsl the degree.to whi:h\practice matches norms

’

o

product1v1ty where outpht is more guantifiable and measurable.
ﬁesearch also has more "status"” than teaching, at 1east in universities. '
Research, o; at least publishing productiv1ty, is apparently at“the top of P
l;,the status hierarchy. Hence!ithe -technology of thetresearch fpnction tends- .
' to’dominate the organizational structure.. That is, the fuhction giVIQ\ESEF : @ﬁ; )

salience tends to force upon the organization a departmental form which meets

its technological neegi (cf. Hughes, 1958, p. fe21,; Freidson, 1976). éince as



noted earlier, the technology of research involves individualized work, one ; '

.might question the functional necessity of having departments comprise of

like-minded research scholars. Obviously, there is a’ latent function of some

strength operating here--namely, the commonalities of proéessional achievement
orientation which both assuage anxieties and stimulate competitiveness among

members of a knowledgeebased department.

There is another reason that the department persists. It is associated
with access to sources ¢f funding.. Inasmuch as funding is also aw'technological'

>feature of academic work (i.e., it speaks to the availability of capital for
- A .
" transforming the organization‘s raw material into finished products), the flow

t

.of funds to a department in exchdhge for ‘research iddas has the effect of per- e

petuating the departmental form of organization. One _reason is that .research
assistantships funded thrdugh outside funding tend to provide support for

graduate students whose academic orientatybn is with a department, not with a

school or a universggy.A That is, funding for research fot only s pportsﬁfﬁe
4 )

/ 0 . .
research functions in the department, bu oh f:its byproducts is the support j
ofcthe teaching of graduate students. The departmental form also may facilitate .

Ass to f nding through the exchange gf informatiohn about such external

o

. support among departmental colleagues. e p & .

»

The fourth reaEOn for the p rsJLtence of\ghe acdemic department is that
LI B . / T
it protects faculty from outside crutiny. | Whereas in most bureaucratic organ-
. \

~izations supervision of actiJ;tie of line persoénnel is accomplished th

direct obseration‘of processes as they are occurring or at leaét,shortly afber

the product has been completed, in higper education this has not been sanctionzg

A ~




‘. . - .

We neither observe faculty in their classrgoms, nor do we measure the achieve-
. ' N

T men

-

' offlongdranﬂ? changes in student values. and disposi%ions so as to evaluate”“ :

-~
-

The reason most frequently of fered for this general
»
nce of direct observation and evaluation is that 'academic freedqm

v lty performance.
¥ abs
h real autongmy and freedo? from observation which might in)‘n bit B

° _, ) [ \
. >,

requires-

action.‘ n pgint of fact, there are other more convincﬂ.g reasons.
]

\t_.‘./ :r € E N
By. combining the three functions which academic professio als presentlv Y
v ' et '

\ gerve--teaching, resear ‘and service——wp allow the mystique £ Eesearch, with

\ .
to slide over into the teaching

its abstruse'symbol' m and recondite terminology,
’ ]

domain. In addition, he resqarih domain is given an aura of'respectability,

L—- \..—" !
hrough the a leged ac ountability structure of profess

‘ *

i) the g»/cess of jqfied

inhfbited from’ questioqug the tec nical comp:tbnce of tho;e delivering the

onal associations (€ege,s

publications . Sﬂnce in most professions ‘clidents are X

service, so in higher education few feel free to ask public%&}for an accounting
.g K] L3 7

y '
\\ from‘faculty. it is fhe structural reinforcement through the academic depart-\

o

mént of - the f culty memb
: 'L’v-' ) . P

i preservation f the sgparate functions (parti

EY
er's multiple fun tioﬁs\whfch is necessary for the

czlarly teaching) f}om outs1de .

a2

LY . . -

13

The multiple-miisi:ned department. Supports the ierging of ‘tasks b

]

. Still anotper reagon given fé/>the logic of the fcademic department as a “

'structural form in its present configuration is that the functions performed by 7
’Vg thc‘faculty memhA are in some'way 1inked. h Qommon argument is that t:aching
informs research, Jgd regearch must‘stand the'test of expli tion through the
/’J teachiny fanction. Or, resedrch ideas must he examined in th marketplace of 65
. Fadi . . ;
) . ) . ~ ‘ / «
0 ‘ ; “ ) ) : .
4
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cahmqrce gand ind stry. 'rhere is a- powerful unexamiﬁed and perha:::)uunrrmteg"

-

»

assumption opera it}g in this argumentgilt is not that such lin es arreh-. !

necessany. Vi 1lly. all uould agree th such an assertion. Wh‘at is assumed

vithout suf fcient examination is the notion that- the linkages among the

' functions can, only be made "intraperso‘naily. It is assumed that the communi—

.cation of the messages and. products produced in, the various functions--teaching,

- -

.research and ublic service--can only be accomplished by an individual as Y
- \

< - ’ v . ~
’ he/she thinks through the impact of one on the othe‘r. Clearly such an assump-

¢

tion does not operate in- industri' orqanizations.‘ ‘Here, linkhges across units

} - v ‘ .
serving different functioS'ns are ccomplished either ureaucratically ;(e.g., (
+ e

3

through memo or policy statement or thrOugh the establishment of linking

FaAR

agents. It';% necessary to det;rmine whe(ther such cross—functional linkage
might be sinrilarly managed in higher -education with gr‘eiter efficiency.

k While it ca,n be argued conVincin.g!y that intraperso allc

* within technologJ.Cal boundaries is appropriate, the ar: ent ig.not as stron

RN
A across thase boundaries. 'rha9 is, it do to make sense that an in
) “ ? Ce
faculty manber establish the’ connection /across

he various kinds earch

in which he/she is e;ngaged.' Sixﬂlarl ., a facult embermight be pected to
c#.nect various parts of the teaching mission--e «gs, curriculum development
and ddiv\e?,,bf lectures (though, as we will show later even these may be (

