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Leading Organizations for Universal Design
Joseph B. Berger and Duong Van Thanh

The purpose of this article is to provide amodel for he;}pinin
Universal Instructional Design (U.ID) throughout their n
organizational behavior as the basis for making recomm

ollege and university student bodies have be-
come more diverse over the If':lSt 30 Years, esp?-
cially in terms of race, ethnic:l.ty, socioeconomic
status, and a wide variety of phy51_cal ar}d learmnfji
disabilities. Unfortunately, the ways in which post;etc0
ondary institutions are structurec.i ha.s not c}.1ange1 g
keep pace with these demographic shifts. Unl\{er}sla "
structional design (UID) (Bremer, Cl.apper{ Hitc ci)ic ,
Hall, & Kachgel, 2002) is one educatlona.l interven fon
that has been demonstrated as an effective means 02
making postsecondary clas.srooms and camgg;es arilgr_
supportive of diverse Ieamlng.than have tradi cl)n 200}; .
proaches to collegiate education (Brem'er et al, - g
Dolan & Hall, 2002; Higbee, 2091). Universal m? dc_
tional designis an educational phllogophy and sekt o1 e u_
cational resources and strategies de'51gn‘ed to make elagt}
ing more accessible to students with dlsa.bllln.es. U1 ) is
used to consider the needs of people w1th disabi 1t1fes,
but has been demonstrated to be an effective means 1or
promoting better learning environments for all'p(eic_)p. i
regardless of disability, learning styles., or other indivi .
ual characteristics. The principles of mclusweneﬁs ?}111
equity serve as the foundation of UID and 1c}ea y e;st
perspective is used so that all students are able to ma.nd
learning goals. Ultimately, UID creates classr_oom't in
campus environments that resp?ct and value dlver‘51 y -
many forms. However, despite its advgptages, ur;llvers :
instructional design remains underutlhzeq and has no
been incorporated as a mainstrean} or primary meansf
for maximizing learning opportunities for all types o
students. The incorporation of UID into the mainstream
campus environment will require a true transfgrmg(-:
tion of existing organizational structures and aca em1d
processes on postsecondary campuses. Leadership an
organization are key considerations in order fo; uni-
versal design to become a reality on collegg and uni-
versity campuses. Like any broad-based initiative or
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campus leaders create and sustain efforts to fully incor}:iorlatzz
: stitutions. The article uses a multiple .dlmensmn model o
dations to support this type of institutional transformation.

attempt to implement a transfor.mational v%sion on iirﬁ\-
pus, the ultimate success of universal design asa o t};
integrated approach to postsecondary education fle111
on the extent to which campus leaders success ﬁor}i
pay attention to all of the aspects of the orﬁamzama_
that must change in order to realize fully the per us
nent implementation of universal design as a camp
nmi’rg.stsecondary institutions that. embrace the chzlli
lenges of transforming their qrgamzahons to dse;x;ead-
types of students will be pr0v1d1r}g badly nee e1 sin
ership in American higher edu'cat'lon. However, 1e)a 1 exg-
organizations to accomplish this vitally pecess(airy u =
tremely difficult goal will be a de'mandlr‘lg and comp N
task. Given the challenges assqc1ated with thg corlnp 3
hensive incorporation of UID into t.he educationa ceoof
of college and university orgar}lz_atlong, the pur(fl)olsthat
this article is to present a mul‘adlmensu?nal mode i
draws on existing organizational be.havllor hfterat-u_r‘e,er-
help campuses create leading organizations for um

sal instructional design.

A FRAMEWORK FOR LEADING
ORGANIZATIONS

Leading organizations is a corpplex and challtingrmag—
task, and successfully implementing fundamental o agde
nizational change is even tougher. Such tasks a;(; manc1
even more difficult because although leader§ ip o
organizational structure are often seen as distinc i
sues, successful organizational transformatlor;1 'reqliﬁv_
focusing on the relationship betweep lef':lders ip aC g
ities and various aspects of orgamzatlpnal stru .
(Berger & Milem, 2000). From a l‘ead.er.shlp pers(}i)et(; am.c:
it is important to recognize .that 1nd1v1du.alsh an L e
do not provide leadership in a vacuum; they le
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organized contexts we call colleges and universities—
these individuals are leading organizations. From an or-
ganizational perspective, successful organizations have
clear visions, defined goals, and cohesive organizational
structures and processes that contribute to the well-
being of those inside and outside of the organization—
these are leading organizations. Whether the emphasis
is on leadership or organization, two key aspects of a
larger whole are central—how to best facilitate leading
organizations.

Colleges and universities that successfully incorpo-
rate universal design into the fabric of the entire institu-
tion will be leading organizations in two ways. First, they
will have leadership that can develop internally and im-
plement comprehensive organizational transformations
that can sustain universal design as a core process that is
embedded across the full range of organizational activi-
ties found in higher education (such as teaching, advis-
ing, etc.). Second, in so doing they will become a lead-
ing organization that serves as a model for the rest of
higher education in terms of the ability to provide eq-
uitably excellent education to all students. The purpose
of this article is to describe the various aspects of orga-
nization on campus that must be taken into account by
institutional leaders in order to successfully embed uni-
versal instructional design across the entire fabric of the
institution.

