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INTRODUCTION

Higher education organizations around the world have always faced environmental
changes. However, in the past decade altered societal expectations, new public policies,
and technological innovations have created an unprecedented set of challenges for
universities. Although the borders of universities have opened in new ways for their
services and products, universities have been the subject of increased public scrutiny
from diverse constituencies. While under such scrutiny, higher education institutions
have been simultaneously identified for their potential as a key catalyst in the develop-
ment of new knowledge organizations and the “digital” economy, especially in the
Western world. Tending to these domains, their management has become increasingly
significant at the turn of the century; as Peter Drucker admonished in a recent analysis:
“The most important area for developing new concepts, methods, and practices will be
in the management of society’s knowledge resources—specifically, education and health
care, both of which are today overadministered and undermanaged.” (Drucker, 1997)

These pressures on universities along with attendant opportunities are prominent
features of the contemporary wave of accountability. Higher education organizations
are being asked to solve problems of costs, quality, effectiveness, and access (Barrow,
1993; Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992; Kerr, 1994). The accumulation of pressures and
opportunities prompts a reconsideration of the relationship between society at large and
academic institutions, specifically determining the appropriate balance between inde-
pendence and control, incentives and constraints, as well as costs and benefits (Berdahl
and McConnell, 1994).

In this chapter, we characterize the cumulative challenge for universities as one of
institutional adaptation to changing environments, a multifaceted phenomenon that is
worthy of conceptual and empirical attention (Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992; Gumport
and Pusser, 1997). We examine the prescriptions in this contemporary wave of account-
ability, specifically the demands on universities for management reform. Demands for
management reform, including mandates to apply business-like strategies, are evident
in higher education across a wide range of national systems and institutions throughout
Europe and the United States (Dill and Sporn, 1995a; Gumport and Pusser, 1997).

Within the higher education literature, researchers have examined several dimensions
of institutional adaptation, including retrenchment (Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992;
Hearn, 1996; Zusman, 1994), restructuring (Gumport, 1993; Rhoades, 1995; Slaughter,
1995), improved performance, redefined missions, reorganization (Cameron, 1984; Dill
and Sporn, 1995a; Gumport and Pusser, 1997; Peterson, 1995), mandated change, gov-
ernmental reforms, institutional autonomy and accountability (Berdahl and Millett; Van
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Vught, 1989), diversification of funds, strengthened administrative core, entrepreneurial
periphery (Clark, 1996a; Clark, 1996c; Clark, forthcoming; Slaughter and Leslie, 1997),
transformational leadership, and quality management (Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992;
Dill, 1993b; Van Vught, 1995).

A close look at this literature reveals an implicit premise throughout: that university
administrators are increasingly called upon to orchestrate that adaptation. We highlight
this premise because we believe that it entails a potential shift of prevailing authority
structures and decision-making procedures within universities (Barrow, 1993; Lazerson,
1997; Kogan, forthcoming). Although the literature attests to the changing nature of the
academic environments, we find that prescriptions for the role of administration in
university adaptation have been understudied.

The literature on organizational adaptation is based on an open system perspective
(Scott, 1992b) and focuses on an analysis of the environment and management chal-
lenges. The resulting approaches differ in their emphasis on internal as opposed to
external forces shaping adaptation. Accordingly, we review a range of approaches
(Cameron, 1984; Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985) of externally controlled adaptation (Hannan
and Freeman, 1977), of a combination of environmental and management imperatives
for adaptation (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; DiMaggio and
Powell, 1983), and of internal forces initiating adaptation (Child, 1972). As our review
indicates, each of these approaches can be applied to adaptation by universities.

We think it is essential to examine the implicit role of administration in these literatures
for several reasons. First, over the past several decades, administrative positions and
expenditures have become prominent features of higher education organizations
(Leslie, 1995; Leslie and Rhoades, 1995; Tolbert, 1985; Gumport and Pusser, 1995). Sec-
ond, within management reform prescriptions, administrators are increasingly the key
actors who mediate and even manage the relationships between the organization and
its environments (Neave, 1997; Clark, 1996b; Peterson, 1997). Research on higher educa-
tion organizations has neglected this topic, in spite of the widespread use of open sys-
tems perspectives in organizational theory over the past two decades. We believe that,
as adaptation has become a major concern for higher education, it is increasingly essen-
tial to ask who is positioned to do it and with what consequences for the organization.

Based on this background of acknowledging changing environments and the role of
administration in calls for management reform, this chapter is organized as follows. In
part one, we describe the dynamics of the changing environment for higher education
in the 1990s, concentrating on trends in Europe and the United States. Given the com-
prehensive nature of these environmental changes, some trends might be applicable to
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other national settings as well. Our review addresses features of the broader society (i.e.,
technology, politics, economy) and specific demands on institutions (i.e., cost, quality,
effectiveness, access). In the second part, we review several approaches to adaptation
within the relevant literatures on organizations and specifically on universities. We
focus on open system perspectives that conceptualize environments and organizations
as inextricably linked, in order to make analytical distinctions between the environ-
ment, the organization, and the role of administration in managing that relationship. In
the third part, we draw together three theoretical perspectives to account for the in-
creased centrality of administration in responding to environmental demands, and we
examine implications for the changing organization of academic work. The last section
of the chapter offers suggestions for further research.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES FOR UNIVERSITIES

Observers from different vantage points concur on a profound shift: environmental
forces have become so dynamic as to lead to a basic shift in the structure of higher
education as an industry (Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992); the present era may be char-
acterized as a point of revolutionary, rather than evolutionary, change (Kerr, 1987); and
the demands of global capitalism hinder the university’s ability to fulfill its cultural
mission (Readings, 1996). The cumulative pressure amounts to a new environment for
universities. Europe and the United States show several converging patterns (Dill and
Sporn, 1995a):

• Financial crisis caused by decreased government support for students

• Devolution or decentralization of responsibility to the institutional level

• International competition for funds, faculty, and students

• Governmental regulations to improve quality in teaching and learning

• Changing student demographics

• New technologies

This new environment calls for increased accountability of universities. Pushed by
economic, political, and technological forces of the wider societal environment, higher
education institutions are increasingly held accountable for the resources they use and
the outcomes they produce. Environmental pressures are translated into demands to
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solve problems of cost, quality, effectiveness, and access. The emerging discussion of
possible solutions encompasses institutional management, restructuring, resource
development and reallocation, quality assurance, and strategic planning. All of these
prescriptions either implicitly or explicitly call for an expanded role for university
administration. In this scenario, we argue, the domain of faculty authority is narrowed,
as administrators are provided the resources to orchestrate various management re-
forms. Figure 1 depicts our approach visually.

Figure 1. The role of university administration in adaptation.

The Societal Environment

Across national systems, the principal features of the societal environments impacting
higher education are the economy, politics, and technology (Cameron and Tschirhart,
1992; Dill and Sporn, 1995a; Gumport and Pusser, 1995; Gumport and Pusser, 1997;
Massy, 1996; Peterson and Dill, 1997). Economic issues include shortfalls in projected
state appropriations alongside increased expectations for productivity and global com-
petitiveness. Political parties and public decision-making bodies determine higher
education policies including the role of the state or the diversity of faculty and students.
New technologies such as the Internet and telecommunications profoundly change the
delivery of services by universities. Each set of forces warrants separate consideration.
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Economy

Research universities in the United States have been challenged by changing economic
conditions which shaped four major stages of development—from their origins in the late
1880s, to a period of slow growth until 1940, to dramatic expansion between 1940 and
1990 based on federal funding, and most recently to a period of constrained resources.
Revenue from state appropriations has been an uncertain funding source during the 1990s
(Williams, 1995; Leslie, 1995). The likelihood for stability in funding from government
sources is not assured in the United States, even for flagship public universities, prompt-
ing them to diversify their revenue sources (Kerr, 1994; Gumport and Pusser, 1997).

In Europe state budgets for higher education are also under scrutiny. Regulations for
introducing the common currency “Euro” by the European Union have contributed to a
stagnating economy in many European countries. Pressure lies on state budgets, and
cuts in the share for higher education are the consequence. In countries like France,
Germany, Great Britain, and Austria, public expenditure per student has declined over
the last decade (Dill and Sporn, 1995a). At the same time, the share of higher education
funds from nonpublic sources is growing; as evidenced by an increased percentage of
revenue from private sources for example in France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the
UK (Williams, 1995). Generally, the pressure to diversify the funding base has led to the
introduction of competitive markets within the higher education systems of many
European countries (Clark, 1996b; Clark, 1996c; Dill and Sporn, 1995a; Gellert, 1993b;
Teichler, 1993; Wasser, 1990). Reform processes aim at making institutions more inde-
pendent from the state in order for them to raise additional funds through student fees
and the private sector. At the same time, the need for efficient management structures
and skills for fundraising and development become critical.

As observers have studied this financial vulnerability particularly for public universities
around the world, they expect to see several trends for the future of higher education
institutions: privatization, decentralization of authority, alternatives financial resources,
greater attention to effective use of resources, leadership on all levels, continued discus-
sion of planning and restructuring alternatives. (Dill and Sporn, 1995a; Gumport and
Pusser, 1997; Kerr, 1994; Nowotny, 1995; Peterson, 1995). Whether explicitly or implicitly,
within such predictions, administration is called upon to implement these changes as well
as to buffer their higher education institutions from selected environmental demands.

Another dimension of economic pressure is the expectation for higher education to
contribute to a country’s national productivity. Through academic research, universities
are expected to innovate new products and services, as well as to collaborate in product
development with industry. New trends show an increased need for technology trans-
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fer, for a combination of basic and applied research, and for professors contributing to
spin-off or start-up companies (Goldstein and Luger, 1997). This environment can create
a major revenue stream for universities as it simultaneously stimulates the economy
(Goldstein, Maier, and Luger, 1995).

Higher education also contributes to national productivity through the production of a
well-educated workforce (Peterson and Dill, 1997). With the emergence of the informa-
tion age and a knowledge-based economy, qualified professionals increase the country’s
productivity and economic well-being. Aside from producing knowledge workers,
colleges and universities also provide programs and training services to meet societal
needs in other sectors.

Closely related to these expectations is the contribution of higher education to re-educa-
tion (retraining) and continuing education (Peterson and Dill, 1997). New types of
universities as well as new institutional forms (e.g. Fachhochschule in Germany special-
ized in vocational training) of advanced learning have been set up in several European
countries (Gellert, 1993a). On the one hand, students need “hands-on” programs to
increase their chances of finding a job, and companies need to update their knowledge
through hiring university graduates on a regular basis. On the other hand, universities
use re-education programs to raise additional revenue. Especially in the United States,
the growing market for retraining has led to a shift in emphasis from undergraduate to
professional education, and from liberal arts to vocational training in the community
colleges. Even in Europe the trend is toward “professionalization” of general education
(Teichler, 1993; Gellert, 1993a).

Politics

Budgetary pressures and conservative political trends in many countries have led to a
movement of different political parties towards “middle of the road” policies. As a
consequence, well-established concepts like “free” and “open” higher education are
being questioned by politicians. In Austria, for example, the 20-year tradition of open
access and no tuition is increasingly discussed by ministers and policy makers. Gener-
ally in Europe, the role of the state has been changing from a control to a supervising
model (Van Vught, 1994). The implications are more decentralization of responsibilities
to the institutional level, stricter reporting systems and quality measures, as well as a
need for better management and leadership skills at the institutional level.

An additional political factor of the higher education environment is the changing
demographics of student populations towards greater diversity of society. New popula-
tions from different age groups and ethnic backgrounds are entering universities as
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students, faculty, or administrators (Hurtado and Dey, 1997). The challenge is to accom-
modate these different cultures. For example, California has been planning under the
heading of “tidal wave II” to address the needs of a dramatic increase in the Hispanic
student population. In Europe, countries are facing rising migration from Africa and
Eastern Europe. From an institutional perspective, new programs for access and reten-
tion, new research agendas, and new hiring and promotion systems have to be created
(Peterson and Dill, 1997). As these minorities become majorities, institutional challenges
will be pervasive.

Globalization trends are influencing the political environment as well. As one example,
networks of scholars, policymakers, and private sector experts have formed around
major social and political problems, such as human rights and AIDS. Such groups often
have an interdisciplinary, cross national, and cross industry character. Another example
are multinational universities with campuses in different countries and in some cases
alliances with international firms and several academic institutions.1 Such new ventures
call for new management policies and practices, including expanded negotiation skills
by those in the university (Peterson and Dill, 1997).

Technology

The technological revolution underway in all countries potentially entails significant
changes for several institutions in modern society, particularly for higher education. The
expansion of interactive telecommunications and the availability of relatively inexpen-
sive computers and software have led to the widespread use of technology (Peterson
and Dill, 1997; Sporn, 1996). The potential impact for how students learn, how profes-
sors teach and conduct research, and how administrators manage the institution is
complex and not easily forecast (Gumport and Chun, 1999). New programs such as the
virtual university, research collaboration between international scholars transcending
the obstacles of time and location, and design of new administrative information sys-
tems are only a few examples.

