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Contrasting higher education and the private sector
: 0 . ) S ‘ ) o

,Moét predictions 6f the future of colleges and universities as

organizations include condiflons_of declina.! The\severify and precise

L3

- nature of the décllne is unknown, but almost everyond agrees that we are

B3

facing an era of cut-back. - For example, census projections predict that
. the numhers of 18-year olds and the high school géaduafes will decline in . )

_absolufe numbers until &t least 1992, and it wiil be near the year 2000

before their numbers reach the 1980 levels aga}n, wiSeé figures 1 and 2.)

[y

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE .

_ FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

@ . -
Some writers have suggésfed that because of Increased participation
rates by 18-year olds and an increase in enroilmenfs of non-?radif16n5|
students (e.g., o;der women, returnees, fcrelgners; conflnulﬁg education
/ sfudenfs5, the severity of the deciine wiii be minimai, If It occurs at
all (Bowen, 1;74). th;rs suggest that the decline will beleven more
f severe~fh;n trends show because r[sing costs‘will resuit In fewer middie- o
and lower class individuals pursuing 2 college education (Freeman, 1976).
o Moreover, because prlvafé sector-organizations are Increasingly finding '
. that a collegé education is not good"preparaflon for JObiSUCCeS§, they gre -
. lngflfuflng fhe!?\oyn eJucaflon programs (Mintzberg, 1975; Whetten & | ‘

.;- Cameron, 1982; Livingston, 1971). - Baldridge (1982), on the one hand,

4




found in a~haflonal survey of college and uhlverslfy presidents that most

expect enrol iment 1ng£§§§g§ or°sfabl|lfy over the next flve years (only 16

'~\percenf expect decreases), whlle on the ofher hand, Kil’ gaard (1979)

suggesfed that enrollmenf decline problems will be typical of a large

* 5.

percenfage of lnsflfuflons. ‘ ' o

C?

Deitch (1978) may have best summarized fhls Issue by»sfaflng.

_'"What s in store for enrollmenf?" This quesflon brings to mind the
answer once glven to the question, “What will the stock market do?"
The answer--the only answer in which one can have great
conf ldence--was, "I+ will fluctuate." Obviously no one knows for
sure what will happen to enroliment. The range of possibllities
»receiving serlous attention confalns .enormous _ varla?lon.

Desplfe the dlsagreemenf In enrollmenf pro jections, fhe:e Is much !
more concensus regaralng the financial crunch.facing colledes and R’,
universities. Even Inolnsflfuflons with growing enroliments, costs are
out;frlelng re§our;es and budgets are falllzg further and further behind
gréwfh (Bowen, 1986). ‘Féw.wrlfers chal lenge fpe reality of future fiscal
declines in higher educatfon (Whetten, 1981b). Slowed economlc growthy
lncreaslng energy costs, decllnes In productivity, lnconslsfénf federal
economic pollicles,over time, and lncreaslngly compeflflve world markefs e e
have led several aithors to suggest fhaf stabil ity and decline’ are
replacing growth 1s the prime characferlsflc of the nation's economy
(Scoff, 1979; Hellbronner, 1976; Daly, 1977). The managemenf of ¢ ‘.

,

ccnditions of decllne therefore, has become-a major requ:remenf of

managers and admlnls?rafos in most secfors of American organlzaflons, and |

especlally in higher education.
L__mn_unnnqlm_uecune : . — -

¢

Unfortunately, managers and administrators are not generall@ prepared

to cope with or To, effecflvely manage ‘decl ine In most organlzaflons, and

‘in hlgher education in particular. There are at least three raasons why. -

*
»
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First, the experlence of most administrators and.managers has largely been
In responding o conditlons of growth. As Boulding (1975:8) noted:

. « . we are very lll-equipped for the management of deciine, for
several generations, a considerable proportion of the human race, and
the Unite¥ States In particular, has enjoyed growth In aimost all |
‘aspects of soclal life « o o>
ALl our Institutions and ways of fhinking have survived because they
were wel| adapted to an age of rapid grovth., If this age Is now
" coming to a&n end, large &djustments will have to be made In oyr ways
of .thinking, In Qur habits and standardse of decision mak Ing, and
perhaps even In.our Institutions. .
7 i * -

[} . t

In higher education, abundant financtal resources and steadlly Increasing

. enrol Iments made conditions of growth almost universa! durlng the 1950's,

1960's,- and early 1970's. Expansions of physical plant and programs were

typical. Boulding (1975:8) suggested:

° . & P

P e L
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Present educational administrators have grown up in the rapid growth
{era) ‘and have been seiected presumably because they are well
adjusted to growth and capable of deal'ing with It. Perhaps the most
serious Immediate problem facing education and especially higher
education, Is that many skil!s that were highly desirable during the
I'ast 30 years may no longer be needed Ir the next 30 years.

_ One of ‘education's first priorities, therefore, should be to develop
a new generafion of academic administrators who .are skilfed In the

" process of adjusting to decilne. Yet we know so |ittle about decline
that we are riot even sure what these skills are. :

Second, the &alﬂeﬁ.ﬂﬁd.ldéﬂlng& of our culture emphasize growth and
expansion as being indicative of ef fect Ivenéss. Wheffen-(1980p) pointed.

out that large size Is widely laided as a desirable organizational

characteristic In our culture. It enhances- economies of scale, the

ability to absorb the shocks accomp%nylng environmental chéhge, and
producflve‘capaclfy (Argenti, 1976; Kaufman, 1973 Perrow, 1979).
Manaée;s typically are evaluated positively If tley produce more,_ob%aln a

-




>

¢

-+ targer budget, or expand thélr organizations. When the reverse occurs,

negaflvé evaluations nofmally~resulf. Scott observed (1974:247):

What politican, publjc adminjstrator or business executive In ,
practice supports overtly to his constituents policies of economic
contraction, reduction of agency services, or stabilization of sales
volume and corporate earnings? How many university courses are .
offered in "How to Shrink a Business?" How frequently do’ arficles
appear In the professiona] |iterature about management strateglies af
organizational stabllity or decay? These things seldom happen
because they reflect values. that are foreign to American expectations
and, thereby, are foreign to the mainstream of management thought and
practice, .

