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BURBA’UCRACY

There is the principle of fixed and official jurisdictional areas, which are gen-
erally ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations. (Weber,
1946/2005, p. 73)

INTRODUCTION

from a bureaucratic perspective, are “rationally ordered instruments for
f stated goals” (Selznick, 1948/2005, p. 125). Bureaucratic principles

dern living that they are often considered inherent parts of
f many ways to organize collective human

Organizations,
the achievement O
are so inculcated into mo

daily life, In reality, bureaucracy is just one 0
behavior, “Virtually all colleges and universities have been organized at least partly
along bureaucratic lines, so it is important to u jerstand their advan arid disad-
vantages” (Bess & Dee, 2008, p. 203). Though many decry the red tape and Mm

Ofbm‘ucmlan n h dlﬁclﬂt w 1 .c, ad
Bureaucracy is an undeniable and endur
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' “ln)' take !hcsc. organizational elements for granted, but each is based on bureaucratic

- prir ples as det!ned h}iearl_v theorists such as Max Weber and Henri Fayol. Students,
ik pff)fCSSQTS» find their place in higher education institutions through their associa

son with a formal educational institution. Through this connection, they earn credits

: imately, a d Isi s .
LT ultim t, ” egre.e_. L 5""8 bureaucratic principles of standardization and specifi-
cation, learning is classified into majors, degrees, and certificates.

MODERNIST ASSUMPTIONS AS A FOUNDATION
: ‘ FOR THE BUREAUCRATIC PERSPECTIVE

Ma> Weber, .the falhq‘ofbureaucracy. made this organizational form decidedly modern
.‘elvnphaSlng precision ax?d efficiency (Merton, 1957/2005): “Weber’s ideas were based
'on his presumption of the importance of rationality, impersonality, and objectivity in
decision making and in the application of rules” (Bess & Dee, 2008, p. 204). Borrowing
from the Enlightenment, Weber built the modernist assumptions of logic and progress
into his theory of bureaucracy. These underlying principles endure in today’s bureau-
eratic forms (see Table 10.1).
- Weber built rationality into every principle and characteristic of bureaucracy (Mer-
on, 1957/2005). This rationality is particularly expressed in the goal orientation that
derlies all organizational activities. True to the modernist perspective, people in
pureaucratic organizations assume that progressive movement toward goals is essential.
Movement toward organizational goals is achieved by the competent action of the peo-
Je who fill the ranks of institutional staff and management. Progress is also reflected
) principles about growth that underscore modern organizations. Bigger is better in
acies as, in the case of higher education institutions, student bodies grow in
ze, majors are added, and new ways of teaching are developed.
Today, those who work in bureaucracies, use their services, or consume their prod-
cts often have a negative view of this organizational form. The cumbersome, time-
nsuming procedures common in bureaucracies are the source of frequent complaints.
e its current problems, bureaucracy was a revolutionary and forward think-

oncept when Weber first theorized its principles. Prior to this organizational

=

e10.1 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Modernist Theoretical Foundation

Strengths Weaknesses
":;,fami iliar way for people to view Discourages innovation through the imposition of
e order and rationality.

Hons.
build order and rationality by imposinga  Assumes an ideal type of organization, eliminating
fmm extémal sources. other possible forms.

ovide measurable units for accountability Cannot account for the less tangible, hard to
e | measure products of organizational systems.

Lack of redundancy places organizations at risk for
catastrophic failure.

Does not account for the ways that organizations
and systems change in sudden and revolutionary

ways.

?.ndspeaalizauon
to adjust slowly to incremental
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: redominant style of organization. Eapy , -
mmmpamrnahﬂﬂmt:: gmphasizing authoritarianism and arbjg,., o Lt
on Sh G:eat Man Theory (i-e., leadenz artla born, l:io't ma;lde) (Ca'neim, X
of ¢ oy litarian standards, was firmly rooted in the early Pater.. Sl
utdated by today’s ega

- ations. These early and in some cases current ., Qligy

. educationk:dfg;‘::szias::::spoﬁies and procedures. The Organizationg] le;M

: ticlnslac f the family” with unlimited power and arbitrary, at times ¢y er°PQ~

ated as the “head o invented to revolutionize the excesses, favoritism, nepor; l'lcmus’

rule. Bureaucracy "z.s aternal organizations. Credentials replaced faVOritism; s:m’a“d

lack Of_ P;o;::cl:c.le:r s It)raded for opinion; and objectivity supplanted subje Ctivityanda'd
operatin

METAPHOR

Quintessential bureaucratic organiliftions include“thi gmlltar ¥ Catholje Church
and McDonald’s. Each conjures the image of a well-oiled machine (MOTgan, 2005,
In McDonald’s, every action—from the way customers :(aire greeted .to the salt o thé
fries—is routinized. Consistency is as.sured through stan lar operatl_ng Procedureg g
McDonald’s franchise whether in Par1§, Francg, or BloomlngtOD, Ind}anz} Produceg the
trademark product with minor variatlgns. This worldwide sta’ndardlzatlon is pos sible
because individual staff choice is eliminated. Any McDonald’s staff member, trtingg
in the procedures, can substitute for other staff members. Ee}ch employee is 5 COg in the
wheel of the machine created from a central corporate location a.nd, as such, js eXpeng.
able (Ferguson, 1985). Standardizatioq as 1.11u.strated On an organizational chart dictateg
““A place for everything and everything in its place™ and “A place for everyone apq
everyone in his [sic] place™ (Fayol, 1916/2005, p. 57).

STRUCTURE

Bureaucratic theory holds that organizations should follow an ideal, natural, or perfect
order (Fayol, 1916/2005; Ferguson, 1985), one in which human action follows the hier.
archy of nature. Following this natural, ideal order, bureaucracies adopt a hierarchica],
pyramid shaped structure. Mimicking the simple to complex forms found in nature,
early proponents of bureaucracies used authority and responsibility as a way to vertically
organize organizations. Bureaucracies are “natural” in their org
to complex;, lower to higher, and smaller to greater. They
with more complicated jobs are positioned near the to
higher in the ways that responsibility increases as one

anization from simple
are complex because employees
p of the organization. They are
goes up the hierarchy. Greater

> hierarchy. Although many are
tempted, bureaucratic theorists advise against changing the structure to accommodate

individual personalities. To do so interferes with the rational order and can result in a
Byzantine organization that lacks logic and objectivity.