Teaching improvements may be achieved through modern technologies. New forms of
communication and collaboration between teachers and students become possible
through online services like electronic mail. The creation of distance education pro-
grams or virtual universities2 expands access to students in geographically remote
regions. Academic programs can be customized to individual learning needs. Research
activities can also be influenced by new technologies. A new form of international
collaboration links industry, universities, and government agencies around the world to
solve modern problems such as coping with global warming or enhancing social mobil-
ity (Gibbons, 1995; Nowotny, 1995; Peterson and Dill, 1997). Additionally, access to
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information is improved through CD-ROM and library servers with benefits to litera-
ture searches and analyses. The emergence of electronic publishing provokes contro-
versy as an innovation in the distribution of research, with implications for the chang-
ing roles of university libraries and university publishers.

From an institutional perspective, technological changes have the potential to raise the
organizational intelligence of universities (Senge, 1990). Sophisticated information
systems enable academic organizations to learn about internal processes, markets, or
customers and present a more comprehensive picture to the outside world. The feed-
back can be used for program development, marketing, and decision making. A new
form of “management by information” may make structures and processes more trans-
parent 3 with possible increases in efficiency and effectiveness for the university (Green
and Gilbert, 1995).

The Institutional Environment

Societal changes in technology, politics, and economy get translated into environmental
demands for universities and, taken together, form an immediate institutional environ-
ment (see again Figure 1). Expectations on higher education abound, due not only to the
significant contributions of higher education to society but also to the ambiguities of
academic organizations (i.e., unclear mission and technology, gap between administra-
tive and academic values) (Baldridge, 1983; Birnbaum, 1989; Clark, 1983; Weick, 1976).
Increasingly higher education institutions are asked “to justify activities by demonstrat-
ing their contribution to objectives, and defend the cost of the enterprise” (Berdahl and
McConnell, 1994, p. 70). In an effort to meet these demands for accountability, universi-
ties have developed strategies to achieve cost containment in addition to improvements
in quality, effectiveness, and access.

Cost

The explosion of institutional costs and the dramatic increase in overall expenditures in
higher education have been widely discussed during the last decade (Leslie and
Rhoades, 1995; Zemsky and Massy, 1990). It is not clear, though, if the cost escalation is
due to the administrative or the academic domain (Gumport and Pusser, 1995; Leslie
and Rhoades, 1995). In any case, accountability expectations have triggered numerous
attempts to achieve cost containment through restructuring (Zemsky and Massy, 1990).

Generally, we can see a decline in government support for higher education in all
OECD countries; advocates for a “market model” offer the American system as exem-
plary (Leslie, 1995; Williams, 1995): “The decline means that institutions are expected to
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raise more and more of their own revenues through such means as new or higher
charges to students, research grants and contracts with business and industry, and
special training programs for discrete groups” (Leslie, 1995, p. 6). Such trends can be
observed in many European countries with the introduction of student fees, expensive
postgraduate programs, and applied research projects with industry. In the United
States, the recent trend points to tuition increases, corporate partnerships, and ex-
panded continuing education programs.

These efforts to generate revenue have been accompanied by changes in operating
functions and management structures, principally an increasing scale of administration
(Bergmann, 1991; Gumport and Pusser, 1995; Guskin, 1994a; Leslie, 1995). Administra-
tors have tended to respond to fiscal constraints in higher education differently in the
1990s, moving away from short-term crisis management to strategic planning for pro-
longed challenges (Barrow, 1993). And administration itself has been asked to change—
to become leaner and more professional, through more vigilant leadership and more
efficient uses of technologies (Guskin, 1994a).

Research shows that, with the necessity to cultivate funds from new sources, new orga-
nizational structures (including administrative ones) are created (Tolbert, 1985). Internal
resource allocation is based on the centrality to mission and closeness to the market of
the respective academic or administrative units (Hackman, 1985). Budgeting at the state
or government level shifts from line-based budgets to block grants and will increasingly
include target-based budgets for universities (Williams, 1995). Additionally, the quality
and effectiveness goal favors cost containment through process analyses and a redefini-
tion of core competencies (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). It could follow that the turbu-
lence in higher education finance explains the disproportionate increase in administra-
tive expenditure over recent years and the decline in expenditure shares devoted to
instruction (Gumport and Pusser, 1995; Leslie and Rhoades, 1995). This type of restruc-
turing causes difficulties for academic areas with less market potential and for faculty
within those fields or within the institution who resist such resource shifts.

Quality

The 1990s can be characterized as a quest for quality in higher education (Ewell, 1991).
The notion of quality applied to higher education has over the years become more
inclusive to encompass caring for clients, coherence in teaching and learning processes,
and responsiveness to changing client needs. In universities, quality expectations focus
on public accountability, student learning, faculty productivity and performance, pro-
gram effectiveness, and institutional evaluation (Peterson and Dill, 1997). The demand
for quality of academic products and services is seen to change the educational value of
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universities (Lozier and Teeter, 1993; Van Vught, 1995): “Management for quality in
higher education institutions should consist of a deep caring for the fundamental values
of the search for truth and the pursuit of knowledge, and of a sincere attempt to re-
spond to the needs of present-day-societies” (Van Vught, 1995, p. 209).

The development of the quality movement led to the introduction of comprehensive
concepts and tools of TQM (Total Quality Management) and CQI (Continuous Quality
Improvement) on campus. As opposed to the educational quality movement, TQM or
CQI concentrate on administrative structures and processes but might eventually reach
the academic side of the institution as well. The main principles emphasize a culture of
continuous improvement, a customer and client focus, a rational approach to decision
making through performance indicators and benchmarking, more process design,
teamwork, and individual empowerment (Cameron and Whetten, 1996; Lozier and
Teeter, 1993; Peterson and Dill, 1997; Seymour, 1992).

Given the deteriorating public image of universities in many countries, TQM and CQI
strategies may be seen as mechanisms to both increase accountability and provoke
structural improvements and redesign (Ewell, 1997). Some examples are evidence of
this trend. With the restructuring of the higher education market in the UK, a new unit
“Quality Support Centre”4 was founded, mainly concentrating its work on developing
and disseminating concepts and tools for quality in higher education. In Austria and
Germany5, the ministries of science and research have created evaluation standards that
have to be met by all public universities in order to secure quality of outputs. In the
United States, the Baldrige Award6 designed for excellent corporations was extended to
institutions of higher education, signaling the increased call to use TQM and CQI in
university administration (Peterson and Dill, 1997).

Effectiveness

Concerns over effectiveness have become prominent in discussions of higher education
institutions and systems. While efficiency is an internal measure of goal achievement
and resource usage that concentrates on “doing things right,” effectiveness is an exter-
nal measure focusing on “doing the right things” through establishing appropriate
goals based on environmental needs and demands (Cameron and Whetten, 1996; Pfeffer
and Salancik, 1978). The increased demand for accountability on universities expanded
the focus from efficiency to effectiveness (Gumport and Pusser, 1997). The shift to effec-
tiveness has some components of quality concerns, including emphasis on a client or
customer perspective, prescriptions for management strategies to bring about organiza-
tional change, and reconsideration of adaptive structures, processes, and outcomes
(Cameron and Whetten, 1996).
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In some cases, the shift to questions of effectiveness has led to reorganization or restruc-
turing of the institution. One typology of such initiatives has characterized them as of
three types—reengineering, privatization, or reconfiguring (Gumport and Pusser, 1997).
Generally, the goals are far reaching—to cut costs through reduced bureaucracy, to
improve quality and enhance effectiveness, and in some cases to increase access. As new
processes and services are created to serve ever more extensive outside needs, adminis-
tration plays a critical role as mediator and change agent. Ironically, the increased cen-
trality of administration to restructuring has occurred alongside demands to reduce
administrative costs.

One study specifically analyzed the relationship between postindustrial environments
and organizational effectiveness of United States universities (Cameron and Tschirhart,
1992). The results showed that certain environmental attributes (i.e., scarcity, competi-
tion, turbulence) have negative effects on organizational effectiveness. However, the
study also showed that administration can mitigate these negative effects through
participative bureaucratic systems of decision making, i.e., integration of all groups
within the university in the decision process and communication of results through
transparent channels. In general, the results of the study show that information sharing
and the establishment of a learning culture are successful strategies to deal with the
pressures of a postindustrial environment (Whetten and Cameron, 1985).

Access

In the United States, the expectation for universal access to higher education was initi-
ated after World War II with the GI Bill. Universal access meant moving from mostly
middle-income students to students of all income levels as well as expanding access to
students in all geographic locations and later through affirmative action to previously
underrepresented ethnic groups (Kerr, 1994). More recently, through the emphasis on
lifelong learning, the expansion of access can be further achieved as increased numbers
of adult learners expect access to higher education programs through technology-based
services that can overcome the obstacles of location and time (Gumport and Chun, 1999;
Mingle and Epper, 1997).

The financial pressures on higher education also have consequences for student access.
In the United States, the shift from grants to loans for students in the contemporary
period undermines the aim to expand access to more diverse populations of lower
income students. “Given the reluctance of some ethnic groups to borrow large sums of
money, a movement away from grants will reduce access to college for the groups that
need it the most” (Hartle and Galloway, 1997, p. 35).
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Access is only a first step, for once students arrive on campus they need to find a cam-
pus climate that will facilitate their retention and degree completion. The challenge for
campuses to deal with multiculturalism and diversity will continue to increase (espe-
cially in Europe) and needs to be accommodated by universities (Hurtado and Dey,
1997). Public policies and governmental regulations may help retain a diverse student
body (Peterson and Dill, 1997). Well-balanced systems of merit or need-based student
support are commonly found mechanisms to achieve these goals. Unfortunately, recent
votes against affirmative action policies in California and Texas signal increased diffi-
culty in removing ethnic and class barriers to higher education.

Geographic barriers are easier for universities to overcome because of the new develop-
ments of technology. Strategies are designed to enhance the delivery of educational
programs to students in remote locations. Referred to as distance education, distance
learning programs or “virtual university” initiatives in the United States, the discussion
in Europe focuses on international joint academic programs and voucher systems that
enable students to change universities and move between countries easily and freely.
The aim is to make geographic as well as cultural boundaries obsolete, so that students
can choose programs and universities that are best suited to their needs.

Environmental Changes, University Responses, and Managerial Imperatives

In the previous paragraphs we showed how environmental demands for cost contain-
ment, quality, effectiveness, and access constitute the contemporary pressures for insti-
tutional accountability. As universities seek to respond to these pressures, we see at-
tempts not only for organizational survival but also for organizational legitimacy. Their
adaptation processes encompass strategies such as reorganization and restructuring,
diversification of revenue sources, revised mission statements, a redefined role of the
state between supervision and control, redesign of programs, evaluation and assess-
ment of faculty, or total quality management. With the environment gaining more
influence on the functioning of universities (Cameron, 1984; Dill and Sporn, 1995a;
Gumport and Pusser, 1997; Kerr, 1987; Peterson, 1995) and the widespread directives for
management reform, a major consequence is that more authority is given to administra-
tion to decide upon changes, distribute resources and implement decisions (Kogan,
forthcoming; Trow, 1994). A comparative study of European countries confirms that
while academic expertise remains dominant on the primary processes of teaching and
research, “the role of the central institutional administration is an important component
in higher education governance and management, especially for the non-primary pro-
cesses issues such as financial management” (De Boer and Goedegebuure, 1995, p. 4).
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Thus, we think it essential to examine how, within institutional adaptation prescriptions,
there is an implicit mandate for administration to play a central role as mediator and
change agent. We believe this mandate entails concomitant shifts in the authority struc-
ture within universities that narrows the domain of professional expertise of faculty.

Following this argument, the first response to the new environment then is to
strengthen hierarchical administrative structures (Kogan, forthcoming). We would
suggest though that eventually the whole institution (and not one part being either
administration or faculty) needs to be included in an analysis of observable weaknesses
in existing collegial, professional, and administrative structures. Consequently, this
would facilitate successful institutional adaptation.

We want to briefly describe how, from a historical and a comparative perspective, the
division of labor between faculty and administration has looked quite different across
time periods and national systems.

THE UNIVERSITY AND THE ROLE OF ADMINISTRATION

In the context of this chapter, we focus on institutional adaptation to changing environ-
ments and the implications for the role of administration. Accordingly, we broadly
define administration as the structure and processes within universities for implement-
ing and executing decisions made by academic governance (Peterson and Mets, 1987).
Additionally, we include functions and positions within a university which deal with
mediating environmental demands. In our view, administration is inclusive of upper- as
well as middle-management; i.e., we incorporate leadership in our definition of admin-
istration. This would include faculty who have become deans, provosts, and presidents.
We believe that this comprehensive definition—through the inclusion of all administra-
tive tiers—permits a more comprehensive perspective on the role of administration.