4
»
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* %
. Easton (1975:5) made @ similar argument:

»

Contraction will be difficult [to manage] for two reasons: (1) the
reverse process [of growfh] Is undoubtedly harder to perform, ‘and

(2) very few of today's managers and administrators have sufficient ¢
knowiedge, experience, or traktning to cope .with business contraction.
Today's managers are tralned in another school where to "grow or die"
. - rules their hearts and minds. - - :

s

=~ ‘A third reason for the unpreparedness of administrators’ and managers

-~

.’ In managing conditions of dec!ine Is that most current grganizatiopal

r : ns . Decline Is Ignored. For

example, the most widely accepted theory of organizations: Is contingency

?heory which IS based on the notion that organizations are open systems.

G

The more uncertainty and turbulence in the external environment, the more

the organization should differentiate or complexify in order to ‘adjust

- (Burns & Sfal@en, 1961; Lawrencé & Lorsch, 1969). This Is generally done

* by adding boundary épanners, new departments, addlflona] Information
p processing units, looser coupllﬁg, and so on. That Is, by growing.
Organizational development.(0.D.) as'a fleld Is concerned with

changing and Improving organl_zaﬂ;ns. I:r assumes that as organizational

size Increases, one must become more and more sensitive to the human

> -~
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aspects of the organfzation (Argyris, 1964). That is, the tendency of

‘ogganlzeflons is to become nlgld,_cenfrallzed, and bureaucratic as they

A - t

grow. The fleld of orgenlzaflonel developmenf advocates humanizing the

work place, enrlchlng Jobs .and organlzaflonal climate, .enhancing

parflclpaflon, and lnsflfuflng wln-wlq relationships (Quinn & Qameron,

1982). "The assumpflon ls that since orqanlzaflons grow over time, O. D.

is-neededs - . ~

One of the moé%hpdpular theor ies of organlieflonal design was :

developed by Galbrallﬁ'11977). This theory assumes that the major—problem

. faced by organlzaflons ls fQ&process lncreaslngly comp | ex amounts of

b . ©

Information and to coordlnafe brganlzaflonal subunits In llghf of

-

lncreaslng complexity. This coordination occurs by deslgnlng the

4
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" organization In lncreaslngly complex ways. Matrix desléns are lhe dosf
complex form, apd they are needed because of the growth In the
organlgaflon resulting from lnformaflon processlng needs. ‘

The organlzaflonal fheorles most llkely to address lssues of decline
are the models of organfzational life cyclee. These are models that frace
the development of organizations from their birth ‘through thelr |lfe
histories. Most models hypofheslze that identifiable stages occur In
organlzaflone "as tpey develop. Ye?, of the’ ten_ llfe-cycles models
reviewed by Quinn and Cameron (1982), only one menflons orﬁhnlzaflonal
'decllne (Adlzes, 1979). The ofhers assume 2n uﬁendlng pattern of growth.

Other examples could be cited, but the point ls clear.
Organizational researchers‘and theorists have based their perspectives ef
or‘ganlzz:ﬂons\o'n~ assumptions of growth, and decline has” been elther
. fgnored as a phenomenon or freafed.ae an unsuccessful aberration from the

normal course of events,
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This emphasis on growth has led to some ln?erésflng con;;quences in

higher education. These consequences are not universal by any means, but

they are typical in a great mbny Institutions. The copsequences are that

-

when faced with condlfloﬁs of decline, adm!g!sfrafors def ine these

conditions as" resource al location b}oblems or problems of efficiency, and

.Y N L

they ‘respond conservatively as opposedsfo lnno¥a¢!vely. Boyd (1979:2-3)
noted af}er re;]ewlng several refrenchmenf case studies, for examgle, ",
. there Is relatively llffle innovation belng sflmulafed by the need to
economlze. o o educaflonal organlzaflons are baslcally doing less of the
same." Rubin's (1979) study of five unlverslfles responding to declining

Fesources confirmed this conservative baﬁern.a Meeth (1971} suggested

that the central céoncern of higher education has been how to provide

. &hallfy education for less' money by focusiﬁg on efflclency. Whetten

(1981b) poPnfed out sev.r-al examples of how admlnlsfrafors In higher
educaflon emphaslze lnfernal resource allécafion aimed at operating more
efficiently at the expense of longe:.ferm ‘strategies for ensurIng
effecﬂveness.n . - . e
The maJOr point of this paper is that these orlientations fowarn

onservafism and efflclency may be deadly for collegea and universities.
Not only are +hey contrary to the prescrfptions of organlzafional fheory
for responding fo decline (Starbuck, Gieve, Hedberg, 1978; Hedberg,
Nystrom, & Starbuck, 1976; Whetten, 1980b, 1981a, b), but empirical

evidence garnered from studles of private sector organizations Indicates

that the conservaflve, efflclency orlenfed coping patterns followed by -

-3

,many colleges and universities lead to inef fective performance and even

organizational death. 3
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The remainder of _this paper, discusses some reasons for admlnlsggofors

. and managers In colleges and universities being conservative and
!
efflclancy orlenfed when" faced wlfh condlflons of decllne. Findings from

S two sfudl\§t one of «col'leges and universitles and one “of some

private-sector firms facing decline, are presented to Illustrate the
differences in strafegles present among these two groups. Finally, some

suggesflous'are made for Improving adaptation to decliné ln;higher

e -

education organizations.
>

. - . At fﬂe outset, it is fmporfanf,fo dlfferenfla¥e between the concepts '
. of efficiency and effectiveness. Efficiency Is generally meastred quite ”

easily by computing fhe‘raflo of some output Yo some Input (B.g., cost per

sfuden?, cosf per Institutional unif). It I's concerned with the Internal

processes of the organlzaflon, reduclng waste or ,organizational "fat", and . .

4

doing the same fhlngs with fewer resources. A concsin with efficiency In
» 4
an organization Is largely a cpncern with resource al location, or with

better use of resources, as opposed to resource generaflon; '"Dolng things

rlghf" lies at fhe heart of the notion of efflclency. - )

«;dét?fecflveness, on the other, hand, is not easlly measured. It°is a b !
construct with no precise or agreed upon Indicators (Cameron & Whetten,

-

1982), It Is concerned at least as much with organization-environment

relations as with Internal processes (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), and with

resource acquisition more than resource al.location 'Yuchfman & Seashore,
1967) . “Dolng thé right things" Is more lmporfanf than "doing fhlngs

right.® Effectiveness and efflclency are weakly relafed In many

organizations since it Is possible to be effective without being efficlent

L

and vice versa.
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Whetten (1981b) has argued that administrators In col leges and

univegsities tend tc focus on efficiency at the expense of effectlveness .-

L3

‘when facing decline and to respond con;ervaflvély‘rafher than o E .