MAJOR CONCEPTS, CHARACTERISTICS, AND PRINCIPLES

Ferguson (1985) outlined the m

ajor characteristics of bureaucracies as originated by
Weber:



p—

rational division of labor, with fixed duties and jurisdictions;
rned authority channels and universally applied performance
' es: a horizontal division of graded authority, or hierarchy, entailing

on from above; a complex system of written record-keeping, based on
r\'r;lS‘ rocedures that standardize communications and increase control;
whe 'c fecruitment based on impersonal standards of expertise; predictable,
Oblecu\:“zed management procedures following general rules; and a tendency
sta:l:“;:ire total loyalty from its members toward the way of life the organization
to

requires. (p-7)
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supe

urposes of this introductory text, only the basic characteristics of bureaucra-
o l(;'g,cuescd in this chapter (see Table 10.2). Bureaucratic concepts that may be of
e blut \;'hich are not discussed in this chapter are outlined in Table 10.3. Addi-
ir.“ercls't formation on bureaucracies is located at the end of the chapter.
m?)a smitc advice by early bureaucratic theorists (Fayol, 1916/2005) about the need for
ﬂcxi;illi)t)' and artful application of principles, burea.ucratic organizations tend to “fos:-
§lize” Their ways of operating and standard operating progedures become: an.nmpedx-
ment, a sea of red tape that frustrates everyone associated with these organizations.

APPOINTMENT OF STAFF

The move away from the nepotism and patronage systems of the pre-bureaucratic,
paternalistic organizations introduced meritocratic organizational practices. In a
meritocracy, one gains a position because one has the necessary qualifications (Weber,
1946/2005). In other words, people are hired as employees and paid to fill an office.
Objective credentials and qualifications are used to judge whether the candidate is suit-
able for hiring, theoretically regardless of personal connections or family background.
Being hired into an office is one of the major ways that employees are viewed as cogs
in the mechanistic wheel of bureaucracies. When an office becomes vacant, another

-

—

Table 10.2 | Basic Charactenstics of Bureaucracies

Concept Description
Structure Hierarchy.
Appointment of Staff Appointed to their office by expertise and credentials.
Authority Concentrated at the top of the hierarchy.
Communication Formal vertically and informal laterally.
Decision Making Rational and top down.
Ways of Operating Standard operating procedures.
Labor Organization Division of labor and specialization.
Span of Control Number and range of direct reports.
Stability of Personnel Constancy of staff that enables effectiveness and efficiency within

the organization.

Centralization/Decentralization Location and focus of power and/or control of organizational
processes.
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.Table 10.3 Additional Bureaucratic Concepts

Concept Description s
Unity of direction “One head, one plan” e
Unity and coordination of action among the employees in a gjye
area is a goal of bureaucracies (Fayol, 1916/2005). -
Unity of command One employee, one supervisor.
“Nothing but confusion arises under multiple command” (Gulick
1937/2005, p. 83). &
Remuneration of personnel Employees should receive a salary based on the cost of living,
availability of personnel, business conditions, and economics (Fa ol
1916/2005). 7%
Individual interest subordinated  The interest or interests of one employee or group should not take
to the general interest precedence over the interests and concerns of the organization (Fayol
1916/2005). P
Scalar chain Line of authority.

“The chain of superiors ranging from the ultimate authority to the
lowest ranks” (Fayol, 1916/2005, p. 56).

“part” (e.g., employee) theoretically and easily fills the vacancy. If the structure is well
constructed, employees are interchangeable. Organizational success is not based on per-
sonal qualities but on a set of time and performance-based criteria. Rational action is
thus built into human organizations (Selznick, 1948/2005). By removing the personal
and emphasizing the functional, organizational success is independent of the person,
but rather, depends on the way the organization or bureaucracy is organized to with-
stand ups and downs in staffing. This objective, impersonal process assures the continu-
ation of the organization, regardless of those who occupy it.

The bureaucratic principle of appointment to a role was and is best exemplified in
assembly lines and fast-food companies such as McDonalds. Weber, however, theorized
that the position should be held for life, as a vocation, not a “job.” Lifelong, vocational
style employment is a bureaucratic principle widely applied in higher education insti-
tutions where tenure for faculty and disciplinary loyalty are widely accepted. These
characteristics of employment apply equally to administrators and staff who are often
difficult to fire and who occupy their positions, or ones similar to them, for life.

The meritocratic principles of appointment imply that the “best” person, based on
objectively determined criteria, is hired to fulfill an identified role. Although this prin-
ciple of merit exists theoretically, it is rarely enacted in practice. Critical race theorists
(Ladson-Billings, 1998) and feminist theorists (Ferguson, 1985) have debunked the
assumptions of objectivity and merit. In reality, favoritism, propinquity (i.e., hiring
someone because he or she shares similar characteristics to one’s own), and gender,
racial, sexual orientation, and other prejudices exist within all organizations. While the
value of subjectivity versus objectivity can be debated, the solely merit-based philosophy
does not work in practice.

Authority

’;Ihe efficient and effective operation of an organization depends on authority; the author-
ity to plan, organize, staff, direct, coordinate, report, and budget (Gulick, 1937/2005).
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In bureaucracies, managers and €Xecutives, referred to as line officers, possess the for-
mal authority to execute these responsibilities: “Authority i

(Morgan, 2006). Bureaucratic or formal authority is vastly different
political, expert, or r.eference Power. “Distinction must be made between a manager’s
official authority deriving from office and personal authority, compounded of intelli-
gence, experience, moral worth, ability to lead, past services, etc.” (Fayol, 1916/2005, p-
49). Higher education organizations, as seen from the bureaucratic perspective, contain
considerable authority in the executive offices of the president and provost. Despite the
“ideal” authority embedded in bureaucratic positions, authority cannot be exercised
unless subordinates agree to be led and influenced. Authority emanates from the posi-
tion or office, but real power comes from those being supervised, directed, or governed.

Authority and its related concept, power, must be earned. Organized in order of the
authority imbedded in organizational roles, positions are hierarchically organized from
lowest to highest order of importance. In classic bureaucracies, the number of positions
decreases and authority increases as one moves up the hierarchy (see Figure 10.1).

Authority, power, and responsibility are interrelated concepts in organizations. One
can have responsibility with the required authority but lack the power to execute the
role. A college president, for example, can possess the responsibility of his or her office
without the accompanyin g personal power to effectively execute the duties of the posi-
tion. Responsibility and the exercise of authority to achieve goals are more difficult as
one proceeds up the chain of command due to increasingly complex work, larger num-
bers of workers, and tasks for which the results are more elusive (Fayol, 1916/2005).
Authority without responsibility to exercise it is wasted: responsibility without author-
ity is unproductive.