) S 8
linked bureauctatically) . It is harder to make the ar%}gent that thereJ 'is a

I
necessary intrapersonal connection between knowledge-centered and prOcess—\ . \

A

centered roles or between “these roles and across clients.< For example,
‘, 3

research ma( require faculty knowledge of. very specialized kinds of' informa=’

-

tion and wi hlthe research me(.hods to access them. However, p ocess—centered

i



'roles such as teaching may require less nowledge of content but more skill

3

. /gné skill uhich the’ faculty member must possess seems to carry considerable

»

:made'through interpersonal/bureauér;tic modes . Qneﬁcould imagine, for example,

Eurricgfum developers, psychologists of student growth, etc., would be respon-
. . b m :

sible foriﬁFvising the 'lé%turer:)Pf the available material and its place in
: !

4

!

. the knowledge paradigms used in their course offerings. The reason for<this

©

Co¢
]

in delivering that content.

It could be: argued thatlknowing one's subject matter is not 'necessarily )
connected with. the skill in delivering it. The latter requires knowledge of
pedagogy, which is quite differentofrom‘knowledge.of material and §§;farch
modes . hgain, this is not_to say that the domains do nog’have to be connected.'

It is only to be argued that the connections may'as easily, if not better,Ahe-

A .

the" training of teaghers to be extraordinary lecturers or;semi r leaders. with

nimal research skills and, indeed with a knowledge of subject matter appro-

~

pr &t4:§;§§‘to the?course material they &Je teaching. Others, researchers, _—
w

L]
I

v, ¢

the larger curriculum. The lecturer, skilled in oral presentation and !rgw—

ledgeable in areas of student cognitive anp affective growth and development’

could' then design the_p\esentation. g = ° oot Do _ -
» . . ‘

Still, the riotion that there is some undgrlying cross-functional~knowledge
. : -

a

<

—

-

weight in Tp?reqvéthinking in igher educa on. Whether there is some more )
basic faculty skill, or orientatio//yﬂicﬁxtranscends the three central aéademic

roles is an open topic- and one .which needs further resear’h‘

Lf;;:\tﬁ/t of the above-noted reasons. fgr’ghﬁ peraistwnce of the department

. . § i, < o

'is the argument that ‘it is necessary £ curricular a
It is a{leged that faculty must be aggregated according to the similarity of C N

7

pedagogical reasons.v . : e

-~ 2

7

>
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is that there is assuméd to be some connections among the.offerings of a

'

. . . . - .
department. To avoid overlaps is-syllabuses and to permit course sequences -

- v N 14

. \built on prerequisites,ﬁfaculty must be in communication%with one anothar.

L

In reality, of cqurse, commdnication among faculty with respect to cur iculum

. is an uncommon phenomenon. Most faculty design their own courses in rela ive
4 . ., R ‘:. )
isolation from others.' Departmentaf'curricular,ccméitteea:age,staffed by
. 4: oot \ o . ' - T -
rest in the subject is at best tangential to their prime.

.

. W IO w ' -
interests and ce inly does nof involve the use of eﬂpertise in curriculum
. W . @ .

-
- (i
" . . . e - » i

wnd pefasosy. | ot

A
A counter argument c?yad be posed that in fﬁct faculty ‘need on1y check

ol T
. Swith others occasionally about such matte?s. The argument has considerable
validity because thq,usual assumptioﬁ about undé@graduate learning,is that L eu

\
’<Btug9nts.‘rather than faculty, make the connections among theicOurses, and

*

that the're/ls' a stability in expectations and abilities. Q,rela'ted but far
‘ 5 %

/ . oo = '
more'iﬂﬁértant assumption is'that students make connections between their
- : _ . o

course experiences across disciplines. Résearch evidence to validate'this—

-

)

is lacking, but common sense and informal reports would seem to cal it to "
questioq A sine qud non for “achieving the objectives of liberal and generhl

“
education is that students have an opportunity for and are facilit;ted in

»

o

integration disparSte'learning‘experiences. It could well be convihcingly
. .-\.] ’ - : h L . .
argued‘éand has been at, say, Santa Cruz), therefdre; that teachers from

different disciplimes should be grouped together and that communication aLong.

. . . - ) -~
them mus® be frequent. In 9um, the argument for retaining the.academic departf

a .
— ment for pedagogical reasons is a weakLERET\though it is voiced vociferously

v

whenever the isgue is raised. In truth, other latent reasons for the retention
: -

e

=
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Sbme’rheq&iss of Division ofgj&gé; S RS S~
1.

E . <o

-

S The problem of designing organizations for maximum efficiendy and .
o) - PR ,L'_ . y I
' ptoductivity isJ acCOﬁding o Marth and Simon (1956 1582, a; problem of

‘» o~
- ‘. s .-

crgatingvunits of organization which. can parsimoniously allocate activities
: .v,."»,- > . \ '

. . .bl N . o ,
s botli to orgamz.at‘ional units and~ to individuais. Theset:>hors .recoqnize‘,
L) .‘1 ;.——‘7 .
for. easily h

__/

~,

M) - b »

@y howpvér, that the divi 'on oiél?bor uhich is’ most effec
programmed taéks is not necessarily the- samétps one which appropriate to
. ¥

2 complicated tasks which require unique tEchnological solutions. The question

of 'the degree to which any one\or all academic tasks can be programmed"\is

the essential determining factor in the design of &n‘efficient academIc

- -
“

- organization. Most of those concerned with the orgapization of the univer-‘
-~ & .
sities make the assumption that the tasks which faculty are asked to perform
. _,‘ - L) L ‘ : .
are ‘@ssentially unprogrammable It is assumed that to the extent that
. )

- * .
faculty are expected to deal/with-studentsdas unique  individuals, they are

also prevented from creating standardized means of transforming those

-

-students from relatively immature to more more'mature states. lndeed, even
the suggestion that students might be treated more bureaucratically causes
more raised hackles thad?almost any other subjett.