Innovatively. At ioasf seven reasons can be found for thls fendéncy; .
Flrst, organlzaflonal sffec+lveness has been extremely difficuit to .
deflne, let aione measure, In higher education. Cameron’ (1980, 1981b)

po!nfed\puf that fhe ma jor models of effectlveness currently being used by

Y

researchers are not applicable to colléges.aﬁd unlverslitles because of
their characferlsflcsias "6rganlzed anarchles" or "loosely coupled

systems" (Cohen, & March, 1974; Weick, 1976). Indlcators of efficiency or

subjective reputational ratings, therefore, sre substituted for measures

\

of offectiveness. And‘whpq the.conly identlflable Indicators of success .

o

are efflclenoy heasures, administrators netural ly place a greai deal of

e:*phasl s on them.

»

Second, the stress resulting from having to face condlflons cf . l
decl!ine teads to conservatism and sel f-protective behavlois (Whetten,
1980b; Bozeman & Slusher, .1979). A common slde-effect of decline is
personal stress aﬁong managers, and research has shown that fhgb ) .

s >

consequences of thls decline~Induced stress are: (1) "engaging In anxf%%y ) ‘
v . T ‘
reducing behavliors at the experse of problem=solving behgvlors;

(2) reducing the.risk of mistakes (which are more visible under conditlons

of declf;e) by becoming consérvaflvb,-(3) resfrlcflng the communlzaflon .

nefwork, (4) reducing the number of parflcipanfs In decisionmaking, ¢

(5) enforclng rules more closely, (6) reJecflng disconflrming or contrary

Information mpre readlly, (7) perceiving tasks and declslons to be more

-
~

}-‘\
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difficult, and (8) being prone to "groupthink" dynamics (Janis, 1971;
‘ Anderson, 1976; Hermenn, 1963; Hall & éansfleld, 1977). .

Tplrd, there is a tendendy to pursuve sfrategies that were sﬁcces;ful
in times paste=in 2§nd!flons of abundance and géﬁwfﬁ-—even though they ;re

»

inappropriate under current conditions of decline (March & Simon, 1938; R

« N ¢

Huber{'lQBO{. New problems are almost always Ipterpreted lh +he framewoék
of old protlems, and old alfernpflyes'aré tried first. In times of
abundanceqand growth, the ;ajor concerns are related to resource’
qllocaflon, not resogrce acqulsliﬁpn, so condltions of decline frequently
are viewed as resouce al location problems as well. . Because growfn In
‘hlgher educatlon occurred q;spi?e the actions taken by Qdmlﬁlsfrgtors,
uon-aggressf&e, non-risky strategles gene}ally are the first al?erpaflvqs
selected under conditions of decline as we!l. Boyd (1979)‘foﬁnd, for

example, fhaf when administrators had experienced condltlons of declinc In

-

the past (a \A/NV 'pSffern‘of growth), they were much more able and

wiiling to manzge current condlflons of declline than were ahmlnlsfra%ors

who,exﬁérfénced only growth ( a ,/f' paffern), This tendency toward

non-agrassiveness and .lalssez-falre leadership for administrators is

csssfs?enf with attribution theory which bredlcfs that iIndlviduals tend to

- attribute succeéses fogpersonq! (internal) facturs and fallures to

énvaoﬁmenf;l 6§xfernal) factors beyond thelr control. Conditions of

ﬂecllné; therefore, érerffen viewed as outside the organlzaflon's

confrof, 56 résponses are conservative, .
Fourth, co{leges and unlversifles are frequently structured as

loosely coupled sysf@ms, governed by committees and sem i-autonamous

subﬁnlfs. They are .similar to péllfical organizations In having muitiple
s

constltuencies to satisty, each with vested interests, some of which are

7
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confllcflng (Pfeffer, 1978)., Mul?lple interest groups ‘and seml-aufonomous

[ 4

subunlfs make consensus o1 any decision unilkely, and resls+ance from some

. group to almost any sfrafegy Is almost guaranteed (Bardacﬁ; 1976). A

‘ conslsfenf strategy for coping with decline s fherefore dlfflculf to
develop, especlally an lnnovaflve or risky sfrafegy. Miles and Snow
.(1978) referred to these kinds of organizations--those wlfoouf consistent
strategies--as "reactors". Research has found them fo be the least#
effective of ali types of organizations (Snow & Hrebiniak, 19793. Because
conflict Is heightened under conditions of decline and scarcl{y (Whetten,
1981b), these mu;flple coqs1lfuency perspectives are even more odamanfly
defended, so administrators are prone towards "sat|sficing” and '

-3 >

‘conservative strategies to amellorate the conflicts. o .

- b

Fifth, what Is measured attracts attention. Because—efficlency Is

easliy measured and effect]veness }s difficult to measure,‘efflclency Is

»

- glven more attention by administrators. Most institutions héve budget
(efflolency) monitoring gevlses in place, but few have any mechanisms to

monitor effectiveness. And morkeflng research has found that when

individuals cannot judge something on the basis of Its primary

characteristics (e.g., how well soap gets out dirt), they make Judgments o
RS Ex
on the basis of ‘secondary characteristics (e.ges, the color of the box) ﬁ§§ >

(Hheffeo, 1981b). Indicators of efflclency (secondary characferlsfics)
are therefore subsflfuted for lndlcafors of ef fectiveness (prlmary
characteristics) (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

Sixth, mony competent, Innovative leaders have learned to "skofe fast ..
over thin lce" (ﬁlftl & Funkhauser, 1977; Levine, 1979). That s, the
most creq#]ve,and most innovative lndl;lduals'Sre'fred@EnflV the first fo‘:
leave ‘an “organization when oeollne occurs (Dowos, 1967; ﬂ!rschman; 1970).