Authority and power have long been sources of tension on college campuses. The
presence of academic freedom and tenure, student activism, and administrative profes-
sional power create a complicated mix of circumstances regarding how authority and

Less positions More authority

ﬁ

More positions Less authority

»

- Figure 10,1 Relationship between Positions and Power

L }




118 « Bureaucracy
ades many that the existing auth
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erful counterstories about a wid
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alence of bureaucr

The prev:
ration is the only choice available. But, pow
of organizational forms challenge traditional notions of authority by ‘“ustrat W
laborative, generative, and more equitable approaches (Bordas, 2007; Fergu "
Ladson-Billings, 1998). Authority, according to these co\lnte:n' 1985~ ¥
t‘l fol

Helgesen, 1995;
he organuanon

is possessed and exercised by all in t

Communication
racies are determined by the vertic
al and F
5
¢
:

Communication patterns in bureauc
tal direction of its flow (Guetzkow, 1965). The vertical form includes top-dc

munication; for example, supervisor directives to subordinates, executive mi“iveu

the entire institution, and activities involving multiple levels of the organizatio
formal communication type represents a major task of administrators as they " Thh
OVversee

subordinates, plan and execute goals, and direct organizational purposes.
Communication patterns, in keeping with the objective, rational nature of by
reay-

cracies, are formal and prescribed. Rules governing bureaucra
t
each of which is dictated by the role, status, and power held by the :c Cot:xrm
' » include the

following:

in of command by only communicating directly with

1. Subordinates respect the cha
e and precarious to skip levels (e.g., talk to your bosss

their bosses. It is unacceptabl
boss).

Requests must be made “in writing.”
Incidents, procedures, and consequential actions (e.g., firing) must be documented

through a paper trail.
4. Meetings include protocols about who is allowed to speak (and who can speak
out

of turn), the length of time one can speak, and tolerance for side conversations.

o o

These communication patterns are limited
predomina opportunity
fordhl:)ngue.ﬁeedback.:rniissent. lnordermxouymw::hm
Mmmmmzmrmth;mthhmqummammwmzz
cmm v (Ferguson, 1985, p. 15). Communication
3 mmmmbm&wmmmwmw‘
ahomﬂom within prescribed and formal channels. In reality,
l“hodmﬂythmnghmmmmsandnmdw this
berger, 1941/2005; Simon, 1957; Taylor, 1947; Weber, 1947). “
JMMMMWMML |
WMMM&M
dhl-lmnm ccom ‘
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Decision Making
In keeping with the assumptions of

steps: (a) identify the problem
situation, (d) develop options,

(8) act on the decision (Simon,
this model has been SO strong that administra-

hese steps for a decision that may have actually
ively, haphazardly, or through “drift.” “From the
commonplace, are discouraged by a bureaucratic

1955, 1979). The belief in the efficacy of
tors often “retrospectively” construct t
been achieved differently, even subject

gut” or subjective decisions, although
mind-set.

commodity within organiz

way, time, a valuable
ations, is not wasted on identifying sol
be enacted.

utions that will never

Ways of Operating
Most organizations have accepted standards for the ways they are to furlx)cl:tmn. The
Management of the office follows general rules, which are more or less stable, mOI(;le ocli
€ss exhaustive, and which can be learned” (Weber, 1946/2095, p. 74).. 'l'ttxesrelssttﬁlrlo :r
Operating procedures (SOPs) are represented in higher educatnondorgar;lia olf(:en i
Staffand faculty manuals. Elements of standax:d operating proce g and firing proce-
in aculty and other union collective nargaining ageculsus, lI)—h(rim%s are often strictly
ures, timelines for tenure and promotion, and SC'hed'lﬂes for huasg:los ital emergency
and legally maintained through SOPs. In orgamza;;;ms su:e uencespthese PR
f00ms and the military, where variation i ha:ire ctioe;con - :
°Perating procedures strictly dictate behavior and a '

Labor Organization

i i i > llnes Of a‘lthorl £ an e
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specialization and division of labor (Fayol, 1916/2005; Gdullck, 1'933./20015)- From thg
familiar image, a job applicant, new employee, or seasone: organizationa n?ernber o
determine the areas of resp(msibility for administrators within the organl?atlon. In fact,
one could drill down through various division and deI.)ar.tment 'orgzimlz.atlonal charts ¢,
see the roles and responsibilities of nearly everyone w1th1n- the institution.

In bureaucracies, tasks and responsibilities are systematically d1v1d§d into offices ang
among people. With efficiency as the goal, organizatiqns work to avc_nc'l 'repe::cition, map
out clear lines of communication and effort, and delmeate. responsibility: “The object
of division of work is to produce more and better work with the same effort” (Fayo],
1916/2005, p. 48). Efficiency is achieved because this approach allgw_s managen}ent to (a)
take advantage of employees’ different skills and aptitudgs, (b) eliminate lost time when
people are assigned only the tasks for which they are trained, and (c).bfet.ter utilize lower
skilled workers (Gulick, 1937/2005). An important function of the division of labor and
specialization is the separation of thinking as performed by management versus doing
as performed by staff. This division of labor becomes the justification for salary, power,
and status differences within the organization. The separation of thinking and doing is
evident in the division of labor and specialization among faculty, administrators, and
staff in higher education organizations.

The organization of facuity and their academic work also represents specializa-
tion and division of labor. Disciplines (e.g., English) are divided into specializations
(e.g. African American literature) and subdisciplines that are then represented in the
departments that make up the academic structure of a college or university. The myriad
departments and programs representing disciplinary specialization is more complex
today than when the University of Vermont established academic departments in 1826,

the University of Wisconsin in 1836, and the University of Michigan in 1841.

Span of Control

The bureaucratic concept of span of control refers to the number of departments, staff,
and areas of responsibility coordinated by an administrator who is a specialist hired for
her or his expertise in those areas. The manager’s knowledge limits and that person’s
time and energy limits the span of control. Most people can adequately direct only a few
people (Gulick, 1937/2005). The supervisor’s limitations on knowledge are more signifi-
cant today than when Gulick wrote about span of control. The wide range of technolo-
gies and specialties required to manage a modern college or university are substantial.
Higher education executives often manage broad spans of control. It is not unusual, in
fact it is commonplace, for a director to supervise employees who are proficient in areas
unfamiliar to the supervisor. Provosts, in particular, can be responsible for academic
affairs (through coordination of a number of deans or directors), institutional finances
teaching and learning initiatives, student affairs, diversity initiatives, and any number
e T e N
Space and physical facilities are additgio ol et il
. nal complicating elements regarding span of
control (Gulick, 1937/2005). Coordination, even with a broad : 5 sier
when all personnel are located in one space. The introd :' R eallite
campuses, including international campu ¢ Introduction of branch and sate
puses, mgmﬁcantly impacts span of control,
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coordination, and eﬁectl-ve management. Technologies such as electronic mail and
<ideo-aided teleccommunications augmented with regular local and international travel
are NOW standard expectations of many higher education administrators

Stability of Personnel

stability and constancy within bureaucracies occur through consistency of personnel

Time is required for an employee to get used to new work and succeed in doing
it well ... If when he [sic] has got used to it or before then, he [sic] is removed
he [sic] will not have had time to render worthwhile service. If this be repeateci
indefinitely the work will never be properly done. (Fayol, 1916/2005, p. 58)

Unless hired on a temporary basis, most administrators and staff are employed with the
expectation that long-term employment is possible and desirable. Retirement and medi-
cal benefits, vacation accrual, and the promise of advancement are elements that shape
the expectation that stability rather than instability is expected. This stability allows the
employee to become familiar with the organization and work of the unit, gain experi-
ence useful to the organization, and build loyalty to and connection with the institution.

