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munity College is a two-year public institution in a
I working-class suburb of 2 large metropolitan area,
ned in an urban storefront in 1962, and in 1975
| into a large, attractive megastructure on a per-
-five-acre site. The contemporary concrete-and-
es the appearance of a successful corporation’s
eople’s offers transfer programs that parallel the
of a baccalaureate program, as well as a wide
; pmgrams in technical, business, and health sci-
lission statement emphasizes access, low cost,
n, and meeting community needs.
5,700 degree students, many of them studying
1€ evening. Many students are working, married,
verage age is twenty-eight, and most graduated
of their high school class. Additional students
‘in nondegree certificate Pprograms and adult educa-
All students reside in the city and commu €. Mi-

pent peaked at 21 percent in, 1982 and is declining,
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The Bure
1973). Interaction decreases, and norms become con-
(Blﬂg and no longcr serve to control behavior, More structured
fuse S | required, and the institution becomes
, ed The same processes that create bureaucracies in
thcf settmgs do so in colleges and universities as well (Stroup,

1966) i ncglal interaction may still exist, but it becomes a

P sracteristic of subgroups rather than the total group. To a

at degree, campus constituencies find themselves isolated
gre m each other, with neither a consistent culture of belief nor
ace.w-face communication through which to coordinate activ-
f Rules and regulations become the important mediators of

lthemcm and administrators become specialists in distinctive
= as. Administrators spend little time with faculty and talk in-

stead 1O other administrators and to external nonfaculty audi-
ences in state legislatures, professional associations, and board-

"is so-burdened by connotations of
< ‘B%uman concern that merely mention-
ing it in the context of college life almost always provokes re-
sponses ranging from helpless shrugs to cries of outrage. A use-
ful dlscusswn of the collegc as a bureaucracy must therefore
begin by usmg the word in a descriptive and analytical rather
m a pejorative sense. In this gbagp%’bvc will consider bureau-
ragymtorefer to “‘the type of organization designed to accom-
St ‘ve tdsks by systematically coordi-
dividuals’’ (Blau, 1956). Bureaucratic
stablisl ed to efficiently relate organizational
ﬁg ﬂie achxcvemcnt of specified goals. ‘When behavior
rdi es p roccsses cf orgmizﬁu&ns are

’ 'D ﬂommumty Collcgc can be most clearly described

e context of thatgicon of a W
1arts The chart o igure 12 has

mPhﬁed. there are many more people employed
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Figure 12. Organization Chart of People’s Community College.
Board
President
Affirmative Action CO“D
Dean of Faculty Dean of Adminj
Dean of Students and Provost mm@
L
Registrar Library Institutional Résearch
Student Activities Associate Dean—Personnel Accounting
Financial Aid Buildings and Grounds
Counseling Center Bursar
Admissions Budget
Athletics Bookstore
- all)ui‘vision of. Division of Division of
ealth Professions Business Technologies Arts and Sciences
Dept. of of
English Dneift:,y B Dept. of Dept. of
€ Sciences Math. Art
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A business firm of compara-
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tion organizations are typically much
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and the lowest (department chairs),
ble size might have many more level

who are distant on the chart. People’s is large, and
of senior administrators is limited. Those who report directly to
senior people are more likely to be able to bring things to their
attention—for example, requests for resources—than those who
do not. At People’s, it is not likely that President Potter believes
intercollegiate athletics (which reports to the dean of students)
to be as important as does the president of nearby Darwin Col-
lege, to whom the athletic director reports directly. And since
the values of senior officers are likely to differ because of their
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110 rograms will often depend on the off
Ce

nes of p -, )
e fortu ot 1T iS likely, for example, that more atte,

o fisé al aspects and less to the academic aspec,
s Pald;s(;orc at People’s, which reports to the dean g
of the boo

of .
he O = han would be the case if the bookstore “Cpond:d
ministration; ¢ faculty. The structure of the college thus affe,,
to the dean Om interact and influence each other. Structure o
w rns of loose and tight coupling .