According to Peterson, ten years ago, “the management of many institutions today
involves modifying existing structures and processes or developing new ones to deal
with problems of institutional change and innovation, quality and effectiveness, and
decline and equity” (Peterson and Mets, 1987). We believe that this responsibility for
adaptation has become even more prominent in management reform prescriptions for
higher education throughout the late 1980s and into the 1990s, with the consequence of
expanding the authority of administration. In order to examine this shift, we first pro-
vide a brief sketch of the historical development of university organization and admin-
istration (Burns, 1962; Duryea, 1962; Tyack, 1990).
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Classic studies of university organization occurring in the 1970s provided the basics of
organizational analysis in higher education (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977;
Birnbaum, 1989; Blau, 1994; Cohen and March, 1974; Weick, 1976). Changes from elite to
mass higher education produced two waves of changes in university organization and
administration based on integration and differentiation (Clark, 1995; Dill, 1992b;
Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986). Differentiation refers to the process of forming highly spe-
cialized units (i.e., basic academic units, departments) to address uncertain and dynamic
environmental demands. Integration of differentiated units aims at coherence and effec-
tiveness by investing time and resources in horizontal mechanisms of coordination
(Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986). Integrating mechanisms emphasize lateral and reciprocal
forms of communication such as face to face meetings, liaison roles, task forces, teams,
and even integrating managers and departments (Dill, 1995b; Galbraith, 1977).

With the expansion of higher education in the 1960s, authority increased for professors
on the continent (i.e., establishment of chair system) and nonfaculty in the United States
(i.e., influence in decision making of nonacademic staff and students). “Ironically, this
has also been accompanied by an increase in the number of academic administrators
required to manage institutions of increased size and complexity. The transition from
mainly oligarchic to mainly democratic structures created a need for administrators
who can attend to conflicting interests” (Dill, 1992a, pp. 15/16)

The second wave of changes starting in the 1980s has influenced the organization of
universities and their administrative structures through institutional competition,
differentiation, and social responsiveness (Dill, 1992a). Adaptations include hierarchical
integrating mechanisms of lateral groups consisting of administrators and faculty shar-
ing information. Examples are task forces or strategy development teams. To be effec-
tive in a competitive environment, these mechanisms must be combined with market
and collegial mechanisms. This means that environmental scanning and governance
based on democratic representation are critical. Conflicting pressures of diminishing
resources and expanding knowledge call for the articulation of collective professional
values and priorities as a basis for decisions. “As specialization and differentiation are
the universal characteristics of academic organization, so integration is the universal
challenge of academic administration” (Dill, 1992a, p.16).

Since most management reform processes aim at securing financial support, legitimacy,
and thus organizational survival, the “external push” for adaptation draws our atten-
tion to the organization/environment interface. Internally, actions concentrate on insti-
tutional finance, mission statements, and improved decision-making processes. The
responsibility mainly falls in the realm of administration and, we argue, entails a shift-
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ing authority structure within universities. In the next section we review theories of
adaptation that depict alternative approaches to understanding the organization/
environment relationship and their inherent prescriptions for administration’s role.

REVIEW OF RELEVANT THEORY OF ADAPTATION

The study of adaptation has a long tradition in organizational analysis. Under the
headings of organizational change (Goodman and Kurke, 1982; Huber and Glick, 1993),
organizational development (Cameron and Quinn, 1983), organizational design
(Galbraith, 1977), or organizational learning (Argyris and Schön, 1974; Argyris, 1982;
Levitt and March, 1988) lies the concept that organizations need to adapt to their envi-
ronment in order to succeed (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Hannan and Freeman, 1977;
Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In general, most conceptual and
empirical contributions to the theory of adaptation derive from research published in
the business, economics, and sociology literature (Aldrich, 1979; Argyris, 1982; Child,
1972; Hannan and Freeman, 1977; Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985; Lawler and Mohrman,
1996; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986; March, 1991; March, 1994; March, 1996; Meyer and
Rowan, 1992a; Meyer and Scott, 1992; Miles and Snow, 1978; Miller and Friesen, 1980;
Perkins, 1973; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Powell, 1990; Powell and Friedkin, 1987; Scott,
1992a; Thompson, 1967).

Adaptation research has been focused on an analysis of environments and their result-
ing management challenges. Approaches range from an emphasis on total external to
total internal control of adaptation; and they concentrate on either environmental (i.e.,
population ecology), organizational (i.e., resource dependence, contingency theory,
institutional isomorphism), or internal forces (i.e., strategic choice) (Cameron, 1984;
Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985). These approaches share a commonality: they are based on
an open system perspective (Scott, 1992b).

The concept of adaptation has been applied to higher education occasionally and not
systematically. We identified authors in the field of higher education who have been
interested in higher education adaptation as well as topics closely related to it like
strategic planning, restructuring, resource allocation, innovation, or entrepreneurial
universities (Balderston, 1995; Baldridge and Deal, 1983; Becher and Kogan, 1992; Blau,
1994; Cameron, 1984; Clark, 1983; Clark, forthcoming; Conrad, 1978; Dill and Friedman,
1979; Dill and Sporn, 1995b; Gumport and Pusser, 1995; Gumport and Pusser, 1997;
Hardy, 1990; Hearn, 1988; Keller, 1983; Leslie, 1995; Levine, 1980; Massy, 1996; Peterson,
1995; Rhoades, 1995; Rubin, 1979; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1974; Slaughter, 1995; Slaughter
and Leslie, 1997; Sporn, 1995a; Tolbert, 1985; Trow, 1983). Our chapter is mostly based
on their work.
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When studying adaptation to changing environments and the role of university admin-
istration, we need to analyze the societal and institutional environments, the relevant
theories of adaptation, and the consequences for the organization. For this purpose, we
use the following definition of adaptation:

Organizational adaptation refers to modifications and alterations in the
organization or its components in order to adjust to changes in the exter-
nal environment. Its purpose is to restore equilibrium to an unbalanced
condition. Adaptation generally refers to a process, not an event, whereby
changes are instituted in organizations. Adaptation does not necessarily
imply reactivity on the part of an organization because proactive or antici-
patory adaptation is possible as well. But the emphasis is definitely on
responding to some discontinuity or lack of fit that arises between the
organization and its environment (Cameron, 1984, p. 123).

Accordingly, our emphasis lies on a process view of adaptation that aims at establishing a
balance between environmental demands and internal structures. Organizational alter-
ations may include strategies or positions to manage the relationship between the organi-
zation and the environment. Administration may function as a bridge as well as a buffer.

In the first part of this chapter we described how environmental changes have become
more complex, turbulent, uncertain, and interconnected for higher education institu-
tions (Cameron and Tschirhart, 1992). As a result, environmental demands for account-
ability cause major management challenges for universities (i.e., lower costs, higher
quality, more effectiveness, open access). These demands get mitigated by administra-
tion in order to secure survival and legitimacy. Hence, the administration voices the
reaction of the organization to the environment, guides the courses of adaptation, and
thereby expands its scope of authority within the institution. Conflicts with faculty who
see themselves as the professionals in charge of the institution are a consequence. One
indicator of the potential for increased conflict is the rise in the number of administra-
tors compared to faculty. In Europe, the ratio is starting to favor administration based
on major “management reforms” and in the United States administration has a long
history of being twice as large as faculty (Chronicle, 1997; Sporn, 1995b).

After a review of the major models of adaptation and their application to higher educa-
tion, we provide an analysis of the changing role of professionals (faculty and adminis-
trators) based on the theory of the sociology of professions. For this purpose, we adopt a
synergy of perspectives, i.e., an eclectic mix of approaches to account for the expansion
of administration as an inherent part of university adaptation. Given the goal of this
chapter, we selected approaches concentrating on the management of the organization/



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 19

environment relationship and the role of administration. Generally all these approaches
assume organizations to be open systems that confront and respond to various chal-
lenges, demands, and opportunities in their environment. Hence, we first give an over-
view of open systems theory and then describe specific approaches relevant to higher
education as shown in Figure 2 (i.e., contingency theory, population ecology, institu-
tional isomorphism, strategic choice, resource dependence, network organization).

 Figure 2. Major approaches to organizational adaptation based on open systems theory

Open Systems Theory

Generally, systems are characterized by an assemblage or combination of interdepen-
dent parts. “That a system is open means, not simply that it engages in interchanges
with the environment, but that this interchange is an essential factor underlying the
system’s viability.” (Scott, 1992b, p. 83.) In open social systems like organizations the
connections among the interacting parts become relatively loose. This means that less
constraint is placed on the behavior of one element by the condition of the others.
Through the importance of the environment and the relative freedom of elements, these
systems are predicted to be more adaptive (Scott, 1992b). Loosely coupled systems
persist due to environmental scanning and local adaptation of individual units. Actors
are self-determined in their activities and coordination is kept to a minimum (Weick,
1976). Internally, organizations consist of participants not organized as a unitary hierar-
chy or as an organic entity, but as a loosely linked coalition of shifting interest groups
(Cyert and March, 1992; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Weick, 1976). Applied to higher
education, universities have often been defined as loosely coupled systems (Weick,
1976) or organized anarchies (Cohen and March, 1974).
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The environment is characterized by diversity and variety that causes uncertainty for
organizations. Adaptation is defined as the process by which systems seek a dynamic
equilibrium or “fit” with their relevant environment (Cameron, 1984; Lawrence and
Lorsch, 1986; Weick, 1979). Systems are seen as self-maintaining; i.e., in order to strive
they will find strategies of survival in accordance with their environment (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978; Tolbert, 1985). In summary, loosely coupled systems (like universities)
are likely to persist through external sensing mechanisms, fast localized adaptation, and
the possibility to retain innovation on a subunit level. They have the advantage of
isolating problematic areas and of minimal costs of coordination. But with increasing
need for integration the independence of actors and only local innovations can impede
an overall change process.

After more than ten years, Orton and Weick (1990) reconceptualized the theory of
loosely coupled systems and argue for a dialectical application of the concept. Loose
coupling theory should be used from two different and opposing perspectives. On the
one hand, loose coupling helps the organization to create a potential for survival
through innovations of independent and highly skilled units. On the other hand, the
dysfunctions of loose coupling, such as lack of integration and identity, can be compen-
sated for by activities in the “management arena” like enhanced leadership, focused
attention, or shared values (Weick, 1976).

Orton and Weick (1990) found three types of adaptability in their study of the literature
on loose coupling: experimentation, collective judgment, and dissent. Experimentation
refers to problem solving by curiosity, learning, and exploration (Orton and Weick,
1990). Collective judgment is translated into a structure of self-governing voluntary
groups (or collegium) which promote “wise choices” (Rubin, 1979; Thompson, 1967).
The preservation of dissent focuses on the concept of “unified diversity” as a powerful
source of adaptation (Weick, 1976).

We adopt this open and loosely coupled system perspective and focus our attention on
the role of administration. As we argue, universities as open systems adapt to their
environment in order to reduce uncertainty and increase legitimacy. Given the nature of
the environment, one form of this adaptation is the expansion of administration and the
shift of authority structure within the institution. In order to provide a more detailed
analysis of this proposition we need to review the relevant theories of adaptation. As
some authors before (Cameron, 1984; Goodman and Kurke, 1982; Hrebiniak and Joyce,
1985; Scott, 1992b), we selected the following approaches because of their emphasis on
the role of the environment and management.
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Contingency Theory

Contingency theory claims that effective organizational structure and management are
dependent upon the core technology and nature of the competition in the relevant
industry (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1986). This implies that there is no one best way to
organize (Scott, 1992b; Van de Ven and Drazin, 1985). In stable and certain environ-
ments, organizations develop “mechanistic” structures with centralized hierarchies and
fixed procedures. Rapidly changing environments and uncertain technologies require
“organic” structures characterized by horizontal and vertical communication, autono-
mous actors, and higher flexibility and adaptability (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence
and Lorsch, 1986).

Actually, contingency theory is a branch of system design (Galbraith, 1977) emphasizing
the contingent nature of organizations depending on environmental conditions. In their
work, Lawrence and Lorsch (1986) concentrate on integration and differentiation as
adaptation mechanisms. They argue that adaptation takes place on two levels: the
structure of the subunit to fit its environment and the organizational mode of integra-
tion and differentiation to meet the broader demands of the environment (Lawrence
and Lorsch, 1986).

In a university setting differentiation and integration can help to understand university
behavior (Clark, 1995; Dill, 1997a). With increased complexity of tasks like interdiscipli-
nary teaching and research or diverse student bodies, institutions of higher education
diversify their services (Dill, 1997b). As the production of new knowledge has become
difficult, academic departments need to specialize even further (Clark, 1995; Clark, 1996c).
The importance of integration through collaboration and cooperation among units and
members intensifies as a competitive environment forces universities to increase quality,
improve effectiveness, lower costs, and provide access to a diverse student body.

