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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

One of the pressing problems in education tcday
is the creation of educational institutions which are
responsive to change. Discoveries in science and ad-
vances 1in technology are proceeding at an unprecedented
rate. Toffler has documented a multitude of social
changes which are in process.l Yet most institutions
are notoriously inflexible. Educational institutions
are certainly no exception to this rule. According to
Miles, most contemporary organizational systems suffer
from a number of closely related phenomena. They use
up most of their energy preserving existing internal
relationships and carrying out routine tasks. What he
calls "feedback loops" keep the system "in a steady
state."” Formal restrictions on communication and “status

maintenance needs" help maintain the status quo.2

lroffler, Alvin, Future Shock 561 pp.

2Miles. M.B,., "On Temporary Systems," in Innova-
tion in Education, p. 443.




Miles' solution to the dilemma of the unchanging organi-
zation in the changing world is a more widespread use of
temporary, rather than permanent, orqanizations--organi-
zations with definite initial goals, but a predetermined
lifespan and ambiguous structure.

Miles' criticisms of the non-productive charac-
teristics of the organizational type which he calls the
permanent system closely resemble the criticisms which
have been leveled at bureaucracies by other writers.
Weber, observing bureaucracy at work in the industrial
and economic enterprises of Germany, noted a conseqguence
for the individual. He stated that "each man becomes
a little cog in the machine and, aware of this, his one
preoccupation is whether he can become a bigger cog."3
Merton sees overconformity and "trained incapacity" as
the dysfunctions of bureaucratic systems, These con-
sequences come about through the following process:

(1) An effective bureaucracy demands reliability
of response and strict devotion to reqgulations.

(2) Such devotion to the rules leads to their
transformation into absolutes; they are no longer

3Mayer, I.P., Max Weber & German Politics, 2nd
ed., p. l26.




conceived as relative to a given set of purposes.
(3) This interferes with ready adaptation under
special conditions not clearly envisaged by those

who drew up the general rules. (4) Thus, the very

elements which conduce toward efficiency in general

produce inefficiency in specific instances.4

Based on the preceding critiques, one could make

the assertion that attempts should be made to create
organizations which are viable by virtue of being neither
permanent nor bureaucratic. This is, in fact, what Miles
has done, since his proposal for temporary systems in-
cludes a provision that their initial structure be
ambiguous. But such an assertion is inconsistent with
a bureaucratic model since (at least in Weber's classic
formulation) bureaucracies are characterized by a stable
distribution of authority "strictly delimited by rules"
and carried out through a hierarchical and "firmly or-
dered system of super- and subordination. ">
Bennis, another organizational theorist, has

affirmed Miles' call for new organizational forms. He

calls them '"post-bureaucratic," and his argument adds

4Merton, R.K., "Bureaucratic Structure & Person-
ality," Social Forces 18:564, May 1940.

5Gerth, H.H. & Mills C.W,, From Max Weber:
Essays in Sociology, p. 197.




a deterministic twist. He contends that bureaucracy in
its present form will become a thing of the past. He
substantiates his prophesy by citing four conditions
which will lead to new organizationa’ forms. Among them
are rapid and unexpected change, change in leadership
behavior grounded in collaboration rather than coercive
power, and humanistic-democratic organizational values.6
Bennis also agrees with Miles that organizations of the

7 Toffler was so im-

future will be temporary systems.
pressed with Bennis' arguments that he based a chapter

on them in Future Shock and coined his own term "Ad-

hocracy" to describe emerging new organizations.

While most educational institutions remain
staunchly conservative, there has been a search for alter-
natives in recent years. Some of these are found in
higher education. Large universities like Michigan State
and Wayne State have tried to break down the size of the

institution by establishing a college within a college,

6Bennis, W.G., Organizational Development: Its
Nature, Origqins, and Prospects, pp. 20-22.

7Bennis, W.G., "Beyond Bureaucracy," in American
Bureaucracy, p. 13.




Bensalem, a small unit of sixty students and six teachers
on the campus of Fordham University, attempted to combine
living together as a community, self-governance, and an
academic college education. Rochdale, a college near
Toronto, offers neither an academic degree nor a formal
curriculum.

The State University of New York's College at
. 01d Westbury is one alternative institution which has re-
ceived considerable publicity. Though the pilot program
there was short-lived, lasting only from 1968-1971, it
was an attempt at comprehensive innovation. Samuel B.
Gould, the chancellor of the State University system,
challenged the college "to review all conventional pro-
cedures such as admissions policies, grades, course
systems, and academic decisions, and to break away what-
ever barriers stand in the way."8 O'Neil, the author of
an article on power in universities, has stated that
"despite enormous pressures for reform, fundamental re-
structuring of university governance is remarkably rare."

He called 014 Westbury one of the notable exceptions to

8Hechinger, F.M., "State University to Open
Experimental College on L.I, Next Year," The New York Times,
becember 24, 1967, p. 39.




this rule.9

A study of the history of an institution such as
01d Westbury, in which the attempt was made to create a
new form of organization, should provide new knowledge and
insight which would be useful in the planning of other
educational institutions. It should also serve another
function. Models of organizational behavior tend to con-
sist of vague, general prescriptions unless they are
linked with examples from specific situations. Writers
on organizational behavior are usually sensitive to this
problem, but the vast majority of their examples are
drawn from business enterprises, not education. The
goals of businesses and schools are quite different, and
the transfer of knowledge from one type of situation to
a dissimilar one is difficult. Information drawn from
an innovative educational institution should fill a gap
in both the educational and organizational literature.

The history of 0ld Westbury began with the State
University's Master Plan of 1966 and the appointment of

Harris L. Wofford, Jr., to the presidency of the new

9O'Neil, R.M., "Paradoxes of Campus Power," in
New Teaching, New Learning, pp. 173,176.




college in November of that year. This was four years
in advance of the 1970 target date for admitting the
first students.l0 wofford soon announced that "as a
first step he would ask high school students to join
educators and others in helping to plan the new insti-

w1l year later, it was decided

tution's curriculum.
to admit a number of students in the fall of 1968, two
years ahead of schedule. At the time of the early open-
ing, Wofford reiterated a phrase from the Master Plan,
stating that the college "had been given a mandate to
admit students to full partnership in the academic

world."12

Eighty~five students arrived in 1968. The stu-
dent population was in excess of two hundred the follow-
ing two years. In August, 1969, Wofford announced his
resignation as president, effective August, 1970.13 as

the next school year progressed, he chose to be officially

10
York Times, November 11, 1966, p. 46.

"Peace Corps Aide Heads L.I. College,” The New

1l3pi4.

12Hechinger, op. cit., p. 39.
13
Handler, M.S., "Bryn Mawr Names 0ld Westbury
Heads as Next President,"” The New York Times, August 15,
1969, p. 31.




relieved of his duties in February, 1970.14 May, 1971,
saw the termination of 0ld Westbury's pilot program in
favor of a new start.

On the surface, it may seem inappropriate to look
to a defunct experiment in search of new knowledge about
organizational behavior, but this objection can be met
in two ways. First, the termination of the program does
. not necessarily mean that the institution was a failure.

The New York Times reported two testimonials:

Despite the troubles at Planting Fields,
many students were more than pleased with the
quality of the educaticonal program.

"On this campus you were really free to
do your own trip and a lot happened if you want-
ed to stay out of the politics of it and the
official rigmarole," said Dennis Trager, who re-
cently returned from California, where he earned
credit working with a consciousness expansion
group and with R. Buckminster Fuller, the archi-
tect.

That assessment was supported by some
professors, including Donald Bluestone, historian.
"On the teaching-learning level, and that's what
counts most," he said, "the college was a total
100 per cent success." 15

14Farber, M.A., "Life and Death of a Far-Out
College," The New York Times, April 26, 1971, p. 45.

151hid.



Second, the program did not simply die from
inertia. The decision to terminate was linked to a
number of factors, the bitter political struggles on
campus being only one of these, Top administrators on
campus favored drastic surgery; concern about the pro-
gram had reached a peak among central administrators in
Albany and had extended to the State University of New
York (SUNY) Board of Trustees. There was a need to
give the new president who was to be selected flexibility
in shaping the program of the institution.

Gould's 1967 statement indicates that he inten-
ded for 014 Westbury to be a comprehensively innovative
college. The fact that students were intimately in-
volved in decision-making during the college's history
precluded a typical administrative structure in which
decisions are made unilaterally by the administration
and faculty, with little regard for the feelings of
students. This evidence suggests that the College at
Old Westbury may be represented as an attempt to create
a new form of educational organization and is an insti-

tution worthy of study.
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Statement of the Problem

This study focused on events which occurred at
Old Westbury. The purpose of the investigation was to
describe and analyze an attempt to create a new kind of
organization. There are three parts to this endeavor.
The first is the construction of a descriptive history
of the college. The second is the examination of the
college through two theoretical lenses: Miles' temporary
systems model and Bennis' model for post-bureaucratic
organizations. The third part, a by-product of the
second, 1is acquisition of information concerning the

adequacy of the models themselves.

Methodology

The study of a single institution requires a case

methodology. According to Good and Scates:

The essential procedure of the case-study
method is to take account of all pertinent aspects
of one thing or situation, employing as the unit
for study an individual, an institution, a commu-
nity, or any group considered as a unit. The case
consists of the data relating to some phase of the
life history of the unit or relating to the entire
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life process, whether the unit is an individual,
a family, a social group, an institution or a
community. The complex situation and combina-
tion of factors involved in the given behavior
are examined to determine the existing status
and to identify the causal factors operating.

The case study has certain advantages over other
methodologies. Olson states that it can handle a variety
of data and lends itself to interpretations emphasizing
interrelationships and holistic principles.17

Care was taken to explore the richness of a
complex situation. This required establishing a detailed
framework for analysis built around the general problem
which has been previously delineated. When considering
using 0ld Westbury as a model for organization in higher
education, it was necessary to ask: (1) what the or-
ganizational structure was, (2) what struggles were en-
countered in the creation and operation of the college,

and {(3) what the outcomes of the situation were for the

participants. This information was a part of the college's

16Good, C.V., and Scates, D.E., Methods of Research:
Educational, Psychological, Sociolcgical, p. 726.

17Olson, W.C., "The Case Method," Review of
Educational Research 9:483, December, 1939.
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history. Since 0ld Westbury was part of a large univer-

sity system, information about the relationship of 0ld
Westbury to that system was another important aspect of
the history.

The following hypotheses and questions provided

a more elaborate gquide for the investigation.

Examination of Organizational Structure

"Organizational structure" is a convenient, but
elusive term. For this study, organizational structure
was understood to consist of three components: (1) ad-
ministrative decision-making procedures, (2) conflict
management procedures, and (3) bureaucratic elements.
One would expect a "post-bureaucratic" institution to
manifest: (1) diffusion of responsibility for policy
decisions among the participants, (2) an approach to
conflicts that stresses problem-solving, rather than

coercion, and (3) few bureaucratic characteristics.

18The term "post-bureaucratic" is being used here

as a convenient generic descriptor for new organizations.
It is not limited to the particulars of Bennis' theory.
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Other concerns which had bearing on organizational
structure of the college involved the central administra-
tion of the State University of New York and 0ld Westbury's
lay board, the College Council. The following questions
were explored:

(1) To what extent was organizational structure

provided by the State University of New York?
In other words, what administrative positions,
duties, and decision-making procedures were

prescribed?

(2) Wwhat constraints on innovation, if any, were
imposed by the State University of New York?

(3) what was the relationship of the Council to
the college in the legal sense and in terms
of the reaction of Council members to events
at the college? Did the Council have any

pronounced effects on the history of the in-
stitution?

Description of Conflicts

A second set of concerns dealt with the struggle
to create and maintain a new institution. Here the ob-
jective was to determine the possible sources of con-
flicts which occurred during the college's history. Six
possibilities were explored:

(1) Were there ideological conflicts concerning



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

14
attitudes toward authority, education, or
educational goals?

Was the power structure at the college clear
to all participants?

Was there dissatisfaction with particular
policy decisions which were made?

Was there dissatisfacticn with decisiocon-
making procedures?

Was each group (students, administrators, or
faculty) satisfied with its role in the

decision-making process?

Did blame assignment develop?19

Assessment of Outcomes

A third part of the investigation dealt with out-

comes for the participants in terms of a set of guestions

which was considered:

(1)

(2)

Were students satisfied with the education
they received?

Did the governance process require so much
time that it interfered with other respon-
sibilities?

19

It is moot point whether blame assignment

should be considered a source of conflict or an outcome.
The position taken here is that it develops fairly early
in the group process and then adversely influences it.
In other words, blame assignment is a variable which
contributes to undesirable outcomes.
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(3) Was each group satisfied w.th the affective
quality of its relationships with the other
groups?

Application of Models

The application of Miles' temporary systems model
and Bennis' model for post-bureaucratic organizations was
an important part of the study. A symbiotic relationship
was assumed between organizational theory and empirical
research. A theoretical model is in a general sense
prescriptive for particular situations; conversely, the
development of theory is facilitated by feedback gained
from application to concrete situations. Bennis' model
is discussed in connection with the sections dealing with
organizational structure at 0ld Westbury. The temporary
systems model is discussed in Chapter IV. The guestion
to be answered in the case of both models is how well
they fit the organizational characteristics of 014

Westbury.
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Procedure

The research was done as an historical case
study. Two kinds of data were used in the study, avail-
able materials and interview data. The former can be
separated into secondary and primary sources. Secondary
sources included a number of articles which have appear-
ed in newspapers and magazines plus selected referenceé
to the college which have appeared in bocks, all of
these written by persons not directly associated with the
college.

Primary sources included memoranda, letters, and
a substantial number of college documents which were
made available to the researcher. Other primary sources
were published articles written by administrators, faculty
or students, and several unpublished speeches which were
delivered by President Wofford. A cuteoff date of January,
1973, was established for written materials.

There are three functions which available materials
may serve: to get insight into a total situation, to

generate hypotheses, or to test them. The primary use
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of available materials for this study was to explore the
situation by gathering descriptive data and to test hy-
potheses which call for interpretation and assessment

of factual information. Available materials were par-
ticularly valuable in exploring the organizational struc-
ture of the college and identifying critical historical
events.

The hypotheses dealing with sources of conflict
and outcomes were examined through data gathered from
interviews. These two parts of the study dealt pri-
marily with the perceptions of persons who were at 014
Westbury. In addition, interviews were used to gather
factual data to fill in the gaps which occurred in
assembling a chronology of events from written sources
and to verify dates of events, persons involved in them,
etc. Written primary sources were used to supplement
the data obtained from interviews,

Twenty-eight persons associated with the college
were interviewed. The persons interviewed included:
the president of the college, both vice-presidents, the

Director for Administration, the director of the program
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on the Planting Fields campus for the school year 1970-
71, the Director of Personnel, ten other persons who
held positions as faculty members, nine students, two

SUNY administrators, and one member of the College Council.

Theoretical Models and Assumptions

There were two theoretical models which were
basic to the study: temporary systems and post-bureauc-
racy. Both of these are introduced below and discussed
in detail in Chapter II. This section also includes
clarification of the theoretical assumptions on which

certain of the hypotheses introduced earlier were based.

Temporary Systems Model

The examination of a complex institution re-
quires an analysis that proceeds according to some
pattern if clear interpretations of relationships anong
events are to be obtained. One such pattern 1s the
division of the situation into organizational structure,
conflicts, and outcomes which was used in identifying

components to be pursued in this study. Another
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possibility which touches on much the same subject matter
is Miles' temporary systems model. His model is built
around three kinds of characteristics of a situation--
input characteristics, process characteristics, and out-
put characteristics. The five input characteristics are
time limits, initial goal definition, boundary mainten-
ance operations, physical and social isolation, and size
and territoriality. Some process characteristics include
descriptions of procedures, the communication and power
structure, and sentiments. The tripart output section
of the model consists of consideration of person
changes, relationship changes, and action decisions. One
strong point of the model is that it provides a detailed
outline for the description of organizations for which
it is relevant. The temporary systems model was a prom-
ising framework for the analysis of some organizational
characteristics at 0ld Westbury.

One feature which is recurrent in temporary
systems is the ambiguous structure of the situation.
While there is an initial statement of goals for the

organization, the ambiguity of the situation leads to
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a redefinition of goals by leadership and other partici-
pants. Other characteristics are the evolution of roles,
norms, and the communication and power structure. A
state of indecision is appropriate for a temporary sys-
tem, prior to the redefinition of goals and the estab-
lishment of roles and norms. One account of events at
0ld Westbury bears a close resemblance to Miles' descrip-
tion of temporary systems in their initial stages.
Michael Novak, a faculty member, stated in a 1969 article
that "None of us at 0Old Westbury knows exactly what is
happening here. The standards and criteria to which
we are accustomed do not apply."20
Miles intended that the temporary systems model
could be applied to experimental colleges. His formula-
tion of the model lists five functions of temporary
systems: (1) compensation, maintenance, (2} short term
task accomplishment, (3) change: treatment, (4) change:
re-educative, and (5) change: educative. Educational

experiments and utopias have the last function, "change:

2ONovak, Michael, "Experiment at 0Old Westbury,"
Commonweal 89:560, July 31, 1969.
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educative.”" This means that the system is designed to
add new knowledge, skills, practices or attitudes to a
person or group with little attention to the prior un-

learning of established material.?l

Experimental colleges,
however, are an "impure" form of the temporary system be-
cause of the year-to-year turnover in the student popula-

tion.22

Model for Post-bureaucratic Organizations

While the prime focus of this study is an insti-
tuition, the problem of bureaucracy as an organizational
form is inextricably connected to the study. One part
of the analysis of the college's organizational structure
involves diagnosis of bureaucratic elements within
the institution. There is a lack of consensus on ex-
actly what it means for an organization to be bureaucratic.
This difficulty necessitates the review of theoretical
literature on the subject which appears in the following

chapter. For the time being Bennis' short description

2lMiles, op. cit., pp. 440-441.