twccn%af -étrﬁ-!cwre also :ff;cts Wh.o will be respons;.
. hering certain kindsvofrinformation, an impor
P‘te’ ﬁgccgausc vdfo ;:rm collects information also determilfes ;Zr:
%wﬂiﬁ%ﬁlcﬂned and evaluated (Cyertand March, 1963),
ISincc data are often equivocal, and since. many data potentially
available are filtered out by the expect?tlons and experiences of
the person encountering them, th-e assignment qf responsibility
for data gathering is really an assignment to define the environ-
ment for the organization. It makes a difference whether the
collection, analysis, and dissemination of student outcomes data,
for example, are a responsibility of the dean of students, the di-
rector of institutional research, or the director of admissions.
People’s as an organization has been consciously structured
to facilitate certain organizational processes. But since it is not
possible to optimize all values, structures that increase commu-
nication between two specific units are likely to decrease com-
munication with other units. Putting the budget office and the
bool‘cst.ore at the same organizational level under the dean of
administration makes it more likely that their work will be
closely .coord.inated and that the financial viability of auxiliary
;’i‘;‘::?;‘;sc;c\::,ll be ;lnlrotected. At the same .time, it make§ coor-
S sz ::: the bqokstorc a_md the hbra_ry. more difficult
- no}; onlysul:;?ésed by d.lfferent ‘admmlstrators.. Evt_tri’]
but at the same til:ne ! ci certain beneflt.s to the orgar}mitlfio
achieve. There is no crrfn e more.dlfﬁcu : e
ture is therefore a malitcrcct structure, and the creation of st
of trade-offs.

In ad %4 X
of other sp:clit;.o n to the organization chart, there are 2 numbe!
ic attributes of People’s that would be expect
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__ pureaucracy (Anderson, 1963; Weber, 1969). For example
1:1:6 functions of each office are codified in rules and rcgula:
i and officers are expe':cted to respond to each other in
g of their roles, not their personalities. A new directive on

p cial aid policy i§sued by President Potter should elicit the
came Tesponse even if someone else had been president. In the
ame Way, the new rule would be expected to be administered

.t People’s in the same way by each of the financial aid offi-
cers, and all students to whom the rule applied to be treated
;dentically. . .
The emphasis on written job descriptions and on rules
mdmﬁiﬁﬂs thart guide behavior increases organizational cer-
intveand efficiency at People’s. Deans, registrars, and financial
aid officers fill specific roles, but the role and the person are not
identical. People filling roles can be replaced by others (as long
as they are technically competent) without having a noticeable
impact on the functioning of the college. Rules and regulations
have been created at People’s to deal with situations that occur
on a regular basis. Rules are one way in which People’s coordi-
nates its activities and ensures an acceptable level of predictabil-
ity in the actions of various offices. Rules also serve as a means
by which the college transmits to present personnel what has
been learned about appropriate solutions to problems in the
past. This means that each problem does not have to be consid-
ered as unique, and each new employee does not confront the
problem with a blank slate (Cyert and March, 1963). Although
college administrators and faculty often become frustrated with
rules, rules serve many functions, and by themselves they are
neither good nor bad. As Perrow (1979) comments, ‘‘they pro-
tect as well as restrict; coordinate as well as block; channel ef-
fort as well as limit it; permit universalism as well as provide
sanctuary for the inept; maintain stabi.lity. as well as rgtard
change; permit diversity as well as restrict it. They constitute
the organizational memory and the means for change” (p. 30).
People’s has developed a systematic d1v1sxon.of lab.or,
rights, and responsibilities and enforces it tl}rqugh a hierarchical
control system. Individuals know what thefr )obs are, and they
understand the limits of their own responsibilities and those of
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This formal division of labor serves many £,
othcr:ts duplicating activities, 1t minimizes the POssjb}o-ns- It
E;fnv;s «falling between the cracks,” and it makes 1 11

iy
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people to specialize and to develop high levels Possip), f

of €X . *0p

. i 1al aid offi Tlise

specific arcas..lr.x thg financial fice, for example o s
fessional specializes In federal and state grants ang ent

: Pro,
while another focuses on bank loans and v.vork‘StUdy 1;1: eny,
Together they know more and are more efficient in deqn Ckages_
issues within their specific spheres of interest than an With
two people who shared the same general knOWledge aboould be
areas. ut bOt