%

[
Similarly, to the extent that each research endeavor in which a faculty
L3 ~ : . ’ ’
member. is engaged represents a hitherto uncharted domain of inquiry or

- < .
Bs

knowledge, the technology assdciated with the task of transforming raw data

inte knowledge alsg apparently defies detailed programming. And, to complete

the cycle, consulting is almost by definition a question of addressing

-

H
faculty‘talents toward unique social or other problems. These twin variables

- used to define "technology" (number of exceptions in the stimuli and the

degree "of analyzability of ‘cearch procedures) he:; been imaginitively

\

a "' j;3 . s




~ s [ ‘.,"/.’ ’ : . ' ! = 11.
4 /~ - ‘- . . ) i o . f
.. - S ) o - C. B
AN - oo , - K -

addressed inetﬁé-wor&_of thfles Perrow (1970). ,Part of the purpose of this

- : .

section will be tg exam;né this presumption.of 'un—programmabiliiy"qnd to
D ‘Y, .:v'.- ”’

L

s

ekplore,the relatedness of the t?chnologies of each of the tﬁree~misé}oﬁ§£§o

one another. 8Such diﬂbusqi;:}&il}‘inform our understanding of the alter-
. ‘nativesTto départm;ntalizat n by academic discipfine. ' - T
\ , - .n L . ' \*“ .
. . 1Y . - . ‘
_ It'is important to -note that technology is only one of a mumber é% ) R v/

a
-,

‘.;ndependent;variablesﬁwhich affgct an organization's structure .* There are

~ .

ﬁany‘étheré.(cf. Friedlander, 1970). Among them are the follqying’which\

¢ : . J .

“are criticrl to this. paper: . -
(1) the nature of the cliepts or eneficiaries of the institution ° o P
/j} °  (Blau & Scott, 1962; Etzioni, 1964) - : :
. . ‘ . .
. - . .
(2) the nature of the environment in, which the organization functions, ~ .

particularly its stability and predictability (Lawrence & Liorsch,

1967; Thompson, 1967:27; Emery & Trist, 1965; Terreberry, 1968;

Jurkowitz, 1974) . . . : . o

. : ¢’ : A
- (3) tﬁg-specificify orfand diffuseness of the goals of the organization
. (Katz & Kahn, 1966:265) ‘ _ . '
. s :

(4) the nature of the technology required- to change the product or

service (Davies, Dawson & Francis, 1973; Hickson, Pugh &4$héysey,

-7 4969; -Perrow, 1970) *

) . 4
These and other variables independently and interactively‘;ffect the

. E
modes of departmentalization of.an institution. The weight of one or another

¥

.

(\ of the variables cannot be known without extensive analysis of a particular

institution. For example, an environmental'contingency approach to the

* For this study, structure refers only to the mode of departmentalization.

In the literature, there are a wide variety of conceptions of organizational
~structure, including specification of activities, concentration of authority,
line control of work flow, and relative size work flow and relative size
of supportive component (Pugh et al., 1968) . _also exclude from the

. consideration. of structure such variables as size, span of control and
administrative component, which have been explored in the work of Blau et

- al., 1976. The argument is made that insofar as we.are addressing ourselves
to large traditional research universities, such variables are reasonably
constant.. i C T

1 5 | ) T .
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’ ' L ' N ,
understanding of organizationswuould suggest that the first two of the aboVe
4 - 0 ‘ :
varidﬁles preddminaté“as determining factors. These two are concerned with

matters extenﬁil to/the organization. making this approach, one might [{
4 A

explore the possibility of a university which is dominated by this kind of\

’ ’

-

client or environmental }nfluence. . ' ‘ . .

k)

4 . - o . ". ! » ..
' Insert Exhibit'I about here o

’

X

In this exhibit we have attempted to identify some eight typical <
/ -

umiversity clien" and to characterize the varying expectations of these
y

clients, the ”turbulence" of their expectations and the degree to which thﬁg .
" are able to be specific in their expectations of or demands on the university's

7
- - -
Qutput. We ‘have also attempted to give some examples of common structural

responses to each. of these‘client demands {n terms of sample operational
\'{ \
goalﬁ and technologies. Thus, for eXample, as, noted in Exhibit I, ”sarents

exert a relatively stable, sustained demand for what Daniel Bell (1966)
&

calls historical, metﬂbdological and self-conscious for students. This

N
- - ~

seems to be a £airly consistent expectation that pa;énts have of their

-children as college graduates (though\theyvmay not articulate it in quite
: Y

these same words). Indeed, they will not be able to specify in particular

what these.expectations are in terms related to specific courses or pedagogy.

On the othe; hand, within the university, faculty might translate that

pectation'into a course objective such as ”know the history of Greece." .

‘The technology required to have the student acquire this information might
]
include a synthesis of the data and its display to students in some verbal,

written or electronic mode. Required interdependence among faculty in ..