Centralization/Decentralization

The choice whether to centralize authority in one or several offices or to decentralize
and share authority across a wider range of offices is a difficult one for any organiza-
tion. “Centralization is not a system of management good or bad of itself, capable of
being adopted or discarded at the whim of managers or of circumstances; it is always
present to a greater or less extent” (Fayol, 1916/2005, p. 55). In higher educatiqn, wit}} its
multiple goals and purposes, the centralization—-decentralization dilemma is particu-
larly acute. The professional and disciplinary expertise of deans and faculty exacerbate
the centralization-decentralization tensions in academic bureaucracies. Centraliza-
tion enhances standardization, control, and consistency. Decentr.aliza_txon can i‘lllow
multiple purposes to exist within the organization because oversight is less \./égll.]tan.t.
Leadership across a wider range of offices and units is possible because responsibility is

diffuse, located away from the center of the organization. An advantage of decentraliza-

tion is that “local” management can knalp e lde aders}:ll? dff);iet:llieljea:i:’:}tﬁ;f:ﬁ;tllzg
: too much decentralization can b
(e.g., president and provost) level. But, 0 I ste results from duplication of eliort. and

organizations. Goals become too dispa

Power struggles erupt throughout the organization.
revived by higher author-

Unless the sentiment of generall( intet:;'esl::z:c‘;lnssﬁgz tends to regard itself as its
ity, i red and weakened a . . hine, all of whose
ozv;t;fff;:ﬁs;lgrand forgets that it is ?nlly; ; 303 ::s ; :’;ﬁ I:;(;re only of the line
. s 180 > '

parts must work in concert. It become
of authority. (Fayol, 1916/2005; p- 57) cept for the smallest of col-
. ~ation institutions, €XCEPt dean or depart-

The si ture of higher educatlon =~ form. It is a rare d€ 3
leges, dilif,z :l?:s: :rganizati’ons to a more decent:;l;;iie original bureaucracy theorists.

. +he way envision
ment chair who takes orders in the way €ovt

g
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Table 10.4 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Bureaucratic Perspective

Weaknesses = @

Breeds alienation among employees who may f
Son N : : e
infantilized and misused in a system that doce el
. s . n
recognize their full potential. "

Strengths

Seeks to minimize patronage, favoritism, and
nepotism through standardization and objectivity.

Routinization and standardization can qQuickly |
to red tape, which interferes with re8ponsivenes:ad
and adaptability.

Provides a means to organize complex tasks.

Works well in settings where routinization of task ~ Cannot quickly adapt to the changing
is needed to produce a standard outcome or environments typical of higher education

product. institutions.

Pursues the goal of fairness through objectivity and Fails to take into account the human element

impartiality. within organizations.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
OF THE BUREAUCRATIC MODEL

The bureaucratic model is perhaps one of the most highly criticized organizational
approaches (Briskin, 1996; Ferguson, 1985). As with all organizational perspectives, this
perspective contains strengths and weaknesses (see Table 10.4).

NEXT STEPS: BRINGING THE BUREAUCRATIC PERSPECTIVE
INTO CURRENT USE

Bureaucracy is an older perspective that warrants consideration of the ways that its orig-
inal premises remain relevant to today’s higher education. A contemporary application
of the bureaucratic perspective is strategic management as articulated by Toma (2010,
2012). Strategic management follows the tradition established by George Keller (1983) in

his classic book, Academic Strategy.

Keller (1983) argues that strategy is grounded in an institution shaping its own
destiny, focused on keeping pace with the current environment, influenced by
markets and competition, oriented toward action, both rational and tolerant of
ambiguity, and obsessed. With the fate of the institution, it considers the tradi-
tions and values of an institution, as well as its aspirations and priorities, while
taking into account strengths and weaknesses, both academic and financial, and
the external environment. (Toma, 2012, p. 121)

In bureaucracies, a long-standing tension has existed between the goals of e{ﬁcien_CY
and effectiveness. Strategic management addresses this tension by emphasizing cap?
building as a means to achieve the vision and purposes of higher education institutions:

Strategy is not only a plan toward attaining missions and achieving aspirations
but is also a pattern and thus consistent over time; a position, locating partic”
lar products in particular markets; a perspective, or the fundamental ways an
organization does things; and a ploy, a specific maneuver intended to outwit an
opponent or competitor. (Toma, 2012, p. 121) |

4
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Ctati buildi izati _
' bFati?ognt}%m ¥ (20?(?) (:iri%:;l;latlonal capacity is an .administrative foundation of any
jnstitutics R the ways that capacity building is essential if an orga-

o achieve i e

pization 18 tO chieve its vision. Systems thinking, particularly understanding how parts
of an organization are inter related with and affected by all other parts is agsigniﬁcant
Clem?nt Offsg?;eeglctmlanagement. This approach considers the integration and synchro-
pization of difterente ements pf the organization: purposes, structure, governance, pol-
icies, processes, information, infrastructure, and culture (Toma, 2010). The integration
of Organizatlpnal elemc?nts using systems thinking enables college or university leader-
ship to identify 8aps, disconnects, and areas lacking the resources necessary to achieve
the purposes bemg undertaken. For example, if a university wants to establish a new
toral program in electrical engineering, strategic management using systems think-
ing can assist the leadership to determine existing faculty resources, market availability,
extramural funding, and other components that must be in place for the program to
be successful. Without adequate resources, the institution may not have the capacity to
meet its goals. Lacking this capacity, the program may fail to meet enrollment, quality,
or revenue generating goals.

structure, particularly as expressed in hierarchy, power dynamics, and reporting
lines, is a particular feature of the bureaucratic perspective. Strategic management
expands ideas built into the early bureaucracy literature in its shifted perspective about
the ways organizations function., Rather than a simple hierarchy, strategic management
theorists imagine organizations as webs (Toma, 2010). A web conveys the interrelation-
ships among the parts and the important ways that one part can positively and nega-
tively affect other parts. In this way, alignment and coordination are considerations in
strategic management.