Effective and efficient operation of the college 4
on compliance with rules and regulations, and o ng1 . CPeng
People’s is not left to chance or to goodwill. Instea dptl;lince at
nization is organized as a hierarchy. The activities of e\’le € org,.
office are supervised by the next higher office on the 0?’ lo\yer
tion chart. Administrative rules, actions, and decisionsgamza.
college are formulated in writing. The issues with whicfa,t the
ple’s must deal are complex, and the incumbents filling v, Peo.
roles change over time. If rules are to be applied unifOrxous
there has to be a written record of their interpretation tha?nly‘
serve as precedent for implementation in the future. At PCean
ple’s, written records are kept of trustee resolutions, faculo.
senate actions, presidential decisions, registrar interpretationtsy
union contracts, and every other facet of insti ‘

: . tutional functiop.
ing. Not everything known by anyone in t

- ! he college can be
codified, and no one in the college can know everything there is

to be known. Therefore, rules must also be developed for deter-
mining what information is to be available in different offices
and for identifying the channels through which such informa-
tion will move. These have been codified at People’s through
procedures such as the use of preprinted ‘‘buck slips” by which
a single check mark sends copies of a document through any
one of six different distribution systems. The information that
People’s collects and retains, the forms on which it is stored,
and the conventions by which they analyze their data affect the
college’s perception of its environment (Pfeffer, 1981b) and

suggest what alternative actions the college may consider (Cyert
and March, 1963).
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Administrative promotion.s at _People’s are based on merit.
5 som ) social systems, promotion in rank is based on birth; in
thers, it depends_on personality or other attributes. But in bu-
aucr;;,cies, t_CCth"-l competence ax}d performance are what
e i The higher one is on the organizational chart, the greater
competence and expertise one is assumed to have. This is why
pureaucrats are appointed by their presumably more expert su-
erioTS: and not eleczte.d..Thls relationship between organiza-
It)ionﬂl status and {nent is iImportant, siqce it reinforces the will-
ingness of subordinates to accept the directives of superiors by
ciating rank with expertise.
Bureaucracies such as People’s are rational organizations.
This does not necessarily mean that People’s always makes good
decisions, Of €ven necgssanly efficient ones. Rather, it implies
chat at People’s there is some conscious attempt to link means
to ends, resources to ob]c':ctivcs, and intentions to activities.
- onality T to consistent, value-maximizing choice with-
m—_;p‘éﬁﬁéﬂ"é‘onstraints” (Allison, 1971, p. 30). The hierarchical
nature of People’s presumes that much of this process of deter-
mining goals and deciding on how to achieve them will occur in
the senior levels of administration and in particular gives a pre-
eminent role to President Potter.

Rationality requires as a first step the articulation of ob-
jectives. The more precise and measurable these objectives can
be made, the more accurate will be the calculations of costs and
benefits of alternative courses of action. People’s emphasizes
long-range planning and develops definable subgoals and sched-
ules for their completion. The new vice-president for academic
offairs was selected in good part because of having had experi-
ence in this type of activity. Administrators give attention to
the collection and analysis of data that permits the selection of
alternatives that maximize the achievement of stated organiza-
tional goals. The development of specific offices (such as insti-
tutional research) and procedures (such as management infor-
mation systems) for this purpose is an important organizational
priority.

Faculty and administrators at People’s often grumble
about bureaucratic procedures and red tape, and it is easy for
them to overlook some of the advantages of their system. For
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ce of written rules and regulations thay seem ¢4

example, -cns:znfac ulty or student interests ip fact also have y,
function of limiting administrative discrey; ¢
comqlc.mcntﬂf}’ and faculty who function within thej, rOln.
Admmxstrat:;: same criteria to €VETyOne, €nsuring fairpeg; ane;
must apply than personal favoritism, and subordinates g, "
equity mthfdmi nistrative caprice. The emphasis on rationaliy :
subject 10 and expertise also limits the extent to whjc, i,)::
ormance, move into higher positions and reduceg

competent people can .
rdiaﬁ on extraneous factors such as social status, sex, or el
decisions. But perhaps the greatest benefis ¢

N 1
gion in personnc lained by Max Weber: :
ic systems are those explained by er: “Exper;-
bureaucratiC S} -rsally to show that the purely bureaucratic type

m o t'llie mosl: rational know,

ing out imperative control over-human beings. |,
gﬁ?@ﬁy rot%er form in precision, in stability, in the
stringency of its discipline, and in its re.ha’blhty. . . . However
much people may complain about the ‘evils’ of bureaucracy, i
would be sheer illusion to think for a moment that continuoys
administrative work can be carried out in any field except by
means of officials working in offices. . . . The choice is only be-
tween bureaucracy and dilettantism in the field of administra-
tion” (Weber, 1952, p. 24).