O

15

a




hehbit 1

&
. r VARIABLES ATPECTING THE FORN OF DEPARTMENTALIZATION IN UNIVERBITIRS
, : . ‘ . ‘ ]
Cross-boundary Conditions Internal Conditions |
A Technology
Clieat ' r Saviromentyl | Manifest Bystem Goal ooal gasple . Sample .
) furbulance (Cliont Bxpectation) Clarity Opmt;gnal Produc Processes Tdek Inter=
: . Gosl 4 Clase (Paculty Role) Aspandence
v [
, hrets | w7 - 1, Cognitive: Niatoricel lov Kaow-history of Deta Byntheels, High
I sathodologicaly selt- Groece: Displey
. _ conecioumens for ' \
T L stodents ' b . \
} fov 2, Mtectiver Personal lov Inozassed sutoromy | People [+ Commling med
'qmth for students R Co Modeling Low
Bigh 3. Career training for High Salling skills - people Training Low
- . | stodents o '
_Inovledge | lov . 1+ Elabpration end High | Disproven theory Data onduct survey | low
Comsunity . velidation of old . . ’ . . e
(Academic) | Low 2. Discovery of nev | Lew Nev theory bata ¢+ gynthesine lov
' , 3. Nev sophisticeted Grad student knows | Data Bynthesize ed
: recruite to the 7 “resesrch methods visplay
N profeasion , ' 1
Knovledge | Med I, Manpover requ skilled & | Migh || Salling skills Paple { Training Low
Commanity trainable technicians o ' r v
(Industry) | Low 2, Upwardjy mobile orien- Lov Bxperience in -Pecple ;szminq Hgh
. ‘ ' tations or tolerajod ) pompetition for . ‘| ¢ ' L
tor blocks ' grades ' b ’
Migh 3. (Rav knovledge-practical | Migh (| Biport tnovhov Data Witing . low
findings X . o ' Treining “Low \
i llig\ fusan retool ing-retrain-(  High - pattor akills Pecple Trelning . ', low
ing, ‘professionalization 3 , R L
Oovernment | Med 1. Mare. & concerned low 'mwhmon0 of Data Byntheatis * Mgh
S citizens Greece; use in " pecple Training Moh
. . ‘ ' wtlng , :
] 2, Loadern Lov Bkille s People__ Training Ngh
1 T y : " -
Local’ ed 1, Laarning rasource . Imk Available classes Dath: 1 nmumi High
Cosmmity | Low ", 2, Culture center ' Rig Concerts People ichedul ing Migh
High 3. Technicel sssfstance /L High gover advice " pata synthesis v
Righ G Participation in local'| Med || ‘Teculty in voter Poople _Telephoning Mod -
J .. commnity events .- N ' “uqlm&lon drive o o ) ™ |
. [) vy - o j
~ Undor- Righ 1. Bnvirorment for dmlop-T\' Lov concern for Teople "Compeling | low
graduate ment/pleasure o learning .
stolents | lov 2, Kpovledgs ' Righ ¥y peopls beh oata. | seellcifuns | o,
L | lov 3. Cortification ' Righ Dagres Data séheduling Lov
Orsduate | Lov 1, Prograns leading to High Course in resesrch | People Sual) Jo}‘mu Lov
Studente certiticetion Co sathods «
Lov 1. Knowledge and ekills Righ Statistics '’ Data 7] Counseling Lov

1+ the'varisbility in the client populebo
2. 'The degres to vhich the client is able

3, The resultant of ‘the technological transformation.

4, The clessificetion of the primery rav materisl to b transfo

5, The range of activities required to be pectorned is ?n s cont
prograns for tranaforning the product. ’

his table fs. informed by the discossions in Starbuck (1976) of. Jurkovdeh (1994).
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n 40 il g8 the stability of the mean oF normsl expectation.

to specify the expectetion and/or the organization's output can be measur

‘ /:nd ovaluated,

ed. The 0.4, nloyld\t Sarvice typology of ﬁooph, dm'cﬁ\i things 10 vesd here,
innm of M’h to low requiring s repertory of pervonal/professional ekille or
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achieving this objective nlght be.consider d high (ynde "y timum” con tions
9“ F. ©OP

4

of maxigum faculty ccg'ununication about their teaching obj ectivesand pfdagogy) .

03

) ;
As shown in the exhibit, other ways' of characterizing parental expectations .

'7 (e.g career training) will result in quite dif£e~ent goals and Iechnologies. N

1Y s

COntrasting parental expec trons with those of the .ledg community,J
B - | k\ . . .
" one can see from Exhibit'I thd% he elaboration and validation of old .

‘

knowiedge also has low environmental turbulence but high goal clarity. The
: W

: %
oL (ﬂ-g ]
t;cﬁn logy associated With this university product is quf@e d{fferent from

\ :
‘ that in\theﬁfirst,caéﬂ. In»the example given in'the exhibit, fac&lty in the

1 . -

social sciences might conduct’ surveys as part of their rgsearch'activities?

Such a role req%iros relativeiyrlittle interaction with colleagues.

F

The expectations of parents, on the one hand, and of the knowledge
' cammunity, on the’ other, are thus similar in terms of environmental turbulence,

but different on the dimqhsions £ goal clarity and task,interdependéﬁce.

~ The stable nature of the environment might be used to suggest (at this point

imprecisely) a kind of .Anternal organizational structure which‘would maximize
"‘"‘n w,

'organizational efficiency and productivity. In the 4ndustrial gector, we
.7 5 ' '
would expect to find highly mechanistic, bu:eaucratic organizations under

these circumstances. .Let us explore somewhat further the hature of the
< . )

perceived stability\of environments external to institutions of higher .

lcarning.

Here the conservationist character of universities is paramount.’ As

conservers of value (Parsons & ‘Platt, 1973), institutions of higher education
. -.}8’ ’ ‘ ’
are expected tQ\ ggzlize students to accept most of the prevailing middle

class norms and valu s of society (assertions i .college cata\logg stating
)

objectives such as “develop critical thinking otwithstanding Too. many

3

‘ ; ] .

-
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.