Contingency theory is useful if we want to explain the increased need of integration at
universities caused by complex and rapidly changing environments (Clark, 1993; Clark,
1995; Dill and Sporn, 1995b). Administration has to play two roles. On the one hand,
administrators and units serve as a buffer between the environment and the core activi-
ties of the institution. On the other hand, administration tries to integrate the differenti-
ated units through mechanisms of communication like personal meetings, liaison of-
fices, task forces, teams and committees (Dill, 1997b; Dill and Sporn, 1995b; Galbraith,
1977). For example, we found line administrators (i.e. vice president for planning) and
offices of “professional liaison” to serve as a connection between central administration,
schools and colleges, and trustees (Sporn, 1995b).
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Population Ecology

Organizational adaptation according to the population ecology tradition (Aldrich, 1979;
Hannan and Freeman, 1977; Hannan and Freeman, 1989) happens through natural
selection by environmental demands. The population ecology approach only considers
populations of organizations as the unit of analysis and views changes of individual
organizations as rather arbitrary and irrelevant. The environment is viewed as a power-
ful force selecting those forms that have a chance of survival and other organizational
forms vanish. Generally, Hannan and Freeman (1997, p. 946) suggest that “we ought to
find specialized organizations in stable and certain environments and generalist organi-
zations in unstable and uncertain environments.”

This natural selection process derives from biology where the fittest survive because of
their matching characteristics with the environment (Aldrich, 1979). “Most organiza-
tions adapt, therefore, not because of intelligent or creative managerial action but by the
random or evolutionary development of characteristics that are compatible with the
environment. Managerial discretion and influence is neither present nor relevant.”
(Cameron, 1984, p. 126.) Hence, “the ability to perpetuate one’s form is the hallmark of
successful adaptation” (Scott, 1992b, p. 22).

In summary, population ecology approaches aggregate organizations into populations,
downplay the importance of managerial choice, and view the source of adaptation as an
inconsequential artifact of evolution. It is meant to explain why certain types of organi-
zations survive, e.g., the decline in teacher’s colleges and the growth in the number of
community colleges in the United States (Scott, 1992b).

In this chapter, population ecology has less importance since we concentrate on the role
of administration (i.e., management). But it could be used to provide a critical discus-
sion of the role of management vis-à-vis a dynamic environment focusing on the ten-
dency of managers to overestimate their influence (Birnbaum, 1992; Cohen and March,
1974). Another application would be to analyze how much of the environmental de-
mands are manageable or inescapable.

Institutional Isomorphism

Institutional theory, like population ecology, focuses on whole sets of organizations
acting in relevant organizational fields (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Meyer and Scott, 1992;
Powell and DiMaggio, 1991). Adaptation is defined as isomorphism or the homogeniza-
tion of organizational form in the same field of organizations (DiMaggio and Powell,
1983). In general, institutional isomorphism states that adaptation stems either from
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concerns about political power and legitimacy (i.e. coercive isomorphism), from imitat-
ing other organizations (i.e. mimetic isomorphism), or from the homogenization of
management (i.e. normative isomorphism) (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Hence, this
approach explains adaptation mainly in terms of values and politics.

The model of institutional isomorphism looks at organizations as a dynamic mix of partici-
pants, interests, and resources. Accordingly, organizations are dominated by coalitions of
shifting interest groups which must adapt to their environment. The model focuses on an
ecological level of analysis, i.e., relating organizational functioning to the larger society.
Consequently, social and cultural values and policies are relevant factors for internal deci-
sion making (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Meyer and Rowan, 1992a; Meyer and Rowan,
1992b). In other words, “organizations experience pressure to adapt their structure and
behavior to be consistent with the institutional environment in order to ensure their legiti-
macy and, hence, their chances of survival” (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983, p. 150).

As a result, organizations are increasingly homogeneous within given domains and
increasingly organized around rituals of conformity to wider institutions. Accordingly
the environment is interpreted as organizational fields and consists of technical and
social/cultural elements. Technical environments include resources, information and
know-how, and markets. Social and cultural environments encompass values, norms
and politics of the larger society (Scott, 1992a).

We are especially interested in the role of professionals according to the institutional
isomorphism model. Professionalization is interpreted as “the collective struggle of
members of an occupation to define their working conditions and to establish a cogni-
tive base and legitimization for their occupational autonomy” (DiMaggio and Powell,
1983, p. 152). Isomorphic processes are enhanced through two aspects: the cognitive
base produced by university specialists and the growth and elaboration of professional
networks (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Both aspects have relevance for universities
(Cameron, 1984; Dooris, 1989; Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985; Rhoades, 1995; Simsek and
Louis, 1994; Tolbert, 1985).

If we focus again on the role of administration in adaptation, we can see that adminis-
trators are key players in mimetic as well as normative isomorphic processes. Given the
complex and competitive environment for universities, business-like strategies for
managing universities become more common. Administrators are responsible for devel-
oping and implementing these strategies. Through their professional networks and
associations the principles of “successful” universities are exchanged and strategies of
imitation follow. This shows that through mimetic and normative isomorphism in
today’s higher education, the importance of administration perpetuates.
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Strategic Choice

Strategic choice models of adaptation recognize the importance of environmental de-
mands and the need to find a balance or fit between the environment and the organiza-
tional structure and processes (as in contingency theory). Here the major focus lies on
the selection of strategies for managers that can modify the environment and determine
the success or failure of adaptation.

One of the first proponents of this approach, John Child (1972), based his work on the
definition of organizations as a dominant coalition of interest groups (Cyert and March,
1992; Thompson, 1967) and on the important role of management. He argues that strategic
choice made by decision makers in the dominant coalition is essential for understanding
how organizations adapt to their environments. The dominant coalition can adapt
proactively rather than merely to accommodate to uncontrollable changes. For example,
organizations can choose which environment or market to operate in, manipulate and
control their environment, choose technologies that grant them subsequent control, em-
ploy control systems to deal with large size, and perceive and reevaluate their environ-
ments in ways that enable them to adapt creatively to contingencies (Child, 1972).

According to strategic choice approaches, adaptation is an active management responsi-
bility. This has led to extensive applications in higher education starting in the 1970s
(Hearn, 1988; Peterson, 1981; Schmidtlein, 1990). Hence, adaptation is defined as strate-
gic planning (Chaffee, 1985) whereby organizational structure follows a strategy (Hardy
et al., 1983) and the environment has a technical/task character (Kotler and Murphy,
1981). The role of administration lies in managing and implementing strategies and
plans (Cameron, 1983; Chaffee, 1983; Sporn, 1996).

Universities have been subject to strategy formation and planning for more than two
decades. A major goal has been to apply business approaches to higher education and
advertise the development of skills of strategic management that help universities to
become more effective and efficient. The book by George Keller, Academic Strategy, is an
excellent example of this approach (Keller, 1983). Later authors started to work on
organizational characteristics of universities and how these influence strategic planning
(Chaffee, 1985; Chaffee, 1989; Dill, 1993a; Dill, 1994; Hearn, Clugston, and Heydinger,
1993; Keller, 1995; Peterson, 1997).

Another example of strategic choice approaches applied to higher education is
Cameron’s study of different forms of strategies of adaptation (i.e., domain defense,
domain offense, domain creation) under conditions of decline (Cameron, 1983). Given
the dynamic environment of higher education, the results may still be valid. “Although
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administrators may be required to be conservative and efficiency oriented, alternative
strategies emphasizing effectiveness and innovation must also be considered”
(Cameron, 1983, p. 377).

Recent developments in the 1990s concentrate on comprehensive “contextual” planning
models which link policy and institutional environments with planning and process
elements inside the institution to result in institutional transformation (Dill, 1997b;
Keller, 1997; Peterson, 1997; Van Vught, 1997). During this process the industry, the
institutional role, and its mission, as well as external relationships, are redefined. Aca-
demic and administrative structure and processes, and institutional culture are part of
the assessment (Peterson, 1997). We can see that with these challenges mainly adminis-
tration will be in the position to create adaptive institutions.

Resource Dependence

As in strategic choice approaches, resource dependence theory assumes an active role of
individual organizations in their struggle for survival. Again this perspective is charac-
terized by an open system framework, i.e., we cannot understand organizational struc-
ture or behavior without understanding the context within which it operates (Aldrich,
1979; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Scott, 1992b). For their survival, organizations must
engage in an exchange with the environment. The need to acquire resources creates
dependencies between organizations and external units and the scarcity of resources
determines the degree of dependency. These economic dependencies can lead to politi-
cal problems followed by political solutions (Scott, 1992b).

Resource dependence defines adaptation as strategies to reach compliance with external
constraints. Successful organizations are called effective (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).
Pfeffer and Salancik suggest two adaptive responses to compensate for dependence. On
the one hand, organizations can adapt and change to fit environmental requirements.
On the other hand, organizations can attempt to alter the environment so that it fits the
organization’s capabilities. The main contribution of resource dependence theory is the
detailed analysis of adaptation strategies. These include merging with other organiza-
tions, diversifying, coopting important others through interlocking directorates, or
engaging in political activities to influence matters such as regulations (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978).

Accordingly, organizations are viewed as active. Organizational participants— espe-
cially managers—scan the relevant environment, searching for threats and opportuni-
ties with the goal to find the most favorable and profitable solution. The selection of
customers and the terms of exchange are partly determined by the organization. Effec-
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tive managers acquire sufficient resources without creating too much dependence
(Scott, 1992b). Pfeffer and Salancik promote a form of management that includes sym-
bolic, responsive, and discretionary features (Aldrich, 1979; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).
In general, resource dependency theory interprets organizations as “capable of chang-
ing, as well as responding to, the environment” (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978, p. 83).

The environment plays a major role in resource dependence because of its effect on the
organization. As with institutional isomorphism, it is defined as the major reason for
dependence and includes a technical or task environment (e.g., resources, markets) and
an environment of interest groups and political actors (e.g., policies, values).

External funds are becoming the most critical resource for universities. An important
indicator is that most adaptation is based on a shift in the financial structure of universi-
ties. Based on resource dependence theory, authors have shown (Gumport and Pusser,
1995; Hackman, 1985; Leslie, 1995; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Rhoades, 1995; Slaughter,
1995; Tolbert, 1985) that “structure follows resources” at universities; i.e., new sources of
income make new structures to manage these dependencies necessary. As we are pro-
posing, the current environment for higher education and the restructuring initiatives
based on budget cuts in many Western countries have led to a shift in authority struc-
ture at the institutional level. Administrators become more important because they are
mainly responsible for the development and implementation of strategies that help to
reduce dependency relationships with the environment.

Network Organization

One of the more recent theories applied to organizations is the network approach
(Gerstein, 1992; Nadler, Gerstein, and Shaw, 1992; Nohria, 1992, Nohria and Eccles,
1992; Powell, 1990; Scott, 1992a). This approach helps to understand power and influ-
ence in organizations, new organizing efforts, strategic alliances, and new competitive
forces (Nohria, 1992). It mainly focuses on internal and external boundary spanning
relationships that characterize organizational functioning. Organizations are defined as
social networks and their environment consists of other organizations and relevant
groupings. Actions, attitudes, and behaviors have to be analyzed as contingent upon the
position in the network of relationships (Nohria, 1992).

Adaptation is influenced and shaped by linkages established inside and among institu-
tions. Network organizations are committed to their network partners through trust and
information sharing. Management is constrained to adapt quickly to purely economical
pressures. But with increasing environmental complexity networks can be advanta-
geous for adaptation (Dill, 1997a). The role of management is shaped by the position in
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the network and includes the establishment and maintenance of linkages or the produc-
tion and distribution of information. We can differentiate between networks among
organizations and networks within organizations.

Networks among organizations provide a structure of lateral exchange with reciprocal
lines of communication. Organizations conduct resource allocation through networks of
individuals engaged in mutually supportive actions. Because one organization is depen-
dent on the resource of another, advantages can be gained by pooling resources. These
relationships need time to be established and sustained. Networks are good for circum-
stances where there is a need for efficient reliable information and they permit the
exchange of “thick” descriptions (Powell, 1990). In conditions of uncertainty, network
structures that encourage reciprocity, trust, and long-term commitments offer the best
potential for adaptability and innovation.

Internally, network organizations differ in architecture from hierarchically designed
structures (Gerstein, 1992; Nohria and Ghoshal, 1994). Resources are not concentrated in
the center nor disbursed to basic units. Assets, knowledge, and competence are distrib-
uted throughout the institution, residing in multiple locations. Not all operating units
interact with a comparable environment nor possess the same relative resources; they
may play different roles within the organization. In developing new services or strate-
gies, some units lead while others play a supportive role. Integration is facilitated
through shared values, common standards, extensive horizontal communication, and
socialization. Some structures, such as project groups and teams are only temporary.
Network organizations depend on strong but flexible planning and budgeting systems,
and common incentives (Dill and Sporn, 1995b).

Academic institutions can experiment with network organizational structures to solve
the problem of dynamically changing environments (Dill, 1997a; Dill and Sporn, 1995b).
Traditionally, the university’s capacity to innovate and adapt was built upon the formal
network structure of the disciplines and professions, as well as the informal networks of
academic work. Complex environmental demands upon the university at the end of the
century require structural innovation at the overall university level. Here the traditional
forms of academic networks need to be integrated and used as a comparative advantage
for adaptation. To achieve this goal administration has to coordinate highly differenti-
ated academic institutions, information technology, organizational structure, and man-
agement through, e.g., mission statements.