-
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Not only does decline produce stress and discomfort, but these Individuals
are the most -1ikely fo have other job opportunities In other

organizations. Therefore, admlnlsfrafors lef+ to manage decline tend to

*play It safe," or to avoid upsetting the apple cart with risky

sfrqfegles. The emphasls Is one mlnlmlzlng the regret of sfaylng°ln the
organization for organlzaf}ohal participants. g
Seventh, innovation Is often viewed as a cause of deciine (Shils,
1974). When resources were prevalent and rapid growth was the nere, many
lnsflfuflons experlmenfed and expandev'fo fhe polnf that thelir programs
and physical piant facilities are dlfflculf to maintaln. They produce a

flnancial burden on many Institutions facing conditlons of deciine. The

natural response, therefore, ls not only to el[mlnafe non-traditional and

" Innovative programe, but to evoid instituting any more Innovative or

creative alternatives. ‘Insflfufloqs therefore become more conservative.
These ;endencles&%er administrators to respond‘fo'decllne with
ponservaflsm_ggd an_efficiency orientation are lllusfrered by e study of
40 Institutions ofAr}gher eduéaflon\lﬁ the northeast United States
(Cameron,‘1981a)2. A questionnaire was malled to 2147 facuity department
heads and admlnis:rafors in the 40 colleges and‘unlﬁersffles to assess
percepilons ef organizaflonal structure and the environment, strategic
emphaSes of administrators, organizational goal preferences, and ‘
organizational effectliyeness.. Usable’ refurns were receIVed from 1294
individuais (60.2%) earegorlzed as general administrators (e.g.,
presl&enfs), acadeﬁle administrators (e.g., grovosfs), financlal

administrators (e.g., buslnese vice presidents), student affairs

administrators (e.g., deans of students) and faculty department heads

¢ llf
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(e.g., chalrperson of Psychology). Six hundred respondenfs were faculty
members, and 694 were administrators. The Institutions ranged In age from
12 years to 212 years. Sixteen were state schools, 18 were
brlvafe;secular, and six were prlvafe—rellglous.‘.

Of parflcular lnferesf In fhe study was, patterns of enroliment growth
or decline. Enroliment growth. among the lnsf1fuflons ranged from
-20 fo +150 percent over a six year perlod-1970-1976. A six ‘year period

was’ used rafher fhan 2 shorter time frame because sfrucfure and strategic

4

for only a year or two (Ford, 1980a). But when enroliments declIne (or
grow) each year for six years, -changes would be expected to occur In the
factors under lnvesflgafion. ‘

Following fhe\procedure used by Hannan and Freeﬁan (1978)" to oefjne
organlzaflonal'growfh’and organizational oecllne, the 40 lnsfjfuflons were
- grouped.lhfo four categories based on thelr patterns of growfh7oecllne

over thé six year period. Group 1 consisted of- two Institutions which

declined In enroliment each year of the study period. Thelr average
‘ decline was =13 percent, They.were labelled declining Institutions.
Group é consisted of 13 gtable lnsfltuflonsswhich experienced slight
growfh In some years, stight decline In others, and no growth or decline

in still others. Tﬁe!r enrollmenfs were largely stable over the study

perlod. Group 3 was label led mgngnning_gngnlng lnsflfuflons and .
consisted of 15 schoois which lncreased in enroliment each year, with an

~average growth of 20 percenf. Finally, group 4 consisted of ten schools

which grew dramatically over the years of the sfudy perlod averaging »
50 percent growth In enrollmenfs. They were called _nalﬁlx_g:gxlng -

—

Instititions.

emphasls change would not llikely be observed 1f decline was experlenced -




~

~ Using ANOVA and mulflplg dlscr[mlnénf ahalysls proce@urps,
Slgnlflcanf dlffefences were found am;ng,fhe groups of Institutions based
on thelr growth/decl ine patjernsﬂ What is relevant here are-fhe
differences between the déclining lnsflfufJOQ§ and the ofhers (see
%oofnofe 2). Cof!eges and_unlverslfles'éxperlenclng decline had
significantly more standardized sfrugfures--fhey relled on past,
conservajlve Pracfjces--fhe external eanﬁohmén% ;as percelived as bélng

P
bod

lean In resources (sée\flgure 3), and organizational 1

4

@ o

___FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

etfectiveness (using Cameron's [1978] Instrument) was low In dimensions

representing the core academic_domain and the morale domain. Declining

institutions ‘had high effectiveness in dealing with Internal
organizational concerns; however (e.g., efficiency) Eseefflgure 4), Goals

““:.related to Improving academic domain *

. o

-

. FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

3
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effectiveness were not highly valued in these Institutions (see figure 5).
The most significant differences, however, and the differences that relate

to the main polnf{of this paper, occurred -

‘o " FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE




in the s$§§§eglc emphases of top adminlsfrafors. In. decllnlng -
institutions, admlnlsfrafors tended to emphaslze budgeflng and flscal

: con¢erns along wlfh fund r;Islng. Little emphasis was—glven to
Interaction with consflfuencles outside the institutions through publlc
relaf!oas‘or public ser!lce. Administrators In growlng-lnsflfuflons

emphas Ized, just the opposite--high emphasis on public relations and

service, low emphasis.on finances -and budgeting (see figure 6).

2

“*FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE

it appears that under conditions éf-decllne, institutions seemed to

de;emphaslze icflvlfles that weré thought to be non-essential or auxilliary
to the maln concerns of the Institution (e.g.,‘community service, buiiding
socihl networks fhrough-publlc relaflons). Ironically, by Ignor ing these
facfors, lnsflfuflons may place fhemselves af a disadvantage In overcoming
decline by narrowlng their potential resource suppllers and bases of
pollflcal supporf. Administrators !n raplidly gfow{ng organlzaflons had
almosf an opposite’ proflle In that fhey placed more emphasls on external
facfors and less emphasls on budgeting, flnances, and fund ralslng fhan -
d[dmadmlntsfrafors of dec[lnlng organlzaflons. Growfh»appears to free fop

‘administrators from finapclqi and budgeflﬁg concerns, so that, as
“predicted by A&lzes'(}979), it may lead to more entrepreneuriai activity
- involving service to consflfhenfs ou+slde the lnsflfuflon_and cultivating
pofenflal sources of supporf fhrough public relaflons. o