The legitimacy of colleges and universities and their sup-
port by society depend at least as much on the appearance of
regularity and stability as on the quality of their technical per-
formance. As long as this continues to be true, bureaucratic
structures and patterns may be expected to be an essential com-
ponent of institutional life at People’s Community College.

=

Loops of Interaction in Bureaucratic Systems

. People’s, like any organization, is constructed of interact-
ing subsystems. The characteristic that identifies People’s as a
bmtaucracy, however, is the expectation that these interactions
will be influenced Primarily by legitimated hierarchical relation-
ships. PCOPlCI’SE can be considered as composed of hierarchically
arranged relationships between superiors and subordinates. In
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statements and in turn the dean’s willingness to accept them.

Figure 13. Relatonship of Su

perior and
at People’s Comm iy

unity College.
Superior

bordinate

directives

Subordinate

The horizontal relationships between equals that control
behavior at Heritage are much less effective at People’s. When
personal interaction occurs outside the superior-subordinate
relationship, it often conflicts with, rather than reinforces, the
processes desired by institutional management. President Potter,
for example, likes to communicate certain information to staff
members through the weekly People’s News and Views newslet-
ter. But most people find out about really interesting happen-
ings (many of which never make News and Views) through the
informal grapevine. _

Because of the hierarchical nature of People’s, superiors
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appointment." Clustgrs of programs initiated under certain con-
ditions can be co’nsxdcred in the aggregate as organizational
repertoires. P.eople s, for example, has a “fall registration” rep-
ertoire that includes not only the class enrollment program
mcntioned earlier but also other, related programs, such as
those for fee payments and academic advisement. It also has
budget and personnel repertoires that are regularly implemented.

SOPs, programs, and repertoires make certain interactions
more likely than others, and these eventually come to be con-
sidered as a “given”’ by the organization. They all help to estab-
lish a consistency of organizational perception and functioning
through the creation of precedents that then direct future be-
havior. Once budgets are determined, decisions are reached, or
rcsponsibilitics allocated at People’s, they tend not to change
(Cyert and March, 1963; Perrow, 1979).

Vertical bureaucratic loops can make some aspects of in-
stitutional functioning more effective. But they can cause in-
effectiveness as well. For example, they can lead to “‘vicious
circles” (Masuch, 1985) similar to those created at People’s
when the academic dean announced new work-load rules to in-
crease faculty office hours. The resulting alienation of faculty
actually reduced rather than increased the time faculty spent in
their offices, leading to the creation of additional rules and fur-
ther alienation. In the same way, vicious circles can create self-
reinforcing ideas that take on a life of their own. Processes ini-
tially set up to support goals may become goals in themselves;
perpetuating the means may become the ends. At People’s, for
example, the development of management information systems
created large quantities of data that then required further inter-
pretation and explanation. This led to a need for more data and
the hiring of people who believed in the importance of collect-
ing and analyzing information (Feldman and March, 1981). As a
result, People’s allocates significant resources to its management
information system, although the system itself is now so com-
plex that managers find it virtually useless for their daily needs.
The importance of such information is one of the rational
myths of the college. The availability of computerized data is
considered by internal administrative groups and by external
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a sign of managerial effectivene
Paliti"' d" whb:ba;gi:littlc evidence these data ;s,::d 5
e hat actually happens a¢ ko st o
s cftattd b}' PCOP'C'S to enable it to

. 3 sropically may inhibit its perception
”f s ’;(CMCR' ]976). md the assurances of rd‘o:b:‘
problems Stas sible by SOPs, progr RS, and repertoires 2
that arc l"‘d‘be the greatest barriers to organizational cffeczjve:;,
prove o : . nes of rgpid environmental changt Sys.
tems of accountability ma¥ lead to jired tape’ so that perfecy,
.ons and rules gcncratea in one part of the organ;.
y reasonable actions and rules

acno
mwm: thwarted by perfect! :
reated in another. Situanons cncountctrcc!, for the first time
:on and *“buck passing  to higher levels
may of O'B‘“mﬁons of all kinds, fron} presidents of the
: :". j States TO academic department chairs at People’s, haye
bemoaned their inability to overcomec th_(: inertia of the bureay.
cratic system. Ongoing processes arc difficult to stop and new
ones often imposiblc to start. As a consequence, the ability of
in strategic decision making is severely cir
cracies often go on doing what they
have always done and paying relatively little attention to what
their participants (somerimes even their most powerful partici-
pants) want them to do.
Bureaucratic elements are present tO SOme extent in all
parts of all institutions (even the philosophy faculty at Heritage
“lines,” teach courses at times listed in