Strategic management considers the structural elements articulated in the bureau-
cratic perspective as Jeadership assesses the ways that a structural aspect does or does
not support the goals of the organization or initiative undertaken. Strategic manage-
ment expands the bureaucratic perspective as the method considers the interrelation-
ships among the parts. Knowledge of these interrelationships can assist leaders to better
align the parts in ways that build capacity. Using systems thinking, administrators can
evaluate where weakness or breakdown in one area will potentially affect other areas,
even areas at a distance from the breakdown. Although the bureaucratic perspective
addresses interrelationships, these are largely one way (e.g., horizontal communication,
scalar chain) with inadequate discussion about the ways that structural elements at a
distance from one another, communication patterns outside rigid bureaucratic prescrip-
tions, and inadequate performance by organizational officers can affect the organiza-
tion’s capacity to achieve its goals. Strategic management adfl}'esses these o.rganizational
elements in ways that provide additional insights and facility to lead. Finally, strate-

gic management expands the bureaucratic perspective in its use as an analytic tool.
The approach can help leader actions, and initiatives because

s determine future goals,
they are guided by knowledge about the capacity of the organization to undertake those
plans (Toma, 2010).

doc

CONCLUSIONS

Bllrcaucraticauy organized institutions are more effective in stable, unchanging envi-
Unfortunately, the former do not

fonments than in volatile, constantly changing ones.
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exist in higher education. Despite this fundamental conflict, effective Work in hj
education institutions warrants an understanding of bureaucracy and how this type
of organization operates. Even the most skeptical of critics concerning this Organizg.
tional form will find elements of it everywhere, even in the most loosely organized ¢g).
lege or university. But proponents of bureaucracies might take heed of an observatig,
by Stephenson (2010) concerning the efficacy of this form. She claims that bureaucry.
cies “demand constant tending and feeding to be sustained; awe arises because they are
mercurial, magically summoning power from unknowable depths to kill an innovatjo,
or destroy a career with aplomb” (p. 1). If higher education is to achieve its current
purposes and rise up to meet future challenges, the energy expended to maintain the
bureaucratic form may be better invested in other places.

gher

Questions for Discussion

* Are the ideas and techniques of classical bureaucracy relevant to contemporary
higher education?

* How can higher education leaders use the concepts of strategic management to
effect change within their institution?

* How do bureaucratic principles enable higher education effectiveness? How do
they constrain effectiveness?

* Why do bureaucratic ways of organizing persist in contemporary higher education
institutions?

« How do bureaucratic ways of organizing enhance higher education leaders’ ability
to transform society? Constrain their ability?
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| CASE
Executive Leadership and the Corporatization of Higher Education

he corporatization of higher education has been a topic of noteworthy interest in recent
rs. Higher education has been pushed toward corporate-inspired ways of operat-
“ by the rise in tuition, decreased levels of public funding, increased emergence of
her education as a private good, and demands for accountability, among other trends
1drews, 2006). The common use of the term chief executive officer (CEQ), applied to
her education presidents, points to the current practice of applying corporate ideas
o higher education. The corporatization of higher education, as argued by Aronowitz
00), Bok (2003), Giroux (2002), and Levine (2000a), among others, is a deleterious
evelopment in higher education; one that is shifting the very foundation and values of
long standing institutions.
For opponents of higher education corporatization, business practices such as brand-
ost savings through decreased employee benefits, and use of nonacademic ameni-
recruit students are viewed as negative higher education management trends.
ws (2006) provided a checklist against which faculty, the focus of that author’s
on, can compare their institution (see Table 11.1). Answering affirmatively to
questions can provide information about the extent to which an institution is

corporate practices.

ons to Consider
Vhat are several internal and external pressures on today’s higher education that
iving corporatization? |

o-standing values and traditions of higher education must change when

on adopts a corporate approach? - |
is attained when colleges and universities are operated “like a business™?

eration through auxiliary services, online and distance learning, and
ﬁ s :ms has becomefa' required means to keep institutions solvent.

125




126 « CASE: Executive Leadership and the Corporatization of Higher Education

Table 11.1 A Corporatization Checklist
Is vour college or university hiring lmsupaid. non-tenured contingent facult‘\' to replaCe departing
S § - < = ¢

A Far .2
tenured and tenure-track faculty?
ituti -reased need-Db: inancial aid? Has there been a corres e .
Has your institution decreased need-based financial aid ponding T

merit-based scholarships?
Are high corporate-level salaries (especially when compared with faculty salaries) being paid to

administrators?
Is there an increasing reliance on search firms—expensive and inadequate substitutes for an

appropriately constituted, well directed, and faculty-dominated search committee?

Are faculty members’ teaching and service contributions being devalued while pressure to obtain
external funding for research is increasing?

Have health and retirement benefits for faculty decreased in an environment in which the costs of
health care and retirement are rising rapidly?

«  Have courses and curricular programs formerly regarded as essential to a college education been
eliminated? Are for-profit courses being established without regard to their long-term educational

value?
Is there an increasing emphasis on intercollegiate athletics as a selling point for admissions and fund
raising? Is this trend complemented by increased spending on teams that is not matched by increased

spending on teaching, research, or financial aid?

Adapted from Andrews (2006).

Outsourcing as a way to economize and develop new services, including residence halls,

is common. Multimillion dollar and complex financial models require additional staff
to undertake cost-benefit analyses, responsibility centered budgeting, and other finan-

cial processes borrowed from the corporate world. College and university presidents,
responsible to a wide array of intra- and extra-institutional stakeholders, must juggle
the medieval academic structure of the collegium and the corporate structure of a mod-
ern bureaucracy. The rapid rate of change that exists on today’s college and university
campus is congruent with a corporate approach to management but incongruent with
traditional models of higher education organization.