 Based on this line of reasoning, we would expect network forms of academic institu-
tions to proliferate. As cases have shown, the major motivation can be seen in the in-
creased need of know-how, and the demand for speed and trust. Powell (1990) found
the following comparative advantages of networks in his case studies:
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• Cooperation can be sustained over the long run as an effective arrangement.

• Networks create incentives for learning and the dissemination of information, thus
allowing ideas to be translated into action quickly.

• The open-ended quality of networks is useful when resources are variable and the
environment uncertain.

• Networks offer a highly feasible means of utilizing and enhancing tacit knowledge
and technological innovation.

We can use the network approach to analyze how universities can make more use of
their qualities as professional or collegial networks. Additionally, the approach explains
how management plays a critical role in mediating lateral and horizontal communica-
tion patterns. Since overall university integration and management instruments are
becoming more important, administrators rise to the new key players in the network.
Through their internal and external linkages with essential constituencies, the power of
their position increases.

THE EXPANDING ROLE OF ADMINISTRATION

Based on this review of relevant theoretical models of adaptation, we turn now to the
discussion of the expanded role of administration. At the close of this century, there is
an increased awareness and urgency about managing the environmental demands for
higher education. At the same time, a prominent part of this discourse is a demand for
the management of higher education to become leaner, more efficient, and more ac-
countable. This creates an apparent paradox: essentially a demand to do more with less.
Our interpretation is that this paradox is reconciled by changing the role of administra-
tion, by expanding the domain of administrative authority.

As prescriptions for management reform abound, both implicitly and explicitly in the
relevant organizational approaches reviewed above, we think the expanded role for
administration may be understood as a consequence of three distinct yet interdepen-
dent dynamics. They are as follows: (1) resource dependence that is primarily motivated
by organizational survival, (2) institutional isomorphism that is motivated by legitimacy
concerns, and (3) professional authority that is motivated by a struggle for control of the
institutional enterprise. These three dynamics form imperatives to manage resources,
sustain legitimacy, and ensure their own professional authority.
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We identify these three converging dynamics as a conceptual scaffolding that generates
propositions which may be examined in future research. It is interesting to note that
data on change and expansion of higher education administration are scarce, even for
something as basic as documenting the growth of administration in size and role across
national settings. It is our hope that this thesis will break new ground for prompting
empirical studies of how contemporary demands for management reform may have far
reaching consequences for the changing organization of academic work.

Managing Resource Relationships

Building on our review of resource dependence theory in higher education, the admin-
istration may be seen as an active agent positioning the university in a struggle for
survival. Focusing on an uncertain and turbulent environmental context, on which the
organization is necessarily dependent for resources, the administration could spend all
of its resources in the service of scanning, forecasting, and repositioning itself within a
changing environment. The primary motivation is for the organization to survive.

From this perspective, three challenges are most prominent: staying attuned to changes
in resource dependencies; meeting expectations for compliance with environmental
demands; and cultivating alternative resources to reduce existing dependencies. The
imperative to manage these challenges provides a compelling rationale for expanded
administrative roles. For survival, organizations and the agents who act on their behalf
must attend to all three dimensions.

First, administrators in universities are prepared to elaborate their structures to stay
attuned to changes in their resources. As primary examples of this focus of attention,
public university officials give ongoing attention to forecasting enrollment changes,
shifts in state appropriations, and how such changes are handled by their peer institu-
tions that are competitors. It is essential to note that administrators must stay attuned to
multiple environments, with primary attention paid to those resources on which the
organization has had the greatest dependence.

Second, a key ongoing function of the administration is to ensure compliance with
demands. There are various mechanisms in place for ensuring and then demonstrating
that an academic organization is in compliance, some of which are expensive for the
organization. Health and safety regulations abound, for example, as both public and
private universities often attest. As new layers of expectations for reporting are relevant
for universities, satisfactory compliance with these requirements is often tied to state
and national funding (e.g., national funds for student financial aid, state general fund
appropriations for institutions, etc.). And increasingly, additional layers of expectations
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have been identified for public higher education and tied to funding that is essential to
organizational survival. These initiatives range from demonstrating faculty workload to
assessment of student learning outcomes.

Third, and extremely visible in the contemporary era, is the cultivation of new resources
to reduce existing dependencies. For public colleges and universities, this takes the
primary form of devising strategies that will generate revenue for the organization—
whether it be seeking out new student markets, new sources for research funding, or
cultivating new sources of private gifts. (The latter used to be called “development”
activities, and is now commonly known as “institutional advancement.”) The cultiva-
tion of a plurality of resources to reduce existing dependencies has long been seen a
prudent cost for organizations, but has gained greater currency for public higher educa-
tion in the contemporary era where primary dependence on funding from the state
seems imprudent given fluctuations.

Across these dimensions, the common thread is that administrators and their staff of
subordinates are responsible for maintaining the organization’s exchange relationships
and the ongoing transactions with its environments. Whether the administration func-
tions as a bridge or a buffer, the main role is to manage these dependencies for the
organization’s very survival. From this perspective, in the best of all possible worlds,
this role for administration would be welcomed by faculty, who would see their own
functions primarily at the core of the organization—to teach and do research. In this
way, the administration buffers the faculty by themselves performing key adaptive
responses to threats and opportunities.

However, the management of resource dependencies in practice is more complex, as
resource strategies ripple through the organization rather than being contained at one
level or in one part of the organization. For example, the cultivation of revenue-generat-
ing strategies may involve programmatic changes that faculty may not support due to
commitments that lie in educational criteria or values that run contrary to cost-effective-
ness principles. Potential strain may also emerge within the organization, if faculty
suggest the administration has cast environmental factors in an overly deterministic
and disproportionately influential role. In the United States in the contemporary era, we
see examples of this in Virginia where a legislative restructuring mandate tied to state
funding was initially met with faculty resistance; it is important to note that adequate
campus responses to the mandated change ultimately did occur in the requisite time
frame (Gumport and Pusser, 1999, this volume). These examples point to a key premise
in the resource dependence perspective—that administrators can speak for and act for
the organization as a whole in repositioning it within resource dependencies. If admin-
istrators have the responsibility to manage according to this premise, the path to organi-
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zational survival becomes more assured if administrators have ongoing access to infor-
mation about the changing resources and have the ability to alter the strategies of the
organization to respond to those changes.

Sustaining Institutional Legitimacy

Adaptation to environmental demands becomes even more complex when we focus on
the organization’s principle nonfinancial resource—its legitimacy. The key concern
raised from the above section on resource dependence is twofold: Can the organization
respond to whatever is demanded in order to survive? And how to reconcile conflicting
demands. Implicit in this approach is a significant question: not only whether or not the
organization can respond, but also whether it even should respond to demands.

Drawing on institutional isomorphism theory, we see university administrators as key
players in mimetic as well as normative isomorphic processes. In the current climate,
university administrators develop and implement business-like strategies in order to
show that they are responsive to demands for management reform. Even a symbolic act
can be sufficient to signal the organization’s responsiveness and thus to accrue legitimacy.
From this perspective, the primary motivation is to act for the organization to ensure that
it will be seen as legitimate. Failure to do so may leave the organization vulnerable to
judgments that it is not legitimate thus threatening its niche and its very survival.

At the core of this dynamic is a concern with organizational purpose. For universities
this translates into mission, a broad notion of organizational goals that has proven to be
exceedingly malleable over time. As Gumport and Pusser (1995) have suggested, in
times of expansion, administrators have used mission as a stand-in for policy; while in
times of contraction mission is less effective for helping administrators determine
among the array of possible priorities (Dill, 1997b).

In the current climate, it is critical to ask not only whether the organization can adapt to
whatever is demanded, but whether it should respond to what is demanded—for it is
not clear if an entirely different kind of organization may result.

For example, consider a situation in which both a local community college and a liberal
arts college are facing demands to offer more vocationally oriented programs, including
electronic access through expanded distance learning programs. It is prudent for the
community college to do so, given that those community colleges nationwide which are
perceived to be cutting edge are doing precisely that and advertising through relevant
media that can enthusiastically accommodate these demands. For the selective liberal
arts college, however, the path is not clear. While some liberal arts colleges may come to
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add some vocationally oriented programs, the bulk of the academic program cannot
shift too far afield from its liberal education mission. In fact, the institutional unwilling-
ness to offer such programs may earn it greater legitimacy within a smaller elite niche
for holding steadfast to its commitment to distinctive values in its mission. In this situa-
tion, it would be prudent to see what its peer institutions are doing, and even better if it
can determine what the most successful liberal arts colleges are doing to respond to
such demands7.

Giving the primary attention to garnering and sustaining organizational legitimacy, this
perspective sheds light on the possibility that changing environments may be constituted
of conflicting demands. It is not that demands are inherently in conflict, but that the
pursuit of them at the same time would call for strategies that are contradictory, or at
cross-purposes. A classic illustration of contradictory demands is the demand on public
universities to simultaneously reduce or contain costs, improve teaching and learning,
become technologically current, and expand access. The demand to reduce or cut costs
can be achieved in several ways, for example streamlining, budget discipline, elimination
of programs that are not cost-effective, not investing in risky or expensive ventures, and
trying to achieve economies of scale. Improvement of teaching and learning may be
achieved by reducing the class size or providing more faculty attention to individual
students, obtaining better state of the art equipment, and enhancing the learning environ-
ments to overcome various barriers. Similarly, upgrading technology may entail major
overhauls of the institutional infrastructure and access to information systems in addition
to providing students and faculty with state of the art equipment and training to use it.
Finally, expanding access may involve admitting students who are under-prepared aca-
demically and thus would require expansion of extensive remedial programs across
subject matters. Accomplishing any one of these four would be an outstanding feat, and
any two in a resource-constrained environment unlikely. The planning dilemma for the
organization is to determine which demands are the highest priority.

A compelling rationale for the management of these challenges positions the administra-
tors in the central mediating role of determining the potential costs and benefits of any
course of action (or nonaction) for the organization’s legitimacy. In the absence of faculty
involvement, administrators who occupy the most visible leadership roles in the univer-
sity function as interpreters for the rest of the organization. In this capacity, they address
such key concerns as: Who are the constituencies from whom the organization is seeking
legitimacy? What are successful peer institutions doing to manage contradictory de-
mands? Can some demands be responded to symbolically and superficially or minimally,
as in a “satisficing” mode? What are the consequences for how the organization will be
viewed vis-à-vis mission? Attending to these concerns, administrators can both symboli-
cally manage the image of the organization to those in the environment and internally to
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organizational members as well as to the governing board. While it is unlikely that ad-
ministrators can create a dissonance-free organization, their efforts on these dimensions
can have powerful results for securing a sense of organizational identity as the organiza-
tion navigates through times of environ-mental uncertainty and turbulence.

Expanding Professional Authority

While the management of resource relationships and sustaining legitimacy illuminates
some of the dynamics underlying the major role of administration in the organization’s
response to changing environments, the two perspectives have a key premise that
warrants careful scrutiny—that administrators are appropriately and effectively posi-
tioned to act for the organization. This premise is of course questionable: whether ad-
ministrators should not only be acting as spokespersons for the institution, but whether
they should—and even can—reposition the organization amidst changing environ-
ments. While the management of resource dependence and legitimacy provides a com-
pelling post-hoc rationale for expanded administrative activities, an additional gover-
nance8 dynamic is undergoing transformation within the organization. Administrators
position themselves in an expanded role as managers having authority over a broader
domain of organizational decision making as well as in representing the organization’s
purposes and priorities to the environment. Drawing on literature from the sociology of
professions and selected higher education scholars, we interpret this dynamic as a shift
in the authority structure within academic organizations, that entails a narrowing of the
domain of faculty’s professional authority. Even though prescriptions for management
reform entail such an expanded authority of the administrative domain, we suggest that
this transformation is problematic in terms of appropriateness and effectiveness.

Within academic organizations, the basic structure of authority has been characterized
as a combination of administrative and professional authority (Etzioni, 1964). Adminis-
trative authority is based in the responsibilities of the position that resides in a bureau-
cratic hierarchy, while professional authority is based in expert knowledge of individu-
als with accountability assured through self-regulation (Larson, 1977; Freidson, 1970,
1986, 1994). According to Etzioni (1964), in academic organizations, administrators are
to offer advice about economic and organizational implications of various activities
undertaken by professionals, but the professionals themselves and their decision-mak-
ing bodies have the responsibility for the academic domain, on matters related to the
core activities of teaching and research. Stated somewhat more as an admonishment to
administrators’ awareness of limits on their authority, Duryea (1962, p. 43) explained
the ideal as follows: “In exercising authority, the administrator should stress collabora-
tive effort, especially in his relations with professional personnel. He serves as a leader
among scholars rather than an executive over employees.” Thus, the ensuing locus of
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authority in academic organizations has been characterized as diffuse, with decisions
made at several levels with little central steering, oversight and sanctions (Hearn, 1988).
A domain of shared authority has long been acknowledged, stressing the mutual inter-
dependence of faculty and administration and the ideal of working on a joint endeavor
in matters of that entail an intermingling of academic and fiscal concerns (Mortimer and
McConnell, 1978). However, as Abbott (1988) notes, disputes over claims of jurisdiction
are significant aspects of the social relations of professionals, both for the dynamics
internal to the organization and for relations with external audiences.