221pid., p. 444.
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will suffice. He lists six characterastics of bureauc-

racy:

(1) a division of labor bas=d on functional
specialization

(2) a well-defined hierarchy of authority

(3) a system of rules covering the rights and

duties of employees

(4) a system of procedures for dealing with
work situations

(5) impersonality of interpersonal relations

(6) promotion and selection based on technical
competence23

Bennis' model for post-bureaucratic organiza-

tions is very sketchy. The following paragraph is a

capsule version which touches all nf the important

points:

Organizations of the future . . .will have

some unique characteristics. They will be adaptive,
rapidly changing temporary systems, organized a-
round problems-to-be-sclved by groups of strangers
with diverse professional skills. The groups will
be arranged on organic rather than mechanical
models; they will evolve in response to problems
rather than to programmed expectations. People
will be evaluated, not in a rigid vertical hier-
archy according to rank and status, but flexibly,
according to competence. Organizational charts
will consist of project groups rather than strat-
ified functional groups, as is now the case.
Adaptive, problem-solving temporary systems of
diverse specialists, linked together by coordina-
ting executives in an organic flux--this is the

23Bennis, "Beyond Bureaucracy,” in American

Bureaucracy, pp. 4, 5.




organizational form that will gradually replace
bureaucracy.24

There is a close link between Bennis' model and the tem-
porary systems model. While Miles has made no claims

at all for his model relative to bureaucracy, in Bennis'
work, an organization must function as a temporary sys-

tem to be post-bureaucratic,.

The Conflict Assumption

In the statement of the problem, a number of
variables were identified which might be influential in
the struggle to create an organization. These emphasize
conflicts which arose in the institution's history.
Miles' model deals with some problems which can occur
in temporary systems. These include process character-
istics such as defensiveness and lack of group and indi-
vidual commitment. Occasionally he states a possible
problem in terms of relationships. For instance, he
contends that productive work within the system "does

not usually ensue until the power structure is clear

23

4Bennis, W.G., "Post Bureaucratic Leadecrship,"
in American Bureaucracy, p. 166.
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to all.“?5 But the College at 0ld Westbury, while it
may be describedby using the systems model, was not
planned specifically as a temporary system and could
never be more than an "impure"” form anyway.

Another limitation of the model is evident from
a preliminary survey of published accounts of experiences
at 0ld Westbury. The temporary system is based on a

26 It does not appear that group sol-

* change sequence.
idarity and coesiveness, characteristics of emerging
relationships in the temporary system, ever developed

to a significant degree at 0ld Westbury. The change
sequence there was by and large incomplete. All pub-
lished articles allude to some frustration and discon-
tent at 01d Westbury.' This all suggests that the situa-

tion was characterized by conflicts which may lie beyond

the scope of the systems model.

25Miles, op. cit., p. 469.

26phree of the five possible functions of tem-
porary systems have to do with change. "“Change Sequence"
is simply intended to mean a change in persons or a
group of persons from one state of affairs to another
which has been planned in advance.
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The study of conflicts is facilitated by an

assumption derived from a "conflict model" of socio-
logical analysis. Dahrendorf gives three assumptions
of such a model:

« + . all units of social organization are
continuously changing unless some force intervenes
to arrest this change. It is our task to identify
the factors interfering with the normal process of
change rather than to look for variables involved
in bringing about change . . .

The great creative force that leads to change
in the model I am trying to describe, and what is
equally ubiquitous, 1s social conflict . . .

There is a third notion that goes with con-
flict to make up the armamentarium of the conflict
model of society: the notion of constraint. From
the point of view of this model, societies and
social organizations are held together not by con-
sensus but by constraint, not by universal agree-
ment but the coercion of some by others . . .

Dahrendorf's most important assumption is that
conflict is a force which can produce positive change.
The author disagrees with him on two accounts. First,

the appropriate task is not identifying factors inter-

fering with the normal process of change, that is,

27Dahrendorf, Ralf, "Out of Utopia: Toward a
Reorientation of Sociological Analysis," American Journal
of Sociology 64:126-127, September, 1958.
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factors which in Dahrendorf's model inhibit conflict.
Instead, it is important to identify sources of conflict.
In the second place, it is not necessary to assume that
all conflicts must be resolved by coercive means. While
some conflicts are clear-cut situations in which one side
wins and the other loses, many are not, and these lend
themselves to a problem-solving approach. Dahrendorf
also neglects the possibility of compromise.

One component of organizational structure list-~
ed earlier was concerned with conflict management pro-
cedures. Again, if all of Dahrendorf's assumptions are
accepted, these must be viewed as oppressive. Boulding,
however, who has derived his own theory of "pure conflict"”
admits conflict management processes as a rational
possibility. 28

Two major ties of theoretical assumptions to
the problem under investigation are to be made in this

section. The Dahrendorf assumption that social conflict

is a ubiquitous force leading to change underlies a

28Boulding, K.E., "A Pure Theory of Conflice
Applied to Organizations," in Power and Conflict in
Organizations, pp. 142-143.
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substantial part of the study. The most important way
in which it influences the study is that it suggests
that conflict should be a prime focus of attention;
therefore, in the second division of the problem state~
ment the terms "struggle" and "conflict" have been treat-
ed as though they were virtually synonymous. The inves-
tigator has also seen fit to attend to conflicts in
relation to the structure of the organization. The or-
ganization's methods of dealing with conflicts are its

conflict management procedures.

Sources of Conflict

Underlying several of the possibilities in the
sources of conflict sectiocn of the problem statement
were instances of theoretical principles and hypotheses
which have not yet been explained in detail. Two of
these were taken from Miles. One concerned blame assign-
ment. Miles states that this is a condition in which
“particular persons or groups are seen as 'causing'
difficulties which can supposedly be corrected by

attacking or eliminating the offending part of the
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system. Heider, in The Psychology of Interpersonal

Relations, calls this a cognitive error in social per-

ception. He states that behavior can be attributed
primarily to persons or the environment.30 The assump-
tion that was made in this study was that events which
have negative affective consequences for a given person
or group will result in the attribution of negative per-
sonal judgments to other persons involved in the event,
rather than focusing on behavior per se, or on cir-
cumstances surrounding the event. Miles says that blame
assignment is characteristic of permanent systems, but
there was preliminary evidence of it at 0ld Westbury.
The question was how widespread it was.

As indicated earlier, Miles has cautioned that
productive work does not proceed in a temporary system
until the power structure is clear. This possibility
is worthy of investigation. At least it can be deter-

mined if there was agreement among the participants as

to where power resided.

2Miles, op. cit., p. 443,

30 . .
Heider, Fritz, The Psychology of Interpersonal
Relations, p. 56.
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Limitations

With respect to scientific rigor and objectivity,
this study lies somewhere between ex post facto research
and a descriptive historical study. A number of vari-
ables were identified, but there was no control over them,
nor was there an opportunity to derive statistical cor-
relations among them. As ex post facto research the
method is somewhat restricted. On the other hand, it
provides a more exacting source cof data than is usually
possible in an historical study. The recent existence
of the experimental program and the fact that the college
is still in existence made for a richer source of avail-
able materials than might be otherwise expected. Data
from interviews with persons directl? involved with the
experiment may be presumed to enhance the veridicality
of interpretations of causal factors operating in the
situation,

Several limitations are inherent in the data
collected from interviews. Though almost all of the
key administrators and many of the faculty members

from the college were interviewed, the student body
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from the first year is badly under-represented in the
sample. Another limitation is that the data from the
interviews rely upon memories of feelings and events.
These have been contaminated by the events of several
intervening years. Recall was also affected. Most
respondents preferred to speak in sweeping generalities
rather than talk about specific events. The time limits
for interviews (most were about an hour) dictated that
priorities be established in the case of informants who
could provide specialized information. A further dif-
ficulty was that investigation of some of the variables
depended exclusively upon respondent perceptions. This
last problem is inherent in certain kinds of investiga-
tions. Argyris, a leading student of organizations, has
had to contend with this problem in his research on or-
ganizational behavior. He states that there has been

no success in finding objective measures of such elusive
concepts as "innovation" and “problem-solving effective-
ness." Consequently, participant perceptions provide

the best data possible.31

31Argyris, Chris, Organization and Innovation,
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Two topics were particularly relevant to this
study: bureaucracy and the organizational models which
deal with post-bureaucracy. The purpose of this chapter
is twofold. First is the determination of characteris-
tics of bureaucracies. The second purpose is the de- |
scription of the two theoretical models which were used
in the study, Bennis' model for post-bureaucratic or-
ganizations and Miles' temporary systems model.l A
summary of Toffler's chapter on new organizations which

appeared in Future Shock is also included to insure a

complete review of the literature dealing with post-
bureaucracy; however, Toffler's main contribution to

the field has been the popularization of Bennis' ideas,

Bureaucratic Theory

The term "bureaucracy" is charged with emotional

connotations, yet the meanings which have come to be

lphe relationship between temporary systems amd
Bennis' model was noted in the previous chapter. For the
sake of having a convenient reference to use, the "post-
bureaucratic" literature will be understood to include
the work of Bennis, Miles, and Toffler.



32

associated with it in everyday language are not at all
clear. 1In literature, bureaucracy conjures up the
spector of the four ministries which constitute the

government of Qceania in Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-Four

or the complex rules and regulations of the eternally
elusive governmental authority which confronts Joseph

K. in Kafka's The Castle. Blau and Meyer state that,

"Some of the radical criticisms of contemporary society,
particularly by the New Left, tend to blame bureaucratic
institutions for all the evils in today's world--the
domination of weak nations by imperialist powers, the
opression of poor people and minority groups, the
alienation of youth."2
It is Blau and Meyer's judgment that, "Collo-
quially, the term ‘bureaucracy' has become an epithet
which refers to inefficiency and red tape in the govern-

ment . . ."3 While several eminent sociologists have

made investigations of bureaucracy using this popular

2Blau, Peter M., and Meyer, Marshall W.,
Bureaucracy in Modern Society, 2nd ed., p. 4.

31bid., p. 3.
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conception and Robert K. Merton has written a book on
the "dysfunctions" of bureaucracy, thz term originally
designated a highly rational set of nrganizational pro-
cedures.4

Crozier, one of the few writers concerned with
making distircticns between uses of the term 'bureauc-

racy', has provided three definitions:

The first and most traditional usage cor-
responds to a concept of political science: bu-
reaucracy 1s government by bureaus. In other words,
it is government by departments of the state staffed
by appointed and not elected functionaries, or-
ganized hierarchically and dependent on a sovereign
authority. Bureaucratic power, in this sense,
implies reign of law and order, but, at the same
time, government without the participation of the
governed. The second usage originates with Max
Weber and has been propogated especially by socio-
logists and historians: bureaucratization is the
rationalization of collective activities. This
bureaucratization is brought about by, among
other means, the inordinate concentration of the
units of production and in general of all organ-
izations and the development within these of a
system of impersonal rules, as much for the delim-
itation of functions and the repartition of
responsibilities as for the ordering of careers.

4See Alvin W. Gouldner, "Red Tape as a Social
Problem," in Merton et al, eds., Reader in Bureaucracy,
pp. 410-418, or Robert K. Merton, "Bureaucratic Struc-
ture and Personality," Social Forces 18: 560-568, May,
1940. .
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The third usage corresponds to the wvulgar and fre-
quent usage of the word "bureaucracy." It evokes
the slowness, the ponderousness, the routine, the
complication of procedures, and the maladapted re-
sponses of "bureaucratic" organizations to the needs
which they should satisfy, and the frustrations
which their members, clients, or subjects conse-
quently endure.”

Crozier's definitions are by no means mutually
exclusive. He has not provided three distinctive defini=-
tions, Weber's characteristicsof rationallegalauthority
overlap with the first definition.® Another problem
is that the popular conception of bureaucracy cannot
easily be isolated from the other two definitions, since
it has found its way into the current sociological litera-
ture, It is difficult to clarify the meanings of a term
which has been used in many ways. The only thing that
one can say with certainty is that the serious student

of bureaucracy must begin by considering the work of

Weber.

5 \ . .
Crozier, Michel, The Bureaucratic Phenomencn,

6to be discussed in following pages.
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Weber's Formulation

Max Weber's ideas constitute the classic theoret-
ical statement on bureaucracy. While there has been con-
siderable controversy stirred by both his method and
conclusions, much contemporary work on bureaucracy, both
theoretical and empirical, either rests upon Weber's
notions or is a reaction against them. Weber attempted
to describe the characteristics of social organizations
which were prominent in Germany in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. His method was to con-
trive a model of bureaucratic organization, an abstract
ideal~type which did not necessarily have specific em-

pirical referents.

Types of Authority

Weber's theory of bureaucracy rests upon his
assumptions about authority. There are three types of
authority, classified according to their basis of
legitimacy: charismatic authority, traditionalist
or patriarchal authority, and legal authority.
Charismatic authority derives from some extraordinary

quality of the person who is a leader. This person



36

obtains his power because of the belief of others in
his extraordinary quality.7 Traditionalism is based
on "the belief in the every day routine as an inviolable
norm of conduct.” Patriarchal authority is the most
important type of traditional authority. It refers
to any number of situations in which authority is granted
to a person who occupies an ascribed position. Fathers,
husbands, elder siblings, masters, lords and princes all
have authority over the persons within theif particular
domains. Patriarchal authority as a type of traditional
authority rests upon inviolable norms which are con-
sidered so sacred that they are never called into
question.8

Both charismatic and traditional authority were
most influential in past ages, though vestiges survive
into the present. The most important type of authority
however, 1s legal authority, since it typifies modern
political associations. This is the authority upon which

the theory of bureaucracy is based. Legal authority

7Gerth, H.H., and Mills, C.W., eds., From Max
Weber: Essays in Sociology, p. 295.

8_. .
Ibid., pp. 295-296.
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"rests upon rules that are rationally established by
enactment, by agreement, or by imposition. The legiti-
mation for establishing these rules rests, in turn,

upon a rationally enacted or interpreted 'constitution'."
Impersonal, rational norms guide organizations, not the
personal qualities of those who occupy positions of
power.9 The rational character of administration is
essentially control based on knowledge., The person who
has the power to command is entrusted with an institu-
tional office and acts on behalf of the institution,

The activities of men who hold office are coordinated and
controlled by statuatory regulations. Each office hold-
er has an "area of jurisdiction" established for him,

"a functionally delimited realm of objects for command."l0
The areas of jurisdiction for the officers are arranged
in a hierarchy. 1In other words, offices are ranked.

Characteristics of Rational Authority

Weber lists a number of characteristics or

categories of rational legal authority. They include:

%1bid., p. 299.

01pid., p. 295.
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(1) A continuous organization of official
functions bound by rules,

(2) A specified sphere of competence,
This involves (a) a sphere of obligations to per-
form functions which have been marked off as part

of a systematic division of labor. (b) The pro-
vision of the incumbent with the necessary author-
ity to carry out these functions. (c) That the

necessary means of compulsion are clearly defined
and their use is subject to definite conditions . . .

(3) The Organization of offices follows
the principle of hierarchy; that is, each lower
office is under the control and supervision of a
higher one. There is a right of appeal and of
statement of grievances from the lower to the
higher. Hierarchies differ in respect to whether
and in what cases complaints can lead to a ruling
from an authority at various points higher in the
scale, and as to whether changes are imposed from
higher up or the responsibility for such changes
is left to the lower office, the conduct of which
was the subject of the complaint.

{(4) The rules which regulate the conduct

of an office may be technical rules or norms. In
both cases, if their application is to be fully
rational, specialized training is necessary. It

is thus normally true that only a person who has
demonstrated an adequate technical training is
qualified to be a member of the administrative
staff of such an organized group, and hence only
such persons are eligible for appointment to

official positions . . . .
(5) In the rational type it is a matter of

principle that the members of the administrative
staff should be completely separated from owner-
ship of the means of production or administra-

tion. Officials, employees, and workers attach-

ed to the administrative staff do not themselves
own the non-human means of production and admin-
istration. These are rather provided for their

use in kind or in money, and the official is ob-
ligated to render an accounting of their use . . . .



(6) In the rational type case, there is also
a complete absence of appropriation of his official
position by the incumbent. Where "rights" to an
office exist, as in the case of judges, and recently
of an increasing proportion of officials and even
of workers, they do not normally serve the purpose
of appropriation by the official, but of securing
the purely objective and independent character of
the conduct of the office do that is oriented only
to the relevant norms.

(7) Administrative acts, decisions, and
rules are formulated and recorded in writing, even
in cases where oral discussion is the rule or even
mandatory. . . .The combination of written docu-
ments and a continuous organization of official
functions constitutes the "office" which is the
central focus of all types of modern corporate
action.

(8) Legal authority can be exercised in a
wide variety of different forms . .

Bureaucratic rule is the purest variety of
legal authority. The highest officer of a bureaucratic
administrative staff is the only one who occupies his
position by virtue of appropriation, election, or
having otherwise been designated for succession. "But
even his authority consists in a sphere of legal
competence."12 The rest of the administrative staff
are appointed, and they function according to ten

criteria listed by Weber:

llgeber, Max, The Theory of Social and Economic
Organization, pp. 330-332.

121pid., p. 332-333.

39
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(1) They are personally free and subject
to authority only with respect to their impersonal
official obligations.

{2) They are organized in a clearly defined
hierarchy of offices.

(3) Each office has a clearly defined sphere
of competence in the legal sense.

(4) The office is filled by a free contrac-
tual relationship. Thus, in principle there is
free selection.

(5) Candidates are selected on the basis of
technical qualifications. In the most rational
sense, this is tested by examination or guaranteed
by diplomas certifying technical training, or both.
They are appointed, not elected.