College are on personnel
the class schedule, and keep records of student achievement).
's are more bureaucratic than others (com-

Some offices at People
pare, for example, the registrar’s office, whose activities occur
in regular eycles and are guided by extensive procedure and pol
icy documents, with the public relations office, which seems t0
function in a state of constant disorder as it responds daily to
:nuapmd events). Some types of institutions appear in ger
to be more bureaucratic than others (People’s has more de-
:m more regulations, more planning systems, more for-
. and less subunit autonomy, and is therefore

T
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o are likely to be more bureaucratic than independent insti-

Uot?ons pecause they are often embedded in bureaucratic sys-
} .

mmS of local and state government. This may often require that

Lt aspects of personnel processes and administrative proce-

3;":65 in higher education institutions be consistent with those

cher public agenci.es. .
ot Ach’ bureaucratic systems effective at People’s? The board

of trustees (compgscd mainly of loczfl businesspeople) and the
. dministl'ation bcllc-vc that they permit them to be efficient and
o ive to emerging needs. Many of the faculty had previous-
ly taught in public SCl_‘OF’l systems. Tpcy accept administrative
dominance s long as it is not oppressive. The environment pro-
vides clusters of acceptable if not overabundant resources. The
technology of People’s, restricted to introductory liberal arts
courses and semiprofessional training, is relatively clear. Students
differ in level of preparation, but the college has developed bat-
ceries of placement examinations so that faculty face few un-
prcccdcntcd problems.

The essence of contingency theory is that different forms
of organization and administration prove to be the most effec-
tive under different conditions. People’s has responded to its
particular environmental and technical problems by creating a
relatively mechanistic organization that appears to work and
that in general is accepted by the participants. The problem of
dualism of controls exists at People’s, as it does at Heritage, but
in both institutions, conflict between them is muted because
one control system so clearly dominates the other. At People’s,
administrative -authority is supreme. It is reflected not only in
the way decisions are made but also in the culture of the institu-
tion. Adherence to rules has created a coherent but in many
ways superficial culture that engages the activities but not the
full devotion of many participants. People work hard, and many
are committed to educating less advantaged youth. But most
have a calculative involvement with the college, arriving and
leaving at times dictated by the union contract and cautiously
' -hang | lead to personal disadvantage or in-

ore turbulent environments or
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happen _
grams, and scenarios crea riti
reinforced by structures and rules. This is what allows

and universities to continue to perform their funcy; e
goals are disputed, crises occur, and the external environm,
Cnt

becomes more turbulent. i1
Nonroutine tasks are difficult to bureaucratize But -
uti . .

general, “when the tasks pcoP!e. perform are well understooq
predictable, routine, and repetitive, a bureaucratic smﬁirc 4,
‘the most efficient” (Perrow, 1979, p. 162). It may also b thls
under these same conditions of relative certainty, bureaucm;t
structures and processes also lead to greater satisfaction of parc-
ticipants (Morse, 1970). When structure and technology “f;, »
an organization may be more productive and its members m:;y
have a greater feeling of competence and accomplishment.

Tight and Loose Coupling in Bureaucratic Systems

Relating the idea of a bureaucracy to the concept of
loose coupling may initially appear contradictory. After all, bu-
reaucratic structure emphasizes precisely the directive and con-
trol functions tHat appear to most tightly couple administrative
and instructional subsystems. Tight linkages are certainly not
unusual in nonacademic institutions: in many, ‘‘managers de-
cide, performers implement; managers command, performers
obey; managers coordinate, performers carry out special tasks”