As organizations, colleges and universities have seen
themselves in a position of providing leadership for so-
ciety (Senge, 2000). The implementation of universal de-
sign throughout higher education appears to be an ideal
opportunity for higher education to provide such societal
leadership by promoting a pedagogical shift that pro-
vides for greater equity while benefiting learning and
knowledge acquisition for all types of students. How-
ever, initiating and sustaining any significant shift in
well-established organizations is a challenge to those
who undertake and lead such change (Kotter, 1995). Like-
wise, educational organizations present unique chal-
lenges to change agents (Birnbaum, 1988; Fullan, 2001).
There are good reasons for focusing on leading organi-
zations that may lead to changes of institutional struc-
tures and cultures. For instance, a healthy organizational
culture can promote identification (Who we are), legiti-
Mmating (what we need to accomplish as an organization),
communication (with whom we talk), coordination (with
Whom we work), and development (what the dominant
Perspectives and task are) (Davies, 1997). Such issues
and questions are fundamental to creating sustainable
fransformation within an organization; subsequently it
18 important to identify the key conceptual tools that fa-
Cilitate the most effective means for addressing these key
'Ssues and questions. It has become increasingly clear
that the pest way to examine and change within higher
education Organizations is to use multidimensional

models for understanding organizations (Berger &
Milem, 2000; Birnbaum, 1988).
Although there is recognition that universal design
has numerous implications for educators at all levels
(Higbee, 2001), the responses of academic leadership,
governance, and organizational effectiveness of an in-
stitution to a growing need of universal design have not
been examined through a comprehensive analysis. There
appear to be few useful models to help guide the pro-
cess of organizational change toward an effective imple-
mentation of universal design. The main purpose of this
article, therefore, is to provide a rationale for the types
of changes and implementation strategies warranted in
higher education. Second, with reference to a multidi-
mensional model of leading organization and universal
design, the article defines the essential components for a
framework that suits the actual decision-making process
and environment of higher education. While universal
design contains technical solutions and accessible formu-
las, the multidimensional model of leading organization
involves a variety of human activity that reflects human
communities functioning at university campuses.

A MULTI-DIMENSIONAL MODEL
OF COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY
ORGANIZATION

Organizational behavior and structure has been de-
fined in a variety of ways in higher education literature
and elsewhere. Indeed, there is no such thing as a theory
of organizational behavior; rather, there are many theo-
ries (also called schools, perspectives, traditions, frame-
works, paradigms, and models) of organizational behav-
ior, which collectively cover a great deal of conceptual
terrain (Shafritz & Ott, 1992).

While some theories build upon earlier works, others

have tried to take the most salient features of key the-
ories and models to develop multiperspective models
to view organizational behavior as a multi-faceted con-
struct. Examples of such classifications that have been
used to describe organizational behavior at colleges and
universities include Bolman and Deal’s (1992, 1997) four
frames, Birnbaum’s (1988) models of how colleges work,
and a variety of other classifications of organizational
functioning (e.g., Bush, 1995; Kuh, 2003). Each frame,
model, or dimension adds a unique perspective of or-
ganizational behavior. Berger and Milem (2000) in their
recent work on organizational behavior and student out-
comes identify five dimensions of organization, each il-
lustrating different hypotheses regarding the nature of
organizational life and change. The resulting five dimen-
sions of organizational behavior at college campuses are
labeled in the following manner: systemic, bureaucratic,
collegial, symbolic, and political.
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Many related research studies have led to the conclu-

sion that leaders who use a “multi-dimensional” model
are more likely to be successful than those who use
a single-dimension approach (Birnbaum, 1992). Multi-
dimensional thinking seems particularly useful at a time
when resources are tight and demand is high and when
organizational change may mean focusing “on competi-
tive strength and market niches, to eliminate weaknesses,
to increase productivity and to enhance the strategic ca-
pacity of the university while developing much auton-
omy to operating units often below the level of faculty”
(Davies, 1997, pp- 132-133). The following sections de-
scribe key dimensions of organizational behavior, and
each dimension serves as a lens for understanding the
different aspects of organizational structure and behav-
ior that must be addressed in order to successfully imple-
ment UID into the core educational activities of colleges
and universities that wish to assert their roles as leading
organizations in this manner.

THE BUREAUCRATIC
DIMENSION—BUILDING STRUCTURAL
SUPPORT FOR UNIVERSAL LEARNING

Formal structure and bureaucracy provide what is

perhaps the most common frame of reference when
people think of organizations. The bureaucratic dimen-
sion is an analytic lens for viewing organizations that
is built on the assumption that organizations exist pri-
marily to accomplish established rational goals and ob-
jectives. The roots of the bureaucratic tradition can be
traced to the work of German sociologist Max Weber
who originally described bureaucracies as formal social
networks dedicated to limited goals with a hierarchical
structure that maximizes coordination and communica-
tion (Weber, 1947). The organizational characteristics of
most colleges and universities match Weber’s descrip-
tion of the ideal bureaucracy (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker,
& Riley, 1977; Godwin & Markham, 1996). These char-
acteristics include the use of competence as the primary
criterion for appointment, the appointment rather than
election of officials, the payment of fixed salaries directly
by the organization, the recognition and respect of rank,
the exclusive employment in one organization by work-
ers, the presence of security through the tenure system,
and the separation of personal and organizational prop-
erty (Weber, 1947). From this perspective, there are ideal
structural forms that can be designed and implemented
to fit any set of circumstances, including the compre-
hensive implementation of UID throughout a college or
university campus. Specialization and division of labor,
and coordination and control through hierarchical au-
thority are essential to the effectiveness of a bureaucratic
organization, such as a postsecondary institution.
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The bureaucratic perspective describes not only the
structural arrangements of an organization but also the
specific norms and ideological values embedded in it.
The most fundamental value is the premium placed on
rationality, in which it is assumed that there is one best
way to accomplish organizational goals (Bush, 1995).
Of course, this assumption is built on two other basic
assumptions—the first is that organizations have clear,
defined goals and the second is that all organizational
members are largely working towards those same goals.
As such, viewing organizations from the bureaucratic
dimension also emphasizes the necessity for hierarchy
and the chain of command. Hierarchy and differential
status positions are valued as necessary means for en-
suring efficient accomplishment of organizational goals
through increased technical competence, clearly defined
authority, specialization of expertise, and division of la-
bor. These same characteristics and values, while often

more ideal than real, canbe used to help create structures
that support the systematic routinization of UID across
a campus.