Work on governance and strategy formation in higher education institutions (Cameron,
1984; Chaffee, 1985; Chaffee, 1989; Hardy et al, 1983; Peterson, 1981) shows how deci-
sions at colleges and universities can be distinguished between administrative fiat,
professional judgment, and collective choice (Hardy et al, 1983). While administrators
and professionals only dominate certain areas (e.g. teaching and research; support
services) of decision making, decisions based on collective choice often pertain to issues
of the overall institution. These situations of collective choice are characterized by
interactive processes which have the potential of creating consistencies through formal
procedure and implicit habit, leading to (more or less) planned strategies based on
consensus (Hardy et al, 1983). Ideally, decision making through collective choice would
even compensate for shifting authority structures within academic institutions.

Over time, as academic organizations have become larger, with more complex and
elaborated structures, there has been a growth of administrative expenditures and
positions (Blau, 1994; Clark, 1993; Gumport and Pusser, 1995). With the increased vis-
ibility of administrators on campuses, they have developed their own specialized
knowledge for running the organization. At the same time, administrators at several
levels of the organization have also established professional identities through formal
associations (e.g., AAU, SCUP, AIR, NASPA, NACAC—some of which have their own
statements of “professional standards” for planners, institutional researchers, student
personnel administrators, and college admissions counselors) and informal groups (e.g.
ad hoc meetings of provosts from peer institutions). Observers of contemporary higher
education have also acknowledged that there are different authority patterns by institu-
tional type, with elite institutions retaining a larger domain of faculty authority than
community colleges (Clark, 1983; Ruscio, 1987; Dill and Helm, 1988).

Based on Freidson (1986), the emergence of the administrative class could be seen as a
new professional category. From this perspective, administrators and faculty compete
for control over the enterprise and for resources within it. Evidence that substantiates
the plausibility of this hypothesis can be found in Rhoades (1998), which identifies a
new class of managerial professionals, middle management administrators who have
expanded control over faculty.
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In practice, the combination of shared authority principles has not been without strain,
especially given the politics of scarce resources (Hearn, 1988; Gumport, 1993). Even
since the 1960s, when division of academic labor in universities gave faculty increased
jurisdiction over academic matters and administrators the responsibility to coordinate
the means of the major activities carried out by the professionals, over the past several
decades there has been a move away from democratic faculty participation to strategic
policymaking (Keller, 1983; Dill and Helm, 1988). Managerial prescriptions have posi-
tioned administrators as experts wielding tools of forecasting, cost-benefit analyses, and
modeling techniques facilitated by access to technology that enables careful scrutiny of
centralized data. The expansion of administrative authority has been facilitated by
declaration of a crisis, in which longer range academic governance procedures could be
bypassed in favor of swift centralized decision making (Hearn, 1988; Gumport, 1993).

Observers of academic organizations have also noted the emergence of a new type of
decision-making body constituted by ad hoc committees (Keller, 1983; Schuster et al,
1994). Harkening back to the ideal of joint endeavor, such a big decision committee can
engage in deliberations about long range planning. Constituted by representatives from
administration, faculty, and students, this type of committee has been proposed as a
structural and process solution that is capable of reconciling inherent tensions within
planning and governance (Schuster et al, 1994).

However, in spite of the emergence of such ad hoc committees, there is also an emerg-
ing concern about an underlying shift in the organization of academic work. This criti-
cal concern falls under the general category of “the politics of professional work”
(Rhoades, 1998). It is compatible with related critical analyses of “managerialism”
(Enteman, 1993) and “the emergence of technocracy,” a term that is intended to replace
the simple bureaucracy-professionalism dualism that has been used to characterize
academic organizations (Heydebrand, 1990). Building on the historical argument that
universities have become more entrepreneurial through increased academic capitalism,
scholars have proposed that so too universities have become more managerial in their
governance and the division of labor (Rhoades and Slaughter, 1997). In particular,
Rhoades (1998) has proposed that faculty have become “managed professionals,” while
middle-level administrators have become “managerial professionals.”

A key rationale for this shift in authority has been the need for managerial flexibility
and a concomitant need for discretion to make centralized resource allocation decisions.
The consequences for the organization are all-important, as such decisions determine
where and how the organization will invest its resources. The reach of such expanded
administrative authority ranges from selecting among organizational priorities to deter-
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mining the academic workforce and its characteristics (i.e., full-time vs. part-time,
courseload, etc.). Central to this argument is the proposition that such authority shifts
and ensuing structural consequences should not necessarily be predetermined by envi-
ronmental conditions. As Rhoades and Slaughter (1997, p. 33) argue: “The structural
patterns we describe are not just inexorable external developments to which colleges
and universities are subject and doomed.…The academy itself daily enacts and ex-
presses social relations of capitalism and heightened managerial control grounded in a
neo-conservative discourse.”

Implicit in these accounts is a contest over control over the enterprise and calling into
question the presumption that managerialism is a natural academic adaptation. The
main issues with regard to administrators acting for the organization are appropriate-
ness and effectiveness. Who should appropriately determine organizational priorities
and purposes? Administrators, faculty, or governing boards chartered with the overall
responsibility for the institution? Should participative forms of decision making be
preserved in spite of their inefficiency? Moreover, in an era where there is already an
increased proportion of part-time faculty (Rhoades, 1996 and forthcoming), there is
critical concern that traditional forms of faculty governance are de facto rendered inef-
fective. Are administrators effective at making decisions as to which academic programs
and positions should be privileged in the name of selective excellence? As far as man-
agement of academic work, there are similar questions as to whether administrators
should and can effectively manage faculty. While there has been considerable discussion
of the potential for administrative incentives and sanctions to increase faculty produc-
tivity (Massy, 1996; Massy and Zemsky, 1994), there has been little discussion of
whether such incentives and sanctions are appropriate. Recently, there has been emerg-
ing concern over the effect on faculty morale of performance-based initiatives
(Gumport, 1997) as well as no-tenure contracts (Bess, 1998), that such institutional
initiatives may be detrimental to the academic workplace.

Nonetheless, the climate of accountability is an ongoing pressure wherein administra-
tors are asked to speak for their institutions and to respond to their governing boards
and external constituencies. In this context, we find it revealing that the accountability
discourse at the state level scapegoats faculty and asks for scrutiny of faculty workload
and productivity more often than it does for administrators themselves. However,
before concluding that administrators have become well-established as their own self-
regulating professional interest group, it is essential to note a critical undercurrent that
ranges from allegations of excessive expenditures to administrative incompetence
(Gilley, 1997). Perhaps the lesson to be taken from the current climate is that no profes-
sional group—whether aspiring or long-established—is immune to criticism.
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When examining the domain of professional authority, these concepts warrant further
attention as well as empirical study. There are few empirical studies that have begun to
document how contemporary demands for management reform may have far reaching
consequences for the organization of academic work (the primary exception being
Rhoades, 1998). Work that examines shifts in the structure of authority for academic
organizations will be important for all stakeholders in the enterprise. For in all likeli-
hood, the social division of labor in academic organizations will continue to be differen-
tiated, elaborated, and contested. A number of unexplored themes need attention,
including examining changes in the labor process (skilling and deskilling of academic
workers), the ownership of academic work (the products of teaching as well as re-
search), the role of gender, race and class, as well as concomitant changes in the distri-
bution of power and autonomy.

Obviously, the contemporary academic organization is more complex than the charac-
terization of a blend of professional and bureaucratic authority. It is essential to note
that there is a long history of exhortations of the evils of bureaucracy in academic orga-
nizations and the potential for administrative mentalities to be detrimental to scholar-
ship (Blau, 1994). In the context of the research for this chapter, we think it essential to
note that administrators play a vital role in mediating a wide range of changing envi-
ronmental demands. These are difficult positions that many academics would find
unattractive, even distasteful. At the same time, however, we think the de facto expan-
sion of the jurisdiction of administrative authority may have devastating educational
consequences. While we are not arguing for decentralization of all decisions related to
academic affairs, we are advocates of the valuable substantive role faculty must play in
determining how to reposition the present and future course of academic organizations.
Our sense is that the competing interests in these decisions need to be made more ex-
plicit, so that they can be carefully weighed, negotiated, and then implemented by the
organization. As it stands, without acknowledging that there are competing interests
alongside a struggle for control of the enterprise, attempts at wholesale management
reform may further polarize the members of the organization and result in professional
discord that is detrimental to the university’s viability in the next century.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we have suggested that prescriptions for institutional adaptation to
changing environments, either implicitly or explicitly, call for an expanded role of
administration. Whether administrators are viewed as managers of the organization’s
resource dependencies, interpreters and promoters of the organization’s actions as
legitimate, the domain for administrative authority has expanded. Of course, this is not
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a fait accompli. And prescriptions for expanded administrative authority are not to be
equated with actual expansion of administrative control. Furthermore, expanded ad-
ministrative control of the institutional enterprise does not necessarily entail appropri-
ate or effective control of the academic enterprise. Thus, we advocate proceeding with
caution and identifying the conceptual possibilities and propositions that may or may
not be borne out in data.

Based on our analysis, we would argue that successful processes and structures for
adaptation can only be implemented through joint activities of administration and
faculty. As we see it now, danger emerges that the expansion of administration leads to
counterproductive forces, i.e., splitting the academy and impeding adaptation. Through
more involvement, decentralization, and networks which give back power and respect
to professionals, the desired outcomes of organizational effectiveness and efficiency of
the university would follow. We suggest further research on these structures and pro-
cesses, as no detailed data exist and the results would aid university practice. In our
chapter we concentrated on the dynamics of administrative expansion as adaptation,
but further conceptual and empirical work on this topic is needed.

Much empirical work is yet to be done. We would like to see studies that document the
growth of administration and administrative expenditures across types of institutions and
across national settings. We would also like to see research that examines the emergence
and the changing role of administration, including differences in types of administrative
positions vertically in the hierarchy (provost, finance offices, deans) and horizontally with
respect to different functions (student affairs, faculty affairs, government affairs). It is our
hope that this thesis will break new ground for prompting empirical studies of how
contemporary demands for management reform have far reaching consequences for the
organization of academic work and ultimately for the organization itself.
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Endnotes

1. Examples of corporate partnerships and strategic alliances on the Internet:
Corporate relations at the University of Michigan: http://www.corporaterelations.umich.edu/
Worldwide locations of Webster University: http://www.webster.edu/worldwide_locations.html
International MBA at Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration:

http://www.wu-wien.ac.at/inst/imba/
International Management Institute of Universita Bocconi, Italy, in St. Petersburg, Russia:

http://www.sda.uni-bocconi.it/pi/imisp.html

2. Examples of distance education and virtual universities on the Internet:
The Open University, UK: http://www.open.ac.uk/
The Virtual University, European Union: http://136.201.8.7/vuniv/ERAShome.htm
The Western Governor’s University: http://www.westgov.org/smart/vu/vu.html

3. Examples of an open information policy on the Internet:
Reengineering at MIT: http://web.mit.edu/reeng/www/
Committee structure and decisions at Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration:
http://www.wu-wien.ac.at:/englhome.html

4. Quality Support Centre at the Open University, UK: http://www.open.ac.uk/OU/Admin.html

5. Ministry of Science and Research, Austria: http://www.bmwf.gv.at/3unisys/12evalu.htm
Ministry of Science and Research, Germany: http://www.bmbf.de/inhalt.htm

6. The Baldrige Award: http://www.quality.nist.gov/docs/97_crit/award.htm

7. Research by Zammuto (1984) revealed that the proportion of professional/vocational majors graduat-
ing from nonselective liberal arts colleges had skyrocketed. As a result the Carnegie Classification has
changed their category of “Liberal Arts Colleges” to “Baccalaureate Colleges.” Also, Cameron’s (1983)
framework of alternative strategies of adaptation, i.e., domain defense, domain offense, domain
creation, can help to explain different strategic choices.

8. As defined by Balderston (1995, p. 55), governance “refers to the distribution of authority and functions
among the units within a larger entity, the modes of communication and control among them, and the
conduct of relationships between the entity and the surrounding environment.”



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 40

References

Abbott, A. (1988). The System of Professions: an Essay on the Division of Expert Labor.  Chi-
cago and London: University of Chicago Press.

Aldrich, H. (1979). Organizations and Environments. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Argyris, C. (1982). How learning and reasoning processes affect organizational change.
In P. S. Goodman (ed.), Change in Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C. (1994). On Organizational Learning. Oxford: Blackwell.