"radical" thinkerg produced might upset the society by cha11enging the,status

-

quo in too threatening a way (vﬂ . the perceived threat %o the middle class,

’

in the 1260 g). This kind of educational mission requires, of, course,

&
£

infregueny'ptrugtunal change within the institution. The demands of society

. are not oﬁf;/pe:;isting, but since social values change slowly, the shifts

in 5°°ietY'S expectations of gradugtes of universities aje gradualy\ ;‘

-

The research effort als%fis (o2 va/ive in Agture, New findings are

1)

uarranted as valid only after considerable dﬁbate ané\\est&pg. In addition,
\

$

faculty and academic_a inistrators in ‘their graduate traininé have heen-

.
> 7 .

sdcialized into the pro eSSion as conservatives. Hence, in these two

]

primary missions, teaching and yesearch, the stability of the environment

'uould argue for an internal organizat§ona1 structure wﬂ{ch does not need to
H . . \,‘. 3 L] " . -

.be readily adaptive. . S \ ‘. ‘f'
- . L ' . N
In its t‘r,other misSions-—knowledge dissemination (as differenti ted °

from knowyégge production) and commu 1ty “service--the Gmiversity tends to v

depend more heavily and immediatel on externa§\eyents. Thé’“Btivities

ccmprising these missions are more pragmatic, and the succéss of the

.

institution depends. on the degree to which it is ab1e to sense con rarf
fl‘socialaneeds correctlyi In contrast to the above, inteqnal\organization 1 —

structure might be expected to be more readily adaptive--more organic and

flexible (Bennis, 1966; Katz & Kahn, 1978, C1ark, 1956) . ’ . .‘ -

/Returning to the exhibit, it can be seen that even within each of

, the missions, the univerSity is involved w1th a %?mber o<Lixterna1 task

\

* Under certain Condi ions, there are exceptions to the .rule of university
oo

. servatism--as,- instance, when war or othe (en ironmental turbulence-
- "forces the society to' make unusual demands -on the university to be more
, . immediately responsive to current events.» .
~ .
) . . - -
1] . k - ) Y b

‘»’; ) iy oo ~ . |
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vironmen;s, each‘with quite different expectations ‘and degrees of h7m0~

W
.

' geneity and atability (Thompson, 1967: 27). It wpuld be reasonable to expect '

*

that for each distinguishable segment of the exte nal system there uould be -

)

a corresponding unit within the university with 8 cialized pérsonnel and

other resources t hddress that client's neégds (Dornbusch~& Scott, 4975:77;

' ~

Becker & Neuhauser, 1975:68; Simpson & Gulle
. x ,

19621 Baldridgeﬂ 1971). As

- todag . th academic department is an omnip

v .‘::."l .
&dﬂress all of thivario?:s kinds of external demands. The rationale for the

» i S .
divisigﬁﬁof academic labor, however. does not necessarily follgw the logic;sngw

LS
.

, of contingency theory. Other explanations accq\xt for the presengggrkgw;

AN AN N

(1 > A “ >N

gore 'cogtingent;7:pproach would be more efficient and what~£1s' yan

i S '

might result from a different fo of differentiation. .
- S

Modtls of Univer51ty Organization - \\ : . o

)

0% o
2w \55 A
T To explore this tjrther, let us now turn.to an examinaéi?n of the .

current configurations in typibal univegsitie% Obviously in moﬂt the
no specializationqbf departments acco ding to the v&riations in envir

or in the technologisg’require ;ygzgjplish various taség. Usually, he

cipiine, then bx process (teachingvj///

reséarch, and serv1ce). on occasion t ere will be still another sub-division ‘

mode of div1sion of labor is fgrst

. of eagh of tbgsprocesses such that .each- of‘the\clients of the university is
- . Al =" .

7
addressed sepirately. In Exhibit 1I below, this model is displayed. L

A IO .. N . 4
s ’ Insert Exhibit 2 about here h \ o . S :
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As the reader wilﬁ%note, under this exampl e facuzty'in-each
. L
‘u ually expected to he specialized with;respect o nine £1

‘In practice, of course, the three processes are-broken down into an expanded

1} : -

set of specializations. As one eﬁample, teaching might be subdivided into

¢ . ;'{, {
specializations such as seminars and lectures, research into empirical and

F

/.' ' non-empirical, and service into internal and ex,‘ternal consul-tin_g. Or{

occasion, one or more of the client groups might have'a separately budgeted

. ‘ ¢ ‘}(
unit addressing its needs (eegs., continuing educa€§on). : .
I~ - kd .
It should be noted that because of the form of organization which
. .
obtains in most universities, some clients and processes‘are duplicated s .

§
across departments. Obviouslv,:students are‘clients of many departments.

Due to this overlap in most universities, there is usually a large need
3y ; ~

', for bureaucratic coordination. In contrast to industrial settin&s where

. L D . , . .
coordination is mostly through formal scalar overview, :in higher education

L4 1 . T -
.

normative or other models prevail. With respect to undergraduate students,“

student affairs personnel are employed to attend to. some of the client

“

expectations (see the ean“er discussion of Exhibit I), while teaching

. .
< :

is coordinated to some extent by academiq affairs qffices and by university-.
A . ~ . '“.. . _ ' .
wide committees on teaching policy. It should be clear, of course, that .
_especially in the latter case the kinds of coordination which might be

needed to rform the teaching mission more effecti axre not forthcoming
_ pe _9,,..1-:;;%\. |

Ne——

*Other research conducted (Bess, 1977) reveals that there‘are as many as : P
- 320 distinct.faculty specializations performed .in the modern university.