Given that the objective of bureaucratic structure is
to routinize tasks, functions, and processes like an as-
sembly line routinizes production (Weber, 1947) and if
the goal is to fully incorporate UID as a routine part
of campus life, then it makes sense to begin with an
analysis of how best to accomplish this goal by look-
ing at it first from the bureaucratic perspective. More
specifically, in the case of UID, the goal is to routinize
UID strategies as core pedagogical and academic sup-
port functions. From a bureaucratic perspective, rou-
tinization is preferable as it "leads to improved or-

anizational effectiveness and efficiency” (Kuh, 2003,
p. 271). Because bureaucracy is a rational perspective
on organizing it is clear that successful routinization of
UID requires that formal rules and procedures be put
into place to facilitate the accomplishment of the larger
goal. Bureaucracies achieve such formalization through
the deliberate use of the formal structures described

above.

Viewed through the window of bureaucratic dimen-
sion, there are structural forms that can provide sup-
port for universal design. Hierarchical authority or a
clear chain of command, division of labor, rules for
work, standard operating procedures, technical com-
petence, and differential rewards—each of these can
play a role in effective implementation of universal de-
sign. Creating a hierarchy that is responsible for the
appropriate implementation of universal design is s
sential to ensure that instruction and academic sup-
port actually incorporate UID principles. Formal au-
thority structures provide accountability mechanisms
that can be useful for enforcing compliance in environ-
ments that would not otherwise pay attention. Clear
goals, guidelines, and procedures make it easier for
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?nc(l)l‘\//vlldl;als with Flifferent responsibilities, levels of
P edge, expertise, apd interest in UID to success-
ully utilize new strategies. Standard operating pro
dures'for UID can provide clear guidelines for gth:w fﬁ:
structional and academic support tasks can be performed
accgrately and consistently in the spirit of uni
Fosien universal
theTh;e success of a campgs—inde UID initiative requires
h presence of an organizational unit that is explicitl
c arged with responsibility for the initiative. This wiﬂ
Pro_\/lfie a structural provision for ensuring that there are
¥nd1v1fiuals with appropriate expertise who are charged
;n their formal responsibilities for supporting UIDng-
bortg across campus. This is quite consistent with the
asic tenets of bureaucracy, given the emphasis on ex-
pertise and technical competence as a hallmark of s
cess'full jbureaucracies. There also is a need to train ol':lcl:
f}rlstmi?ally and through professional development so
at all campus educators have the technical expertise
to use UID as intended. The success of creatir? for-
mal structures designed to support campus-wideg UID
efforts also will depend on the establishment of clea
measurable objectives and timelines that are regul ;
evaluated. Bt
Howeyer, the nature of postsecondary educational bu-
reaucracies presents challenges to restructuring campus
bureauc1'rac1fes to support the implementation of UI;D
Wher} viewing organizations from a bureaucratic er:
spective, it is important to consider the type of organIi)za-
tion. qu example, Mintzberg (1979) notes that colleges
and universities are professional organizations andga
suct}, they differ from traditional business—orieélted o ?
ganizations. As a result, and as is the case with all :
gamzatlonal views, the bureaucratic dimension accof;:
E)lg atr(l) Kuh (2903), has ‘several challenges whenl applied
o él;ztlr?tpon lgf Plgl"ler .edl'lcation. Because of the
e 1947)1ona ity” of institutions of higher education
£ an,d re X t??emal'lzatlon, standardization, routiniza-
(Ha:ge o Aiizntul);;glsscgurage ;);g:;lizational flexibility
’ ; Strange, and change efforts
a(l:f;;%irflésiig%)i Uar}hke corporate institutionsg, faculty
SuperViSion‘ona staff expect autonomy rather than close
turlet 1ts(,) clear that the su.cces.sful use of bureaucratic struc-
o as;})lport organizational goals and functions re-
i > elicate balance. Too little formal structure hin-
e iency a'nd account.ability and creates higher
B 1i11111cteirtamty (Godwin & Markham, 1996), par-
o mu}clh ! mes of change and transformation. Yet
A ureaucracy is seen as constraining and de-
0! ntlrg. Sole reliance or over-emphasis on bu-
e hoc st ucture as the solution to incorporating UID
orggam' 121 tia campus has other drawbacks as well.
o a1 ons coordinated through bureaucratic pat-
mané gf ple r'elate to one another based on their com-
technical expertise. Hence, other organizational