Argyris, C., and Schön, D. (1974). Organizational Learning. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Balderston, F. E. (1995). Managing Today’s University: Strategies for Viability, Change, and
Excellence. Second Edition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Baldridge, J. V. (1983). Organizational characteristics of colleges and universities. In J. V.
Baldridge and T. Deal (eds.), The Dynamics of Organizational Change in Education.
Berkeley: McCutchan.

Baldridge, J. V., Curtis, D. V., Ecker, G. P., and Riley, G. L. (1977). Alternative models of
governance in higher education. In G. L. Riley and J. V. Baldridge (eds.), Governing
Academic Organizations. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan.

Baldridge, J. V., and Deal, T. E. (1983). The basics of change in educational organizations.
In J. V. Baldridge, T. E. Deal, and C. Ingols (eds.), The Dynamics of Organizational
Change in Education. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan.

Barrow, C. W. (1993). Will the fiscal crisis force higher ed to restructure? Thought and
Action: 7-24.

Becher, T., and Kogan, M. (1992). Process and Structure in Higher Education. Second Edi-
tion. London: Routledge.

Berdahl, R., and McConnell, T. R. (1994). Autonomy and accountability: Some funda-
mental issues. In P. Altbach, R. Berdahl, and P. Gumport (eds.), Higher Education in
American Society. Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 41

Berdahl, R. O., and Millett, J. D. (1991). Autonomy and accountability in United States
higher education. In G. Neave and F. A. Van Vught (eds.), Prometheus Bound: The
Changing Relationship between Government and Higher Education in Western Europe.
Oxford: Pergamon.

Bergmann, B. R. (1991). Bloated administration, blighted campuses. Academe November-
December: 12-15.

Bess, J. (1998). Contract systems, bureaucracies, and faculty motivation: The probable
effects of a no-tenure policy. Journal of Higher Education. 69 (1) January/February: 1-22.

Birnbaum, R. (1989). How Colleges Work: The Cybernetics of Academic Organization and
Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Birnbaum, R. (1992). How Academic Leadership Works: Understanding Success and  Failure
in the College Presidency. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Blau, P. M. (1994). The Organization of Academic Work. Second edition. New Brunswick:
Transaction Publishers.

Burns, G. P. (ed.). (1962). Administrators in Higher Education: Their Functions and Coordina-
tion. New York: Harper and Row.

Burns, T., and Stalker, G. M. (1961). The Management of Innovation. London: Tavistock.

Cameron, K. (1983). Strategic responses to conditions of decline: Higher education and
the private sector. Journal of Higher Education 54(4): 359-380.

Cameron, K. (1984). Organizational adaptation and higher education. Journal of Higher
Education 55(2), 122-144.

Cameron, K., and Tschirhart, M. (1992). Postindustrial environments and organizational
effectiveness in colleges and universities. Journal of Higher Education 63(1): 87-108.

Cameron, K., and Whetten, D. (1996). Organizational effectiveness and quality: The
second generation. In J. Smart (ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Re-
search. Volume XI. New York: Agathon.

Cameron, K. S., and Quinn, R. E. (1983). The field of organizational development. In R.
E. Quinn and K. S. Cameron (eds.), Classics in Organization Development. Oak Park,
Ill.: Moore Publishing.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 42

Chaffee, E. E. (1983). Three models of strategy. Academy of Management Review 10(1), 89-98.

Chaffee, E. E. (1985). The concept of strategy: From business to higher education. In J. Smart
(ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research. Volume I. New York: Agathon.

Chaffee, E. E. (1989). Strategy and Effectiveness in systems of higher education. In J.
Smart (ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research. Volume V. New York:
Agathon.

Child, J. (1972). Organizational structure, environment and performance: The role of
strategic choice. Sociology 6: 1-22.

Chronicle of Higher Education. (1997, August 29). Almanac, pp. 24, 26.

Clark, B. R. (1983). The Higher Education System: Academic Organization in Cross-national
Perspective. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Clark, B. R. (1993). The problem of complexity in modern higher education. In S.
Rothblatt and B. Wittrock (eds.), The European and American University Since 1800.
Cam-bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Clark, B. R. (1995). Complexity and differentiation: The deepening problem of integra-
tion. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging Patterns of Social Demand and Univer-
sity Reform: Through a Glass Darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

Clark, B. R. (1996a). Case studies of innovative universities: A progress report. Tertiary
Education and Management 2(1): 52-61.

Clark, B. R. (1996b). Leadership and innovation in universities: From theory to practice.
Tertiary Education And Management 1(1): 7-11.

Clark, B. R. (1996c). Substantive growth and innovative organization: New categories
for higher education research. Higher Education 32: 417-430.

Clark, B. R. (1998). Creating Entrepreneurial Universities: Organizational Pathways of Trans-
formation. Oxford: Pergamon.

Cohen, M. D., and March, J. G. (1974). Leadership and Ambiguity: The American College
President. second edition. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Conrad, C. F. (1978). A grounded theory of academic change. Sociology of Education 51: 101-112.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 43

Cyert, R. M., and March, J. G. (1992). A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. second edition.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

De Boer, H., and Goedegebuure, L. (1995). Decision-making in higher education—a
comparative perspective. Australian Universities’ Review 1: 41-47.

Dill, D. D. (1992a). Academic administration. In B. R. Clark and G. R. Neave (eds.), The
Encyclopedia of Higher Education. Volume 2. Oxford: Pergamon.

Dill, D. D. (1992b). Organization and administration of higher education. In M. C. Alkin,
M. Linden, J. Noel, and K. Ray (eds.), Encyclopedia of Educational Research. Volume 3.
New York: Macmillan.

Dill, D. D. (1993a). Implementing a planning process: A problem in organizational
design. Paper presented at Society for College and University Planning, Minneapo-
lis, Minnesota, July 1993.

Dill, D. D. (1993b). Quality by design: Toward a framework for quality management in
higher education. In J. Smart (ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research.
Volume VIII. New York: Agathon.

Dill, D. D. (1994). Rethinking the planning process. Planning for Higher Education 22(2): 8-13.

Dill, D. D. (1997a). Effects of competition on diverse institutional contexts. In M. W.
Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Changing
Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Dill, D. D. (1997b). Focusing institutional mission to provide coherence and integration.
In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a
Changing Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Dill, D. D., and Friedman, C. P. (1979). An analysis of frameworks for research on inno-
vation and change in higher education. Review of Education Research 49(3): 411-435.

Dill, D. D., and Helm, K.P. (1988) Faculty participation in strategic policy making. In J.
Smart (ed.), Higher education: Handbook of theory and research. Volume IV. New York:
Agathon.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 44

Dill, D. D., and Sporn, B. (1995a). The implications of a postindustrial environment for
the university: An introduction. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging Patterns of
Social Demand and University Reform: Through a Glass Darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

Dill, D. D., and Sporn, B. (1995b). University 2001: What will the university of the
twenty-first century look like? In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging Patterns of
social demand and University Reform: Through a glass darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

DiMaggio, P. J., and Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomor-
phism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review
48: 147-160.

Dooris, M. J. (1989). Organizational adaptation and the commercialization of research
universities. Planning for Higher Education 17(3): 21-31.

Drucker, P. F. (1997). The future that has already happened. Harvard Business Review
September-October: 20-24.

Duryea, E. D. (1962). The theory and practice of administration. In G. P. Burns (ed.),
Administrators in Higher Education. New York: Harper and Row.

Enteman, W. (1993). Managerialism: The Emergence of a New Ideology. Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press.

Etzioni, A. (1964). Administrative and Professional Authority. In A. Etzioni, Modern
Organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Ewell, P. T. (1991). Assessment and public accountability: Back to the future. Change
23(6): 12-17.

Ewell, P. T. (1997). Strengthening assessment for academic quality improvement. In M.
W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Chang-
ing Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Freidson, E. (1970). Profession of Medicine: A Study of the Sociology of Applied Knowledge.
New York, NY: Harper and Row.

Freidson, E. (1986). Professional Powers: A Study of the Institutionalization of Formal Knowl-
edge. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 45

Freidson, E. (1994). Professionalism Reborn: Theory, Prophecy and Policy. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

Galbraith, J. R. (1977). Organization Design. Reading, MA.: Addison-Wesley.

Gellert, C. (1993a). Introduction: Changing patterns in European higher education. In C.
Gellert (ed.), Higher Education in Europe. London: Jessica Kingsley.

Gellert, C. (1993b). Structures and functional differentiation—Remarks on changing
paradigms of tertiary education in Europe. In C. Gellert (ed.), Higher Education in
Europe. London: Jessica Kingsley.

Gerstein, M. S. (1992). From machine bureaucracies to networked organizations: An
architectural journey. In D. A. Nadler, M. S. Gerstein, and R. B. Shaw (eds.), Organi-
zational Architecture: Designs for Changing Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gibbons, M. (1995). The university as an instrument for the development of science and
basic research: The implications of mode 2 science. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.),
Emerging patterns of Social Demand and University Reform: Through a Glass Darkly.
Oxford: Pergamon.

Gilley, J. W. (1997). Governors versus college presidents: Who leads?. in L. Goodchild, C.
Lovell, E. Hines, and J. Gill. (eds.) Public Policy and Higher Education. ASHE Reader
Series. Needham Heights, MA: Simon and Schuster Publishing.

Goldstein, H., Maier, G., and Luger, M. (1995). The university as an instrument for
economic and business development: U.S. and European comparisons. In D. D. Dill
and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging patterns of Social Demand and University Reform: Through
a Glass Darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

Goldstein, H. A., and Luger, M. I. (1997). Assisting economic and business development.
In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a
Changing Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Goodman, P. S., and Kurke, L. B. (1982). Studies of change in organizations: A status report.
In P. S. Goodman (ed.), Change in Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. Green, K. C.,
and Gilbert, S. W. (1995). Great expectations: Content, communications, productivity,
and the role of information technology in higher education. Change 27(2): 8-18.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 46

Gumport, P., and Pusser, B. (1995). A case of bureaucratic accretion: Context and conse-
quences. Journal of Higher Education 66(5): 493-520.

Gumport, P., and Pusser, B. (1997). Restructuring the academic environment. In M. W.
Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Changing
Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Gumport, P. and Pusser, B. (1999). University restructuring: The role of economic and
political forces. In J. Smart (ed.) Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research,
Vol. XIV. New York: Agathon.

Gumport, P. J. (1993). The contested terrain of academic program reduction. Journal of
Higher Education 64(3): 283-311.

Gumport, P. J., and Chun, M. (1999). Technology and higher education. In P. Altbach, R.
Berdahl, and P. J. Gumport (eds.), American Higher Education in the 21st Century:
Social, Political and Economic Challenges. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Guskin, A. E. (1994a). Reducing student costs and enhancing student learning: The
university challenge of the 1990s. Part I: Restructuring the administration. Change
26(4):  23-29.

Guskin, A. E. (1994b). Reducing student costs and enhancing student learning: The univer-
sity challenge of the 1990s. Part II: Restructuring the role of faculty. Change 26(5): 16-25.

Hackman, J. (1985). Power and centrality in the allocation of resources in colleges and
universities. Administrative Science Quarterly 30: 61-77.

Hannan, M. T., and Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of organization. Ameri-
can Journal of Sociology 82(5): 929-964.

Hannan, M. T., and Freeman, J. (1989). Organizational Ecology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Hardy, C. (1990). “Hard” decisions and “tough” choices: The business approach to
university decline. Higher Education 20: 301-321.

Hardy, C., Langley, A., Mintzberg, H., and Rose, J. (1983). Strategy formation in the
university setting. Review of Higher Education 6(4): 407-433.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 47

Hartle, T. W., and Galloway, F. J. (1997). Federal guidance for a changing national agenda.
In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a
Changing Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hearn, J. C. (1988). Strategy and resources: Economic issues in strategic planning and
management in higher education. In J. Smart (ed.), Higher education: Handbook of
Theory and Research. Volume IV. New York: Agathon.

Hearn, J. C. (1996). Transforming U.S. higher education: An organizational perspective.
Innovative Higher Education 21(2): 141-154.

Hearn, J. C., Clugston, R. M., and Heydinger, R. B. (1993). Five years of strategic
environ-mental assessment efforts at a research university: A case study of an orga-
nizational innovation. Innovative Higher Education 18(1): 7-36.

Hedberg, B. L. T., Nystrom, P. C., and Starbuck, W. H. (1976). Camping on seesaws: Pre-
scriptions for a self-designing organization. Administrative Science Quarterly 21: 41-65.

Heydebrand, W. (1990). The technocratic organization of academic work. In C. Calhoun,
M. W. Meyer, and W. R. Scott (eds.) Structures of Power and Constraint: Papers in Honor
of Peter M. Blau. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press

Hrebiniak, L. G., and Joyce, W. F. (1985). Organizational adaptation: Strategic choice and
environmental determinism. Administrative Science Quarterly 30: 336-349.