(6) They are remunerated by fixed salaries
in money, for the most part with a right to
pensions . . . .

(7) The office is treated as the sole, or
at least the primary, occupation of the incumbent.

(8) It constitutes a career. There is a
system of "promotion" according to seniority or
achievement, or both. Promotion is dependent on
the judgment of superiors.

(9) The official works entirely separated
from ownership of the means of administration and
without appropriation of his position.

(10) He is subject to strict and systematic
discipline and control in the conduct of his office.

13

One of the criteria which Weber has particularly

emphasized is the principle of appointment. He stated

that this is characteristic of the purest form of

bureaucratic authority, and that appointment by free

contract is essential for bureaucratic functioning.l4

131bid., pp. 333-334.

141pia., p. 335.



41
Collegiality

Throughout Weber's writing, the pure form of
bureaucracy is monocratic. The distinguishing charac-
teristic of monocratic bureaucracy is that at the high-
est level of the hierarchy, authority is vested in a
single individual. Paradoxically, the top part of the
bureaucratic hierarchy is not bureaucratic, but auto-
cratic. The ideal-type organization, however, is an
abstraction. In the real world there are limitations on
bureaucratic organization which are inherent. 1>
Hierarchies tend to have collegial as well as bureaucratic
elements.

Weber did not define collegiality, merely in-
dicating that it is a non-bureaucratic form of hierarchy.
It must be a less rigid form of administration, as evi-
denced by the fact that the German work "kollegial”

16

means "friendly." Harrap's Standard German and English

Dictionary gives two definitions for the derivative term

"kollegialsystem”: first, the collegial system of govern-

ment; second, the board system of management.17 To the

151pid., p. 392.

6Harrap's Standard German and English Dictionary.

171pid.
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extent that a bureaucracy includes collegial bodies or
has its authority limited by ties with collegial bodies
which exist in association with it, it departs from the
pure bureaucratic form. According to Weber, "It is
possible for any type of authority to be deprived of 1its
monocratic character, which binds it to a single person,
by the principle of collegiality."18 The introduction

of collegiality into a bureaucracy limits it as follows:

A bureaucratic organization may be limited
and indeed must be limited by agencies which act
on their own authority along side the bureaucratic
hierarchy. This limitation is inherent in the legal
type at its highest level of develcopment because
administrative action is restricted to what is in
conformity with rules. Such limiting agencies
have the following principal functions: (a) control
and possibly a subsequent test of adherence to
rules; (b) a monopoly of creation of the rules
which govern the action of officials completely,
or at least of those which define the limits of
their independent authority; (c) above all a mono-
poly of the granting of the means which are nec-
essary for the administrative function.l9

There are various types of collegial bodies:
"The position of collegiate bodies naturally varies

according to whether they become the highest administra-

tive authority, or whether a central and monocratic

18 weber, op. cit.

191114,
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authority, or several such authorities stand at their
side.”20 fThere are twelve principal types of collegial
bodies, delineated by such characteristics as whether
the power the body possesses can be exercised by veto,
is advisory in nature, or is subject to a majority vote.
Other defining characteristics include the specialization
of the body's function, and the degree of separation of
its powers from the bureaucracy.21
There are several ways in which collegiality
differs significantly from bureaucracy in its organiza-
tional effects. First, "Except in the case of monocratic
collegiality, where there is mutual veto, collegiality
almost inevitably involves obstacles to precise, clear,
and above all, rapid decis.on." But this is not entirely
undesirable, since decisions are welighed more thoroughly.
The power structure is different, too. Collegiality
"divides personal responsibility, indeed in the larger
bodies this disappears almost entirely, whereas in mono-

cratic organizations it is perfectly clear without ques-

tion where responsibility lies."22

20Gerth ard Mills, op. cit., p. 236.
2lweber, op. cit., 392-398.
221bid., pp. 398-399.
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The amount of power wielded by a collegial body
relative to the bureaucracy varies according to its
particular characteristics; however, even advisory
groups have some influence. Weber has stated that his-
torically some bodies in government have had a relation-
ship to a monarch or magistrate which for all practical
purposes gave their advice binding power. More commonly,

an advisory body has no authority on its own, but does

in fact influence those who hold power.23

Weber wrote that:

From a historical point of view, collegiality
has had two principal kinds of significance. On
the one hand, it has involved a plurality of in-
cumbents in offices where spheres of authority
were directly competing, each with a mutual power
of veto. This is primarily a matter of technical
separation of powers to minimize authority. . . . The
secend type has been that involving collegial deci-
sions. In such cases an administrative act is only
legitimate when it has been produced according to
the principle of unanimity or majority.

Consequences of bureaucratization

Weber was partial to bureaucracy as an organiza-
tional form, but he indicated some social consequences

of bureaucratic control

23
Ibid., p. 402.

241144., p. 339-400,
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which can have undesirable aspects. 1In a section from

The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, he listed

several of these.

(1) The tendency to "leveling"  in the interest
of the broadest possible basis of recruitment in
terms of technical competence.

(2) The tendency to plutocracy growing out of
the interest in the greatest possible length of
technical training.

(3) The dominance of a spirit of formalistic
impersonality, "Sine ira et studio," without hatred
or passion, and hence without affection or enthu-
siasm. The dominant norms are concepts of straight-
forward duty without regard to personal considera-
tions. Everyone is subject to formal equality of
treatment; that is everyone in the same empirical
situation. This is the spirit in which the ideal
official conducts his office.2>

The tendency to leveling given as the first con-
sequence in the list refers to the leveling of social
classes. Weber postulated a reciprocal relationship
between bureaucracy and the leveling effect. Bureaucracy
leads to leveling, but leveling in turn serves to create
a favorable climate for the growth of bureaucracy.2®

Elsewhere, Weber indicated a consequence for the
individual in the bureaucratic hierarchy. Rational cal-

culation dictates that the performance of the individual

251bid., p. 340.

26 14i4.
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be mathematically measured; therefore, "each man becomes
a little'cog in the machine, and, aware of this, his one
preoccupation is whether he can become a bigger cog. It
is . . . horrible to think that the world could one day
be filled with nothing but those little cogs, little men
clinging to little jobs and striving towards bigger ones..
Despite the fact that Weber saw bureaucracy as
having some negative consequences, it 1s important to
place them in perspective. He believed that bureaucratic
administration was unmatched when compared with any other

possibility in terms of rationality and efficiency.

Criticisms of Weber

The criticisms of Weber's formulation of bureauc-
racy have been nunerous. Most contemporary authors, while
acknowledging their debt to him, have taken off in diverse
directions with respect to theory and research, depending
on their particular points of disagreement with the master.

Blau and Scott list four of the most general criticisms

w27

27Mayer, J.P., Max Weber and German Politics,
2nd ed., p. 127.
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of Weber. First, the ideal-type conception is inadequate,
because as it exists, it cannot be empirically tested.
Second, it has been objected that Weber emphasized the
functions of bureaucratic organizations to the neglect
of their dysfunctions. Third, Weber dwelled on the
formal aspects of bureaucracy, ignoring important in-
formal patterns. Fourth, there is a contradiction im-
plicit in Weber's asserting a pattern of administration
based on both technological expertise and disciplined
compliance with the directives of superiors which he

28

failed to recognize.

The ideal-type

A variant of the first criticism has been made
by Freidrich, He cbjected that the ideal-type 1is
neither derived from empirical evidence nor a strict
deductive process.29 Blau has asserted that "the ideal-
type contains both definitions of concepts and hypotheses

about empirical relationships but fails to make a dis-

tinction between these two fundamentally scientific

ZBBlau, Peter M., and Scott, W. Richard, Formal

Oiganizations, pp. 34-35.
29

Freidrich, Carl J., "Some Observations on
Weber's Analysis of Bureaucracy, " in Reader in Bureauc-

raczl po 28- .
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tools."30 There is further an ambiguity as to how the
ideal-type is to be interpreted. Again, Blau has
clarified this problem.

Weber's discussion may be interpreted in
one of two ways. Either he defined bureaucracy
by specifying formal characteristics and hypoth-
esized its superior operating efficiency or he
intended to define it as any administrative
apparatus that maximizes efficiency and advanced
hypcotheses about organizational attributes that
would typically have this effect.

Blau's book The Dynamics of Bureaucracy is

basically a report of a case study of bureaucracy in
two government agencies which he conducted. March and
Simon have characterized his investigation as an exam-
ination of "the changes in operating procedures that
occur at a relatively low level in the hierarchy under

!l32

the pressure of work group needs. Despite the con-

fusion which.-he perceived in Weber's theory, Blau used

it to guide his work.33,

30Blau, Peter M., The Dynamics of Bureaucracy,
p. 251n.

3l1pig., p. 251.

32

March, James G., and Simon, Herbert A.,
Organizations, p. 47.

33p1au, op. cit., p. 271.
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Gouldner has criticized the ideal type for its
lack of historical specificity. He has written that it
is "innocent of spatio-temporal cautions," since Weber
found bureaucracy in ancient Egypt, China and the Roman
Empire. He has further asserted that Weber's work is
"indifferent to (a) variations in bureaucratic forms,
and (b) the manner in which the common characteristics
designated as bureaucratic are interrelated with his-
n34

torically specific social structures.

Dysfunctions of bureaucracy and informal organizational

structure

March and Simon group the bureaucratic models of
Merton, Gouldner and Selznick together. All have empha-
sized dysfunctional consequences of bureaucratic organi-
zations.35 Each has devised a model of bureaucracy, but:

"all use as the basic independent variable some
form of organization or organizational procedure de-
signed to control the activities of the organization

members. "
". . .(These procedures) are shown to have

the consequences anticipated by the organizational
leaders, but also to have other, unanticipated con-

sequences, In turn, these consequences reinforce

34Gouldner, A.W., Discussion of "Industrial
Sociology: Status and Prospects, " American Sociological

Review 13:397, August, 1943.

35March and Simon, op. ¢it., p. 37.
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the tendency to use the control device."3®

Further, while they all develop a neglected area in Weber's

theory, they do not deny the efficiency of bureaucracy

compared to alternative organizational forms.>’

In Merton's words, bureaucratic dysfunctions arise

as follows:

. . . bureaucratic structure exerts a constant
pressure upon the official to be "methodological, pru-
dent, disciplined." . . . bureaucracy. . . must attain
a high degree of reliability of behavior, an unusual
degree of conformity with prescribed patterns of action.
Hence, the fundamental importance of discipline. . .
Discipline can be effective only if the ideal patterns
are buttressed by strong sentiments which entail de-
votion to one's duties, a keen sense of the limitation
of one's authority and competence, and methodological
performance of routine activities. The efficacy of
social structure depends ultimately upon infusing group
participants with appropriate attitudes and sentiments. . .
there are definite arrangements in the bureaucracy for
inculcating and reinforcing these sentiments.

. « « in order to insure discipline. . . these
sentiments are often more intense than is technically
necessary. . . this emphasis leads to a transference
of the sentiments from the aims of the organization
onto the particular details of behavior required by the
rules. Adherence to the rules originally conceived as
a means, becomes transformed into an end-in-itself;
there occurs the familiar process of displacement of
goals whereby "an instrumental value becomes a terminal
value." . . .Formalism, even ritualism, ensues with
an unchallenged insistence upon punctilious adherence

361bid.

371bia.
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to formalized procedures. This may be exaggerated

to the point where primary concern with conformity

to the rules interferes with the achievement of

the purposes of the organization, in which case we

have the familiar phencmenon of the technicism or

red tape of the official, 38

March and Simon have tried to describe the models

of Merton, Gouldner, and Selznick in terms of flow charts,
attempting to make as clear as possible the logical struc-
ture of their relationships. In March and Simon's in-
terpretation, Merton is concerned with organizational

learning. His "system of propositions begins with a

demand for control made on the organization by the top

hierarchy."39 The top hierarchy then institutes operating
procedures and a system of checks to make certain the pro-
cedures are followed, thus attempting to insure reliability.
Three consequences follow: reduction in the amount of per-
sonalized relationships, increased internalization of pro-
cedures by organizational members, and increased use of
categorization as a decision-making technique. The last con-

sequence, in turn, results ina decreased search for alternatives.

38Merton, R.K., "Bureaucratic Structure and Person-
ality," Social Forces 18:562-563, May, 1940,

39March and Simon, op. cit., pp. 37-38.
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All of these lead to rigidity of behavior of organiza-
tion members. A cyclical relationship is instituted as
rigidity gives the organization a sense of espirit de
corps, leading to in-group solidarity against outside
influence. The solidarity reinforces further rigidity.
Rigidity itself has consequences. It helps to satisfy
the organization's original demands for reliability,
increases the defensibility of individual actions by
the application of categories to decision-making, and
decreases satisfaction on the part of the organization's
clients.40

According to March and Simon, Gouldner emphasizes
the use of general and inpersonal rules as a response
to the demand for control of the organization's top
hierarchy.41 There are two kinds of consequences which
follow as a result of the establishment of the rules,
anticipated and unanticipated. The anticipated sequence
is a reduction in the visibility of power relations which

"interacts with the extent to which equality norms are

held to affect the legitimacy of the supervisory role.

401pid., p. 38-39.

41121@., p. 44.
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In the American culture of egalitarian norms, decreases
in power visibility increase the legitimacy of the super-
visory position and therefore decrease tension within

the group."42 This is all desirable since, in essence,

a work group need is fulfilled.

But the unanticipated consequence of rules is
the establishment of acceptable minimum standards. When
these are expressed, performance decreases toward the
minimum, a condition unacceptable to the top hierarchy.
Closer supervision then becomes the order of the day,
in an attempt to raise performance. This sets off
another chain reaction by increasing the visibility of
authority. Ultimately the organizational equilibrium
is upset because of increased tension in the work group,
thus negating the original intention in the establish-

ment of the rules.43

Selznick's model starts with a demand for con-
trol like the others, but instead of emphasizing the
adoption of rules as a response to the demand, he em-

phasizes the delegation of authority.44 The anticipated

421bid,
431bid., pp. 44-45.

44Ibid., p- 40.



consequence 1s that delegated authority will permit in-
creased technical specialization, hence, greater atten-
tion to an area of limited scope with benefits in terms
of greater organizational competence. Again there are
unanticipated consequences. This time increased at-~
tention to a specialty results in the neglect of the
overall organizational goals by the formation of sub-

45 As in the case of

units, each with its own concerns,
the Merton and Gouldner models, there is an extended
chain of relationships which arises in connection with
the unanticipated consequences.

All three models accentuate dysfunctional con-
sequences of bureaucratization, but they also treat in-
formal aspects of organization. The unanticipated con-
sequences are in no sense formally instituted. This
bears on the fourth criticism of Weber which Blau and
Scott have listed--that Weber was overly concerned with
the formal aspects of bureaucracy.

Selznick gives informal structure considerable

attention. Though he concedes that Weber's bureaucratic

54

451bid., p. 41.
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theory is the outstanding work in the field, he states
that in tracing bureaucratic development, Weber "seems

to have only partly understood . . . that the dynamics

of the administrative apparatus . . .created new personal
influences--those of administrators themselves seeking
their own ends and engaging as newly powerful partici-
pants, in power relation_ships."46 Four hypotheses
actually function almost as a priori assumptions for
Selznick:

A. Every organization creates an informal struc-
ture,

B. In every organization, the goals of the or-
ganization are modified (abandoned, deflect-
ed, or elaborated) by processes within it.

C. The process of modification is effected
through the informal structure.

D. The actual procedures of every organization
tend to be molded by action toward those
goals which provide operationally relevant
solutions for the daily problems of the or-
ganization as such.

Selznick rejects the notion of bureaucracy as

an administrative organization as such. He uses it to

denote a set of organizational characteristics., He is

most concerned with "bureaucratic behavior, " "that be-

havior of agents in social action which:

465elznick, Philip, "An Approach to a Theory of
Bureaucracy, " Amecrican Sociological Review 8:50, February,
1943,

471pid., pp. 47-49.
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1. tends to create the organization-paradox,
that is, the modification of the professed aims of the
organization~-aims toward which the agent is formally
supposed to strive; this process obtains

2, through such behavior patterns in the in-
formal organization as are centered primarily around
the ties of influence among the functionaries, and as
tend to concentrate the locus of power in the hands of
officials; and

3. through such patterns as develop through the
displacement of the functionaries®' motives on the habit
level, e.g., routinization.48

The stipulated characteristics of bureaucratic
behavior provide the background for an analysis of
bureaucratization. Bureaucratization proceeds in the
following way:

1. Co-operative effort, under the conditions
of increasing number and complexity of functions, re-
quires the delegation of functions. Thus action which
seeks more than limited, individual results becomes
action through agents. It is the activity of officials
acting as agents with which the discussion of bureauc-
racy is concerned.

2. The use of intermediaries creates a tendency
toward a bifurcation of interest between the initiator
of the action and the agent employed. This 1s due to the
creation of two sets of problems: for the initiator,
the achievement of the goal which spurred him to action,
and for the intermediary, problems which are concerned
chiefly with his social position as agent . . .

3. This bifurcation of interest makes dominant,
for initiator and agent alike, the issue of control.
What is at stake for each is the control of the condi-
tions (the organizational mechanism) which each group
will want to manipulate (not necessarily consciously)

481pid., p. 50.
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toward solving its special problems. 1In this struggle
for control, an informal structure is created, based
largely on relationships involving personal influences
rather than formal rules.

4, Because of the concentration of skill and
the contreol of the organizational mechanism in the hands
of the intermediaries, it becomes possible for the
problems of the officials as such to become those which
operate for the organization. The action of the officials
tends to have increasingly internal relevance, which may
result in the deflection of the organization from its
original path, which, however, usually remains as the
formally professed aim of the organization.49

Bureaucratic and progressional organizations

Parsons, Gouldner, and Blau and Scott have all
criticized Weber for the failure to distinguish between
the principles that govern bureaucracies and those that
govern professional organizatlons.so According to Blau
and Scott, there are important similarities between the
two types of organizations, but there are also four dif-

ferences:

the first difference between the organizing
principles of a profession and those of a bureaucracy is
that the professional is bound by a norm of service and
a code of ethics to represent the welfare and interests
of his clients, whereas the bureaucrat's foremost re-
sponsibility is to represent and promote the interests
of his organization. . . .