Bergquist and Phillips (as cited in Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008) suggested structure,
process, find attitude as three organizational development domains related to change
within higher education institutions. Organizational change, a frequently sought goal,
can be affected by influencing structure, process, and attitude. Changes in organiza-
tional charts, reward systems, and institutional policies and procedures result in struc-
::3:1 z;llicih;?ie: e\fn\l’:l;tn mcotllrlln(;unication configurations, decision-making apprPaches,
i Attitudeg ol dedo s, or I;lanage.mer.lt styles change, process adfptatlon fol-
feel about wor’k o ox:uam Of organizational development, entails “how pt?ople
Pl oks ) 8%) i tli S r1(1icture.s and processes of the organization (Bergquist &
and process. Igrc;cess. is inﬂl:ee Zlnll,ams work together; attitude is affected by structure

A search for a new residenfe yha}ttltude ar.ld Pl o
Rardte e president, orc ief executive officer (CEO) in corporate parlance,

p arly salient opportunity for change. A id : in all

three domains of process, st | §€. A new president can bring change i
» Structure, and attitude, Particularly during the honeymoon
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perlod Qf a Pf§51d§llt s new administration, changes are possible that are difficult if not
imPOSSIble o 1n§t1tut§ in later stages of the presiliencv. Existing senior administrators
C{ﬁe“ ter?(.ie.r their reSIg“a«tions; new administrators are hired. LDepartments and divi-
sions shift into new C:O_nhgumtions. Programs are eliminated. New communication,
management, and decision-making styles are brought into institutional practice.

Questions to Consider

o What stru.ct_ur.al changes might a new president make to solidify a base of support
for new initiatives?

. What process changes might be necessary to garner support for a new vision
an institution?

. How does loyal.ty among staff members impact the success of a new pres

. How does objectivity and distance by presidents inform the prin
bureaucracies?

for

ident?
ciples of

The bureaucratic principle of unity of command (Morgan, 2006), stating that each
erson should receive orders from one source, is most evident during presidential
searches. With the chair of the Board of Trustees as the titular or actual chair of the
search committee, the reporting line between the president and Board becomes abun-
dantly clear. With all deference to stakeholders notwithstanding, the president’s defini-
tive “boss” is the Board of Trustees. While members of the Board of Trustees normally
use closed executive sessions to issue presidential evaluations and directives, presiden-
tial searches are regularly conducted using the democratic processes of representation,
open forums, and abundant feedback.

Boards of trustees, regents, or visitors, as they are sometimes called, have four pri-
mary purposés on college campuses: hire and fire the president, review programs for
introduction or termination, exercise fiduciary responsibility for the institution by
reviewing the budget, and assure the mission and direction of the institution (Chaitt,
Holland, & Taylor, 1996; Kezar, 2006; Tierney, 2004). This case discusses bureaucratic
principles involved in a presidential search. Particularly illustrated are the concepts of
line and staff, division of labor, stability of personnel, responsibility as endowed in the

office, and scalar chain.

THE CASE

Institutional Context

' Prize University is a very high research activity institution as designated by the Carn-

Classification (Carnegie Foundation, 2010). The flagship institution located in a

of approximately 25 million people; Prize University is part of a complex system
' ' tutions in the state, Prize University has

f higher education institutions. Of the 25 insti
higher educati fied faculty, and boasts the

e highest admissions standards, attracts extremely quali
hest rate of research rsities in the state. After 9 years of uninter-

funding of all unive :
| presidential leadership, ng for a new chief executive.

Prize University is searchi
ealth concerns, the former president resigned a year ahead of schedule; the vice
.. tration and finance stepp

t for administra ed in as interim president.




128 « CASE: Executive Leadership and the Corporatization of Higher Education

Characters

Frank Harrison: Mr. Harrison, a retired CEO of a local Fortune 500 firm, served
chair of the Board of Regents of Prize L'ni\'cr§ity for 5 years. A veteran of u,“v"‘-\ t‘hc
politics, Mr. Harrison felt that the president of this institution with its §3 l)”“““tlrslt).
get needed to have an executive leader with business experience. As a member u;lld
board for 7 years prior to becoming chair (12 years total), he was consistently Puntl}?c
by the University faculty’s insistence that the president be an academic. In H-.lrrié(»t'd‘
mind, the provost could manage the academics. The president needed to be 3 (\‘Fl(\)‘\
someone familiar with the intricacies of financial planning, personnel nmnagcm‘c’nt‘
and leadership. Leaders from the corporate world or government sector could man.‘
age the substantial budget. The job was unsuited for someone with a career spent
academia.

In addition to serving as board chair, Harrison led the presidential search commit.
tee, a position he took seriously. While past search committee chairs allowed the presi.
dent’s executive assistant staff to manage the committee, he was extremely involved in
the process. While some administrators and faculty complained that his approach was
micromanaging, he felt that he was exercising his legal and fiduciary responsibility as

board chair.

Interim President John Creamer: Creamer had served as a vice president of the insti-
tution for 25 years. He had filled a variety of roles including associate vice president
for finance, director of human resources, and, most recently, senior vice president for
administration and finance. An alumnus of the institution, Creamer had spent his adult
life at Prize University. He was extremely loyal to the institution and enjoyed his role as
interim president. He had served under the most recent president, Dr. William Hunter,
a strong academic leader who had minimal understa nding of the intricacies of the bud-
get. Dr. Hunter had made it clear from the start that he delegated the financial matters
to Creamer. As such, the vice president had a free hand with how money was allocated
throughout the institution. This approach resulted in a disconnection between the aca-
demic, research, and administrative functions of the institution. When he assumed the
interim president position, Creamer had promised not to apply for the job. On the urg-
ing of numerous administrators in the institution and government officials outside the
university, however, he was regretting that decision. His plan was to talk to Chair Har-
rison and see if he could become a candidate, even at this late stage of the search.

Dr. Gary Kegan: A veteran of three presidents, Kegan was the executive assistant 10
the president. A veteran of university administration, Dr. Kegan was on the commit
tee or had staffed three presidential searches. In addition to his experience with these
essential university search functions, he had also staffed a number of provost and vice
presidential searches. He was familiar with Mr. Harrison’s desire to be an active searc
committee chair and he welcomed his involvement, but in his experience, truste¢ chairs
were usually figureheads. They were chair in name but left it to the staff to manage:
search promised to be very different. Kegan was looking forward to the change-

Dr. Mary.Glazer: Glazer was a relatively new faculty member at the university- She
was recruited from her old institution because of the substantial research dollars she

e
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brought Wlth hef- Her v-vork in molecular biology was cutting edge and left her little
time for university service. When she was invited by interim presgident John Creamer
to be on the committee, she reluctantly agreed. She knew that Creamer was using her
inter.natlonal reputation as a way to recruit top candidates. Despite her misgivings about
serving on the conmitice, she agreed because she feared that the corporatization of the
university was eroding the research mission. While she understood that research dol-
Jars were viewed as a substantial revenue source for the university, Glazer had a purist
view of the research enterprise. Her academic career was dedicatzed to the pursuit of

new knowlgdge. She fel't strongly that the next president needed to fully understand the
research mission of an institution like Prize.