= (Scott; 1981, p. 254). The administrative and instructional sub-

:Ya;tc"}: (t’!f ?.QO.Ple.’S;are by no means as tightly coupled inter-

mug; morectx ;t; In many business organizations, but they are
'ghtly coupled than at Heritage.
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Tight cqupling in one part of an organization leads to
[oose coupling in another. The various SOPs that make up a pro-
am, for example, are more tightly coupled than those in un-
related programs. Th.c close align.ment between management
srructure and institutional production at People’s is possible be-
cause of loose coupling between the technical subsystem and
the environment. As work and management become more tight-
ly coupled, work and environment become more loosely coupled
and the institution becomes more of a closed system. Most of
the environmental input into People’s comes through President
potter, and the curriculum of People’s is much more administra-
tively controlled than that at Heritage. Although departmental
faculty design courses, new programs are more likely to emerge
as a result of the interaction of the president, academic vice-
president, deans, and department chairs than as a consequence
of faculty debate. This is not necessarily dysfunctional, since
President Potter is more tightly coupled to community needs
than the faculty. Faculty are locals, rather than cosmopolitans;
and the president and senior members of his academic adminis-
trative staff are more “professional” than the faculty (they on
average have higher credentials). In addition, the purpose of ma-
jor parts of the educational program is primarily administrative
and technical (to articulate most efficiently with programs of
four-year institutions) rather than educational (reaching consen-
sus on the knowledge of greatest worth). The degree of profes-
sional autonomy involved is relatively small.

To a limited extent, People’s can affect the degree to
which organizational elements will be tightly or loosely coupled
by the way it designs its own structure. There is a tendency to
see both problems and solutions in structural terms. When the
system does not appear to be functioning effectively, or the
quality of performance is declining, President Potter’s typical
response is to reorganize. Sometimes the change is primarily a
symbolic act that indicates that ‘“‘something is being done,”
even though it has no instrumental consequences. But at other
times, remgamung_sgvm existing connections between units
thereby loosening the coupling between them, and creates new

"

=
. i

Even though' ¢oupling between administration and in-
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ing ncg,:ﬂc“ poorly on their own performance or thag o 2
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anger eest need, because it indicates organizationa] Proby as
.thc gm;::ly the information that is most likely to pe oz thc::}s,
is P’:’dcm withheld. In addition, while Potter may te]) mbomi
tort what they need to know to do their jobs, he often i
nates ovide them with operating discretion or enough by
not P; information to place a directive in organization P
z::m%cn subordinates encounter equivocal SItUAtions, the,
mus.t therefore respond according to .t}?e C?lrect.xves, even whey
carrying out the directive in that specific situation might be 4.
verse to larger organizational intcrcst§. ’!‘he .d istortion or block.
ing of communications means that it is _dlffxf:ult for subord;.
nates to clarify confusing or ambiguous directives, In response,
subordinates may minimally comply by observing only the et
ter of the law (Katz and Kahn, 1978, p. 444),
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Effective Leadership in Bureaucratic Systems

The work of individuals can be coordinated and controlled
by having them follow the directives of a superior. The mostef-
fective organizatios are those in which the processes through
‘coordination | is attempted [mvcaccep epted as legitimate:At-
tempts to exercise control by a person not seen as having the

accepting orders from someone because

he “~oa done that way.” Work can also be coordinated
Persom.laul lc follow the directives of a charismatic leader whose
i 2uthority they accep, Traditional or charismatic legiti-

t€ work, but there are costs to organiza-

e e —"
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nctioning and stabilit'y that become particularly appar-
n changes in lcac?grshlp take place. The boss’s daughter
ent WPT .o son may initially be accepted because of tradition,
or t; may not be as effective as their fathers. The charis-
. . Jeader’s lieutenant may tal.cc over but may lack that magi-
matlcb ility tO keep the organization together. An alternative to
cal 2 { by cradition or charisma is to create a system in which
conﬂ'l‘: accept directives from others as legitimate because they
peoP onsistent with rules or norms that all accept. Bureaucratic
arcthcb;i';'y' at People’s rests on a common agreement about rules,
= Juding an understanding of what the legitimate range of ac-
B cies and behaviors of a president is and of the appropriate re-
tmnscs of faculty, students, and other administrators.