A second basic difference concerns the source
of authority. The bureaucratic official's authority
rests on a legal contract backed by formal sanctions,
but the professional’'s authority 1s rooted in his

491pig., p. 51.

>%Blau and Scott, op. cit., p. 244,
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acknowledged technical expertness . . . .

A third difference . . . is that the bureaucrat's
decisions are expected to be governed by disciplined
compliance with directives from superiors, whereas the
professional's are to be governed and internalized by
professional standards . . . .

Finally, the differences between the two systems
are reflected in the locus of the last court of appeal
in case of disagreement. When a decision of a bureaucrat
is questioned, the final judgment of whether he is
right or not is a prerogative of management, but when a
decision of a professional is gquestioned, the right of
reviewing its correctness is reserved to his professional
collegue group . . . o1

Blau smd Scott have made an important distinction.
One would not expect the organizational characteristics
of a corporation and a college, for example, to be
identical. But as far as the label which is applied
to a particular organization, is concerned, be it
professional or bureaucratic, there is apparently no
clear-cut distinction. 1Indeed, Blau and Scott allude to
situations in which more professionalsare being employed
in bureaucratic settings. This produces a conflict be-
tween bureaucratic and professional orientation for the

52

entire organization. One would expect the converse

>lipid., pp. 244-245.
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also to be true, and this has been the case in education.
Educational institutions would certainly be classified
as professional in terms of their responsibility to
clients, but the scientific management approach of
Frederick W. Taylor, emphasizing efficiency, economy,
and a mechanistic approach to human activity, has
exerted a long-standing influence on educational admin-
istration. Lewis and Miel have called Taylor's approach
a logical extension of bureaucracy.53

While Weber's work on bureaucracy had been severely
criticized, it is still influential, not only because
it stands as a classic part of the sociological litera-
ture, but because contemporary writers continue to put
parts of it to use in their own work. For example,
sociology has assumed an increasingly more empirical
orientation in recent years, but Gordon Tullock in his

book The Politics of Bureaucracy, published as recently

as 1965, eschewed statistical treatment of data in favor

of a method which is close to Weber's notion of

53Lewis, Arthur J., and Miel, Alice, Supervision

for Improved Instruction, pp. 60-61.
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"Verstehen.">4 Further, Parsons has considered bureauc-
racy as one of two evolutionary universals in society.
He has used Weber's ideal type as a "primary point of
reference" despite criticisms which he himself has

made of it.55

The characteristics of bureaucracy also have
remained useful, despite the fact that they are not
empirically based. Downs has stipulated that there are
four primary characteristics and a number of secondary
characteristics which a bureau must exhibit. His pri-
mary characteristics pertain to organizational size,
employment for pay, hiring procedures, and the nature
of evaluation of organizational output.56 Weber gave
special emphasis to the second and third characteristics
in Downs' list; moreover, Downs' secondary character-
istics are the six bureaucratic characteristics of
Weber, verbatim. The six characteristics which Bennis

listed closely resemble those of Weber.57

54Tullock Gordon, The Politics of Bureaucracy, p. l4.

SSParsons. Talcott, Sociological Theory and Modern

Society, pp. 503-504.
56

Downs, Anthony, Inside Bureaucracy, pp. 24-25.

57 . s
See Bennis' characteristics on page 22 and Weber's

on pages 38-39.
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Marcuse's Critigue

Marcuse has approached Wceber's theory of bureauc-
racy from a perspective which differs substantially from
any which have been discussed so far. Marcuse has pro-
vided a critique which is ideological in character, going
back to the values and commitments underlying Weber's
assumptions., Weber was a proponent of value-free, value-
neutral, or "scientific" sociology. Marcuse challenges
this orientation in Weber's own work by relating his per-
ceptions of philosophical, sociological-historical, and
political motives in Weber's analysis of industrial cap-
italism. 28 According to Marcuse, industrialization and
capitalism are the historical fate of the West and the
contemparary fate of modern Germany in Weber's theory.
The latter judgment was intertwined with Weber's reaction
against socilalism in Germany in 1918.°°

Two terms which are crucial in the Marcuse critigue
are rationality and domination. In Marcuse's words,

"the specificically Western idea of reason realizes it-
self in a system of material and intellectual culture

(economy, technology, "conduct of life," science, art)

5>8Marcuse, Herbert, Negations, p. 202.

>%1pid., p. 201.
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that develops to the full in industrial capitalism, and
this system tends toward a specific type of domination
which becomes the fate of the contemporary period: total
bureaucracy. The comprehensive and basic concept is
the idea of reason as Western rationality."60
Weber's concept of reason begins as reason in
the empirical scientific sense, but this does not holad
for his entire analysis, and in the end formal rationality
is transformed into capitalist rationality. Raticnal
authority is based on efficiency, an efficiency which
serves reason in a technological sense. But the purpose
which reason in the formal sense serves is based on ful-
fillment of human needs through a system of private
enterprise and concomitant profit associated with that

enterprise. Ultimately in capitalist rationality, "ir-

rationality becomes reason: reascon as the frantic de-

velopment of productivity, conquest of nature, enlarge-
ment of the mass of goods . . .; irrationality because
of higher productivity, domination of nature, and social

wealth become destructive forces.“61

Ibid., p. 203.

1
®lipida., pp. 204-207.
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The nub of the situation in Marcuse's view is
that Weber rejects "a qualitatively different historical
rationality."62 Bureaucratic control is linked to in-
dustrialization. 1In Weber's work the administrative
apparatus 1s for the most part out of control of laymen,
because of the demand of rational authority for technical
competence. Marcuse points out that Weber has justified
his value commitments by a reification of bureaucracy,

a move which is totally inappropriate.

Organizational Size and Bureaucracy

An additional consideration in theory of bureauc-
racy which is relevant to the study of an educational in-
stitution and which has not been discussed so far, is the
question of whether large size is necessary for the
bureaucratization of an organization. Downs gives large
size as one of four necessary characteristics of a bureau,
His definition of a large organization is one in which

the highest ranking members know less than half of the

6211id., p. 208.
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other members. Dimock and Hyde state that "tremendous"
size is a cause of bureaucracy in business and government.63
If large size of organizations is a cause of bureaucracy,
then logically large size is a necessary condition for
the bureaucratization of an organization. Gouldner has
made the generalization that theory "explaining bureauc-
racy as the end-product of increased size and complexity
of organizations" is "by far the most popular of inter-
pretations." According to Gouldner, Weber himself sub-
scribed to this position.64
But a number of sociologists disagree with this
view, notably Selznick, Blau and Scott, and Gouldner.
Selznick is convinced that the factor of size is not
crucial for bureaucratic behavior to be manifested; how-
ever, it must be noted that Selznick has emphasized in-
formal aspects of organization rather than those which

are formally established. This is a significant depar-

ture from Weber's theory. His stipulated characteristics

63Dimock, M.E., and Hyde, H., Bureaucracy and
Trusteeship in Large Organizations, p. 36.

64Gouldner, Alvin, W., "Metaphysical Pathos and
the Theory of Bureaucracy," American Political Science
Review 49:499, June, 1955.
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for the process of bureaucratization include a delega-

tion of functions within an organization, a bifurcation

of interest between the initiator of an action and the

agent employed, and an informal organizational structure. ®3
Intuitively, it would seem to be reasonable to

assume that as far as the formal side of organization

is concerned, greater size would entail greater complexity

and hence, bureaucratization. The person who makes this

assumption certainly would be in the company of respec-

table sociologists. But Blau and Scott try to refute

this notion with evidence: "It is widely assumed that

large organizational size is accompanied by a dispro-

portionate administrative overhead; but the evidence

n66 There is some dif-

does not support this assumption.
ficulty, however, in representing this as an unqualified
generalization. Blau and Scott use the term "bureaucracy"
in a way which is roughly synonymous with "administrative
machinery."®7 Nor are they completely consistent in

their use of the term. Using another definition of bu-

reaucracy, "the amount of effort devoted to maintaining

65Selznick, op. cit., p. 50.

66
Blau and Scott, op. cit., p. 226.

®71bid., p. 7.
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the organization rather than to directly achieving its ob-
jectives," they conclude that, ". . . all formal organiza-
tions have at least a minimum of bureaucracy--even if

this bureaucracy involves no more than a secretary-

treasurer who collects dues.“68

Gouldner has analyzed Weber's original statement
on organizational size and bureaucracy, and he has found
- it lacking in adequacy.

Weber's emphasis on size as the crucial deter-
minant of bureaucratic development is unsatisfactory
for several reasons. First, there are historic ex-
amples of human efforts carried out on an enormous
scale which were not bureaucratic in any serious
sense of the term. The building of the Egyptian
pyramids is an obvious example. Second, Weber never
considers the possibility that it is not "large size"
as such that disposes to bureaucracy; large size may
be important only because it generates other social
forces which, in their turn, generate bureaucratic
patterns.

Of course, in every analysis there are always
intervening variables-~-the unknown "x"--which stand
between any cause and effect. Scientific progress
depends, in part, on moving away from the gross causes
and coming closer to those which are more invariably
connected with the object of interest. The point
is that when a social scientist accepts "size"” as an
explanatory factor, instead of going on to ask what
there is about size that makes for bureaucracy, he is
making an analytic decision. It is not a formulation
unavoidably dictated by the nature of the data itself.

681pid., p. 8.
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Significantly, though, it is a decision that
conduces to bleak pessimism. For to inform members
of our society that the only way cut of the bureauc-
ratic impasse is to return to the historical past
and to trade in large- for small-scale organizations
is, in effect, to announce the practical impossibility
of coping with bureaucracy. Moreover, many people
in our society believe that "bigness" symbolizes pro-
gress: to tell them that it also creates bureaucracy
is to place them on the horns of a dilemma which
gores no matter which way they turn. In such a posi-
tion the most painless response is inaction.
Gouldner's analysis itself is ambiguous in one
way. He discusses size as a possible cause of bureaucracy,
but he never specifies whether he thinks large size is
a necessary condition for it. Considering the lack of
agreement among sociologists and the meager evidence, it
is obvious that the relationship of organizational size
and bureaucracy remains an open question. But Gouldner
does touch on an important point--policy decisions must
be made. Can bureaucracy be avoided by planning small
organizations? If, in fact, bureaucracy can be minimized
or entirely bypasses in an organization, is it necessary

that the organization be small? Sociologists have not

provided consistent or useful answers to these questions.

69Gouldner, op. cit., p. 500.
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Summary

Any assertion about bureaucracy provokes a
number of questicns. Not the least of these is how the
term is being used, Except in the sociological litera-
ture, there have been few attempts to give the term a
specific referent. In common parlance, "bureaucracy"
seems to connote red tape, paper work and unnecessary
formal procedures, but this generalization does not do
justice to the loose way in which the word is bandied
about.

Sociologists have found many difficulties with
the theory of bureaucracy as Weber espoused it. Some
have completely abandoned use of the term, in favor of
developing entirely new conceptual schemes.70 But
Weber's theory remains a standard reference point. Many
of the disagreements among sociologists have fallen with-
in limits of the theoretical framework he has provided.
His characterization of the elements of bureaucracy has

been frequently criticized, but not substantially im-

proved upon.

70See March and Simon's book Organizations for
an example.
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Given that the term bureaucracy continues to
be used, it is appropriate to ask to what extent a given
organization is bureaucratic. Weber's characteristics
could provide one such measure of bureaucratization from
a formal organizatiocnal standpoint:; however, since it
is unknown exactly what Weber's ideal-type is supposed
to imply relative to a real organization, all judgments
must be made with extreme caution. The characteristics
themselves would also regquire some minor modification
to fit the particular situation.

It would also be reasonable to consider bureauc-
racy from a more popular perspective. The use of the
popular viewpoint has gained some sociological respec-
tability by the work of Gouldner and Crozier. Using
the popular definition, the bureaucratization question
then becomes, "To what extent is the organization en-
cumbered by red tape?" Translated into methodological
terms, this could mean, "How do people who are involved
with an organization perceive formal barriers to organi-
zation, amount of paperwork required to fulfill procedural
requirements, etc., relative to other organizations which

possess the same function?"
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Bureaucracy in Higher Education

Herbert Stroup has written a book, Bureaucracy

in Higher Education, which is the most comprehensive

treatment of colleges as bureaucracies to date. He has
not performed a rigorous sociological analysis. His
text is laced with literary anecdotes. But he has taken
the sociological work on bureaucracy into account, and
his interpretations of the bureaucratic elements in
higher education are frequently insightful.

Stroup's basic a priori assumption is that higher
education can be looked upon as bureaucratic.7 His
appréach is to cffer illustrations of bureaucracy,
categorize situations, and offer interpretations of rela-
tionships and consequences which follow as a result of
his viewpoint. He believes that bureaucracy, despite
its faults, is "still the one rational dependable way
of meeting big social functions." 72

The discussion is not limited to a single defini-

tion of bureaucracy. The term is used in a number of

71Stroup, Herbert, Bureaucracy in Higher Educa-
tion, p. vili.

721pid., p. 6.



ways, ranging from a definition following the tradition
of Weber to a kind of nebulous phenomenclogy of organi-
zational evil, but the usage in any given instance is
usually clear. If there could be said to be a single
overarching definition, it is one which Stroup himself
has contrived, borrowing extensively from Weber. A
bureaucracy is a large scale organization with a complex
but definite social function. It utilizes specialized

personnel and is guided by rules and procedures. There

71

: 7
is a carefully ordered, impersonal hierarchy of authority.

The Hierarchy of Authority

There are four groups which occupy positions in
the hierarchy of authority of a college-~a lay board,
administration, faculty, and students. By law the lay
board is the governing agent. Stroup has noted that the
lay board has legal authority to.reserve to itself
"practically all decisions which relate to the organiza-
tion of the college." He cites the right to hire and

fire faculty members as an example of the scope of its

73
Ibid., p. 1l4.
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authority.74 From a practical standpoint, though, the
workings of the college are too complex for the lay
board to exercise its authority. Most of the respon-
sibility is delegated to administration.

Stroup places the lay board at the top of the
bureaucratic hierarchy, but actually it is a classic
example of a collegial body which limits the authority
of the bureaucracy proper. Nonetheless, he does credit
the administration with the responsibility for major
decisionmaking. Below the top administrative officers,
the president and vice presidents, are deans, department
chairmen and other officials. Faculty rank below the
administration. Faculty members are distinguished from
administrators primarily be virtue of their teaching
responsibilities, but some, department chairmen for in-
stance, also hold an administrative office. It is im-
possible to make an absolute distinction between faculty
and administration, for in a sense everycne employed by

the college is an administrator.

Ibid., p. 80.

731bid., pp. 78-79.



Faculty members as well as adininistrators meet
the conditions for holding bureaucratic office. They
draw salaries and they occupy offices in the physical
sense.’® fThere are nine other conditions of faculty

positions which qualify them as bureaucratic offices.

Competence 1s required.

Positions are granted by appointment.

Positions are ranked.

Work in a position constitutes a career and

a major commitment.

5. The particular style of life demanded fits
the bureaucrat.

6. Positions have an element of security.

7. There is a separation of organizational
and personal property.

8. The faculty members do not have any claim
to ownership of the college.

9. Loyality to the institution is a norm. 7

ow N

Stroup has made a succinct judgment of the posi-
tion of faculty and students, the last goup in the
hierarchy of authority, within the system.

The exact nature of the relationships within
the college hierarchy must be understood from formal
sources, such as bylaws, charters, faculty handbooks,
or other documents. The formal, and sometimes legal,
statements take prescedence over oratory. Thus a
fair-spoken college president in addressing the

faculty may assert that when all is said and done, it

is the faculty which is the controlling element in
the college--the most important.. . . The fact is,
however, that the faculty of the college is clearly
several notches down in the system of hierarchical

73

701pid., p. 42.
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organization.. . .Similarly as on commencement day,
the students may be told that withcut them there

would be no college, that they are the most important
people in the entire organization. Again, some
students get to believe such rhetcric. Students,
however, rank relatively low in the scalar system

of organization. Their level of iwthority 1s fairly
close to that of those who have no official connection
with the college.78

Impersonality

Impersonality is one of the characteristics of
a rational, bureaucratic organization in Weber's con-
ceptualization . Impersonality pervades a number of college
practices. The value of objectivity has lead to admissions
based on test scores, assignment of letter grades, and
standards for good academic standing as opposed to pro-
bation. Specific numbers of credits are required for
classification as a sophomore, junior or senior, as well
as for graduation. An organized system of education
planned in advance for the student is described in the
college catalogue. Techniques for instruction and record
keeping wnich employ automation ipso facto reduce human

contact with other persons.79

’81pid., pp. 77-78.

791pid., pp. 151-156.
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Stroup has ascertained five aspects of some class-
room instruction which contribute to impersonality.
First there is an emphasis in class content on "rule-
or technique-oriented impersocnality." One might read
Plato's Republic analytically without regard for its
relevance for modern life. Second, academic jargon pre-
vails at the expense of everyday language. Third, some pro-
fessors' lecture notes and assignments remain constant
over the course of years. Fourth, large classes minimize
contact between teachers and students. Finally, examina-

tions are objective and impersonal.80

Rules

There are numerous rules which affect life in
a college, so many that it is difficult for any one per-
son to be aware of them all. A consequence is that each
officeholder tends to know only those rules which affect
the fulfillment of his duties. The higher one goes in
the hierarchy, the more rules a given officeholder is

likely to know.8l This situation may allow for effective

801pid., pp. 153-154.