While fhls study represenfs 8 Ilmlfed sample of schools and musf be”

F 2

classed as exploratory, the results neverfheless orovlde some supﬁorf for

-

- . .
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fhe‘noflon that administrators in dectining iInstitutions tend fo'respona
with conservatism and an efficiency emppasls slgnlflcanfly Qé;e than do
administrators In growliig organlzallons. Hedeeerg, Nystrom, and - Starbuck
(1976), Welick (1977), and others have suggesfedsfhaf "self deslgnlng“
charac#erlsflcs such as lnnovaflon, fiuldity, and adapfablllfy to ecfernal
. envlronmenfs are approprlafe pre;crlpflons for lnsflfuflons facing
condlflons of decllne. Unforfunafely, fhls sfudy's resulfs suggesf that
admlnlsfrafors In deollnlng colleges and unlverslfles behave In ways

» &

opposffe To fhese prescrlpflons.’ That Is, fhey focue on ipternal resource
allocaflon prob lems (budgeflng and finance), they rely on past poll;:es ‘ R
and pracfices (standardization), and they do not value organlzaflonal
goals in the crlflcal-academlc.domaln whlch Iles ef:lhe center of college
and university output. Administrator behavior In fhese decllnlng
\ organlzaflqns may actually perpefuafe fhe decllne by ellmlnaflng fhe
posslblllfy of expandlng resource bases fhrough proacflve environmental T,
confac?lng (e.g., public relations work), by relying on standardized
procedures that were successftl In past (outdated?) circumstances, and by
driving out self-designing characteristics. — -
~ Given thse tendencies aﬁone college and university administrators,

are there alfernaflves‘{or managing decliine ln a way that ﬁore clearly

matches the prescrlpflons? Do examples exist of organlzaflons that have {

' managed decline differentiy? The answer to both questions Is yes, and a .
study. by Miles and-Cameren'(lQBZ) i1 lustrates. this response. Whlle this

sfudy focused on private sector organTzaflons, some lessons may be learned

by administrators and managers In higher educaflon from the responses of




)

these prlvafe sector managers'fhaf are apﬁllbable to educéfipn's curtént

“circumstances.  \ ' . .. .

o

Thls study Investigated the U. S. fobacco lndusfry from 1950 to 1979

and soughf to answer the quesflon, "How ls it that the U. S. tobacco flrms\\\

N

have been so successful over. time -In splfe of facing condlf[ons of
- decline?" Few private secfor lndusfrles have faced a more hostile
éxternal environment over fhe last 30 years than has the fobacéoplndusfry.
Some of‘fhe findings that have appllcabillfy to higher education are
explalined below. ~ ' ’ 4

"The U. S. tobacco Industry gpnsists of six firms which produce 99
percent of\%l}udoﬁesflc cigarettes. Each of the flrﬁé en joyed constrant |
and consistent growth from 1906 (when many of the firms were created by a
trust busf),fhrough 1953. In 1954, ho;ever, envlro?menfai threats created
the Flrst conditions of decline for the Industry. A Sloan Kettering ‘
repor+J1lﬁklng smok ing to cancer and a lead article In the Bganécls_nlggsi
oﬁ the hgslfh hazards of smoking brought pubiic attention to the Issue and

caused con%umﬁflon and sales patterns to decline for the first time.
Thereafter, the Surgeon General's report jnl1964; the formation of several
federal éhh state commissions with the express mandate to abollsh smoking
(e.oi, Actlon on Smoking and Health), mandated healfh warnings on all
packages and In-all adverflslng In 1965, the advertising ban of clgaref?es
from all radlo and television In 1969, large state and communlfy tax
lncréases on tobacco amounting to affleasf half the prlce of a pack of

. clgarettes, and ambient smoke legisiation passed In a, large number of

states outlawing smoking In public transportation and In public bulldings

served to create a hostile and turbulent environment for the fopacco

16
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firms. Figure 7 presents a summary of those events. The environment was

somewhat more severe but not unlike that faced by

3 . -

' . FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE

“

\htgher edu%aflon Insflfgfiéns +odep. Deetlnlng aenrol iments, higher
vcos?é, quesflonlnz of .the value of'hlghe; educaflon—}ér Job success, more
—federal regulaflon coupled with less federal financial supporf, and so on, )
atl produce an envlronmenf conduclve fo condlflons of decllne for colleges
;nd unLverelfles. The tobacco flrms,'however, responded much, d1fferently .
* than appears to be the cése in hlgher education. Quesflons.of‘efflclency
were never a significant parf of thejr. organlzaflonal sfrafegles, and a .
conservaflve or lentation would probably have proven “fatal. Insfead, fhree
\ major strategies for coping with conditions of decllne were lmplenenfed;’~\\_ﬁy
Table 1 lists these three types of sfrafegles along with their najor |

emphases. , L .

-~

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

¢ &

. First, the firms engaged in. domain defense strategies. These were ' -

strategles designed to preserve the legitimacy of the core domain of the
Indus?ry. These strategies fook the form of joint venfureé ahong the
flrms such as an lndusfry Iobbylng group and a government llalson -office.

L]

Large amounfs of money was donated !n support of tobacco and healfh o

I researéh,3 senators in states highly dependent on tobacco production were




mobilized, publicity campalgns pointing out the favorable balance- of

payments resulting from activities by the tobacco tirms occurred, and

self-lnffléfed advertising controls were lmpleﬁen+ed. The result was that

& .
the core domain of the tobacco firms became somewhat buffered from

~

environmental conditions (so that they didn't have to respond to each new ,
crisls or attack), and most importantly,.the firms bought themselves time”

to determine more long-range, proactive strategies to strengthen the

*

Industry. o - ) ) .

e

Thelr success In defendlng thelr domalns made ‘It posslble fon firms

[

fhen to engage In ggmaln_giigasg sfrafegles. Domain offense sfrafegles .
are deslgned to.expand +he domairf of the organlzaflon. As with domaln

defense strategies, they are proactive straiegles almed at doing the right

things (effectiveness) rather than doing things right (efficiency). The

-

’ fobac?o firms Implemented doﬁaln offen;e strateglies b by'expandlng thelr
. products (l.e., filter clgareffes, low-tar clgarettes,. women's cfgareffes,

macho clgarettes), segmenting their markefs, focusing on overseas markets,

‘and so on., Rather than focuslng o how they could produce thelr products _'- e
more efficlently, fhey concenfrafed on effectiveness questions 4
Instead=——what were the best products to produce? And rather than being
.conservaflve or keacflve in orientation, +hey we}e proacflze,\even
aggressive, In pursuing effectlveness sfrafegles.