PO This acceptance has profound effects, not only on how
 make sense of the college but also on how people be-

1 :
peop For example, before President Potter took office, he was

have. — -
somewhat unsure about his judgments and decisions and often
hesitant in his statements. When he became president, people

seemed more willing to accept his decisions. He consequently
became more confident in his judgment and more able to make
authoritative statements, which in turn led people to have in-
creased confidence in him. The acceptance of decisions by sub-
ordinates changed Potter’s behavior, which made subordinate
acceptance of decisions (as well as further changes in Potter’s
behavior) even more likely in the future. In the absence of the
legitimate authority to make decisions conferred by his role, the
opposite reaction might have occurred and Potter could have
become more hesitant to make judgments as his previous deci-
sions were ignored or rejected.

On the organizational chart, President Potter can be seen
as at the apex of a pyramid—the ultimate recipient of all infor-
mation that flows from the bottom of the organization to the
top, and the ultimate decision maker and initiator of all direc-
tives that flow down from the top through channels of commu-
nication and authority. Deans and other senior executives have
similar status in their own organizational subunits. The bureau-
cratic ethos of competence-based mobility suggests that since
those who are more rational get promoted, deans are more ra-
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41 than department chairs, vice-presidents more Fationy)
£ and the person il bccomes.prﬁsulien‘t.the Most rat-thin
deans, potter’s main source of power is the legitimatjop, confm"il
of all. Po izational system, but this can pe reine e

aniz
by the legal and OTE nstrates through the Perform, Orceq

i o
rtise he dem A
py the exp¢€ > : ilizing the resourc > S35
hi); role. Potter believes in ut & ©s of his Office (t)f
0

ften influences their
i others, and he © Perfo
monvaltlehis power to reward and much less freqUCRtly thrance
throug sh. As a consequence, he has lite re Olgh

his power 10 pu,nl : ected, but few thi feren,
power at People’s; he is resp ngs at the Collegc

happen because Others identify with him and eagerly €Mbry,
¢

is Jatest projects. : :
lusJ ‘Th‘g core of bureaucratic management is seen to pe i
<ion making, and Potter is expected to be a rational analys; W;ip

0

calculate the most efficient means by whijc
g:: t!:: ;c‘;ggvcd but also desig.n. the systems of control ang gg:li
dination that direct the activities of others. He is also cag -
heroic leader, able to articulate noble Yalues and goals, 1o Solye
the most complex problems, to energize anq motivate people
and to direct an efficient and effective organization. “Much (f
the organization’s power is held by the hero, and great expect,.
tions are raised because people trust him to solve problems apg
fend off threats from the environment’ (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker,
and Riley, 1978, p. 44). Bureaucratic structures rationalizethe
herourole. By legitimating leaders, they give them som®of the
aura of heroes, so that merely by the nature of their office they
have more influence. As heroic leader, President Potter can jus
tifiably accept credit for significant institutional advances
whether or not he caused them, but at the same time he risks
being blamed for failures that cannot be otherwise explained
The image of the heroic leader can be seen in many higher edu

cation processes and arenas. Examples include:

e the advertisement prepared by the trustee committee for
t.hc search that ended with Potter’s appointment, which
listed almost superhuman qualities and competencies &
pected of candidates

€ports of national task forces and commissions that cal for
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«rronger presidental leadership,” either to arrest significant
dstcflinc or to forge brave new worlds
e

uting of successive management systems (program plan-
. and budgeting system, zero-based budgeting, manage-
nmgt by objectives, strategic planning) that will increase ra-
n-‘::ality and finally permit presidents to ‘“‘take charge” of
their institutions I, TF——_

calling for presidents not only to clarify institutional goals

and objectives as the first step toward increasing effective-
ness but to create better goals and objectives

Almost any book on management will contain lengthy
Jists prcscribiﬂg prcsurpably efft-:ctivc 'leadf:r behavio.rs".' Bureau-
rats Ach with pl'anrung, directing, organizing, staff-
¢ controlling, and evaluating. They *“‘control activity by mak-
ﬁ’ decisions, resolving conflicts, solving problems, evaluating

crféi’manccs and output, and distributing rewards and penal-
ties” (Bolman and Deal, 1984, p. 39). Good bureaucrats collect
and analyze the right data in the right amount, follow organiza-
tional processes and systems, and follow the orders of their su-
periors. Better bureaucrats even anticipate these orders, thus
making giving directives less necessary.