By historical accident-and other pressures as noted above, we have aggre-
:gated these processes intg three large groupings--teaching, research and

service. However, other agyregates are possible and, indeed, potentially
more logical and efficient.[ ™\ ' o - .
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) v . . “. [ .
undeq present de?arﬁhental~configurations. It is left tO'OCcasion meetings

- of standing facdlty committees and perhaps to an ad hoc committee on teaching gﬁ” «H
—_— \ -
to manage the important cross-departmental linkAges which some uould submit

2 . « ] !

iare izgéntial to the accomplishmpnt of the goals of general and‘liberal . ‘.
: - .- v, '
education. ‘To reiterate the point made earlier, such croé&SEaécipline ) o

3

linkages are now provided by the-client, the student, with unknown degrees :

< -

of efficiency. We rarely test the éapacity of the student to‘make connections

1among his/her codrsﬁs or test‘the 1evels of psycho-social maturity which
/ ' »

might be presumed ‘to result Qrom general education pursued across disci-

3

pligpry boundaries. This is not to argue that student "labor" should not be
¥ .

usedy it is only to question whether 1t is being used as effectively as

possible in achiev1ng 1nst1tut;onal goals. It also speaks to the inter- ..

$
dependency of faculty and student teaching-learning efforts and of thJ

organizational\structures which serve them. ’ .'s ' J

Before inquiring hore fully into this question, let us éxamine several
. M ° _ ! R P

alternative forms of organization by;sinly transposing the layers of

‘client, process and purpose Or knowledge . -

- . R . §

¢ o . ) o
4

M 5, &

’

Insert Exhibits III & LV about here v

Lo Y
.

Note that in Exhlblt III the first mode of lelSiO of labor is by process

(though, as noted earlier, grouping some of the te hing tasks together is"
¢ Lo VAR

more a matter of custom.than task similarity--e.g., grading and lecturing).

.The second level is comprised of the nine clients mentioned above. At the

-
!

third level in the ladder are the traditionally-named academic departments

. As Lawrence & Lorsch (1967) note, such 1ntegrating units are often func-
tional, but they must be staffed by committed professionals.
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Mot el process or knowledge boxes would be occupled wnder this structural uw]gunt.



of knowledge. In this case, however, the departmental faculty would be .

client and/or process specialists, rather than multi-functioned professionals;

. as they are now organized (as in Exhibit II). Thus, Department 1 might- be
ccmprised of experts in teaching underg;é/;ates the field of sociology; : ﬁ
while Department 10 would be research sociologists addressing themselves to,
the needs of governmental institutions. It is important to note the differ=-
ences between/this configuration and that in Exhibit ITI in terms‘of needs
for coordination acros?ﬁ%ub—units. In the earlier exhibit, clients were
required to,provide the coordination across academic departments——less
. costly for the institution, to be sure, but at some cost in goal hievement.
°In Exhibit III, tnere would appear to be a reduction in the costs of cross-
departmental communication. In Exhibit II, the faculty member in§§he unit
designated I-Tu mist reach across to his/her colleague in II-Tu to link the
- teaching efforts. In Exhibit III, the faculty member in department TU1 need
only chat with his/her colleague in TU2. Both have the "U" designation in
their affiliations, meaning that they each have a common client orientation.
Ihey‘each also have‘a_more specialized "T" orientation, since, in contrast
to faculty members in Department 1 in Exhibit 1T, who are multi-functioned
specialists, these persons are (in this example) more narrowly specialized;
‘¢ommunication is not only.easier, but the'organizational arrangements are
designed to aecommodate faculty memoer specialized interests.

. It is important to note that the structure inJgnhibit III does not
preclude the possibility of a teaching/undergraduate oriented specialist in
'Department 1 communicating with a research/government oriented specialist in

~ . :
Department 10. However, theif_is no organizational (as opposed to personal

-

e
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or professlonal) oeed for sych linkages across processes. Such 'reachis;\\v .
acrOSs' the units in the example in Exhibit III would be as easy or as
diff;cult to do as it is pow.when sociologists and physicists in different
departments wish to talk. There have been occasions when_organizational
structures such as that suggested in Exhibit III have been attempted at

varioos times and iostiti;ntions, but they héve generally not been successfull\

Two (avoidable) reasons for the failure are the invidious/btatus disfihctfons>

wvhich obtain across process sQecializations (e.g., research socioIXzists

heJﬁ ‘t;

retention of the academic discipliqfias a "home" department. 1In the latter

alleging themselves to be "better"” than teaching soeiologists) and

,insténce, faculty members are prevented from giving their full allegiance to

océes dhi '
the_process ite. Agaln, with insights from March .& Simon (1959, p. 152),

we note that.sub-optimization is a common proclivity of units in complex

o
-

organizations.’ The division'of labor 7fse1f predisposes the suborganization's

members toward the-goals of the subunit. Hence, the "type" of subunit
: : AN ‘ T ‘ 3

created‘by the organizational.desigﬁ is, therefore, critical. The structure

N
‘of contemporary un;ver51ty organlzdtlon, in particular, constrains faculty.

to conceive of their primary obllgatlons aB domipated by the acqulsition of

_knowledge, with processes and clients subordinated. If the prlmary mode of
® \
specialization were according to client, suboptimization would yield more -

Py

7

loyaltles\\Bward client-centered activities. ~

In Exhibit IV, clients are the first cut in the division of labor} In

. -

many ways thrs organizational arrangement is similar to that in Exhibit III..
‘It differs laroeiy in the coordinating mode. In Exhibit fII,‘a vice-president ~

j‘ for teaching coordinates faculty in clientﬁasgtered departments. He/she

3 . . \
* See discussiodn by March & Simon (1959, p. 29).




/) /bedagogy ‘units with stpdent servi

1

20.

2

. ’ '!9.

3

muet manage the efficiencies to be achieved through recognizing similarities

among~undergraduates, graduates and older adults. In Exhibit IV, on the
other hand, a vice-president just for undergraduateieducation coordinatéi
faculty in units concerned with‘all three pnoéessei-;teaching, research and
service. This person's primary coordinating responsihilrFy is to see that

. - L4 &
the three services perf9rmed gor under aduates are linked--e.g., connecting

s. This structgre is not unlike. that .

n
]

I - LA

fo:md in a small liberal arts college without reseArch and graduate functions.