8lipid., p. 162.
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decision-making, but it would seem to automatically

limit participation in decision-making in a college.
Colleges vary in size and their centralization of decision
making, but in any case the role of faculty members

would be hampered by the ignorance of important rules.

This would be doubly true for students.

Red Tape and Paper Work

Record keeping is an essential part of bureauc-
racy in the Weberian sense. This function provides a
link between legitimate sociological definitions of the
term bureaucracy and popular conceptions which connote
“red tape'" or excessive paper work. Red tape, however,
is not just synonymous with paper work.82

Gouldner has stated that in sociological approaches
to the subject, "red tape is interpreted as being the
actual behavior engaged in by the bureaucrat, or of its

consequences, interpreted in terms of the ends of the

organization." He also considers red tape in another

sense, as a widespread complaint, and proceeds to question

821pid., p. 172.
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the circumstances under which the label is applied. In
this latter context, the charge of red tape involves a
perceiving individual and "objective. perhaps bureau-
cratic, practices or behavior patterns."83

Stroup, borrowing heavily from Gouldner, came
up with eleven usages of the term red tape. The first
is the common sociological definition cited above,
Second is the projection of organizational means to ends.
It can also be used to place blame when things don't
work out for an individual in his dealings with an
organization. Sometimes it is used when organizational
procedures are felt to constitute an invasion of privacy,
or when a person feels his ego being threatened, perhaps
through double checking procedures which undermine his
integrity. The term may signify so many checks and
balances that nothing much happens expcet filling out
reports. It can be used when a person feels that his
rights have been treatened, or when he feels powerless
with respect to an organization.

Organizational complexity may be egua*ted with

red tape. The term may be used when an organization

83Gouldner, Alvin W., "Red Tape as a Social Problem,"
in Merton et al, eds., Reader in Bureaucracy, pp. 410-411.
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requires a waiting period before disbursing rewards.
Finally, it may be used to express resentment against
conditions that cannot be modified.84
It is well and fine to know all of the possible
usages of the term "red tape," but is is obviously not
possible to take all of the connotations of the term
into account as variables in an investigation. The mean-
ings of the term which have concrete referents to or-
ganizational procedures in the eyes of organizational
participants can, however, be considered. The displace-
ment of organizational ends by means is an example. Two

others are unnecessary procedures and organizational

complexity.

Post-bureaucratic Theory

Is bureaucracy inevitable? Opinion varies.
Parsons considers bureaucracy an evolutionary universal
. . 85 . "
in society. Dimock has stated that "Bureaucracy cannot

be eliminated unless the causes producing complexity are

84Stroup, op. cit., pp. 172-175.

5Parsc:ns, Talcott, "Evolutionary Universals in
Society, " American Sociological Review 29:339-357, June,
1964, _
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removed. "86® Bennis is one organizational theorist who
has taken an opposing view., It is his opinion that or-
ganizational evolution will lead to the disappearance

of bureaucracies in the immediate future. Since theories
of bureaucracy have been derived from a blend of con-
jecture and simple observation rather than systematic
research, this controversy is not likely to be resolved
in the near future. Even the most empirical studies in
the bureaucratic literature are of little help here,
since they have typically been case studies of the opera-
tion of bureaus and agencies.

It may well be that, as Bennis suggests, new or-
ganizational forms can supplant bureaucracy. The follow-
ing review describes three approaches to post-bureaucracy
with particular emphasis on their implications for an
experimental college. None of these is sufficiently
explicit to generate a model for the organization of an
experimental college, but all of them suggest some

possibilities.

86Dimock, M.E., "Bureaucracy Self-Examined, "
Public Administration Review 4:198, Summer, 1944,
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Bennis' Post-bureaucratic Mcdel

Post-bureaucratic organizations can be concep-
tualized only in relationship to bureaucracy. Bennis
has been the leading proponent of post-bureaucratic
theory. He has modeled his analysis of bureaucracy after
Weber. But unlike the sociological theorists considered
on the previous pages, he does not engage in an extensive
discussion of Weber's assumptions and propositions. In-
stead, he starts with six characteristics of bureaucracy
on which he finds "general consensus," five flaws in the
‘bureaucratic model which are commonly experienced, and a
sampling of criticisms of bureaucracy. The characteris-
tics of bureaucracy closely follow Weber's and have been

37

noted in a previous section. The flaws of bureaucracy

are as follows:

(1) bosses without (and underlings with)} tech-
nical competence
(2) arbitrary and zany rules
(3) an underworld (or informal) organization
which subverts or even replaces the formal
apparatus
(4) confusion and conflict among roles
(5) cruel treatment of subordinates based not
on rationaéaor legal grounds but upon
inhumanity

875ee page 22 for Bennis' list.

BBBennis, Warren G., "Beyond Bureaucracy," 1in

American Bureaucracy, p. 5.
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Bennis gives ten criticisms of bureaucracy,
which he contends represent a small semple of the possible

total:

(1) Bureaucracy does not adequately allow for
personal growth and the development of mature person-
alities.

(2) It develops conformity and "“group-think."

(3) It does not take into account the "informal
organization" and the emergent and unanticipated problems.

(4) Its systems of control and authority are
hopelessly outdated.

(5) It has no adequate juridical process.

(6) It does not possess adequate means for re-
solving differences and conflicts between ranks, and
most particularly, between functional groups.

(7) Communication (and innovative ideas) are
thwarted or distorted due to hierarchical divisions.

(8) The full human resources of bureaucracy
are not being utilized due to mistrust, fear of reprisals,
etc.

(9) It cannot assimilate the influx of new
technology or scientists entering the organization.

(10) It modifies personality structure so that
people become and reflect the dull, gray, conditioned
"organization man. "89

The main proposition of Bennis' theory is the
prediction that bureaucracies, because of their lack of
adaptability, will disappear through evolutionary process.
The prognosis, according to an article which appeared in
1965, was that the evolution would occur over a period

of twenty-five to fifty years.90 In 1969, Bennis wrote

891bid., pp. 5-6.
1pig., p. 10.
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that "the bold future I . . . predicted is now routine
and can be observed wherever the most interesting and
advanced practices exist. Most of these trends are
visible and have been surfacing for years in the aero-
space, construction, drug and consulting industries as
well as professional and research and development organi-
zations . . ."91
The model for post-bureaucratic organizations is
not developed in any great detail. The model is construc-
ted from a few key sets of generalizations and selected
illustrations. The former are easily identified, since
they tend to appear repeatedly in Bennis' articles and
books. One passage which appeared verbatim in multiple
sources concerns the organization of organizations.92
The link between Bennis' version of post-bureauc-
racy and Miles' model has already been noted. Bennis'
new organizations are temporary systems. But the passage

above suggests only one kind of temporary system: the

variety devoted to short-term task accomplishment. Bennis

9lBennis, Warren G., "Post-bureaucratic Leader-
ship, " in American Burcaucracy, p. 166.

92
See page 22 for the guotation.
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apparently has not considered the three types of systems
which have the primary function of inducing change.

The institution of a new organizational structure
does not guarantee that the organization will transcend
bureaucracy. Process 1s important as well as structure,
and leadership is essential for success in both areas.
One requirement for post-bureaucratic leadership is the

control of conflict. The leader must build "a climate

in which collaboration, not conflict, will flourish."93

According to Bennis:

An effective collaborative climate is easier
to experience and harder to achieve than a formal
description of it, but most students of group be-
havior would agree that it should include the follow-
ing ingredients: flexible and adaptive structure,
utilization of individual talents, clear and agreed
upon goals, standards of openness, trust and coopera-
tion, interdependence, high intrinsic rewards, and
transactional control--which means a lot of individual
autonomy, and a lot of participation making key
decisions.

Bennis makes passing references to post-bureauc-
racy in the university. He gives three suggestions to

increase communication and articulation within the

93Bennis, Warren G., "Post-bureaucratic Leader-
ship, " in American Bureaucracy, p. 173.

a4 .
Ibid.




university. All three of the proposals are a reaction
to over-specialization and the isolation among the
disciplines. The first of these is an illustration from
a university in which a group of faculty and administra-
tors who felt they could successfully identify with the
overarching goals of the university was formed. The
second is the identification and support of persons who
are in a position to be knowledgeable about more than
one culture. The third is support of interdisciplinary
programs and similar endeavors. 2°
-The post-bureaucratic model was developed during
the sixties. The most recent book which Bennis has
written, published in 1973, is a reflection upon his ex-

perience of the past few years as an administrator with

SUNY's campus at Buffalo. 1In The Leaning Ivory Tower

Bennis does not recant his theories, but the book does

indicate some important changes in his opinions. In the
past, Bennis had taken a strong stand against bureaucrac
as an organizational form. His position is now much mor

moderate:
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I am aware that the word "bureaucracy"” has negative
connotations 1in our society, that it suggests some
combination of faceless robot and fierce behemoth.
But 1 use the term more or less neutrally to identify
a kind of social system that has dominated all in-
dustrial societies . . . Hospitals, research and
consulting organizations, the media, industry, wel-
fare organizations, the universities--they are all
bureaucratized social systems.96

There is one significant omission in the book.
While dealing with university administration, there is
no mention whatever of either post-bureaucratic organi-

zations or temporary systems. The Leaning Ivory Tower

was originally conceived as a study in the application

of organizational theory to university administration.
Bennis tried keeping a journal of events in which he

was involved, but he abandoned this attempt to relate
organizational theory and practice when he found very
little relationship between the two. Often theory and
practice were at cross purposes.97 Bennis' recent ex-
perience does not negate post-bureaucratic organizational
theory, but it certainly casts some suspicion on its

validity.

6 ) .
Bennis, Warren G., The Leaning Ivory Tower, p. 12,

271bid.
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Toffler's Ad-hocracy

Toffler begins his chapter on organizations in

Future Shock with a description of bureaucracy in the

popular sense. He stresses the conformity required by
bureaucracies and the fear of dehgmanization which has
become associated with them. He then quickly shifts

his attention to three bureaucratic characteristics
which he also has taken from Weber. They are the
hierarchical chain of command, the permanence of organi-
zational relationships, and the clearly delimited ex-
pectations for the individual within the division of

labor.98

He gives examples from government and industry
which support the contention that bureaucracy, as rep-
resented by the three characteristics above, is on the
wane., Apart from the tern "ad-hocracy" and the examples
which he gives, there is very little more than a repiti-
tion of Bennis' theory.

Toffler's examples give perspective to the range

of organizational possibilities which lie within his

frame of reference. He notes that at one time all

98Toffler, Alvin, Future Shock, p. 126.
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bureaucracies, including universities, had a table of
organization which spelled out the responsibilities of
employed personnel. Mocdern organizations now undergo
reorganization frequently. Two poirts which he makes
with a single example are that reorganization occurs
rather frequently and that responsibilities change for
persons within the organization. Like Bennis he alludes
to groups mobilized for short-term task accomplishment.
His example is a Lockheed aircraft division which was
created solely for the duration of the C-5A contract.99
As Toffler makes the argument that hierarchies
are collapsing, he gives some insights into the. non-
hierarchical aspects of new organizations. Power rela-
tionships are changing at two levels. In industry the
vertical chain of command is yielding to a managment
structure with more equalitarian relationships and an
overall horizontal arrangement. Workers are also be-
coming involved in decision-making, whereas before they
were only entrusted with the responsibilities of carrying
out orders and following prescribed procedures. Never-

theless, he tempers his description of the trend toward

991bid., pp. 128-133.
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"democratic" involvement of workers in decision-making
with the following observation:

It would be pollyannish to suggest that work-
ers in industry or government today truly "participate"
in the management of their enterprises . . . Yet
there is evidence that bureaucratic hierarchies,
separating those who "make decisions" from those who

merely carry them out, are being altered, side-
stepped, or broken.100

Miles' Temporary Systems Model

The last model to be considered as part of the
post-bureaucratic literature is Matthew Miles' temporary
systems model. Miles has conceptualized organizations
as being either static or changing systems rather than
dealing with bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy per se.

The prime source of information on Miles' version of
innovative organizational forms is an article titled,

"On Temporary Systems" which appeared in 1964, a year
before Bennis' first article on post-bureaucratic organi-

zation was published.lOl

1001pid., p. 137.
101 . . . : .
All of the information in this section was
gathered from two articles by Miles, "On Temporary Systems"
and "Educational Innovation: the Nature of the Problem."
Both appear in the book Innovation in Education, which he
edited.
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Miles first calls attention to the obvious struc-
tures which order social life--schools, agencies, the
church, corporations. He calls these permanent struc-
tures or permanent systems, since we expect them to last
for an "indefinitely long period."102 But, unlike socio-
logical theorists who reflect on the stable structures
within a unified social system, his interest does not lie
- with permanent structures. The larger social system is
comprised of permanent systems which exist in a symbiotic
relationship with one another; however, there are also
temporary structures in the social system. These exist
both within permanent structures and form links between
them. The defining property of temporary systems is the
expectation that they will exist only for a specified
period of time. The temporary system is a broad social
category. Illustrative examples are conferences, juries,
games, utopias, ad hoc task forces, psychotherapeutic
systems, and protest demonstrations. Miles' purpose in
focusing attention on temporary systems is not simply

to give a more complete description of social structure

lOzMiles, M.B., "On Temporary Systems," in
Innovation in Education, p. 437.
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than other sociologists. His emphasis is on the
change-inducing aspects of temporary systems: "The
general thesis being advanced is that temporary systems
are not only powerfully educative in themselves, but can
be a prime mechanism for bringing about innovation in

wi03

'permanent' educational systems, Ultimately he

hopes that people will deliberately plan for a more
widespread use of temporary systems.104
Temporary systems are distinguished from one
another according to two taxonomies. The first of these
classifies temporary systems by time use. There are
two factors involved in this classification: whether
temporary membership is held by all persons or clients
only, and the conditions for termination of temporary
membership. There are three of the latter. Termination
of membership may be linked to the sheer passage of
time, the occurence of some event, or a change in the
condition or state of the participants. Miles represents

this taxonomy in a two by three diagram, with each box

in the matrix containing exemplary systems. A college

103
Ibid., p. 445.

1041154, p. 485.
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is an example of a temporary system which is time-linked,
with temporary membership held by clients (students)
only. The change-inducing effects of temporary systems
are strongest for those which are a pure form, that is
those in which temporary membership is held by all
participants. Unfortunately, Miles does not choose to
discuss impure forms in any detail. Nor does he explain
how a school can be classified as both a permanent and

a temporary system. Within a college, however, there
are a number of opportunities for pure temporary systems:
task force groups, workshops, and individual courses
among others. Apparently any situation in which there
is a group of people on a temporary basis constitutes

a temporary system.

Reference has already been made to the other
taxonomy.105 There are five possible functions for tem-
porary systems. Again, there is a second factor involved:
whether the "focus of attention" is on the individual

or group. This classification makes up a five by two

table. Miles describes the five functions as follows:

105See page 20.
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(1) Compensation, maintenance. Temporary systems
like carnivals, love affairs, Christmas parties, games
of all sorts . . . appear to serve the function of
maintaining a person or group or organization in the
surrounding social system. They supply various sorts of
compensation for the slings and arrows of social life,
and provide expressive outlets not directly related to
the accomplishment of any task, or to the alteration of
persons, groups or organizations . . . .

(2) Short-term task accomplishment. A second
general function of temporary systems is that of providing
an arena for the accomplishment of particular tasks--more
expeditiously or productively than in a permanent system. . .

(3) Change: re-educative. Re-educative systems
tend to begin with an unlearning or corrective phase in
the change effort, followed by a relearning phase in which
new material replaces that which has been discarded. Much
adult learning 1is re-educative, as is the case of human
relations training laboratories, National Science Founda-
tion teacher training institutes and brainwashing attempts. ..

(5) Change: educative. . . .some temporary
systems are basically educative--designed to add new
knowledge, skills, practices, or attitudes to a person
or group, with little attention to prior unlearning of
established (and presumably interfering) material. The
usual school or college class is an example, as are the
Utopia, the ad hoc committee charged with improving some
aspects of ?5ganizational functioning, and the educational
experiment.

In addition to the possibility of functioning as
a unitary temporary system, an experimental college can
include temporary systems in its internal workings. The
two obvious examples are ad hoc committees to improve
organizational functioning and college classes., Miles

cautions, however, that situations which use a single

106yi1es, op. cit.., pp. 441-445.
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intensive block of time accentuate change effects more

107 This means that

than those which operate serially.
change effects are not likely to be pronounced in college
classes. A last possibility of a tenporary system which
might fit an experimental college is the "educational
experiment." Again, Miles is not specific as to what he
means by an educational experiment, nor does he suggest
how one might function.

Temporary systems are described in terms of
several sets of characteristics. These are dealt with
in detail in Chapter Four and listed here simply to
complete the overview of the temporary systems model,.
There are three types of characteristics: input, process,
and output. There are five distinctive input character-
istics: time limits, initial goal definition, boundary
maintenance operations, physical and social isolation,
and size and territoriality; six process characteristics:
time use, goal redefinition, procedures, social reorgani-
zation, communication and power structure, and sentiments;

and four output characteristics: general consideration

of goals and long range outcomes, person changes,

lO?Ibid., pp. 445,
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relationship changes, and action decisions.

Post-bureaucracy and Student Involvement
in Educational Planning

One difficulty with transferring descriptions
of post-bureaucratic practices from government agencies
and industry to an experimental college is the lack of
equivalence between the possible roles in government or
industry and education. In industry there are two types
of personnel: management and workers. In a college
there are administrators, faculty and students. The
" administrative function is in essence the same as the
managerial. If one assumes that some sort of democratic
decision-making process such as Bennis and Toffler
describe should be operative, there are some ambiguities
in a college situation as to who should be democratically
involved. In industry, workers whould be granted more
participation in decision-making. Are faculty or students
the college equivalent of the worker group? One might
argue for faculty, since they are employees of the college,

but students do occupy the position at the bottom of the



chain of command.