\\\\Telr success In domaln offense sfrafqgles created the resources

necessary\I\%angage next In ggmaln_g:gniign sfrafegles. The goal of

* domain creatio strategies Is 1o add rela;ed domalins, to diversify, or to

every case, the most ‘successful domaln creation N

* spread the risk.
strategies ‘occurred in>areas where the firms already- had some knowiedge or

expertise (e.g., consumer preducts). But It Is Important to keep in mind

.!
4.




conditions of decline. Among the most suctessful domain creation
. T Y ¢

that ‘the firms oefermTh?d to engsgz in en?lrely hew acfrylfles,~even under

strategies engaged lniwés'dlverslflcatloh through the &cquisition of other
firms shch as leler Brewery, 7-Up,. Del Monts foods, Gimbles, Kohls, and
Saks Fifth Avenué sfores, AMF sporting goods company, and SO on, °

The most effective fobacco firms over the 30-vear perlod were those
that acted proactively as opposed to being reactive in qeal[ng with .w
condlf}ons of decline, and fhoseffhaf'concen+rafed almost en{lrely'on

enhanc[ng organizational effectiveness as opposeq to organizationa!

efficiency. Effective firms also paid parrichlar arfenflon to adapting to

and manipuiating the exfernal envlronmenf rafher than focuslng malnly on

L4

internal processes and procedures. In o?her words, the most successful

2 A

firms dldfclmos? the opposite of what mény colleges.anq°unlverslfles are

colng when faced wlfn conditions of decline. 'Coi]eges and universities
. . A ‘ .

L@

are ofren conservative, efficiency’oriented, and internally focused.
Tobacco flrms were lnnovaflve;‘effecfﬂveness or!enfed, and external ly
focused. ’ ' o .
A&nllsnbiliix_ei.Ec1xn1e:5ns1:x;JiuuLUMuLJ:L__gbe:_Edncnilnn

- of course, the conditions faced by colleges and unlvbrslfles are not
jdentical fo those faced by the fobacco firms, and the dlfferences tn
organlzaflonal type can make lmpor?anf dlfferences in approprlafe
responses to conditions of decline. On fhe ofher hand, the domaln
strategies Identified by Miles and Cameron (1982) for the fobacco flrms
appear to have applicabllity actfoss organlzaflbnal‘fypes and speclflc

environmental conditions. And institutions of hlgher education may -

‘beneflf by re-fhlnklng their approaches to. condlflons of decllne on that

basisé . ) .




*

For example, acflvefieg support groups euch as alumﬁ!; forming
iobbying organlzaflons, or .acquiring increased operating autonomy from
state legislature, (e.g., Gillis, 1981) are examples of some possible
domalp_defense sfrafegles° These strategles are designed to generafe/

upport for:fhe Institution- among leglfimIZErs, so that they can help
protect the Institution from adverse ef fects of decline. A maJor'ou+come

2

of domain defense strategles is buying time for the institution to garner -

|
lfs\rESOQrces and glah for qomaiﬁ offense strategies.

} Domalin offense may Include fhe expansion of current markets or
sfudenf groups, uslng current resources to engage in ex?ra non-traditional
activities (e.g.,- managemenf development, re-cerﬂflcaﬂon programs,
second quguage %ralnlng), or cultivating alternative revenue sources.

Theee §frafegles provide ways for the Institution to remain effective and
_e%flclenf using cqfrenf capacities. The purpose Is to do more of what the
lﬁsflfuflen already dees well, -and to broaden Institutional appeal .
‘ QDomaln creation sfrafegles, whiéh should be considered only after
’ defense and offense sfrafegles have been lmplemenfed might Include new
course-or . program offerlngs in high demanduareas, acquiring revenue,
generaflng subsidiaries, or capltal lnves*menf. Theee strategles create
new opporfunlfles for Institutional succéss while mlnlmlzlrg fhe risk of
belng over-speclallzed in areas where resources are decreaslng. Creaflng -

new domains of acflwlfy helps place the institution in a munlflcenf

environment fhaf Is Ilkely to reverse fhe trends toward decline.

@ implementing these three sfrafegtes ln combination can help alievlafe i

4

the pressures administrators feel, when tfaced with conditions of decline,

R

+o respond conservatively and with an efficiency orlientation. To'explaln

how, it Is necessary to -identify i5 factors both jinside the institutlon

4
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and outside the institution that put pressu}e on a&mlnlsfrafors to respond

in this potentially counter-productive way. These, factors are mentioned
’q A Pl

botk to demonstrate the usefulness of the three ?ypeslof'sféa%egles, and
also to polnf cut the 605? Important factors that administrators s?ould
mon | tor when.faclng conditions of decline. That Is, these factors should
be Included In any diagnosis of the conditions of decline in order to
select fﬂg.appropr[afe sfrafégles for coplng with fhose.condlflo;s.

Factors external to the organization are listed first foliowed by the

L]

factors Internal fo the organization.? *

Externa) Factors
1. _._Lm_ﬂm, or the amount of advanced warning time ;he

organizatiorn has before the conditions of decline are

exper ienced. Less lead time creates pressures for conservative

* strategles. P /. .

2. Clarity of the problems faced, or the extent to which the causes

of the decline can be pinpointed. Less problgm.clarlfy creates

pressures for conservative sfrafegles.‘

3. Consensus of external constituencies, or the extent to which

Important groups outside the organization al! agree on a

position detrimental to the organization, The more consensus

« 5
-

“ - among external.constituencies that Is contrary to the -

organization's goals, the more pressure for conservative

»

strategies.
o 2 .
" 4., Domain choice flexibillity, or the amount of freedom an

organization has to add or substitute & new domain 6}

activities, rather than having Its total domaln mandated. The




less domain cholce flexibillty, the more pressure for . -

conservative strategles. \ . .