_V;A- ,Y:

There are, of course, other permutations of the structure thch can be

-~

'generated from the three variables noted here. Thusy the hierarchical forn®

- . . v {°
could be knowledgié-client-process, procgss—knowledge-client or client~

] kn0wledge-process.v There are advantages and disadvantages,of each, though

T »

some are rather obviously inefficient.

" It should be clear thet the two major considerations in determining

A

L ‘
vhich of these systems is most efficient are the expenses of bureaucratic

-

coordination and the duplication of process/knowledge specialists (idgnoring,
for the moment, questions of gquality of output). Organizational size

(Rushing, 1967; Blau & Schoenherr, 1973) seem to have the greatest bearing

on these guestions. If the university is too small to have knowledge or

2

knowledge/process specialists fully utilized in a decentralized, client (qua

-

- product) system, then it will assume the structure in Exhibit II. In a
small college, for example, i, is usually not possible to have an urban

sociologist employed .full time just teaching undergraduates, another.just

) N

teaching graduate students, another doing research, etc. On the other hand,
it is: conceivable that in a very large university, there are sufficient

demands by particular clients for such a volume of specialized services that

{
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for d¥faculty member might be exclusively associated with one of the client

-

units. - . | o ,

Unive*;itﬁﬁgnhave notgmoved in this Airecéioﬁ, hpwever.' Even when
qiie has”peqp,sugf;cient, faculty have preferred to be orgénized in'académfb
Aépaxtments'speciaiized by knowledge. The reasons have been noted above.

.

o (. . :
In ths paper, we argue, however, that specialization by academic discipline

" is oq}y}bnq‘basis for departméntalization\and not necessarily the best. It

is further argued that task specialties can be organized around either

‘processes or clients or knowledge or some combination of these.* At issue
) . - .

LN

,

® *

is whether organization along alternative task dimensions than at present .

M

would meet organizational objectives more efficiently ané pefsoqgl faculty

goals more satisfactoryly. = . : : . \

N

Efficient Division of Labor . S .
Organizational efficiency can be“improved'through atructural planning,
accbrding ﬁo_ﬁsygral cr;técal prjnciples (Chapple & Sayles, 1961)f First,
the amount qf intér-qnit dépendgnby should be asllow as possible in order to
minimize the costé of ;dminisérative coordination (@iller, 1959). Second,
the impunt of intra-unit loyalty and id;htificqzion with ﬁnié goals gnd .
norﬁs should bé increased, Eubject to cost cbnst¥ain£s and up to the point

$
; ‘ - : \
where optimization of sub-unit goals causes a costly diversion from the -~

* Coleman (1973) pointé out that a client focus for departments would not
be appropriate for all oﬁ'the university'é functions., In particular,

" discipline-oriented research has a time .dimension which'differshgignifiJ
cantly from what he calls policy-oriented research with practical objectives.
The first should be subject to colleague control, while the latter should
be hierarchical. Coleman's scheme for differentiating the parts of the
university into functional components is useful, though it does not go far
enough. Moreover, we prefer to conceive. of the professional associations
as "clients" for disciplihelpriented researchs

.

& TR , \
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goals of the institution as gfwhole (Selznick, 1957, p. 58; Dufty, 1966)4
To reduce inter-unit dependency, sets of tasks or roles which are
'related;to one another by necessary timing and sequencing can be grouped in

self-contained units ‘(Hickson, Pugh & PHeysey, 1969; Galbraith, 1973, P 26;
. ‘*¢, " s

L L

Ly&ton[“1969). In such units, all athe major regsources needed to provide

|

the service or produoe the outputy are contained|iwithin the unit (Thompson,

1961, p. 45)." . B - . .
. : . \
For example, if the services of 15 different specialties are
reduired to produce an organization 8 proq’ct lines, then a
choice must be made when product divisions are created as to
when services will be contained .in the divisions and which will
remain centralized in the corporate office. In general, the
diversity of, the outputs and the greater the task uncertainty,
* the grea%?r the self—conta1§§:nt)(Galbraith, 1973, p. 27).

. ° ¢ -
The creation of self-containe¥ umits in a multi-purpose organization

is facilitated by aéspecialization of function by task similarity (as
opposed to specielization by person) serying the separate goals. This
important relationship between specialization by person and. specialization

R

by task (Thompson, 1961, Ch. 3; Tyler, 1973) is discussed more fully below.
t . .
The point here is that grouping related tasks instead'of like-minded people

‘rtogether contributes to greater organizationaI,effectiveness (Pelz & Andrews;
1966) . xThe heterogeneity of tasks performed)by professionals singdiarly
oriented toward the outcomes of those tasks creates a cross-fertilization of
ideas.and an identification with recoqnizaole unit goal} contributing also
to personalAsatisfection (Hackman & Oldhem, 1974) .

ﬁmpirical researoh reported_in the literatpre ;;pports the notion that
vhen such task—related units_are also'dirferentially structured to meet

® o - _ » D .
client’needs inlthe external organizational environment whichlbeve varying
\degrees of uncertaintj, there‘is ; higher level of performance (Burns &

M R .

) . - f£f3

o
-
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Stalker, 1961; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simpsoh & Gulley, 1962) . “Tradition-

ally, in higher education, specialization has centered Onathe differences

among the disciplines of knowledge, not difference among clients. As noﬂ@d

v

earlier, such a division serves the technology of research by making,the

s department self—contained largely around research tasks, but it i11 serves 1

«  the other functions of the university—-teaching and service. —;Ne‘timing and

sequencing of tasks required for effective undergraduate teaching, for
'example, requirea different sort of self-contained unit based not alone

on. knowledge of re !Erch content and skills but on pedagogical and other

‘

echniques. The aggregation into multi-purpose departments of multi-

fumctional faculty who (allegedly) have maqgized a number of personal

specializations which match the goal structure of the department is not as
efficient as the aggregation of more narrowly sTecialized_faculty ‘with the
skills necessary to carry out’ ired activities in selt-contained\task

units, each of which is ‘oriented toward only one of the-goals of"® the insti-

tution.
3

A
.