The issue of what it means for a college as
opposed to a corporation or government agency to be
post-bureaucratic is crucial. One of the prime innova-
tions at 01ld Westbury was the involvement of students
in the decision-making process., Is this an appropriate
direction for a post-bureaucratic college to take? 1Is
it a necessary direction?

The implication that students should be partici-
pants in decision-making in a college would seem to be
logical in Miles' model, yet the model encompasses so
many situations that it is far from unambiguous. The
main points in support of student involvement are the
ambiguous structure of the situation which presumably
permits considerable freedom of action and the process
characteristic "goal redefinition" which involves all
of the participants. According to Miles, "Though the
goal of a temporary system is ordinarily defined and

focused in advance. . . there nevertheless remains the

95

task of developing redefinition of the goal which commands

the commitment and energy of all participants."108

108,pid., p. 459.
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When Bennis wrote about university administration
in his articles on post-bureaucratic organization, he
rarely mentioned students. O©One of his five "democratic
values" of new organizations was "the idea that influence
is based on technical competence and knowledge rather
than on the vagaries of personal whims or prerogatives
of power."109 Many of those persons who would limit
student involvement in governance cite the presumed
lack of competence of students to substantiate their
position. Certainly students collectively do not possess
any special "technical competence" in Bennis' sense which
would entitle them to positions of power in the governance
structure. But Bennis' position was not unequivocally
opposed to student involvement. In at least one instance,
he expressed concern for communication with students, if
not more: "The Berkeley riots were symptomatic of at
least four self-contained uncommunicating social systems
(students, faculty, administration, regents) without

the trust, empathy, and interaction--to say nothing of

the tradition to develop meaningful collaboration." 10
109 : " " 3 o
Bennis, "Beyond Bureaucracy," in American
Bureaucracy, p. 4.
110Bennis, "Post Bureaucratic Leadership," in

American Bureaucracy, p. 173.
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In his recent book, Bennis discusses student un-
rest at the University of Buffalo in 1970 and student
involvement on presidential search committees. His
comments suggest a strong liberal position toward in-
volvement of students in university governance. But

elsewhere he presents a negative view of the participatory

democracy on campus:

In these days of campus participatory democracy
schemes, leaders are often wrapped and smothered

by a cocoon of extralegal procedures, due process
concerns, and confining and often worthless meetings
with governance groups that too frequently lead to
shallow, distended, and bland decisions while de-
stroying or discouraging leadership effectiveness--
as well as the leaders. 1 feel strongly that

the leader ought to be able to lead--that is, be
given opportunities to act, to initiate, to take
risks and embrace error without going through the
time-wasting and useless contortions of a pseudo-

democratic charade.

This is a strong statement opposing the kind of
gxperiment which was undertaken at 0ld Westbury, but it
i1s not necessarily the implication of Bennis' post-
bureaucratic model. It was mentioned earlier that Bennis
has changed some of his opinions over the past few years.
The voice speaking above is the voice of experience,

The recent book and the post-bureaucratic model must be

111 . ' .
Bennis, The Leaning Ivory Tower, pp. 82-83.
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considered separately. In the absence of any detailed
explication of the implications of the model for campus
governance, they must remain vague.

In this chapter the literature on bureaucracy and
post-bureaucracy has been described. The following
chapter deals with the other side of the coin, the history
of the experimental college which was under investigation.
- The history stresses the organizational development of
01d Westbury. The relevance of bureaucratic theory for
the analysis of the college is established in the final
section of the chapter. At that point bureaucratization

at 01d Westbury is discussed.
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CHAPTER III
OLD WESTBURY: HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE IDEA

Planning a College

The Birth of an Idea

The history of 0ld Westbury began in November,
1964, when the State University of New York made provi-
sion for a new college on Long Island in 1its master plan.
" June, 1965, saw an official resolution in support of the
plan by the Board of Trustees and approval by Governor
Rockefeller.

The idea for an experimental college had been
fathered by Samuel B. Gould, Chancellor of the State
University system. Gould had wanted to provide changes
in the set-up of liberal arts colleges within the system
and so proceeded to establish two institutions which he
hoped would be exemplary, the College at Purchase which
was to be innovative in the arts and the College at 01ld
Westbury which was to be innovative in general.

Prior to the appointment of a president in November,
1966, very few major decisions had been made concerning

the college. Those which were made involved general kinds



of considerations which could be expected to facilitate
planning which was to be done later at the new campus.
Members of the college's lay board, the College Council,
were appointed by the governor. James A. Frost, Vice~
Chancellor for Four Year Colleges, prepared a short
prospectus which was intended to be a stimulus for dis-
cussion with the new college's president and his staff.
A site was selected; architects were hired.

After approval by the College Council and the
State University Board of Trustees, Harris Wofford, an
Associate Director of the Peace Corps, was appointed
president of the college in November. He was given a
1970 opening date for the institution. Wofford wrote

that, "In the summer of 1966 Chancellor Samuel Gould of

the State University ot New York asked me if I would take

100

on the assignment of planning and creating the university's

newest college, ultimately to be for 5,000 undergraduates
and an undetermined number of masters' degree students.”

Wofford alluded to several givens in the situation--a six

hundred acre campus, a hundred million dollars in

1. . :
Guidelines for the Development of a New College

in Nassau County.
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construction funds, and a mandate for experimentation.2

The latter was emphasized by Gould in a statement to
Wofford at the time of his appointment. Gould communi-
cated his expectation that "all conv=ntional procedures”
would be reviewed, and that barriers which stood in the
way of experimentation would be broken. He wanted 01d
Westbury to be the most innovative place in the country--
"totally experimental--with every technique and arrange-

ment to facilitate and strengthen learning."3

Harris Wofford

Though the idea for an experimental college was
Gould's, President Harris Wofford was the central figure
in its planning and development, His influence was mani-
fested in two important ways: through his curricular
commitments and his personal style, his manner of oper-
ating.

Wofford's curricular commitments were a curiocus

combination. There were three directions which he wanted

2Wofford, Harris, "The New College at 0ld Westbury,"
Educational Record 51:34-35, Winter, 1970,

3Gross, Ronald, and Murphy, Judith, "New York's
Late Blooming State University," Harper's Magazine 233:97,
December, 1966. '
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the college to take. He was interested in experience in
the world, the kind of experience provided by the Peace
Corps. A statement which Wofford made on his appointment
called for the recruiting of a student population which
had already had experiences of that type.4 He also
thought that the curriculum ot the school should deal
with world problems.

A second commitment was to the great books.
Wofford had attended the University of Chicago in the
forties and like Chicago's president, Robert M. Hutchins,?®
he was attracted to the great books of St. Jchn's College.
The St. John's curriculum combined content with a method
of teaching. The great books were analyzed in seminars,
the ideal discussion following the model of socratic
dialogue.

In the 1966 statement, Wofford also stated that
he wanted to recruit faculty from the "professions and
6

major sectors of life" as well as the academic ranks.

In a post-mortem on his experiences at 0ld Westbury, he

4Initial Plans, Hopes, Propositions, and Questions
for the New College at 0ld Westbury.

SNow of the Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions.

6bInitial Plans, Hopes, Propositions and Questions
for the New College at 0ld Westbury.
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made a summary statement on the related part of his edu-
cational philosophy:
. - «I had another set of medieval ideas. I
like the study, practice and teaching of law, and
had--and have--~the conviction that law as an under-
graduate liberal art (not primarily as preprofessional
training, but as a general study for any citizen)
would provide a good lens to focus on the body politic
as a whole and the problems of self-government. To
which I added the hunch that the other ancient pro-
fessions of medicine and theology, taken broadly to
include psychiatry as well as physical medicine,
and eastern as well as western religions, would be
good as major undergraduate subjects unifging our
knowledge about the mind, body, and soul.
The commitment to the professions worked against Wofford.
Some of his colleagues thought the plan for a law, medicine
and theology curriculum was both medieval and naive.
Wofford's interest in recruiting faculty from the pro-
fessions was widely interpreted as distrusting of certified
academics.
Wofford was a man of strong educational commit-
ments. He was often accused of trying to guide the college
toward a curriculum of his own choosing. He denied this,

emphasizing that he was committed to a process of co-

operative decision-making: ". . .I decided. ., . I would

7WOfford, op. cit., p. 36.
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not impose my vision as the condition for collaboration,
but would share the opportunity for innovation with the

best colleagues I could find."

Additional Background

There were two documents that were particularly
influential in the college's history--the mandate which
was a part of the state university's master plan, and the
Frost prospectus. It is impossible to separate the two
because excerpts from the paper by Frost appeared in the
master plan as a one-page document that was sent to the
state legislature. Wofford recalls that he was not or-
iginally shown the prospectus, and when he did accidentally
learn about it, he was counseled to disregard it.9 The
ideas of the college planners were not to be burdened by
any preconceived conceptions handed down from Albany.

But there 1s no question that regardless of intentions,
the document had significance, The architects, anxious
to get started, had begun to plan a facilities program

based on it. Wofford had the following excerpts which

81bid., pp. 36-37.

9The information in this paragraph was volunteered
by Harris Wofford in an interview.
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appeared in the 1966 Master Plan reprinted in the first

catalogue.

He took them to heart, ard the course of the

college was in part determined.

The State University will establish in Nassau
County a college that pays heed to the individual
student and his concern with the modern world. . .
Specifically, this college will:

1.

End the lock-step march in which one
semester follows on another until four of
youth's most energetic years have been con-
sumed; to this purpose qualified students
will be admitted to college without high
school graduation, and those who attain
competency will be granted degrees without
regard to length of collegiate study.

Admit students to full partnership in the
academic world and grant them the right to
determine, in large measure, their own
areas of study and research.

Use mechanical devices to free faculty
scholars from the academic drudgery of re-
peating lectures, conducting classes de-
voted to drill, and marking many examina-
tions, thus allowing faculty scholars to
turn their full creative powers to meaning-
ful exchange with students, to research,
and to artistry.

Since the campus is to be built literally from
the ground up, the president and the faculty members
the president recruits will have an almost unrestricted
opportunity for innovation and creativity.l0

10

Statement of the First Program, p. 2.
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While experimentation per se and the idea of
creating an exemplary institution were foremost in the
mind of Chancellor Gould, the mood of the time cannot be
ignored. The student revolution was getting into gear;
unrest at Berkeley was fresh in the memories of everyone
concerned with higher education. Wofford has written
that 0ld Westbury was conceived as a constructive response
to Berkeley. He also reported that what drew the academic
vice president to the college "was the belief that with
student participation we could escape the political con-
frontations increasingly consuming other campuses and turn
our 'full creative powers to meaningful exchange, to re-

vull Former Vice-Chancellor Frost

search and to artistry.
stated that, "You have to go back to the time. At that
time there was very great dissatisfaction among students,
and many people thought that the academic world was off
on the wrong foot. It wasn't relevant, and it didn't
relate to young people. . . Now Harris (Wofford) did
relate to young people. His work in the Peace Corps had
given him. . . experience. He was young himself, and he

was not bound by the academic tradition."1?

llefford, Harris, "How Big the Wave?"

12Interview with James A. Frost.
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The Planning Staff

Wofford immediately moved into action to start
the planning for the college by recruiting people to join
in the process. He selected some persons who shared a
common background with him--experierce in the Peace Corps
or a love of the great books acquired at St. John's or
the University of Chicago. There were two Ph.D.'s re-
cruited early, the only persons who could be classed as
academic types from the ranks of college teaching. Wofford
declined to start with a few key administrators and then
implement a plan for a particular curriculum design. He
had ideas of his own, but he chose people for personal
qualities which he found attractive as much as any other
criterion. While other members of the planning staff
shared his vision of a new and different educational
venture, that was oftentimes the point where common ex-
pectations ended.

Initial planning sessions were held on the campus,
in Washington, or at Wofford's home. Sixteen people were
present at one early planning meeting in December, 1966.

Of these sixteen, four would later be administrators when
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the college opened. There was also one person, a philos-
opher, who would stay on as a professor throughocut the
experiment, and two regular consultants to the college
were included in the group. In terms of personnel the
planning staff was by no means a static group over the
course of twenty months. Some left, and others were added
as the college opening drew near. Throughout the planning
period there was a steady stream of consultants going and
coming. Some stayed for a day, others had a continuing
association with the planning.

Notes made at the December planning meeting just
mentioned reveal some of the concerns about the process
of getting started, and ideas about the direction the

13 The notes include a list of ten

college should take.
behaviors and concerns people indulge in when trying to
plan something from scratch, eight sets of questions

+

labeled "Some implicit undercurrents,” comments on the
"total environment," and "Some statements about processes
and techniques.” The diverse concerns listed as implicit

undercurrents suggest that there was a struggle involved

in simply deciding where to gegin. They included such

13See Appendix A for a complete reprint of the

notes of the meeting.
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questions as "What is Man?", "Do we need to study the pro-
blems of the culture?”, and "Can students really be of

help with the process?"

Student Input

So the planning began; however, it was not long
before one of the members of the planning staff called
attention to a contradiction between the phrase in the
mandate, "admit students to full partnership in the
academic world," and the absence of student input in the
planning. In an interview, Harris Wofford said, "Berkeley
had exploded and the student revolution had been moving
eastward. . .The more we thought of (it), the more we
thought finding a way to respond to it was part of the
challenge for this kind of college."14 Wofford felt the
need to involve some students in planning sessions
immediately. Six were recruited early in 1967, a seventh
was added soon after. There was no particular decision
made in advance as to the nature of the student contribu-
tions. ©No one else on the planning staff was bound by

restrictions., Why should the students be?

14Interview with Harris Wofford.
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The students were not selected according to any
fixed procedure or any established set of criteria.15
Three students from Antioch came by arrangement with the
president there. There was also a student from San Fran-
cisco State, one from Berkeley, one from Goddard, and a
freshman dropout from Stonybrook. There was a cross sec-
tion of students as far as age was concerned. The young-
est was seventeen. There were freshmen, sophomores,
seniors, and a recent graduate. This group of students

worked with the planning staff over the course of a num-

ber of months. They were given positions as Temporary

5Some administrators at 0ld Westbury see this in
retrospect as one source of early difficulties. One said
that the students were chosen in a "very inefficient, care-
less, slipshod way" and that the students as well as mem-
bers of the planning staff were working off the frustra-
tion of their recent experiences. Wofford, in a recent
article, said that the staff member who did most of the
recruiting "confessed later that in selecting some of
the first students he preferred the discontented and re-
jected the square: the former were interesting, the latter
bored him." ("How Big the Wave?")

Another side of the picture was presented by the
staff member who did most of the recruiting. He called
the students "bright and attractive" and said it was great
to have them around. The whole thing was lively and in-
teresting. On the question of the purpose they were sup-
posed to serve, however, he claims to have replied on being
asked (by Wofford) to start recruiting, that it was tech-
nically possible, "but what the hell do you want them for
right away?"
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Staff Consultants. They were not official members of the
planning staff; they were consultants to it. Also, it 1is
important to note that they were not students of 014
Westbury, since there was no college in operation at that
time. Nor was there any expectation that the students
would ever be students of 0ld Westbury, since at that
time the scheduled opening of the college was three years
off.

The student planners were really junior partners
in the planning activities. They had the same right to

contribute opinions and make proposals as the "real"

planners, and this was expected. The Long Island Press
reported that student planners were helping to solve
problems “"besides student housing, dining, social and
recreational arrangements." Several points were mentioned
which had a heavy emphasis on curriculum: deciding the
best kinds of freshman courses, selecting public problems
for problems institutes, and determining the thrust of the
masters degree program.16

Two other efforts to get student input into the

planning were undertaken. 1In April, 1967, a ore-day

16zmes, charlotte, "The Experimental College to
Open Its Doors in 1968," The Long,Island Press (Hempstead,
N.Y.), April 10, 1967.
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session with a hundred high school newspaper editors
from Long Island was held on the campus. According to a
newspaper report, the conference,
consisted primarily of a series of seminars
led by Wofford and his aides, dealing with the youths'
grievances against the system and their concepts of
college. The editors also were sounded out by the
college planners on ideas and questions in such areas
as curriculum planning, admissions requirements, and
formulation of school policy. 17
. No decisions were reached, but Wofford found the discus-
sions exciting.
The other attempt was a three-week workshop in
June for thirteen students from other SUNY campuses.
Chancellor Gould was interested in involving students
in the planning of each of SUNY's new colleges, so he
announced through the student governments on the various
campuses that there would be an opportunity for students
to help plan 0ld Westbury. The selection process took
the form of a contest, with most students writing essays
about educational innovation. One or two submitted art
projects. Each of the students selected was paid five

hundred dollars for his contribution to the workshop.

All were required to write papers summarizing their

l—’Abrams, Arnold, "New L.I. College Planners Get

Lecture From Pupils," Newsday (Garden City, N.Y.), April
10, 1967, p. 11.
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thoughts at the conclusion of the sescions, but the event
that made a splash in a Long Island newspaper was the pro-
gress report which Gould received when he paid the campus

a visit. Students had prepared for him "a twenty-five
minute tape recording of impromptu bull sessions complete
with sound effects. They inciuded cheering, garbled voices,
the toot of a car horn, pop music, and the voice of folk-
rock singer Bob Dylan intoning: 'Something is happening

here, but you don't know what it is, do you, Mr. Jones?'"18

The Encounter Group

In May, 1967, an encounter group was held at the
insistance of one of the two faculty members on the plan-
ning staff. The historical significance of the event is
nil, but multiple perceptions of reality were a part of
0ld Westbury, even during the planning stage, and the
focus on a limited time span of one day serves to illustrate
this. Stuart Miller, the professor who instigated the

event, gave a lengthy account of the encounter in his

book Hot Springs.