The distinctive value of a bureaucracy is that Potter and
other-administrators need not do all'the work of the institution
themséNes. They may empower others to do it through the con-
cept of delegation of authority. In the academic bureaucracy,
the right to make authoritative decisions stems initially from a
charter or legislation approved by civil government. In the case
of People’s, the charter gives the board of trustees ‘‘the powers,
rights, and privileges that are incident to the proper govern-
ment, conduct, and management of the college, and they may
make and ordain, as occasion may require, reasonable rules,
orders, and by-laws not repugnant to the Constitution and Laws
of the State.” The legal authority given to the trustees then
serves as the basis for the delegation of specific authority by
them to President Potter. If President Potter could do every-
thing himself, then good trusteeship would require only one
rule—“Hire the right president”—and good administration only
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UDO thc right thil'lg.’, But POtter has neither th
¢

orollary— :
one C ary ertise to do everything, and the by

time nor the CXP
structure is designe

i ble hi r€aUcryy;
d spcc1f1cally to enable him to expangq the s ¢
in-

fluence of his leadership by delegating some of his authority "
bordinates.
- Potter’s predcccssor talked constantly about delegation

but in fact never practiced it. Instea.Ld, he exe.rcised. close Super.
vision over his subordinates and rc:'v1ewed their decisions before
giving final approval. To delegate 1n the full Sense, responsib;j;.
ties have to be assigned, the right to make decisions or e€Xpend
funds has to be granted, and the person to whom authority h,,
been delegated must be held.accountable by the authorizjp
agent. President Potter’s _cffecqvcncss as a leader depends op his

*__-ability to delegate. His delegations usually f.ollow the “lines of
| authority” on theorganizational chart, which flow in ap un-
broken chain from the civil government granting the charter ¢
the person exercising authority in a specific instance.

As long as the person receiving an order from a superior
believes in the legitimacy of the rule of law that provided for
the delegation, that person is likely to expect to receive such
orders and to be predisposed to accept them. But we know
through our experiences that not all orders are obeyed. To
understand why;, it is necessary to examine the idea of authority
from an organizational, rather than a legal, perspective: ‘“a sub-
ordinate is said to accept authority whenever he permits his
behavior to be guided by the decision of a superior, without
independently examining the merits of that decision. When exer-
cising authority, the superior does not seek to convince the sub-
ordli;\)ate, but only to obtain his acquiescence” (Simon, 1961,
p. 11).

This remarkable definition may superficially sound simi-
lar to the legal concept of authority, but in fact it is quite differ-
ent. Authority is no longer defined by the power of the person
g"f"_‘g_ an order but instead by the willingness of the person re-
ss;:;“:i% :t :;;)acceptbl!:. It is the subordinate at People’s, not the
i subt;rdin:tecflt:f' lishes an amghont}.r relationship. In essence,
BRE o e e ines the area in which orders will be accepted

0 Jhcern for what those orders are, and the authority
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clationship exists only within that area and not outside it. This
grea in which .thc. subordlﬂate wxl! accept orders has been called
the “zone of indifference (that is, the subordinate is indiffer-
ent 25 1O whether the superior orders A or B). At People’s, for
example, faculty accept the.rlg!\t of administrators to call meet-
ings, and they are usually indifferent to when they are sched-
yled. But 2 dean. who §alled weekly meetings on Friday after-
noons would quickly discover that few would attend. It is the
faculty, not the dean, who would decide which directives would
be obeyed. :

This understanding of the nature of authority has signifi-
cant implications f9r dl.c-application of the bureaucratic model
to~colleges and universities, since professionals have relatively
farrow zones of acceptance (Simon, 1961). This means that the
greater the professional level of institutiondl staff members, the
l¢éss effective bureaucratic controls will be in coordinating their’
behavior. It suggests why bureaucratic controls are usually less
influential in dealing with faculty than in dealing with adminis-
trators. It also suggests why bureaucratic controls may be more
effective at People’s than they would be at Heritage. Fewer fac-
ulty at People’s have the doctorate, and they are therefore less
professional. They are also more likely to have had experience
in secondary school systems and therefore to have been social-
ized to expect less involvement in decision making. As long as
Potter is seen as equitably administering institutional processes,
as consulting with faculty even though reserving to himself the
right to make final decisions, as maintaining or expanding insti-
tutional resources, and as providing for the faculty’s own eco-
nomic interests through fair dealings with their union represen-
tatives, his leadership at People’s is likely to be accepted.