127

strategies are needed as described i
escrib .
sections. ed in the fOllOwlng

THE COLLEGIAL DIMENSIO
N—FIN
CONSENSUS ABOUT UID 3 sy

taszhef 1raarea.ucratlc appr(?ach focuses on structuring the
of I.D implementation, but the human element of
gl_rganlz?tlon alsp must be addressed, and the collegial

t 1imensmn provides an organizational lens for focusing

he structure of human relations. The collegial dimen

sion focuses on features of organizational structure i ,

terms of collaboration, equal participation, concern f(l)rr1

human resources, and the use of consensus to establish
goals'and to make other important decisions. The un-
derlying assumption of this dimension origine;ted from
the hurnan resource perspective (Bensimon, Neumann,

f: Birnbaum, 1989; Birnbaum, 1988; Kuh, 11996 2003),
t }::u‘sons (1947) suggested that the collegium is r;erhaps'

he most appropriate way to view university organiza-
tion because the technical competence of faculty mem-
bers plays a more important role than the bureaucrati
aspect (?f the administration. Indeed, this model best fitz
Wlth M%ntzberg’s (1979) conceptualization of educational
institutions as professional organizations. :

‘ Kuh (2003) emphasizes that the collegial view con
sists of‘ two enduring values of academic institutionst
professional autonomy and a normative compliance sys-.
:ﬁm. Faculty and staff are specialists in their field, and

eref01.re, they expect to determine the conditions un
der which they perform. Academic settings depend or;
the shared work and responsibility of all educators t
succ'essfully achieve their teaching and research oals0
The ideal collegial process is active, authentic sociaflg a d
collaborative, because it occurs during the C(;urse olf 0111
velopment and it involves a team of participants w}f-
cooperate to make decisions. As a matter of fact, fa X
u‘lty and professional staff tend to welcome the collle 'Ci
view of organizations as the preferred way to orga:%ilzae
;nd govern leading organizations of higher education
ower also tends to be informal, through network of i ‘
fluence (Kezar, 2001). s
Given the collaborative professional norms of the
academy, UID can be most successfully implemented
on campus if faculty are provided the means to be au-
Fonomousl}‘/ engaged in the process of planning for and
implementing UID as a comprehensive campus-wide
system. Whereas, the bureaucratic dimension empha-
sizes the way in which administrative hierarch pand
structure must be dealt with in order to transforrr? cam-
puses around the concepts of UID, the collegial dimen-
sion as a conceptual lens highlights the need to focus o
f?culty involvement as an integral part of the or anize:1
tional transformation process. Higbee (2001) notges th ;
faculty members have been among the first to apply t}?e
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processes of exchange and interaction. For these rea-
sons, the political dimension has been called a less ide-
alistic, but more realistic, portrait of organizational life
than other more static models of organizational behav-
ior (Baldridge et al., 1977; Pfeffer, 1981). This implies
that a political perspective provides a means for think-
ing strategically about how to get individuals involved
in the process of transformation by identifying how a
move towards UID is in their own best interests. The
more the interests of specific individuals and groups can
be brought into play, the more likely meaningful activ-
ity will mobilize around the issue. The key to success
is identifying ways that organizational actors can view
UID as a positive benefit, otherwise there is a risk that
opposition to the initiative may be more successfully
mobilized if UID is perceived as a threat to particular
interests.
It is worth noting that while conflict and competi-
tion are key concepts in the application of the politi-
cal dimension to the study of educational organizations,
these concepts are often overemphasized. Cooperation,
collaboration, consensus-building, negotiation, and the
development of coalitions are important mechanisms to
consider when explaining how political models work.
Political models are often characterized as exchange
models in which organizational members continually
exchange resources. These exchanges have been charac-
terized in organizational studies from purely economic
standpoints, that focus on formal and material sources of
power (Shafritz & Ott, 1992), or from more inclusive def-
initions that recognize resources as being both material
and symbolic (Berger & Milem, 2000). Exchanges may oc-
cur between individuals, groups, or some combination
of the two. Such exchanges provide the basis through
which competition among various individuals and in-
terest groups can be at least partially resolved so that
decisions and choices can be made from among the com-
peting interests and values (Bush, 1995). It is most likely

1980). If a radical transformation like UID 1slto iuc;‘e,eec}r
on campus, it is crucial to understanc‘i ‘the'ro eofp wer
and be able to address political .reahtlee in a fr‘neir:n gf
fully strategic manner. This requires the identifica 1s .
sources of formal and informel power or1f ganrr)\pu
working to align those forces in suppopt‘o | ; o,
A campus characterized by the pol.ltlca h;‘)el:;s(p1 e
often has a competitive atmosphere in whic o
sion exists, some individuals and groups are xpore pcurs
erful than others, networking and co?leboratlo:ll OZO 5
across groups, there are shifting coahtjlons, an iﬁp ispue
are apathetic unless they have a etake ina sp\ec e
(Birnbaum, 1988). The political dimension ¢ (:;u‘ra((::1 e
organizations as coalitions composed of‘vane in 1mon
als and interest groups with enelurmg differences a y eg_
individuals and groups in their values, preferences,