1BZinman, David, "The Advance Guard at State U,"
Newsday, July 29, 1967, p. 3W.



The members of the staff were continually at
one another's throats, and in principle, it (the
encounter group) was a good idea.

For an enormous fee, Bill Schutz (of Esalen
Institute) agreed to come. . . and lead a day-long
group. . . We did a long micro-lab and though it
was hard for me to confront my colleagues and ex-
press feelings honestly to them, we were in this
together. . .

The afternoon was another matter. Now, I
was primed for this experience, I was the encounter-
group advocate; I knew my colleagues were reluctant
and scared. I would lead the way. But instead of
me, worse luck, they started on the president, Harris
Wofford. Bill thought that since so many of us were
having difficulties with this man, he should begin
by going around the group and telling each person
exactly how he felt about him. Harris began the
circuit. By the time he got to the third person--
he still had five members of the circle to encounter
before he got to me--1 began to cry. . . my boss
would not approve me, give what I wanted. . . I
knew that Harris would not commit to my care one of
the constituent colleges out of which the whole
college would eventually be made. . .

Harris was kind, but he said he wouldn't. . .
give me my own college. He told me he valued me; 1

had been his second faculty appointment. "Why not
give me a school, let me try my ideas?" I insisted.
He hesitated. "I don't trust you, " he said. . .

Bill called my attention. Would I do something-—-
would I get up, walk to the center of the room with
Harris, turn around, and fall backward into Harris's
arms? I pulled myself toward the center; but I
couldn't fall. When Bill asked me who in the room

I did trust to do this exercise with, I sobbed again,
down to a level of emotion and hurt I had never
known before; and I confessed and learned, to my
astonishment, that I trusted no one in all that
compan},(.]-9
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19Miller, Stuart, Hot Springs, pp. 21-23.
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Larry Resnick, Professor of Philosophy, said,
"Harris and I had some fundamental disagreements. One of
the things we did at the T-group session was to pick out

antagonists. Harris and I were chosen as the primary

antagonists in the operation."20

Wofford himself reacted with the statement:

Even a bizarre "encounter" session. . . left
some laughs in its wake. I don't know whether Pro-
fessor Resnick's agression was really relieved by
throwing me repeatedly in Indian. wrestling, to
everyone's amusement. After hours with the planning
staff expressing their frustrations with me, Schutz
told me it was going beautifully; after supper, he
promised, they would all turn on each other (which
they did). "Are you sure that's good?" I asked.?l

John Eskow, a student planner, had another view:
"The thing about the encounter group--which was supposed
to have a very liberating effect--is that it was very
little different from the discussions we would have around

the seminar table."22

Leadership

Harris Wofford had a profound effect on the course

20Interview with Lawrence Resnick.
21Wofford, "How Big the Wave?"

22Interview with John Eskow.
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of the planning sessions from a procedural point of view.

His interest in the great books also provided him with

an organizational innovation; plans for the college were
"to emerge through a series of seminars based on the great
books seminars of Chicago and St. John's. The method of
the seminars was to be taken from the dialogues of Socrates,
but the content of the seminars was not necessarily to be
- the great books. The great bococks were included on occa-
sion, to be certain, but in general the seminars were
structured arcund themes related to the planning of the
college. An approach was tried which attempted to inte-
grate the intellectual life of the small community of
planners and more specific concerns about the nascent
college--the curriculum, youth and the drug culture, ad-
missions policies, etc. The staff members found seminars
which lasted twelve or thirteen hours exciting, intense
experiences. Then, too, there was always some prominent
intellectual on campus as a consultant. If is not sur-
prising that the planning staff had a seminar on Antiqone;
a small group of college planners, complete with hired

students, was, in essence, simulating a college.
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Much of the planning was up in the clouds. Dis-
agreements at the level of ideology made it difficult to
get to concrete decisions. No one wanted to put anything
down on paper and give it the group's stamp of approval.
What often happened was that a discussion would be held
one day, Harris Wofford would stay up most of the night
writing, and a document would be ready for circulation
the next morning. This he represented as what he heard
being said the previous day. There would be protests and
deniais, but the fact remained that Wofford's document--
his perception of the discussion and the conclusions reach-
ed--was the only thing down on paper, so he ended up
making the decisions, not the planning staff as a body.
Yet, while Wofford made some decisions by default, to
suggest this as a general conclusion would be misleading.

Wofford may not have been guilty of trying to
autocratically design a curriculum while passing it off
as a democratically-conceived product, but his influence
was obvious. Part of the influence stemmed from the
charisma that was part of Wofford's personality. He

inspired some of the people who came in contact with him



and alientated others. Wofford's early actions in the
planning process also were a factor. His ideas were re-
ceived sympathetically by some of the planners. He had
selected them himself. All except one of the early plan-

ners had a connection with the Peace Corps, St. John's,

23

or the University of Chicago. As more faculty and

administrators were added to the staff and student plan-
_ ners became involved, the diversity of opinion increased
considerably. Conflict became an integral part of 0ld

Westbury even before the college opened. A prime issue,

endlessly debated, concerned full partnership for student

Full Partnership

The original mandate promised to "admit student
to full partnership in the academic world." But the
01d Westbury president exerted charismatic leadership,
a gentle despotism much like that of Lincoln, who once
smiled down at a cabinet united against him, saying,
"Eight nays and one aye, the ayes have it." Staunch 1in
his opposition to government by committee, Wofford led
when leadership was called for, and when decisions
needed to be made, it was usually he who made them
(this not always being apparent at the time). "Full
partnership" essentially meant all had equal status
in attempting to influence the leader. The seminar-
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23Keyes, Ralph, and others, "The College That
Students Helped Plan,"” Change 1:23, March-April, 1969.
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style planning process, indeed, was sometimes referred
to as "educating the President."

Ralph Keyes, student planner24

We would always bring up these absurd situations,
and he would say, "no!". . . We tried a socratic dia-
logue on him because he was so heavy on Socrates, and
it was always a dialogue that was resolved in his
saying "no" or his saying, "I've said it's full part-
nership, and it's full partnership."”

John Eskow, student planner25

The student revolt had in fact begun the day
the first student planners arrived and asked that all
decision-making be made on the basis of one-planner,
one-vote. I soon found myself saying, "No", much of
the time.

No, partnership meant participation but did
not mean blurring the separate powers and responsibil-
ities of faculty, students, and administration. No,
decisions would not be made through a process in which
students outnumber faculty and administration. No,
the president would not be merely a chairman, servant,
or technician for the prevailing majerity. No, the
first student planners would not automatically become
members of the faculty, as one soon demanded.

Harris Wofford, President26

There are two parts to the "full partnership”
crisis. The‘'first issue is what it meant for students to

be full partners, and arguments on this matter occupied,

241pid., p. 13.
25Interview with John Eskow.

26Wofford, "How Big the Wave?"
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as one respondent put it, an "unbelievable" amount of
time. Another issue, related to Wofford's plan for gover-
nance of the college in its initial stages but not the
rhetoric of full partnership, was the proper role of the
faculty in decision-making. The two issues are linked
together because any model for governance, given the
commitment to full partnership, would involve all consti-
. tuencies--administration, faculty and students.

The student involvment issue hinges on three re-
lated questions: (1) What did "full partnership" mean
to each of the participants in the planning process?,
(2) what did full partnership mean to Harris Wofford?, and -
(3) What did the other planners think it meant to Harris
Wofford? The answer to the first guestion is probably
least important, since Wofford was the focus of attention.
In the days of the planning staff, ideas of full partner-
ship do not seem to have been particularly well considered
on anyone's part. There were a few people, including one
faculty member who was added relatively early, for whom
it meant one-man, one-vote, but most people who were dis-

satisfied simply reacted against the authoritarian model
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they saw operating. A professor of philosophy, however,
counseled Wofford to drop the term, since he obviously
did not have in mind the kind of equalitarianism that is
implied in its literal meaning.

As for the interpretations of what Wofford meant,
these will be dealt with in the following section. At
this point there seemed to be no certainty about what
he meant. While there were arguments during the planning
stage, actual governance confrontations would not come
until the college was actually underway. During the
planning stage, students would make governance proposals
and ask questions, partly to find ocut what he meant, partly
to taunt him for his hypocrisy. But Wofford's own view is
very important here. When asked what he really meant by
full partnership, his reply introduced another side of
the governance problem:

It's also my lack of notions. I had no really
good notion of what a faculty is. . . what a powerful
mystical body it is, and how rapidly it will assemble
its forces just by the academic air. . . I didn't
know that when we had three faculty members that then
and there there was a thing called the faculty which
had its rights and interests and was going to be con-
cerned about administrators. . . I trusted and hoped

that there would be a day when a strong faculty. . .
would play the primary role over academic affairs.
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But I took seriously the mandate in the master plan

that the president would have unrestricted opportunity

to pick the faculty he wanted and to shape the college.

So if you ask me what I imagined, I imagined that I

had a couple of years of that opportunity, and the peo-

ple that I was assembling in the first year were ac-

cepting that as the terms of trade, the rules of the

game. 27

The faculty who were brought in just prior to the

1968 opening were for the most part not aware of this
limitation on their participation. Since they were either
not informed or ill-informed, they had no reason to sus-
pect that they would have less power than in a traditional
institution in which the faculty controls the curriculum,
So even without "“real" students, a tri-part power struggle
had developed between student planners, faculty, and the

strong executive, a struggle in which all were full

partners.

An Early Opening

A word needs to be said about the plans for the
college and its location. The site for the college was

the Ambrose Clark estate, a 570 acre tract on Long Island.

27Interview with Harris Wofford.
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None of the permanent facilities which were being plan-
ned were completed until the three years (1968-71) of
the experiment had ended. During the planning period,
existing structures on the campus were used. This was
until a fire in April 1968 destroyed the forty-two room
Clark mansion which was being used as an administration
building. From the time of the college opening through
the spring of 1971, the college was located in temporary
quarters at Planting Fields in Oyster Bay.

Though a 1970 opening date with 1,000 students
had been scheduled for the college by SUNY, Wofford wanted
to begin as soon as possible. He was impatient to get
started with a faculty and real students. Consultants had
offered much advice: begin with a small student body,
begin with a large student body; do it now, wait until you
have everything planned. The case for a small pilot program
to be launched as soon as possible won out, and this re-
quest was taken to SUNY officials, After negotiations, a
September, 1968, opening with eighty-five students was
agreed upon. Four hundred and fifty students applied for ad-

mission in 1968. The college sent out notices of acceptance
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based on ratios for other colleges. To their surprise
90 percent of those invited accepted, making a total of
110. The campus could not accomodate the extra students,
so a plan for a cooperative program with Tel Aviv
University was activated immediately, and twenty~three
students were shipped off to Israel.?28 Seventy-nine

of the students were entering as freshman. Thirty-one

were junior transfers from other institutions.

The Development of Curriculum Plans

During 1967 and 1968, plans for the opening year
were crystallizing. The curriculum development process
itself was not a highly formal one. Consultants would
come in and make presentations to the planning committee.
Discussions would follow. Proposals and suggestions in
written form were informally distributed among the com-
mittece members. Occasionally more formal drafts were
prepared as progress reports for SUNY,

A draft dated February 2, 1967 gives an indica-

tion of overall progress from the first meeting in the

28"The First Year. . . 450 Students Applied and 110
Were Accepted, " The Westbury (New York) Times, July 25,
1968, p. 3.
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preceding December. There are three sections. The first
refers to the mandate. The second consists of statements
made by Wofford at the time of his appointment as presi-
dent. The last section is a list of some forty-odd sug-
gestions for the college's curriculum. Among them were
learning by experience after the fashion of Antioch,

VISTA and the Peach Corps; student-taught courses modeled
after San Francisco State; self-government based on

the American Constitution; the Great Books; and a view

of the college as a continuing experiment, hopefully

providing a permanent Hawthorne effect.?2?

A Summary Statement dated May 23, 1967, reports

progress to that date in the areas of student partici-
pation in planning and development of the curriculum in
general. There is a reference to the mandate and the
statement is made that ". . .we have from the beginning
taken students into partnership as members of the plan-
ning staff and as consultants. They have played a full
part in all planning discussions and studies, contributing
in general as well as with their special insights as

students." Three curriculum experiments were tentatively

291nitial Plans, Hopes, Propositions, and Questions
for the New College at Old Westbury.




on the drawing board at that time., One was a curriculum
in the field of public service and social change. The
second centered around traditional disciplines, with
hopes for non-traditional teaching. The third was a
segment of the program with "student self-education and
student-initiated courses." It was conceptualized as

a kind of "“free college' in which students set their

own educational goals and accept the responsibilities to

deveiop and carry through their plan of study."30

Records from the 0ld Westbury files for the
spring and summer hint at some of the dynamics of the

planning committee sessions. The students were making

themselves heard:

A third possibility for a general curriculum
was also identified in the May 23 budget statement
and is being urged by the student planners at 0ld
Westbury: a curriculum that embodies to a large
extent the Antioch student-self-structured freshman
vear program. The student planners genecrally con-
sider the Public Service curriculum outlined below
too pre-arranged and prescribed. They want to em-
phasize much more the 1966 Master Plan's promise that
the college will grant students "the right to deter-
mine, in large measure, their own areas of study and
research," and to proceed at their own pace through
independent study. Such student responsibility will
be called for to a considerable extent in the pro-
posed 1968 curriculum. It is certainly one test of
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the Master Plan's aim to "admit students to full

partnership in the academic world." This principle

has already been incorporated in the Masters Program.

But the student planners are proposing a general

undergraduate curriculum built more boldly on it,31

There was no shortage of innovative proposals,
but a host of proposals got no farther than a draft for
initial consideration. One example of a free wheeling
approach is a 1967 suggestion for the masters program.
The essence of the proposal is that the planning of the
curriculum begin with the selection of students, who
would then set up their own curriculum and hire their own
faculty.32
Some proposals for "problem institutes" were under

discussion in the spring. According to one faculty mem-
ber's proposal, a problem institute is "an ad hoc insti-
tution which exists primarily to solve or at least work
toward the solution of scme problems . . . The problem
might be an academic one, e.g. on the growth of labor in
the United States (where the problem is to produce a
superior analysis) or it might deal with a social problemn,

e.g. integration (where the problem might be to produce

a prescription~-perhaps in the form of proposed legislation)

3l1nitial Outline, 014 Westbury Program for 1968-69.

327he Masters Program: How to Begin?
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or it might be a problem of action, e.g. to work against
the passage of a certain piece of legislation, or to im-
prove the conditions in a given city in New York. . L33

As the planning continued, the State University
required progress reports. A description of the require-
ments of one such report listed sixteen pointe, including
proposed degree requirements, measures of student progress
and achievement, clarification of distinctions between
"independent study" and "directed study," clarification of
the relation of work experience to on-campus study and a
program outline for each of the three years 1968, 1969,
and 1970.34

In reports released during the summer, attempts
were made to clarify interpretations of the concept of
full partnership for students. 1In one statement, self-
government for students was treated as a consequence of
the curriculum, rather than a practice of the college:
"Most people want to be self-governing both in personal
and political terms; the liberal arts curriculum that
follows is designed to help men learn how to govern them-

selves and their society: that is to be free."35 1In July

33gample Curriculum for College A.

34Memorandum from Jerome Ziegler to Harris Wofford,
May 29, 1967.

35Tnitial Qutline, 0ld Westhury Program for 1968-~-69.
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and August, attempts were being made to justify the 1963
opening which Wofford had hoped for since his appointment.
The reasons given were linked to student participation:
An earlier, smaller opening is essential in
order to carry out the Master Plan's mandate "to
admit students to full partnership in the academic
world." If students come in at an early stage, when
everything is being shaped, when their ideas and re-
sponses can count, there wili be a chance for their
partnership to come alive, and carry over into the
stage of large numbers. Students' attitudes are
passed on to future students and affect the spirit
and nature of the college as much as any set of
values promoted by the faculty.36
The notion being purveyed was that the first group of
one hundred students would be able to play a greater
part in planning the college than later and larger groups.37
The summer reports also indicated the first big
decisions which were made about the organization of the
college and its curriculum. The organization was to be
"five clusters of learning and residential facilities. . .
designed to make possible a 'college of colleges' in the
tradition of Oxford and Cambridge." The permanent

Hawthorne effect mentioned earlier as a part of a contin-

uing educational experiment, had by this time become

36plan for 0ld Westbury 1968-1970.

371bid.
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ideologically linked with the concept of the constituent

_college.38

After much debate, a curriculum for the first
year was planned which was to be conmon for all students.
The first semester curriculum was to have three parts.
One was the common humanities seminar--small discussion
groups which would study "contemporary and classical

u39 Vergil and Dante were

texts, films and art works.
mentioned as examples of authors whose works would be
studied.40 The second part was a set of workshops deal-
ing with the social sciences and the acquisition of
language and skills needed to function in community
action or teaching assignments which would be made in
the second semester. Last was an independent study
project, also focusing on preparation 1in subjects rele-
vant to field assignments. The 1969-70 curriculum was
to be similar to the 1968-69 program, but the level of

work was to be significantly advanced. The focus was to

be "away from the preparation for field experiences and

38
Memorandum for Chancellor Gould from Harris

Wofford, July 25, 1967.

39plan for 0ld Westbury, 1968-1970.

40Memorandum for Chancellor Gould from Harris
Wofford, July 25, 1967.
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toward more abstract and theoretical aspects of the social

sciences, toward the harder questions of the nature and

source of human values, and toward more student respon-

sibility for the student becoming his own teacher."41

All of this was decided a year before the first members
of the student body arrived.

The year 1967-68 was spent in hiring faculty and
administration and further refining plans. The curriculum
described above was for the Public Service College, the
first constituent college which was to become operational.