Part of the problem of de<iding which structure maximize efficient
operation lips in the choice of unit of analysis and the set&if aims and

: [}
) .Lkﬁectives one is considering. For exampley as most universities are now

N
e

-

‘constituted, academic departments conceive of their teaching gozls as the

[ ~

transmigsion of a reasonably comprehensive gset of facts in the discipline.’

'The department contéins within it all the resources to accomplish that
particular aim. But, considered from the institutional perspective, the

objective

f teaching in the university is (simplistically, for the moment)

» to have
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\departments through pooled interdependence," where each unit contributes
independently to the finai product, but the fai1urg9of any one contributes

to the failure of a11 (Thompson, "1967). 1In contrast, universities as total
i - ] .

institutions tend to think &f departments a# having some sequential.andl

;w

reciprocal interdependence.r Under this conception, the outputs of. one ;

depﬁrtment become thé inputs of/}nother or/and the products of each are the

%

_'s for the oth7r The, coordination needed to assure satisfactory if not
. _‘ N
1ary levels of output under conditions of pooled interdependence is

different from that riequired for sequential and reciprocal inter-

¥

ence. The latter dem! nds close communication so that the incoming

,".

f& eld%orlke linkages, preferring to leave the problem of prerequisite tolerances

!

o 4% student decfﬁion, tgyhigh reject/failure/dropout rates and/or to low
0 ) : ) -
’ 1eve;b of quality. i .

%ﬂ ;hportantly, the persistence of the academ department, brought on

b;*ihe dominance of research technologies, preve \ts the typical university
:,pfﬁ from.fxamining alternative structures which might] ‘permit the coordination
? required without jéopardizing prefeﬁred faculty specializations. Clearly, a

move to either of the configurations in Exhibits III or IV above demands a

-4
~

reconsideration of the assumptions of multiple personal specialization, a
subject we'return to later. The_point here is that under the assumption of

pooled interdepeﬁdence coordinationaamong subunits which have Quite different
'orientations requires less attention (and less funding) than do alternatives.

. Whether departments are indeed in such relationships is a Question, as is

e Loe
o : J - S

I S
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the issue of who pays)the costs of*coordination if they are not.

Inducing intra—unﬁf loyaity and’ the strengthening of unit productivity
norms (the, second critical principle of efficient division of labor) raises
the hazard that overall institutional objectives will be gsubordinated to the
sub-unit‘s goals. This is a danger, however, primarily uhen the organization
of the institution is by process, rathervthan produgt or client. In a multi—j;
" purpose institution vwhen self-contained units are organized according to
. purpose, the maximizatioen of unidimensional ugit goals ¢ be made to serve
the'institution‘s total objectives. As above, units organized by purpose
are in a pooled relatioship with respect to their interde ndence. Haximizing
the sq’nnit‘s goals can only contribute to the betterment of the total
organization‘s objectives. Clearly, here will be cases when units attending,

to different institutional goals will find tgemselves in competition for
scarce resources. But such conflicts can be resolved through other organi-
zational and/or bureaucratic means.‘ The point is that there is less need
for costly inter-unit coordination and inter-dependency when the units are
'self-contained ?y client rather than professional academic background as at
~ present. v ‘ ‘ N \ . - ‘

There are obvious exceptions to this rule, of course. One is when a
small amount of some process is required by-a number of. units but;none of
‘the units reguires a fulletime person (e.g., in a 1abor—intensive organization)
or the full use of an expensive machine to perform the process.l An example -

would be the urban sociologist cited earlier. There.is, however, no necessity
that the criterion of '‘self-containment b§ wvhich each of the institution's
processes Or functions is organized be the same (Gulick, 1937; Miller,
1959). Some institutional goale can best be achieved through organization

by product, some by client, some by process, and some by place (Grimes,

p .
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Xlein & Shull, 1972). As note ove, coupling specialized units with tagk '
. 1 . o : . . ) :
environments of varying uncertai ties is conducive to greater efficiency. » ‘]

Mechanistic-type work unﬁﬁf are apprbpriate to stable environmental conditiona

L I

\hile organic systems are better adapted to external conditions of continual

e

change (Woodward, 1965). Given the variations in environmental uncertainty

noted in Exhibit I, there is some reason to believe '-that some of the univer-—-
sity's functiOns can be contained in process, some in product_and some in '
client-oriented units. ' . C
_ There are then apparently three potentially competing principles for \

the efficient organization of'universities: by task similarity, by client

vor by relationship to ,environmental uncertainty. Overlaying the decision as"_ o

,to'which of these is most appropriate in particularbinstances are questions

of individual satisfaction and personal growth. The questions of faculty

motivation, productivity and satisfaction are beyond the scope of this

particular paper. However, it should be clear that no discussion of organi-
zational structure is complete without an analysis of the obverse side of
organizational efficiency--personal growth and fulfillment of employees.

! ~

‘There is some reason to believe tgat many faculty in universities are
neither as fully productive nor as fully satisfied as th y might be. éjany
: explanations are possible, but it is suggested here that the structureée of *
their work organizations may be a major contributing factor. The impact of
alternative kinds of structure on the mental health of workers has been
uell-documented. In this paper different kinds of university organizations

viewed from the perspective of organizational efficiency have been considered.

It would be well to question also whether contemporary forms of university

A Y

organization'are efficient in-contributing toward faculty motivation and

satisfaction.

&
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