i iality i liefs, information, and perceptions of‘ reality. The mos'f
szt '(2000) . C;u'f tlhata(:élllirg\;iglz;ls- important decisions in organizatlorés 1pYo;‘;e ;Q(e lillpvc;lo
often perceived to include only aillnt\}imity. Therefore, tion of scarce resources; they are e;f;% sy b
ize other members of the Can.lplug Coision-making should gets what. Because of scarce resource e ymaicd
the successful use of collegia eCt tion on committees ferences, conflict 18 centrel to organi o amisd
be predicated upon broac}lrepxrssir; rior\stituencies. This and power is the mest 1mportraI;t fif,in baréaining, =
and workgroups fro{n . tcxierﬁ and ownership in UID tional goals anei dec1s.1onsfeme gsmon e el
will facilitate greater Inves d will prohibit the pro- gotiating, and ]eekeymg or po& o oy From this
B e excly v I()ert of some in- of different coalitions (1.301man e 1,. )
S e pr? pthe}llr community perspective, it is essential that key poli 1tc . Whid,l o
dividuals or groups at the expezse -c;)(hc;JID Time ineffi- sources of power, apd the vested ipttereiasr Jidtipote
e LO wgras:Z)lciated v;lith collegial are or might be aligned musft 1a11 i Ire1 S
Ciezdessirfeoiggg;:;t‘i/;izlrti;avior. Discussions and de- ered 1as oneaiploé? Sooiu;:;ersl}s) 1Llls }in pprticular, e oy

i i - mately sus ] '
gates B cor hovze::;;?;i;nﬁlgie alloca}t,ions, material. and symbolic, mtlilst l;leo xﬂze)rrln 1;1ette
e pOliC_ie§ s ;c;nserlltsuand time is a cru- account and strategies for demorés;rainr‘llge How o
iy _ad.mlmStratOI:s anf u?lil/ler};al design. Campus ing interests cpuld be better s}erveex o rz; e o ol
Tialclfarcst cxﬁ?{::e\gltec:rrﬁg:i?gﬁssues of timeliness through- must bter ;)r::lm;lseir}r; rf‘al\zts, tI'cn :nt e ety ald i o
::t :ny collegial processes that are used in guiding the Szkpgirng Zuccessful pontical' cotogies e h ba;ﬁ:ﬁ:; |

o e it P ing, negotiating, and coalition-building as prop e
of UID build their own bases of power to suppor

UID is likely to create tension. Even if new funds are
acquired specifically for the purpose of incorporating
UID more fully across campus, problems may still be en-
countered. One group of administrators may want to use
the funds for a new staff position, a group of faculty may
desire to invest it more heavily into faculty development
activities, while asecond group of faculty may want more
technological support, and still others might have their

eye on developing a new center or institute (Birnbaum,
1988).

concept of universal design to their own profegsm:: a;l(;:l_
those faculty who are already engaged w1th UlID ca A cpbe_
vide collegial leadership to work with thelr Iijzlelr)s ki
come familiar with and willing to wgrk with 4 o
implications of the collegial model include t ebn Sl
focus on the use of committees and consensus 1:1 : irg1
as a means for incorporating U{D from t:teizoiroun p
.versity as a professional orgamnz L
the:lrt?;ught};he colljlegial model is often assumef:l tct).l l_t;e_
the best mode of organizing for postsecondary :?ISUID
tions, and even though it i; ?jgh}j}" C?ir\l,ga;ﬁrglte :valn A Cau:
Iv collegial approach has disa ages ;
?igr?sr Zsysociategcli wiFh it as well. The colleglel dlrln;e.?:u;rrll
faces challenges throughout the orgarflzatlonzii Ilm "
campus. Kuh (2003) notes that there is a tenL.e( " “}’rise
oversimplify life in universities and colleges. Li ,

THE SYMBOLIC DIMENSION—MANAGING
THE MEANING OF UNIVERSAL DESIGN

Many organizations, particularly institutions of
higher education, are characterized by purposes and
structures that are loosely coupled, problematic goals,
unclear technologies, fluid participation, and high lev-
els of ambiguity and uncertainty (Baldridge et al., 1977;
Birnbaum, 1988; Cohen & March, 1974; March & Olsen,
1979). The ways in which individuals make meaning in
an organization are therefore essential to understand-
ing the ways in which organizations actually function.
Emphasis on organizational meaning is best character-
ized from a symbolic perspective. The following set
of propositions summarizes the symbolic dimension.
Events and meanings are loosely coupled, such that the
same events can have very different meanings for dif-
ferent people because of differences in the schema they
use to interpret their experiences. Additionally, many
of the most significant events and processes in organi-
zations are ambiguous and uncertain. Faced with un-
certainty and ambiguity, human beings create symbols
to resolve confusion, increase predictability, and pro-
vide direction (Bolman & Deal, 1992, 1997). Many or-
ganizational events and processes are important more

THE POLITICAL DIMENSION—POWER
AND UNIVERSAL DESIGN

vision.

Individuals who believe that the university shqul}lcitzz
a rational bureaucracy ora collegial community Mig

s K
troubled by the emphasis on competition for resource

that UID will succeed on campus if it is viewed as an
opportunity to build consensus and collaborate, rather
than as a source of competition with existing goals, pro-
grams, and interests that must compete for a limited set

for what they express than for what they produce.
These symbolic events and processes include secular

myths, rituals, ceremonies, and sagas (Bolman & Deal,
1992).

and universities may reflect the pohpcal
dﬁi:rlllsi%is more than any of the ether dlmenslllonz
(Baldridge, 1971). The earliest conceptions of the co e}g\e
and university as a political or'gamzatlc‘)n fpcus Otr;tion
political process of policy-making and imp eré\enco n
at the campus level (Baldridge, 1971). Increased recogit