An undated document describes the curriculum in further

detail:

All students in the Public Service College
will be expected to take, each semester, a seminar
on the Great Books. The faculty and students will
contribute a number of titles to a list of the books
each considers most important. The list will be
constantly revised and expanded. . .

It should be stressed that no canonical one
hundred or even two hundred Great Books are envisioned.
While our students and faculty will almost certainly
want to read Homer, Virgil and Dante, or Freud, Marx
and Darwin, they may wish to add more recent books
that may not be "grecat" forever but are very impor-
tant now.

To satisfy the Mandate's requirement for "full
partnership"” of students in the college, we expect
the instructor to select the text one week and the
students the next.32

4lplan for 0ld Westbury, 1968-1970.
42

SUNY at 0ld Westbury Public Service College.
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The document further states that all students would be
expected to take half of their formal course work each
semester in curricula derived from the "three great
public service professions: law, medicine, and religion.“43
By the time the program for the first year was
in the final planning stages, Wofford had been "persuaded"
on several issues. His interest in study of the world
had been diverted to urban problems. The "great" books
had been mixed with "good" books in plans for the common
humanities seminar. Law, medicine and theology as basic
disciplines for undergraduate liberal education remained
a Wofford dream. The common social science seminar idea
was abandoned under pressure from the faculty, who wanted
room in their teaching loads to offer their academic
specialities,.
In the summer of 1968, students began arriving
on campus in anticipation of the fall semester. Some
were living and working on campus to make some money to
live on. As more students arrived on campus, they de-
manded that all decision-making stop until everyone was

present in the fall. The first year of college was about

to begin.

431bid.
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The First Year (1968-69)

The pilot program at QOld Westbury lasted just
three years, but it attained the status of a "trial pro-
gram” not so much at its inception as at the time the
decision was made to phase it out--less than two calendar
years after the September, 1968, opening. The student
population in the first year was 110, including studenfs
in Israel. It was hardly more than two hundred for each
of the succeeding two years. There was little continuity
from one year to the next. The opening was supposed to
anticipate the look of things to come. It is necessary
to judge it in this light. The word institution has
been used on occasion in this paper to describe the
college, but this is a misnomer. The program was only
an institution in embryonic form. It should be judged
not as an entity in and of itself, but as part of a
larger endeavor which was yet to come but never came to
be.

The opening year at 0ld Westbury was a year of
‘controversies. Though crises varied in intensity, there

was one for every occasion: the drug crisis, the full
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partnership crisis, an admissions crisis, the appointments

+

crisis, and the constituent college crisis, just to name
a few. Wofford related his perception of events leading

up to the beginning of the first serester:

Then the first wave of regular students came
in summer 1968, about a dozen on work-study summer
jobs. With their generation's gay indifference to
history and to prior contracts, they said that the
arguments and agreements in the catalog, which they
had read in applying to 0ld Westbury, were just other
people's words, that this was to be their college.
They demanded, unsuccessfully, that all further deci-
sion making cease until the full student body had
assembled. They then wrote their fellow students to
hurry up and come, with sleeping bags, because the
"administrators" were trying to make decisions with-

out them.44

The Co-educatiocnal Bathroom Skirmish

The first night of the first semester at 0ld
Westbury was one to be remembered. A meeting of the
total community was held, including secretaries and
other staff members, as well as faculty, administration,
and students. The evening began with poetry, Wofford
giving a reading of Andrew Marvell's "To His Coy Mistress."

The first confrontation of the year followed.?> Students

44wofford, "The New College at 0ld Westbury," p. 42.

45The primary source for this event is an inter-
view with Harris Wofford. It is supplemented by informa-
tion from other interviews and written accounts.
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were being housed in one large building. Room assign-
ments had been made so that there were separate corridors
for men and women, there being only one bathroom per
corridor. Students had immediately begun exchanging rooms
for a more co-educational approach to co-education. This
violated a previous agreement which had been made with

46 In addition, the administration

the College Council,
had already received a complaint from one of the foreign
women students about a naked man in her bathroom. At

the meeting, the Dean of Students explained the agreement
with the Council, and appealed to the students to move
back to their assigned rooms. A heated discussion fol-

lowed. Fran Koster, one of the students present, wrote

later that some students felt that co-ed toilets "would

46The College Council has very limited powers, but
it does have the right to make policy concerning housing
regulations. The agreement was to start with a co-ed
dormitory with single-sex wings and have the students
and Council cooperatively decide on permanent policies
after the school year began.

The range of opinion on the issue of co-education-
al facilities was wide. One end of the continuum favored
no restrictions at all. This was the position of many
students and was shared by the Dean of Students. At the
other end was the opinion of one College Council member
who so adamantly opposed co-educational dormitories of
any kind that he tried to influence the college's policies
through rather powerful political connections.
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be a good 1éarning experiment for those students trying
to question Americaﬂ values." A male student lamented
that all his life he had wanted to tike a shower in a
co~-educational bathroom. A young coanselor wheo also
served as the college's Financial Aid Officer took the
floor and delivered a lecture condemning toilet training
practices as an evil of American society. In this in-
stance, moderation finally won out after over an hour's
discussion. Students agreed to move back to their rooms
and the issue of co-ed bathrooms never surfaced again,
Wofford's judgment was that the students accepted the
rule as an unfortunate compromise. "We could not interest
them in seeing the relationship between the college and
the relatively conservative Council as an important part

of the experiment."47

The Non-White Statement

"Non-white" students, faculty and staff expressed
their discontent with a number of things at 0ld Westbury

as early as September. They prepared a letter reacting

47WOfford, "How Big the Wave?"
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-

against the first-year curriculum and urging the recruit-
ment of more non-white students and faculty. They also
called for more doing and less talking in the academic
program:
We have primarily come to 0ld Westbury because
we were led to understand that the focal points of
the college (at least for the first year) were to bhe
poverty and urban problems. These two areas are our
major fields of interest since they so gravely concern
our people. Let it be understocd that we did not
come here merely to study these areas, but to also
bring back to our respective communities methods of
alleviating the problems that now exist.48
The non-whites also submitted a list of seven
recommendations to Wofford. Among these were: that
Wofford write a letter to the governor asking for minority
group representation on the College Council; that an urban
studies curriculum be implemented; that a non-white Vice-
President of Urban Affairs be hired; and that a forty to
fifty percent quota of non-white faculty, students, and
staff be adopted for the next year. With respect to the
curriculum, non-whites wanted concrete tools, since many

students came from inadequate school systems, and specific

courses such as social organization, statistics, urban

48Letter which begins: "“We the non-white students

staff and faculty members of the institution. . ." September
26, 1968; hereafter referred to as The Non-White Statement.
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planning, languages, science and law "applicable to the
communities to which we are returning."49
Wofford considered the curriculum proposal of the
non-whites inconsistent. He interpreted the call for
"tools" to mean concrete vocational skills, but he con-
tended that employers preferred the brand of liberal ed-
ucation which was the current curriculum. In addition,
he perceived the specific courses which the non-whites
listed as implying a strong liberal arts program.50 In
his own memorandum he reacted to the seven recommendations
and indicated actions he had taken. The requested letter
was sent to the governor through the Chancellor Gould.51
Wofford listed three possibilities for an urban studies
major, or degrees in particular fields suggested by the
non-whites. He stated that there was no prospect for
the creation of the vice-presidential post requested be-
cause of budgetary limitations, but other administrative

posts in connection with a constituent college or problem

institute would become a possibility; however, he rejected

49Non—White Statement.

OComment on the Statement of September 26 by

Harris Wofford.
Memorandum from Harris Wofford to Samuel Gould,

October 10, 1968,
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the notion that recruitment for any opening should be on

the basis of color. Likewise, he objected to the notion

of quotas and defended the then-present sixteen percent

non-white students on campus as "probably the highest

ratio of non-whites in any State University or predominately

white liberal arts college in the country."52
No controversy more clearly illustrates the lack

of community at 0ld Westbury than the 50~50 proposal.

The opposition to the admission of more minority group

students was slight. A couple of faculty members were

concerned about a decline in academic standards with the

addition of more blacks and Puerto Ricans. The fact

that this question was raised was judged by the proponents

of the proposal to be rascist, and proved to be a source

of tension. However, most people accepted the admission

of minority group students and the recruitment of minority

faculty almost as a foregone conclusion. The administra-

tion actively sought to recruit black faculty. Wofford

wrote a letter to Samuel Gould suggesting that if a

particular inactive Councilmember desired to resign, it

521pid.
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would be appropriate for the governor to give strong
consideration to appointing a black person in his place.

The issue did not focus on bringing more minority
groups members to campus. Rather, the concept of a
quota and Wofford's role in the decision created the
arena for conflict. As to the former problem, quota
systems along racial limes have long been hotly debated,
and there is no intention of trying to deal with the im-
plications of that issue here. One observation that is
in order is that some people who were interviewed saw the
quota as a false issue. Others thought it was necessary.
Interestingly, the current version of 0ld Westbury, for
which planning was begun in 1970, admits students on a
quota basis: 30% black, 30% white, 30% Puerto Rican,
and 10% Third World. The faculty is divided 50% black
and 50% white. Women hold 50% of the faculty and staff
positions.

The 50-50 question became a major governance

53

issue. After woeks of informal debate, the students

53Sources for this paragraph are Alan Wolfe,
"Conditions of Community. . ." pp. 202-203, and Harris
Wofford, "Creating a College. . ." The sequence of events
varies in the two accounts. One has the student vote
coming before the proposal for a combined student-faculty
vote. The sequence cited would seem to be more logical.
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asked the faculty to join with them in voting on the

proposal, letting each person's vote count equally. The
faculty voted not to join with the students. They would
consider the issue as a separate bocy. The students then
took a vote among themselves, and the quota proposal was
supported by a large majority.54 At that point Wofford
said that he would veto any quota on principle. The
vote which was to be taken at the next faculty meeting
never materialized because of WOffOIé'S oppcsition. The
faculty instead passed a resolution calling for affirma-
tive action iﬁ the recruitment of minority students and
faculty.

The steps taken by the various parties involved
had several effects. Students (and faculty, for that
matter) found out in a concrete test where the power to
make decisions resided. Strong resentment toward Harris
Wofford developed on the part of some students and faculty
members. Wofford, in turn, did not respond positively

to the direction of student involvement. He said that

4 . .
> It may not have made any difference in the out-

come, but it is likely that the size of the student majority
was 1nflated by the manner in which the vote was taken.
There was no closed ballot. One student respondent said
that it would have been very unpopular to vote against the
proposal. '
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"the faculty voted, over the opposition of several of us,
to make all of its meetings open."55 wWofford favored
faculty meetings which were closed to the full student
body, though he was not opposed to student representa-
tives. He said in an interview that the presence of a
large number of students packed into a small room pushed
faculty meetings in the direction of a circus court.

"When the issues got hot, there were hot pressures."56

Teaching in Brooklyn

In October, teachers went out on strike in the

>7 The superintendent of a

New York City public schools.
school district in Brooklyn knew the 0ld Westbury faculty
member who was in charge of the college's field studies

program. He asked for students to serve as volunteer

teachers' aides to help keep the schools open. There was

SSwofford, "How Big the Wave?"
561nterview with Harris Wofford.

57This account is compiled from several sources:
Wofford, "Creating. . ." pp. 19-20; Wolfe, "Conditions
of Community. . .", pp. 205-206; November 10, 1968, Minutes
of the College Council; "Open Letter to Those not Going
to Brooklyn From Richmond Davis", and an interview with
Phil Camponeschi, who at that time held a joint appointment as

a faculty member and Assistant to the President.
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some discussion among the 0ld Westbury faculty, first as
to whether or not to support the invclvement of students
in teaching during a strike, and second, to decide what
to do about regularly scheduled college classes., Some
people cn the campus were union-minded. They questioned
whether it would be justifiable to help break the strike;
however, this was no ordinary situation, since one of
the demands of the U,F.T. was that the community-controlled
Oceanhill-Brownsville project be abolished. 1In addition
to the issues involved in the strike 1itself, there was
concern on campus about the effect that the absence of
thirty students for an indefinite periocd of time would
have on the studies of the students themselves and on
the operation of the rest of the college.

As to the operation of the college, there were
proposals for holding classes in the city for the con-
venience of students or for holding them in the evenings
and on weekends. Students petitioned to have their
schedules changed. Eventually the faculty decided not
to take an official position in the matter, but did vote

(with one negative vote and two abstentions) to change
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schedules so that classes would not cenflict with the
times at which students were in the city.

The reaction to the three wesks of teaching was
generally favorable, Wofford called it "one of the high
points of the semester."%8 Alan Wolfe, a faculty member
who on a number of occasions opposed Wofford's policies,
felt that it made a positive contribution to the spirit
of community at the college, since a number of students
discovered a sense of purpose for their education. Those
who participated found that they wanted "some type of
college, perhaps with an urban studies focus, which
would enable them to both understand and change their
society. Many who did not go to Brooklyn discovered that
they were after an intensive liberal arts education which
would help them achieve self-understanding." Wolfe noted
that enthusiasm for curriculum planning picked up sub-

59

sequent to the Brooklyn experience. Reaction on the

58 . . .
Wofford, Harris, Creating an Experimental College

of a State University with Students as Full Partners;
hereafter referred to as Creating an Experimental College. .

59WOlfe Alan, "Conditions of Community: the Case
of 0ld Westbury College, " in Power and Community: Dis-
senting Essays in Pgolitical Science, p. 206.
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part of the College Council was mixed. During the last
part of the teaching activity, a conservative Council
member called an emergency meeting to discuss the impli-
cations of the college's position. He thought that a
dangerous precedent had been set in helping to break a
strike and expressed concern for the safety of the stu-
dents. Other Council members did not support him in

this matter, although one thought that the Council should
have been called in immediately for consultation.60 As
far as organizational innovation is concerned, the stu-
dent participation in teaching was one of the few instances
in which an ad hoc group evolved and became involved in

productive social action.

Faculty Recruitment

Wofford's policies for the recruitment of new
faculty disturbed faculty members from the beginning of
the planning stages. 1Initially the objection was that
the president made offers to prospective faculty members

without sufficient consultation with the planning staff.

60Minutes of the College Council, November 10, 1968,
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After the college was underway, a stranger would occasion-
ally appear on campus and say that he was ready to go to
work. It was learned that in several instances Wofford
had had offered these people faculty positions a year or
so previously, unknown to anyone else. 1In general, Wofford
consulted with members of the staff on appointments,
although he maintained that it was his right to hire
faculty. This was a responsibility which had been del-
egated to the president by the SUNY Board cf Trustees.
Nonetheless, there were as usual a host of questions in-
volved: To what extent should the president exercise

his power to appoint faculty? Should the traditional role
of the faculty in governing academic affairs be honored?
Do three prospective faculty members constitute a body
called "the faculty?" What should the role of students

in faculty selection be?

When the college opened, there was a push for
procedures from faculty and students who wanted a formal
role in the hiring procedure. This was an especially
important issue, since the size of the faculty was to be

increased from nine to twenty-five for the following
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year.61 Various procedures were favored by the faculty

members, depending on their opinions concerning student
involvement. The conservatives preferred to have students
involved primarily in an advisory capacity. Finally some
members of the faculty submitted a plan for a joint
faculty--student committee to be responsible for hiring.
According to faculty member Alan Wolfe, this proposal was
unacceptable to Wofford, but two weeks later he presented
his own plan which was very similar to the faculty pro-
posal. "Two committees, one dealing with the urban
studies aspects of the college and one with the human-
ities, would search for candidates and propose names to

a selection committee composed of seven students, seven
faculty, and the academic vice-president. The selection
committee would make recommendations to the president,

n62 Wofford reserved

who would then make the appointment.
the right to veto the committee's selections, He did

veto two appointments and made an offer to one candidate

who was rejected by the committee. One of the two vetoed

61Primary sources for this account are Wolfe,

"Conditions of Community," pp. 201-202 and an interview
with Michael Novak, faculty member.

62Wolfe, op. cit., p. 202,
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appointments was for the college's film director, who had
previously been on a one-year non-teaching contract. The
committee recommended that he be appointed for the next
year. The other appointment which was vetoed was for
an art instructor. Both were eventually hired anyway.
While some faculty and students were pressing
for student power in faculty hiring, other faculty thought
that students had too much to do with the procedure which
was adopted. One of the remarkable things about 0ld
Westbury is that such a small community rarely had two-
sided disagreements. On occasion the number of different
viewpoints was limited only by the total number of people
in the college community. The typical screening pro-
cedure for faculty included an open meeting which anyone
could attend. The prospective faculty member would make
a presentation. This would be followed by a gquestion and
answer session. The exact status of this meeting in the
hiring procedure was not specified, but faculty members
who underwent the screening process stated in interviews
that they thought the student body had an informal veto

power in the appointments. Whether this was true or not,



it is obvious that the student influence was not par-
ticularly subtle. One faculty member, Michael Novak,
wanted to recruit a person who was an acknowledged
authority on the works of the Germar author Thomas Mann.
He said that students vetoed the appointment. In an

article Novak made other comments about the screening

process which cast doubts on the competence of students:

A prospective faculty member for next year,
whom we have worked assidously to tempt to join us,
is asked by students on the selection committee,

successively "What do you feel? You know, Just feel."

"What would you do 1if a student came to you unable
to talk but was just saying, well, HELP?" A man
thoroughly competent in his discipline (say, physics)
is dismissed as "socially and politically naive."

Of another acknowledged expert the consensus 1is

"He talked too much and didn't even know it.

Controversy Over Constituent Colleges
and the Hiring of Provosts

There were a number of themes which ran through

the planning sessions and some tentative decisions had

been made about the direction of the college. Then came

the first year's program— a compromise to get things

“"Interview with Michael Novak.

“"Novak, Michael, "Experiment at 0ld Westbury,
Commonweal 89:561, July 31, 19609.
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