Authority and Power

Dr. Kegan was a traditionalist regarding presidential leadership. A student of bureau-
cracy and advocate of its use, Kegan believed in separating the person from the office.
As a first hand observer of several Prize University presidents, Kegan had seen the
good results when an administrator’s personal and public personas were unconnected,
as much as that was possible. His first president, Steven Curtis, a man of considerable
talent, had gotten himself into trouble when he let his personal beliefs interfere with
professional business. An unenlightened administrator regarding diversity, Curtis had
based his hiring on the racial and gender identities with which he was comfortable. The
consistent practice of hiring White men was met by challenges from students and fac-
ulty and became a primary reason for Curtis’s early retirement.
Similar to Kegan, Chair of the Board Harrison also adhered to bureaucratic principles.
He believed that legitimate power was the most effective way to achieve change within
an institution. Harrison struggled with faculty claims about expert power and believed
that true power came from the authority endowed in a position or office. University
presidents, like corporate CEOs, were at the pinnacle of power and, therfafore, were most
able to effect organizational change. As Board chair, Harrison took his authority role
regarding the president seriously. He and the other .Boa.rd of Trustee members were thg
boss. They were invested in the success of the in'st1t1_1t.1on and used the means at .tl:lelr
disposal to exercise power and communicate their vision. Budget approval and.v151.on,
mission, and strategic plan authorization were their major means to keep -tl}? institu-
tion on track. They delegated the day-to-day operation and othe'r respon51b¥11t-1es to the
president and his staff and then held him responsible for assuring that their identified
cou i wed. :
I:lsec (())rt; :;:;::li ;:711s<11:?11r1?ng the presidential search cqmmittec? retreat, it becarpe clear
: ‘le-minded concerning presidential leadership. Both
that Harrison and Kegan were like-mi d demi
felt that leadership and management acumen need.ed to take precedence f)\lrer ?ca er};mc
credentials, At the urging of the Board, substant’lal progress on ﬁnanaa re OII;"I hafl
been achieved under Interim President Creamer Isl tledaec'ltzlifleig- tr}[::l; :Z::d:;io’?}fe}l'sh:ld
it : i anageme :
hw;:ihQut the need t(.) exp.laln ﬁ??er;cclzcli rlilresidgents who lacked the necessary knowledge
il finandally Iexpe t. On-the-job training and nationally sponsored
and background for fiscal anage lleviate the need for trustee intervention
Professional development helped but did not allevia ttibillion doll
whe . ‘ 11 the skills necessary to lead a multibillion dollar
vhen the president did not have 2

Operation,
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Questions to Consider

. What conflicts can you envision between the academic-related qualities of th,
president and the bureaucratic responsibilities and expectations of that executive
position?

« What qualities and skills gained from a president’s experience as an academic and
scholar enhance that person’s ability to undertake the presidential role?

« What qualities and skills necessary for presidential leadership are not gained
through experience as an academic and scholar?

« What do you envision as the skills necessary for a president over the next 20 years
in higher education? How can those skills be taught to today’s academic leaders?

Traditional Views of the Office of the President

The search committee was deep into conversation during their off-campus retreat. The
group was evenly split between people who believed that traditional bureaucratic prin-
ciples were the best means of leadership and those who believed that a more academi-
cally oriented, collegial approach was necessary. The collegial group, led informally by
Dr. Glazer, felt the institution would benefit from a president who was socially and per-
sonally more accessible to administrators and faculty. Glazer felt strongly that interim
president Creamer lacked knowledge of the importance of knowledge generation and
research as central to the university’s mission. From her perspective, he understood how
research dollars through indirect costs flowed into the institution, but lacked an under-
standing of how basic research, even the most arcane, advanced knowledge in today’s
society.

Board Chair Harrison led the bureaucratically inclined group that felt it was neces-
sary for the chief executive officer to exercise authority and strong management. This
approach involved a decisive leadership style, distance from employees to convey author-
ity, and logistical use of the presidential accoutrements to convey power and leadership.
Harrison knew that vision flows from the president’s office, often in consultation with
others, but ultimately directly from the chief executive officer.

Questions to Consider

« How do power and privilege intersect in bureaucracies? How are both expressed
through the presidential role?

« What is the relationship between the trappings of the president’s office and presi-
dential authority?

. Hox;r are the symbc?ls of the president’s office viewed from a bureaucratic perspec-
tive? From a collegial perspective? From a cultural perspective?

How does presidential authority from a bureaucratic perspective create the oppor-
tunity for change? How can this authority create barriers to change?

Presidential Qualifications

4dmi9istrative and staff hiring in bureaucracies, including higher education institu-
tions, is based on qualifications and criteria. Whether a presidential search is managed
externally t'hrough an executive search firm or internally via committee, qualifications
are determined as a first step in the recruitment process. Often symbolized in the job
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description, the qualifications only tell part of the story about the qualities sought in a
resident.

At thelr' retreat, the presidential search committee at Prize University determined a
list of re.qulrements. for the position. Using presidential job descriptions from competing
institutions, materla.ls from past searches, and information from the higher education
literature, the following qualifications were included in the job description.

1. Experience as an academic of high (e.g., full professor) rank with impeccable

teaching and scholarly experience;

5. Proficiency in fund raising;

3. Understanding of strategic planning, problem solving, financial management, and
executive administration processes;

4. Possession of a vision with the capability to communicate this to the university
community;

5. Prior experience managing a multimillion or multibillion dollar institu

6. Understanding of internal and external institutional politics in a state

environment;
7 Knowledge of how to work with internal and external stakeholders including state
legislators, elected city officials, alumni/ae, parents, and local businesspeople; and
8. A change-oriented approach matched with an understanding of institutional

administrative practices.

tion;
university

A recent posting for a presidential search at the University of Utah had summarized
the herculean qualities desired of a president. The search committee agreed that the

presidency of Prize University demanded similar heroic attributes:

Ideal candidates must have broad administrative and management experience, a
proven record of administrative and scholarly achievement in higher education,
experience and success in fundraising, and leadership qualities essential for the
administration of a large, culturally diverse, and complex academic and research

institution. (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2011)
ion existing for today’s college and university

presidents: they must have spent significant time honing their academic credentials

and scholarship while simultaneously gaining the requisite management skills to over-
see 2 multimillion or billion dollar institution. Few other contemporary organizations

require such a wide array of qualities for its chief executive officer.

This paragraph exemplifies the tens

Questions to Consider
« Ifyou were to write a job description for the pre

what qualifications would you include? :
* How can strong academic credentials be balanced with the need for executive

management skills?

* In what ways can structure an
skills needed within an administration of a university?