Huber, G. P., and Glick, W. H. (eds.). (1993). Organizational Change and Redesign. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Hurtado, S., and Dey, E. L. (1997). Achieving the goals of multiculturalism and diversity.
In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and management for a
changing environment: A handbook on redesigning postsecondary institutions. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Keller, G. (1983). Academic strategy: The management revolution in American higher educa-
tion. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Keller, G. (1995). The changing milieu for educational planning. Planning for higher
education 23(2): 23-26.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 48

Keller, G. (1997). Examining what works in strategic planning. In M. W. Peterson, D. D.
Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Changing Environment: A
Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kerr, C. (1987). A critical age in the university world: Accumulated heritage versus
modern imperatives. European Journal of Education 22(2): 183-193.

Kerr, C. (1994). Expanding access and changing missions: The federal role in U.S. higher
education. Educational Record (Fall): 27-31.

Kogan, M. (forthcoming). The academic-administrative interface. In M. Henkel and B.
Little (eds.), Changing Relationships between Higher Education and the State. Lon-don:
Jessica Kingsley.

Kotler, P., and Murphy, P. E. (1981). Strategic planning for higher education. Journal of
Higher Education 52: 470-489.

Larson, M. S. (1977). The Rise of Professionalism: A Sociological Analysis. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.

Lawler, E., and Mohrman, S. A. (1996). Organizing for effectiveness: Lessons from
business. In W. F. Massy (ed.), Resource Allocation in Higher Education. Ann Arbor: The
University of Michigan Press.

Lawrence, P. R., and Lorsch, J. W. (1986). Organization and Environment: Managing Differ-
entiation and Integration. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Lazerson, M. (1997). Who owns higher education? The changing face of governance.
Change March/April: 10-15.

Leslie, L., and Rhoades, G. (1995). Rising administrative costs: On seeking explanations.
Journal of Higher Education 66(2): 187-212.

Leslie, L. L. (1995). What drives higher education management?: The new era in finan-
cial support. Journal for Higher Education Management 10(2): 5-16.

Levine, A. (1980). Why Innovation Fails. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Levitt, B., and March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology 14:
319-340.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 49

Lozier, G., and Teeter, D. (1993). Six foundations of total quality management. In D.
Teeter and G. Lozier (eds.), Pursuit of Quality in Higher Education: Case Studies in Total
Quality Management. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organiza-
tional Science 2(1): 71-87.

March, J. G. (1994). Three Lectures on Efficiency and Adaptiveness in Organizations.
Helsingfors: The Swedish School of Economics and Business Administration Re-
search Reports.

March, J. G. (1996). Continuity and change in theories of organizational action. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly (41): 278-287.

Massy, W. (1996). Productivity issues in higher education. In W. Massy (ed.), Resource
Allocation in Higher Education. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Massy, W. F., and Zemsky, R. (1994). Faculty discretionary time: Departments and the
“academic ratchet.” Journal of Higher Education 65(1): 1-22.

Meyer, J. W., and Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as
myth and ceremony. In J. W. Meyer and W. R. Scott (eds.), Organizational Environ-
ments: Ritual and Rationality. London: Sage.

Meyer, J. W., and Rowan, B. (1992b). The structure of educational organizations. In J. W.
Meyer and W. R. Scott (eds.), Organizational Environments: Ritual and Rationality.
London: Sage.

Meyer, J. W., and Scott, W. R. (1992). Organizational Environments: Ritual and Rationality.
London: Sage.

Miles, R. E., and Snow, C. C. (1978). Organizational Strategy, Structure, and Process. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Miller, D., and Friesen, P. H. (1980). Momentum and revolution in organizational adap-
tation. Academy of Management Journal 23(4): 591-614.

Mingle, J. R., and Epper, R. M. (1997). State coordination and planning in an age of
entrepreneurship. In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and
Management for a Changing Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary
Institutions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 50

Mohrman, S. A., and Mohrman, A. M. (1993). Organizational change and learning. In J.
R. Galbraith and E. E. Lawler (eds.), Organizing for the Future: The New Logic for
Managing Complex Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Mortimer, K. and T. R. McConnell (1978). Sharing Authority Effectively. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Nadler, D. A., Gerstein, M. S., and Shaw, R. B. (1992). Organizational Architecture: Designs
for Changing Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Neave, G. (1997). Back to the Future: or, a view on likely brain teasers with which uni-
versity management is likely to be faced in a fin de siècle world. Tertiary Education
and Management 3(4): 275-283.

Nohria, N. (1992). Introduction: Is a network perspective a useful way of studying
organizations? In N. Nohria and R. G. Eccles (eds.), Networks and Organizations:
Structure, form, and Action. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Nohria, N., and Eccles, R. G. (eds.). (1992). Networks and Organizations: Structure, Form,
and Action. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Nohria, N., and Ghoshal, S. (1994). Differentiated fit and shared values: Alternatives for
managing headquarters-subsidiary relations. Strategic Management Journal 15(6): 491-502.

Nowotny, H. (1995). Mass higher education and social mobility: A tenuous link. In D. D.
Dill and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging Patterns of Social Demand and University Reform:
Through a Glass Darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

Orton, J. D., and Weick, K. E. (1990). Loosely coupled systems: A reconceptualization.
Academy of Management Review 15(2): 203-223.

Perkins, J. A. (1973). Missions and organizations: A redefinition. In J. A. Perkins (ed.),
The University as an Organization. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Peterson, M. W. (1981). Analyzing alternative approaches to planning. In P. Jedamus
and M. W. Peterson (eds.), Improving Academic Management: A Handbook for Planning
and Institutional Research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Peterson, M. W. (1995). Images of university structure, governance, and leadership:
Adaptive strategies for the new environment. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.),
Emerging Patterns of Social Demand and University Reform: Through a Glass Darkly.
Oxford: Pergamon.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 51

Peterson, M. W. (1997). Using contextual planning to transform institutions. In M. W.
Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Changing
Environment: A Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Peterson, M. W., and Dill, D. D. (1997). Understanding the competitive environment of
the postsecondary knowledge industry. In M. W. Peterson, D. D. Dill, and L. A. Mets
(eds.), Planning and management for a changing environment: A handbook on redesigning
postsecondary institutions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Peterson, M. W., and Mets, L. A. (1987). An evolutionary perspective on academic gov-
ernance, management, and leadership. In M. W. Peterson and L. A. Mets (eds.), Key
Resources on Higher Education Governance, Management, and Leadership. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Pfeffer, J., and Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of Organizations: A Resource
Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper and Row.

Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization.
Research in Organizational Behavior 12: 295-336.

Powell, W. W., and DiMaggio, P. J. (eds.). (1991). The New Institutionalism in Organiza-
tional Analysis. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Powell, W. W., and Friedkin, R. (1987). Organizational change in nonprofit organiza-
tions. In W. W. Powell (ed.), The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Prahalad, C. K., and Hamel, G. (1990). The core competence of the corporation. Harvard
Business Review May-June: 79-91.

Readings, B. (1996). The University in Ruins. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Rhoades, G. (1995). Rethinking restructuring universities. Journal of Higher Education
Management 10(2): 17-30.

Rhoades, G. (1996). Reorganizing the faculty workers for flexibility. Journal of Higher
Education 67(6): 626-659.

Rhoades, G. (1998). Managed Professionals. Albany, NY: SUNY Press.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 52

Rhoades, G., and Slaughter, S. (1997). Academic capitalism, managed professionals, and
supply-side higher education. Social Text 15(2): 11-38.

Rubin, I. S. (1979). Retrenchment, loose structure, and adaptability in the university.
Sociology of Education 52(October): 211-222.

Ruscio, K. (1987). Many sectors, many professions. In B. Clark (ed.), The Academic Profes-
sion. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Salancik, G. R., and Pfeffer, J. (1974). The bases and use of power in organizational deci-
sion making: The case of a university. Administrative Science Quarterly 19: 453-473.

Schmidtlein, F. (1990). Responding to diverse institutional issues: Adapting strategic
planning concepts. In F. Schmidtlein and T. H. Milton (eds.), Adapting Strategic Plan-
ning to Campus Realities. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schuster, J., Smith, D., Corak, K., and Yamada, M. (1994) Strategic Governance: How to
Make Big Decisions Better. Phoenix, AZ: Oryx Press/American Council on Education.

Scott, W. R. (1992a). The organization of environments: Network, cultural, and historical
elements. In J. W. Meyer and W. R. Scott (eds.), Organizational Environments: Ritual
and Rationality. London: Sage.

Scott, W. R. (1992b). Organizations: Rational, Natural, and Open Systems. Third Edition.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Senge, P. M. (1990). The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization.
New York: Doubleday.

Seymour, D. T. (1992). On Q: Causing Quality in Higher Education. New York: Macmillan.

Simsek, H., and Louis, K. S. (1994). Organizational change as paradigm shift: Analysis of the
change process in a large, public university. Journal of Higher Education 65(6): 670-695.

Slaughter, S. (1993). Retrenchment in the 1980s. Journal of Higher Education 64(?): 250- 282.

Slaughter, S. (1995). Criteria for restructuring postsecondary education. Journal for
Higher Education Management 10(2): 31-44.

Slaughter, S., and Leslie, L. L. (1997). Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entre-
preneurial University. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press. Sporn, B. (1995a). Adaptation
processes at universities: Organizational implications of a complex environment.
Tertiary Education and Management 1(1): 72-76.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 53

Sporn, B. (1995b). Adaptive university structures: An analysis and comparison of U.S.
and European universities in adapting to the current socioeconomic environment.
Paper presented at Association for the Study of Higher Education, Orlando, Florida,
November, 1995.

Sporn, B. (1996). Managing university culture: an analysis of the relationship between
institutional culture and management approaches. Higher Education 32: 41-61.

Sporn, B., and Miksch, G. (1996). Implementing an information strategy—The case of
the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration. In IMHE (ed.),
Managing Information Strategies in Higher Education. Paris: OECD

Teeter, D., and Lozier, G. (eds.). (1993). Pursuit of Quality in Higher Education: Case Studies
in Total Quality Management. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Teichler, U. (1993). Structures of higher education systems in Europe. In C. Gellert (ed.),
Higher Education in Europe. London: Jessica Kingsley.

Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in Action. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Tolbert, P. S. (1985). Institutional environments and resource dependence: Sources of
administrative structure in institutions of higher education. Administrative Science
Quarterly 30: 1-13.

Trow, M. A. (1983). Reorganizing the biological sciences at Berkeley. Change 15(8): 44-53.

Trow, M. (1994). Managerialism and the Academic Profession: Quality and Control. Higher
Education Report 2. London: Quality Support Centre

Tyack, D. (1990). “Restructuring” in historical perspective: Tinkering toward utopia.
Teachers College Record 92(2): 170-191.

Van de Ven, A. H., and Drazin, R. (1985). The concept of fit in contingency theory. In L.
L. Cummings and B. M. Straw (eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior: An Annual
Series of Analytical Essays and Critical Reviews. Greenwich: JAI Press.

Van Vught, F. A. (ed.). (1989). Governmental Strategies and Innovation in Higher Education.
London: Jessica Kingsley.

Van Vught, F. A. (1994). Policy models and policy instruments in higher education: The
effects of governmental policy-making on the innovative behavior of higher educa-
tion institutions. In J. Smart (ed.), Higher education: Handbook of Theory and Research.
Volume X. New York: Agathon Press.



National Center for Postsecondary Improvement Page 54

Van Vught, F. A. (1995). The new context for academic quality. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn
(eds.), Emerging Patterns of Social Demand and University Reform: Through a Glass
Darkly. Oxford: Pergamon.

Van Vught, F. A. (1997). Using policy analysis for strategic choices. In M. W. Peterson, D.
D. Dill, and L. A. Mets (eds.), Planning and Management for a Changing Environment: A
Handbook on Redesigning Postsecondary Institutions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Wasser, H. (1990). Changes in the European university: From traditional to entrepre-
neurial. Higher Education Quarterly 44(2): 111-122.

Weick, K. E. (1976). Educational organizations as loosely coupled systems. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly 21: 1-19.

Weick, K. E. (1979). The Social Psychology of Organizing. Second Edition. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Weick, K. E. (1993). Organizational redesign as improvisation. In G. P. Huber and W. H.
Glick (eds.), Organizational change and Redesign. New York: Oxford University Press.

Whetten, D. A., and Cameron, K. S. (1985). Administrative effectiveness in higher edu-
cation. Review of Higher Education 9(1): 35-49.

Williams, G. L. (1995). The “marketization” of higher education: Reforms and potential
reforms in higher education finance. In D. D. Dill and B. Sporn (eds.), Emerging Pat-
terns of Social Demand and University Reform: Through a Glass Darkly. Oxford:
Pergamon.

Zammuto, R. F. (1984). Are the liberal arts an endangered species? Journal of Higher
Education 55(2): 184-211.

Zemsky, R., and Massy, W. F. (1990). Cost containment: Committing to a new economic
reality. Change 22(6): 16-22.

Zusman, A. (1994). Current and emerging issues facing higher education in the United
States. In P. Altbach, R. Berdahl, and P. Gumport (eds.), Higher Education in American
Society. Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books.


