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sources of political supnort. He considers

the single most important characteristic

of regulation by commission ... the failure

to grasp the need for nolitical suprort

and leaderspip_for thg gyccess of regulation

in the public interest.

A third major source of critical analysis has been
the internal policy and organizatior of the FCC. Some have
focused on the Commission's alleged attachment to the goal
of localism or the belief that broadcast stations should be
established in as many locations as possible with the con-
trol of both ownership and programming concentrated at the
local level, While one might very well arzue that the stan-
dard of localism is actually a legislative mandate emanating
from both the Radio Act of 1927 and the Communications Act of
1934 and therefore ought to be considered as simply another
source of Congressional *nfluence, most have treated it as
a goal to which the FCC has become indenendently attached.

This interpretation made by Roger Noll, Merton Peck and

John McGowan in their recent work Economic Asrvects of Tele-

vision Reg:lation. They argue that concern for localism has

limited the opnortunities for achieving other val 3:s that the

Commission and policy analysts have considered to be desirable.
They claim that the standard of localism has hampered efforis

to achieve a diversified system of programming because it haﬁ
I
led the FCC to prohibit the establishment of regéonal stations
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that might in fact be sources of such diversity. 1 1is r’30















































































narrow way. It is assumed that an inference structure can be

imposed on a decision-making vroblem with variables that are

reduceable to a comvarable metric. It is furthermore general-
ly assumed that the range of possible outcomes is known in
advance and that the rules governing the problem area are

specifiable and stable. The only matters that are left to the

decision-maker are the determination of the particular values |
to be maximized and the calculation vrocedure, However, exper-Fl
ience with organizations has made it clear that a set of

assumptions such as these makes it very difficult to under-

stand many of the problems that organizations come up against.

As Steinbruner indicates:

the imvosition of enough structure on the

situation, so that nossible outcomes can

be described and their vrobabilities of

occurrence estiTated is itself a matter

of uncertainty.
The entire process of structuring a cc plex problem is con-
sidered to be subject to much uncertainty rather than to
explicit guidelines. This is particularly tr e of the complex
problems that often comprise the work of organizations. By
complex problems, I specifically refer to the following

characteristics:

1. The central variables of the problem may take

a multiolicity of possible values.

. !
2. Problems are embedded in structural uncertainty, J

i.e., an imperfect correspondence between +ha infarmatian g
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approach is in the area of understanding organizatior 1 change.
This is one of the few areas in which Steintruner's otherwise

very thorough analysis avpears to be lacking. One cannot help

but get the imnression from Steinbruner's argument that once

a particular cognitive structure is developed to simplify a

complex environment, there is no basis from which to conceive

of the organization changing that structure. While one of

Steinbruner's major contributions is the elaboration of argu-

ments for

understanding why organizations avoid change, these

arguments make it difficult for us to conceive of change tak-

ing place. Arrow provides a way to deal with change within the,

basic framework of Steinbruner's approach.

"coercive
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Arrow dces this by censidering the significance

]

ese the opnortunity benefit, that is, the
change in benefits due to a change in action,
may rise because of a decrease in the return
to the present, unexamined, action. In plain
language, we have a "crisis.” In William James’
term, a "coercive fact" may be more nersuasive
than any s»eculation about potential benefits
from change. The9§inking of the Titanic led to
iceberg patrols.”

The point is that organizations generally change,

not from the development of alternative possiblities, but

rather from a perceived crisis situation. Speculation is

treated as excess variety which is avoided by the organization

in its attempt to deal with a complex enviroment by imposing

a simple cognitive structure upon it. It is generally only

those "coercive facts" that cannot be ignored which lead the
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