* What are the necessary skills for the next generation of presidents?

sidential search at this institution,

d administrative personnel be used to balance the
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’ . and Community Input
-ryiews, Open Forums, ¢
[nterviews,

: .- committee spent weeks re\'ig\\'illg 'txpplictltinns. Informy),
[l prosiGete ‘L.a‘”wi :i*tcrmmmg the pool of candidates for in-person interyiey,
checking rutfr(.mc\‘_ Var’_'a ;;datm in :nrpnrt conversations (1.€., a process ‘\'hereb\- e
After interviewing 7 .t..?n:u a central location and interviews multipl}r candidates »
gl m'”""} t'ﬂmw\nt— Tampus interview pool was whittled down to four candidate
o !71t':‘}::ﬂ§*;rz}:t‘:'ag :'mermg a more public phase, candkidate r;:aterialﬁe (e.g., vitag)
Because the se . - website. The committee knew that conflicting Opin.
were posted on a presidential search we

being played out on the committee would be amplified through campus comm,,
jons DEINE ,

ty input. e
- Dr f lazer was looking forward to the open forums. Through numerous conversa-
> J . .

tions with faculty and staff on campus, she knc:w that peoPle wanteclila change from the
traditional bureaucratic approach to preSIdeptlal leadership. Her co eag}:les were inter-
ested in a president who was less bureaucratic and more co.llz.lbor.atlve. She bell.ey'ed you
could be an effective administrator while being open, participative, and exercising first
among equals leadership. While several committee members agr.eegd with her, others,
most notably Board Chair Harrison, believed thata to;-)-do.wn., de’asn've, and cor.nma.nd-
ing style of leadership was needed at this point in the institution’s history. In his mmq,
leaders who portrayed vision from the top, who set the tone, were strong, and deci-
sive had served the institution well in the past. Glazer believed that these traditionalists
could be swayed if campus community members shared their alternative point of views
about leadership and administration. She encouraged many to attend the open forums
and express a more up-to-date way to lead; one that was collaborative, participative, and
empowering.

The existence of two different approaches to presidential leadership, bureaucratic and
collegial, was well represented on the search committee and among the candidates, who
were split evenly into two groups by leadership style: two candidates exemplified “com-
mand and control” leadership and two exhibited a collaborative approach.

Questions to Consider

* What campus practices dictate the inclusion of community input in presidential
appointments?

* In what ways does campus-wide inclusion reflect (or not reflect) a bureaucratic
approach to administration?

* In what ways does cam us-wide i ; al
- incl collegl
approach to a dministratiol;? clusion reflect (or not reflect) a

* Which style of leadersh

: ip and administrati : roach
to higher education dministration most resonates with your app

Management and organization?




completed, they told her, “What .
the\}want. It’s a waste of t‘“ hd} s the point? The trustees are going to appoint whomever
) Ime for us to attend the meetings and provide input.”

Questions to Consider
. Lriler\;l;l:}zy\?x ays do bureaucracies disempower the voice of those lower on the
» What communication Patterns exist i
communication between hierarchical
» How do power, position, and privileg
» Who is responsible for hiring the pre

n bureaucracies that encourage the flow of
layers?

e overlap in bureaucratic structures?

sident in a bureaucratic organization?

The search committee met for their final m
candidates with narrative about each individ
was presented to,

eeting to determine an unranked list of
ual’s strengths and weaknesses. This list
and a final decision made by the Board of Trustees. The committee’s
role was to give recommendations, not select the candidate. In this way, the lines of
authority between the president and Board of Trustees were clear. The search committee
was advisory; the ultimate decision rested with the Board.
The committee, as reflected in previous deliberations and discussions, was split in
their opinions about the best candidate or candidates. Many felt strongly that the can-
didate with a strong research record and recent experience, as a provost at an institu-
tion similar to Prize University, was the most likely choice. This coalition of committee
members, led by Dr. Glazer, lobbied hard for this candidate to be discussed in a man-
ner that highlighted his obvious strengths as an academic and researcher. Board Chair
Harrison and his contingent had other plans for the list. His choice for president was
clear: the candidate who was a sitting president at an institution similar in size and
scope, but not reputation, to Prize University. In this way, Prize would benefit from the
administrative and managerial expertise of a seasoned professional and the candidate
would be attracted to the academic excellence of Prize. Although the deliberations were
lively, even heated, Harrison knew his perspective would prevail. It was his responsibil-
ity to carry the unranked candidate narratives to the Board. In a closed-door session,
he would give his perspective on the strengths and weaknesses of each candidate and
his opinion on what was best for the institution. His choice for the next chief executive
 officer would need to tackle the issues facing Prize: a complex budget situation, a mar-
~ keting plan that portrayed the institution eﬁ'ectiyely, and an imperative to contain costs
~ through salary savings and outsourcing. Hart.‘lson lfnew that his choice would com-
mand a high salary and an attractive contract, including a severance package at the end
of his tenure, but the outcome would be worth the price. to

The Board of Trustees met to determine the outcome of the presidential sear.ch
with Harrison’s candidate as the obvious choice. Th.ey felt that th.e.process? had main-
tained the integrity of the search process by creating opportu.nmes.for input and a
democratically-oriented search committee. They were confident in their choice.

=

uestions to Consider

» Using a bureaucratic perspective, how might you influence the search as a member
of the search committee? ' -
+ Using a political perspective? Using 2 collegial perspective?
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» What are the strengths and weaknesses of the bureaucratic leadership Perspectiye?
+ What are the strengths and weaknesses of a collaborative, participative approach
to leadership and administration?

DISCUSSION

Depending on the perspective of the viewer, a presidential search committee can be

viewed as a fait accompli, the inevitable outcome of bureaucratic principles laid down ip

earlier decades. Or, the appointment of a new president can be an opportunity to trans-

form leadership styles, institutional trajectory, and organizational practices. As with al]

perspectives, each has its positive and negative aspects. There is stability and constancy

in bureaucratic procedures that offer continuity over time. In bureaucracies, the lines of
authority and power are very clear. Each entity, from the boards of trustees to the lowest
staff member on the hierarchy, has a job description and operating procedures that, at
maximum, dictate or, at minimum, shape the rules of operation. Presidential searches
are an opportunity to observe the written and unwritten rules of an organization at
work. Assumptions become more evident, reporting lines are revealed, and power
becomes visible, This case sought to illustrate some of the tensions within bureaucracies
when a new executive is chosen, In the current world of higher education, a significant
tension exists between the desire of the Board of Trustees to hire an experienced execu-
tive and the faculty (and others) who wish to hire an academic or researcher. This ten-
sion, played out for decades, promises to continge into the future.