: f h . 1 O 1 ut als() |eC'
iti ivi ne o the most y 7

i i ts to organiza’cioﬂa !
. es the centrality of these concep : 4
. ine of organizational behav- ognizes the : . et o O
advances in our Endefstirszdlncgampuges Power is gener- life. This dimension emph;ilielsdpenczurages %ouabora-
ior on C‘?llege arlheu;::ille;ty :}c; determine the behavior of cess for issue mani%ie&r‘\ei o reeenents (G o
altll}: deg?:o ;escide the outcome of a decision or conflict tion amog%egf)ci);;sst o e poliﬁcal &
others . . b In sum, . -
i al organizations can be . su > | : ‘ LA
(Bush, 1995). Power in ed_uca;lorrlnal bgased on authority, sion is that it is dynamuic. This persp) .t uid
L) in};em:is Of bienlg?le:ée (B,acharach & Lawler, static structures, goals, and values
or informal, basea on

A quick look around any college campus provides am-
ple evidence of the strength of the presence of the sym-
bolic dimension on campus. Colleges are full of a wide
variety of organizational symbols that convey shared in-
stitutional values through artifacts (college logos, seals,
architectural styles), rituals (orientation, final exams),
ceremonies (commencement, convocations), and stories
and myths about the founding of the institution or exem-
plary teachers and campus leaders. The symbolic nature
of organizational behavior is also evident in the pres-
ence of distinct campus subcultures based on roles (stu-
dent versus administrator versus faculty member), dis-
ciplines and departments, personal characteristics, and
ideologies (Birnbaum, 1988; Kuh, 2003). Moreover, the

i iti resourg 4
7

for resources is viewed as an importmt part of E:(li hea(l):lh;
dynamic institution with amb}tlops people an dgr(KUh’
who are helping to move the m_snt'utlon forwta)lr e
2003). The political dimension 18 1mpo‘rtant e;:a o
not only acknowledges the existence of issues of P

The resources that individuals and groups on cam-
Pus strive to acquire are varied. Examples of these re-
sources include money (salaries and wages for individu-
als, budgets for departments), facilities (better and bigger
offices), and time (course buyouts for research, sabbat-
icals), to name a few. As a plan is developed and put
Into place for institutionalizing UID, it is important to
consider these resources as both a source of support for
the implementation process and as hooks that can be
used to develop coalitions of support for the transition.
pramatic shifts in resources can create disequilibrium
N any organization and the shift of any resources to
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ambiguous and unstructured nature of the academic
world often leads to a high degree of individual inter-
pretation of values, goals, and expectations in lieu of the
more explicit and formalized ways of the business and
corporate world (Cohen & March, 1974).
Most studies that examine the symbolic nature of or-
ganizations are based on the assumption that the sym-
bolic behavior within organizational cultures unifies in-
dividual members of the organization. However, the
more we study organizations, the more we come to re-
alize that organizations are rarely, if ever, monolithically
cultured. Many organizational cultures are really com-
prised of multiple subcultures (Birnbaum, 1988; Kuh,
2003). Moreover, organizational cultures serve three dif-
ferent symbolic functions—integration, differentiation,
and fragmentation (Martin, 1992). The symbolic behav-
jors within organizational cultures are integrative when
they reduce ambiguity about organizational values and
norms so that there is consistent understanding among
all organizational members. Symbolic behavior in dif-
ferentiated organizational cultures is viewed as consen-
sus about norms and values that occur within organiza-
tional subcultures rather than across the organizational
as whole. The fragmentation perspective views ambigu-
ity as inevitable and the symbolic meaning of any cul-
tural manifestation (e.g., institutional artifacts, rituals,
and stories) as subject to multiple interpretations by orga-
nizational members (Martin, 1992). The term “organized
anarchy,” in its most pure form, has been used to describe
this type of symbolic environment (Cohen & March,
1974).

Symbolic models also have been characterized as be-
ing cultural, ambiguous (or anarchical), or subjective
(Bush, 1995). Cultural models focus onshared values, be-
liefs, and norms that are expressed through ceremonies,
rituals, stories, hero(ine)s, and artifacts (Bolman & Deal,
1992,1997; Bush, 1995). Anarchical models focus onorga-
nizational events and processes that are ambiguous and
uncertain, making it difficult or impossible to know what
is happening or why itis happening. High levels of ambi-
guity and uncertainty lead people to use symbols to make
meaning out of otherwise chaotic situations (Bolman &
Deal, 1992, 1997; Bush, 1995; Cohen & March, 1974).
Finally, subjective models focus on how people make
different meanings from experiencing the same events
(Bush, 1995). Cultural models generally focus more on
the integrative function of symbolic behavior, while an-
archical models emphasize the differentiation function,
and subjective models are more oriented towards the
fragmentation function. Despite these various emphases,
all three models focus on the powerful influence of sym-
bols, symbolic behavior, and symbolic interpretations

in organizational life. Taken together, these different
models describe the full range of symbolic activity and
functions within organizations. This helps explain how

symbolic behavior can lead to a powerful symbolic cul-
ture in some settings, while providing a fragmented or-
ganizational understanding in others. A more complete
view of the symbolic dimension also helps us understand
that the symbolic nature of organizations is composed of
multiple layers. Embedded within these multiple lay-
ers are some values and norms that may permeate the
entire organization, while others only operate at the sub-
cultural level, and still other interpretations of organiza-
tional reality occur only at the individual level (Martin,
1992).

The success or failure of initiatives has rested not with
the technical merits of the idea, but with the meanings
that became attached to it. Higher education is tradi-
tionally resistant to change and incorporating new ap-
proaches because meaning can become so fragmented or
differentiated. On the other hand, a well-crafted vision,
particularly when it can be associated with existing cam-
pus values, can create higher levels of shared meaning.
This is, of course, more difficult on large campuses. But
even where differentiation is likely to occur, awareness
of formal and informal campus subgroups can help lead-
ers who wish to promote UID find ways to help differ-
ent community members make sense of UID in positive
ways without having to strive for the more elusive (and
often unrealistically counter-productive), more fully in-
tegrated meaning.