4 fe
—

5. qu_[_ﬂ_n_l_s_l_mk or the loyalty to the orge‘inlzaﬂor of sd(ne

*

powerful const]tuency (efé., resource prov%der). The less .

.

pollilcal slack, the more pressure’ for conserveflve strategles.

6. Severity of the threat, or the extent to which the conditions ‘of

decllne are likely to praduce a serious thrgat or a minor-.

~

threat. The .less severe ‘the fhreaf, the more pressure for

- 3

conservafive sfrafegles.

7. _ncailan_ni_ihg_ihcgni or. whefher the decllining condlflons Jast
a long time as opposed fo being femporary. The shorfer the .
. duration, the more pressure to conservaflvely wait It out.
8; §9n;gg_gi_1h;gn1,,or uhefher the factors confr!buflng to
conditions of decline are close to the organization and

fhereforq controliable or manageegle by it, rather than being in

+

. +he uncontrollable second-order environment. The less the

e . - .
. ° S

organization's ability to control the threat, the more pressure
for conservative strategies.
" Internal Factors
9. E;Qngmig_ﬁlggx, or the amount of {evlngs and uncommitted

resources plus the diversity of places from which resources

3o, ) come. The less economic slack, the more pressure‘for'

conservaflve strategles. .

' " 10. Prevlous exoerience of administrators, or the extent *o which

strategic decisionmakers have had experlenf:e with paﬁerns of
sfebfjlfy or decline In the past. The less previous experience

with decline, the more pressure’for conserva%lve strategles.

-
’ . . ‘“’" .
- ~ds‘ )
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11.“1mmnulﬁhmnnﬁw. or whother there Is a norm of °

equal or unequal d}§sem1ﬁaflon of resources ecrpss the subynlts%
of the brgantieflen. Equa) distribution norhs create pressure

-

for conservative strategies such as. across~the~board cuts.

.. . TS . " [ - ¢ .
' 12. 5g;QuE;g_ggngnngn;g_gt_snhp1115, or'fhe exfenf 46 which svbuqlfs )

ere all«dependenf on one source for fhett supporf. The more -

[y L

-, dependence on one source, the more pressure for’ compeflflon emong

- - & J
»

units and conservative s?rafegles almad af saflsrlclng.

13, mmmm.mmm or the extent to whlch

administraiors ars viewed in fhe organization as resource , ~°-

acquirers or as resource allocators. The less admlnls+rafors are

- Y A Y
,Seen s resour ce acqulrers, the more pressure’ fof conservaflve-

strotegjes. .
14, mnmwuﬂ_imﬁluﬁm& or the extent to whlch

the organ'zaflon hasufhe sfrafeglc compefence to Invovate as
' opposed to react, or to ‘defénd as opposed to recoll. An absence
of 8 sfrafeglc competence |eads foApresspre for conser;aflve

. ¢

sfrafegles.' .

15, ﬂmmmmum_mmmn The farger and more

] complex the organlzaflon, the more pressure for conservaflve !

sfrafegles becauee of ‘the mulflple vesfed Interest groups, and T

‘thelr negoflafed trade-of fs. “ i . ..

.Y

‘Table 2 summarizes these 15 factors that orlent administrators toward

0° .

-

“'conservaffsm, and 1t points out th_fhe three sfrafegtc types help

- overcome or ﬁegpfe those fac?eQ}. in general, the faple‘shows that a

variety of conditions may exist that lead many administrators to attend -

mostly to internal resource allocation concerns. The pressure s to

23
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behave conservatively and protectively. Domain defense, offense, and

-

oroaflon sfrafegles, however, ‘are shown to resolve effectively to these
condlflons or to nullify them completely. These sfrafegles focus more on
) lnfluenclng the external envlronmenf~so as fo make It more munlf!cenf and
supporflve of fhe lnsflfuflon's activities. Therefore, by thinking about
strategles In terms of thelr emphasis on domain defense, offense, and

creaflon, admlnlsfrafors .are able to determine appropriate responses fo

i s

Rl - oL

conditions of decllgeﬂfhaf are more conslsfenf with fheoreflcal -

brescrlpflons and that” haye a long-ferm potential for success.

" TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE - -

¢ h .

. . fl > .
. Themajor point being made in this paper is that many administrators

and managers in colleges and universities are responding to conditions of
decllne by being conservative and'efflolency oriented. A number of
factors which create pressure fo resoond in fhls way have oeen enumerated,
‘Those orientatons, however, nave proven detrimentali fo.o;ganlzaflona)
effecff@eness over fhe long term in ofher organlzafions in the private
sector. |t may be time for menagers and administrators In hlgher
educaf!on to begin thinking seriousiy about refocuslng their attention.

\ Domain defense. offense. and creaflon sfrafegles whlch focus on
offecflveness. lnnovaflon, and the exfernal environment are one

olfernaflve-framework.for administrators to use gs they consider how to

_copekwlfh conditions of deciine. These strategies are avaliabie to most’

L)

-
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institutions, and they appear to be more appropriate for declining conditions
than curient emphases. " . .
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Ecotnotes _
1 Conditions of decjlne ike a prqducf of the éxternal environment in
which colleges and universities exist. These conditions may arise

. from enrollmenf frends, financlal exlgencles, unexpected dlsasfers,

»r

and so on. An Institution exlsflng in conditions of decline will not
<R necessarily undergo a decline lfse]f, depending on how 4he conditions
are managed. ‘ o ‘
C2- Complefe details of the analyses and results of the sfudy are not
.described here in detail since fhey are being used only to Illustrate

= = -=--—-the- maln point of this paper. However, the study and Its findings are

et s i e —
—— . - o
available from the author.’ - T e .

3 |+ 1s ironic that the tobacco flirms would be fhe Iargesf supporfer of °
fobacco and health research since fhaf research Is Iargely damaging fo
the lndusfry. However, when fobacco firms fund the research, not only
are they fhe first to know the results (sometimes by several years),
buf-%hey become f%e most Informed. When congressional hequnés are
held,'fbruexample, representatives of tobacco f1rms have to be Invited
_ to testify.

4 -These factors are explained In more detall In Miles and Cameron (1982) N

_ .and In Whetten (1980a). b

1y T .
Aot
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F1gure 7
KEY ENVIRONMENTAL EVENTS 'IN THE U.S. TOBACCO INDUSTRY:

1950-1974 _
- - 2 Sloan-Kettering s '300900;\ Generot’s 1t Sroadcost
4 T~ Repert Repert Advertising Bn_n
- s . 28
> .
“ ) '
2 1,
z ). 1 3 s unxsnua#: 23 zramuu
! o ao |z u n u
: J
[T S ST ST S L K SR N ST N SN SN N S | nt_lr
RN EEEEEENE L
YEAR{1950 51 52 53 543556 5738 89606/ 62 63 &4 ss ss s'r u ss 73 n n 7'3 74
I i 3 1 L 3 [ | ' 1 1 2 [ S T ) 1 L 1 1 1 L
D IS 1 0 ucise ux 1ncmse (fedenl). Excess 19 196§ Ca‘lifornh banned ta]evision advertis‘lng
Yoo, Profits Tax levied. - of ctganttes. A
2. 883 $1om-Ktt‘~er1n9 Papbrt 1{nking smkfng 20 ' 1970 Major airiines begin to fnstitute no-
. . to cancer. . ) O mk!ng sections on planes. :
3 1854 Reader’'s nfgut article rcht*!ng smoking 21 1970 Cigarette package \m-ning Tabels were
o « to cancer.'. s required to be stated more unequivocally.-
4 1955 First FiC advertfsing guidclines 1mposed. .22 1970 Legislation passed banning cigarette
. X advertising from all -broadcast media
3 1962 Surgeon General's comittee formed to {radfo and te‘(cvision)
study smoking and health.
23 1970 Fourtaen states raised c‘lgarette taxes.
6§ 1964 Surgeon’ General’s Rgport.
24 1371 A b111 was proposed ‘in Congress to elimi-
7 1965 FIC Advertising Code gassed (required nate 211 federal subsidies to tobacco :
. package warning label growers, - :
8 1965 Mational Clearinghouse on Smoking and 25 1971 The ICC banned smoking in all interstate
Health established. buses except for the last five rows.
9 1967 FTC 1n1t1ned tar and nicotine studies. 26 1972 The constitutionality of the television
. ' and radio advertising ban was upheld by
.10 1967 FTC began reporting (by 1aw) to Congress the Supreme Court.
~on effectiveness of cigarette advertising, :
. 27 1872 '{?ehs‘e’cggd Sn]xrgoon Ge:;enl's Repcrt estzb-
1 1957 Anti-smoki . she at low-tar cigarettes are not as
T king telavision ads began . dangerous to health and that bnat"irg ;
12 13567 The equal %ime ruling was made (equal other people's smoke 1s dangerous to the.
anti-smoking adv:rtising tine required nonsmoker's health.
on broadcast aed
n broade 2) 28 1972 Health warnings were made mandatory in all
121957 {Zﬁghmw Conference on. .mkfng and cigarette advertising.
alth held. 29 1972 A federal tax increase on tobacco was Ce-
14 1968 .FTC first recommended ban of c1gm::e feated. .
. advertising.on .broadcgst media. 30 1972 A1l airlines voluntaéred to establish nc-
15 1562 A major anti-smoking broadcast media smoking sections.
. cafpaign vas launched. \ 31 1973 The Little Clgar Act was pessed.
16 1968 ASH, the anti-smoking o izatfo
. ¥ launched. $aoking organization was 32 1973 Arizona became the first state to pass 2
- . law banning smoking in public bufldings.
17 1658 Extreme oressure was exerted on the
broaccast medfa to air antjesmoking 33 1973 The CA3 {ssued a regulation requiring
advertisements (WiBC was threatened separate smking/ncnsromng secticns on
with license revccation). all commercial airl.nes. .
13 "_1969 The "Fafrness Joctrine” was upheld by 381972 A bI1 to ban all cigant:es over 21 mg
_— the Suprerme Cours. tar was introoucad intd Congress.
35 1874 Twenty-seven s%atas had sassed laws relae
i , . . ting to nonsmoxer’s rignes, ©
Source: Miles and Cameron (1982). 45




© TABLE 1

1. DOMAIN DEFENSE STRATEGIES

The major emphasis is‘on‘pneserving the legitiméby of the domain.

2 uOMAIN OFFENSE STRATEGIES

~

.

Three types of strategies for coping with conditions of decline

The maJor emphasis is on expand1ng the turrent doma1n of act1v1t1es. .

';x.:

3. DOMAIN CREATIOﬁl

The major emphasis is on adding -domains or creating new areas of

institutional activity.
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© TABLE 2 Facfors leading to conservatism as a response to decline

. and suggested solutions using domain defense, offense, and creation
CONDITION LEADING TO CONSERVATISM SOLUTION LEADING TO EFFECTIVE COPiNG

1. Little lead time - . 1. Domain defense is designed io

create lead t1me
2. Little problem clarity ) 2. Domain, defense Creates time to
h L clarify threat. : _

s > ' - ‘

3. Contrary consensus among . 3. Domain defense is designed to
constituencies counter consensus and to diffuse it.
4. Little domain Choice‘f1ex1bi1ity 4. .Domain offense creates expen510n

U f . _ LT _fwith1n a. prescr1bed domain. " °*
T 5l Little political slack 5. Domain defense is des1gned to

build political slack.

6. Little severity of threat . 6. Domain offense and. creation are
easier to implement when threat is
less severe.

7. Short .duration 7. Domain defense helps institutions
become buffered from short-term
threats.

8. UncontroTable threats 8. Domain defense is designed to

buffer the institution from threats
thaf it cannot control.

9. No economic slack 9. Domain offense creates slack.
’ ¢
10. No previous administrator 10. Domain defense buys time to
experience determine the best offense and long

term adaptation strategies.

"11. Norms of equal distribution 11. Domain offense and creation help
necessitate prioritizing, and they
make resources available so across-the-
board cuts are less likely. .

12. One resource base ' '12. Domain offense and creation make
available multiple. resource bases.
13. Administrators are viewed 13. Domain offense and creation.
as allocators . * produce conditions where administrators

become resource generators.

14. Absence of strategic competence 14. Domain defense helps identify

. strategic competence and domain offense
' helps expand it

15. Large size and complexity-ee 15. Domain defense helps buffer the

institution from mu1t1ple, conflicting

demands.