The symbolic dimension focuses less on the rational-
ity of decision-making as the basis for organizational
behavior and more on the importance of sense-making
(Birnbaum, 1988; Bolman & Deal, 1992; Weick, 1969).
Managing meaning becomes a more valuable skill than
rational decision-making (Morgan, 1986). Hence, from
this perspective, the creation, understanding, and inter-
pretation of a decision are more important than the de-
cision itself. The process of meaning-making becomes
more important than the product of the decision itself be-
cause the product is likely to mean different things to dif-
ferent people (Birnbaum, 1988). Therefore, as UID is in-
corporated on university campuses, project leaders need
to monitor the ways in which constituents make meaning
of evolving UID efforts, and work with individuals and
groups to interpret and re-interpret those meanings as
appropriate.

‘Attention also should be given to the ways in which
the importance of UID can be symbolically reinforced
on campus. The use of logos, slogans, and ceremony can
help create greater shared meaning if they are developed
to reflect underlying values rather than simply provid-
ing a positive spinon UID'’s value. The endorsement and
use of UID by formal and informal campus leaders and
the inclusion of UID in highly visible key campus pro-
grams and events will symbolically reinforce the values
of UID across a wider range of individuals and groups:
For example, the incorporation of UID principles int0
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orienfcation and convocation activities not only makes
practical sense, but also provides symbolic forums for
demonstrating the effectiveness of UID in a variety of
educational settings.

THE SYSTEMIC DIMENSION—THE LARGER
CONTEXT OF UNIVERSAL DESIGN

The impact of environmental forces on higher edu-
cation organizations has increased dramatically in re-
Fent years (Berger & Milem, 2000). Sources of external
mﬂuepce include increased state and federal govern-
ment intervention, access to information via advanced
1r.1formation technology, the continuing rise of profes-
31o.na1 affiliations and associations, the development of
university-industry partnerships, and the globalization
of American society (Peterson, 1997). As a result, col-
leges and universities can be aptly described as open
tc,ystems with interacting components and the ability to
import people, ideas, and resources through permeable
orga_mzational boundaries and transform them into ed-
ucational and scholarly outputs. These organizations are
composed of varying numbers of subunits and processes
that have traditionally been only loosely coordinated (of-
ten referred to as “loose coupling” [Weick, 1969, p. 3]).

The following assumptions are derived from previous
wprk (Berger & Milem, 2000) and describe the systemic
dimension of organizational behavior. Organizations are
open systems in which external connections and internal
§tructure are interdependent, such that the environment
isnot simply external to the organization but also embed-
ded in institutionalized structures and processes within
tl}e organization. Embedded aspects of the external en-
vironment (professional norms, societal expectations
governmental regulations, accreditation standards, etc.s
serve as primary determinants of organizational action.
Orgargzations exist within fields or sectors, composed
of similar or related organizations, and the relationships
among organizations within a common field constrain
and enable organizational behavior. Hence, both change
and continuity of organizational form and function re-
fIG_Ct internal organizational responses to external stim-
;lh. Certain types of environmental influences (e.g., pro-
t:!)srspnr}al norms,.co'gm'.tive maps, and regulations) tend
: rril orce the ‘31m11ar1ty énd stability of organizational
ronmamd 1func:tlon across msti.h}tions, while other envi-
e tZnta forces (e.g., competition for scarce resources)

generate new organizational processes and struc-
tures that can be diffused to other organizations. It is
;glcf:;t;nt to reme'mber that just as organizations are af-
s by the er'1v1r'cmment, the environment also is af-
Yy organizations.
ablg;g?jmzatiopal action is often constrained and en-
. 1}1’1 (elrlgxglgr;)?crlr;egta}l contexts. More ‘speci.fically,
ntifies colleges and universities as

cybernetic open systems that use automatic sensing pro-
cesses and mechanisms to monitor the environment in
order to maintain a steady state of equilibrium. These
systems are more responsive to information from inputs
than.they are in responding to changes in levels of pro-
ductive output. Hence, colleges as cybernetic systems
are more likely to respond to a drop in admissions ap-
phcat.ions than they are to act on a decrease in student
learning outcomes (Birnbaum, 1988).

It is already clear that the impetus for UID comes

not only from the internal efforts of a campus but also
from external sources in the broader environment. These
forcgs can best be understood in higher education froma
peo-mstitutional perspective. Neo-institutionalism arose
in response to the overemphasis on technical and ra-
tional processes found in traditional forms of open
systems theory, including classical institutionalism. Neo-
mstltutional theory responds to this oversight by focus-
ing on persistence and order over change; emphasizing
common understandings, routinization, and cognitive
schema over intentionality and interest group conflict;
apq emphasizing cognitive learning over newcomer so:
c1a}112ation (Crowson, Boyd, & Mawhinney, 1996). From
this Perspective, organizational structures are less a re-
flection of the technical tasks of an organization than
they are codified myths that legitimize the espoused
purposes and functions of the organization (Meyer &
Rowan, 1977). The institutionalization process occurs
as organizational boundaries disappear and organiza-
tions become isomorphic, or similar, in form (Powell &
I?lMaggio, 1991; Scott, 1996). In other words, organiza-
tions within a similar field begin to look more and more
like each other. For example, empirical evidence suggests
that patterns of faculty role performance at the insti-
tutional level have become increasingly homogenized
dgring the last 20 years (Dey, Milem, & Berger, 1997;
Mllem, Berger, & Dey, 2000). From a neo-institutionai
view, organizations have institutional components em-
bedded within them, in contrast to the traditional
open systems view that organizations are embedded
w1'thin the environment and use permeable bound-
aries to protect the organization from environmental
turbulence.

Three institutional mechanisms—coercive, imitative
fmd normative—create tendencies toward institutional
1somorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Scott, 1996). Co-
ercive (or regulative) mechanisms occur when dominant
or elite organizations force dependent organizations to
conform to certain structures and practices. Imitative
mechanisms occur when less successful organizations
bf)rrow ideas from more successful, or legitimate, orga-
n.12ations. Normative mechanisms occur when profes-
sionalization increases the diffusion of common ideas
and practices across a field of organizations. Knowledge
of these mechanisms can help further the incorporation
of UID on campus. The Americans with Disabilities Act
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(ADA) and other regulatory mandates are examplesI of
coercive mandates that have helped fuel the u§e qf UlD,
and these mechanisms can be used to help ]us‘tlf}f tlhe
need for greater attention to and use of UID principles
and practices. Models and best practices from qther lem;
puses can provide imitative structures that will make 1
easier to implement and promote UID as a new oOr ex-
d initiative. g
parjﬂfhough the neo-institutional per§pective is falirly
new, similar ideas have been used pr.ev1ously to c.lescnbe
the organizational environment of h1gber ec.lucatlon. Iso-
morphic pressures on college and umver.suy ca/mpu;:s
were first called to popular attention by Rllelgman s 19 h)
description of the “snake-like procession” n Yvhlck} the
head of the snake (prestigious colleges and uruve.rsﬁ%es)
is constantly guarding its position atop of the 1psnt111-
tional hierarchy, with schools lower in the procession ai-
ways trying to catch up with those ahead of them. ﬂer}ce,
innovation rarely occurs because postseconc‘lgry' institu-
tions are more concerned with trying to legitimize thelcrl
place in the systemic hierarchy and are less concerne
with their ability to deliver improved educational out-
comes via technical proficiency. Given the strengt.h of in-
stitutional hierarchy in American higher education, the
cause of UID can be furthered on any one campus by
looking to ways in which UID is being usec‘l on c:ampusesf
at the same or higher levels in the symbolic hierarchy o
institutional prestige.
ms'tfl}t:ils pers§ectiv§ provides insight about the sources
of challenge in changing existing structures ?nd mc;:or-
porating UID. The neo-institutiona¥ mechanisms iden-
tified above tend to reinforce existing norms and pat-
terns of behavior in higher education. .The academic
core of the enterprise is particularly d}fflcult to change
given the power of faculty socia}izatmn and the con-
tinuing strength of disciplinary influence across cartr)l-
puses. However, other environmental factors can b€
used to offset these pressures toward traditional con-
formity. The observation that colleges are more hl;glgy
to respond to inputs than to outputs (Birnbaum, 1988)
s also useful knowledge for efforts to advance the use
of UID on postsecondary campuses. Students are a key
input, and higher education is rapidly becoming more
market-oriented. The more UID can be shown as a
means for responding to new markets (€-8., 'studen'ts
with disabilities) or even as a way to better invest in
the current student market, the more likely it will be to
succeed.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the ways in which we lead organi-
zations is critical to our success 1M making our cam-

puses leading organizations for universal instructior}al
design. The ability to understand and engage with

organizational structure and behavior from a mulltll-
dimensional perspective is fundamental to successf1f1 y
realizing goalsinan organizational'cor'uext. The transfor-
mation of campus around UID principles and prac:tlcels1
is important and complex enough that we should use jat
of the conceptual tools available as we work to ensurel s1
success. The multi-dimensional model of orgamzatlonla
behavior presented in this article is one sqch set of tools.
Each dimension described above proyldes an impor-
tant but limited lens on organizationin higher education.
The bureaucratic dimension provides a means for eva}-
uating and using formal structure as an efficient and 015
ten effective means for coordinating ar‘ld routinizing Ul
throughout the academic and ad'mm.ustratlve strluctures
that comprise the formal organization of a co lege or
university. However, too much rel.lance on top-down
mandates and bureaucratic mechanisms fails to acF:ount
for other organizational realities. The collegial Fhmen-
sion focuses on the human side of the enterprise and
emphasizes the importance of finding ways for all cc:log-
stituencies, particularly faculty, to become engaged i
consensual decision-making processes an‘d .cc.>11§borat1ve
activities that provide strong support for initiatives fr;)lm
the ground up- The political dimension reminds us td at
power and resources matter, and that we must attend to

the vested interests of organizational actors in order to

create movement toward change. The symbolic dimen-
sion focuses on the necessity of being aware of ‘and g\in-
aging meaning in highly ambiguous settings }1ke hig er
education. Attention to meaning and symbolic behav1'or
can be a useful tool for moving the campus commuqlty
toward common goals. Finally, the systemic dlII‘lenSIC?Il
focuses on how external forces can both hinder and facil-
jtate organizational change toward greater use of UIlr)lt
The ability to read and react to th'e.la'rger environme
is critical to the success of UID initiatives. It a.lso is im-
portant that campus leaders are aware of their ¥oles.1n
higher education, and that any one college or umverSIt)[
can be a leading organization to demonstrate how t0 enh
hance the educational experience of all students throug
greater use of UID.
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