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PREFACE

niversities share a growing concern that they will be at risk if they do

not adapt more rapidly to their changing environment and to new

challenges. If this concern is valid—and the participants of the Glion
Colloquium in their May 1998 meeting in Glion, Switzerland, concluded that
1t is—the governance of universities is becoming increasingly crucial, partic-
ularly for research universities (The Glion Declaration, 1998). Therefore, the
Glion Colloquium decided to devote its January 2000 meeting in Del Mar,
California, to the question of governance.

The Glion Colloquium 1s a private initiative. The group includes a number
of higher education leaders from leading research universities from Western
Europe and the United States—well-known scholars in higher education
(some active, some recently retired), as well as industrialists and journalists.
They share the view that the big changes characterizing our period represent
sertous challenges for universities. They plan to meet periodically to analyze
these developments and to make concrete proposals for action.

The structures, missions, and challenges of Western European and Ameri-
can universities have much in common. But there are also significant differ-
one relating to governing boards. In the United States, these boards
fulfill unportant functions. But, in Western Europe, they do not exist at all, or
only in a weaker form. There, mechanisms applied to advise and/or control
rectors, vice chancellors, or presidents vary greatly from one university to the
next. Some European countries have boards similar to American boards but
with less or little decision-making power. Others Fave no board or a board
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without authority; they have instead “participation councils” in which the dif-
ferent internal stakeholders are represented (faculty, researchers, students,
administrators). Moreover, some of the roles exercised by American boards
are in Europe played by the state or other groups that monitor or make some
formal decisions, such as nominating the rector or professor proposed by the
university. There are great differences from one country to another, even from
one university to the next.

The editors of this volume are quite aware that i1t concentrates somewhat
on the American environment characterized by powerful boards. However,
they are convinced that the thoughts expressed about the role of boards are of
great interest on both continents. This 1s obvious for readers in the United
States, where the role of boards has come under significant scrutiny and, at
rimes, criticism. This 1s true for the European readers because the solution of
having boards assuming some of the powers that the state used to have and
supporting and/or monitoring the action of the rector, vice chancellor, or
president is gaining support.

The January 2000 Glion Colloquium addressed the defining issues of gover-
nance in research universities. Participants agreed to look upon governance in a
untversity as the formal and informal exercise of authority under laws, policies
and rules that articulate the rights and responsibilities of various actors,
including rules by which they interact, so as to help achieve the institution’s
academic objectives. To be effective, a powerful governance process must be
embedded 1n an appropriate governance structure suited to the institution’s
purposes and consonant with 1ts culture. Management, in contrast, involves
the responstbility for effectively operating the institution and achieving its
goals. Managenal responsibilities are in the hands of the administration; 1t is
responsible for the effective use of resources, support and performance of
teaching and research, meeting the highest standards of scholarly integrity
and professionalism, and assuring its accountability for the conduct and per-
formance of the managerial tasks. In most Western European and American
universities, governance 1s a cooperative effort, where a governing board or
government department, president (or rector/vice-chancellor) and faculty
(often organized into an academic senate) are the major stakeholders. They
share specific rights and responsibilities in the governance of the university.

Participants also agreed on the contours of the major characteristics of the
environment universities are likely to face in the near future. These future cir-
cumstances will have a defining bearing on the specific structure and process
of governance that will enable universities to effectively carry out their mis-
ston. Thus, the papers are forward looking and factor in to their analysis future
education scenarios.

The changes in the environment are manifestations of ever greater demand
for education, which however 15 not matched by resources to meet this



demand. No less important is the rapid creation of new knowledge. One impli-
cation 1s an increasing demand for lifelong learning opportunities. Another
relates to tenure extending over a longer time. Moreover, much new knowl-
edge will be created increasingly at the boundaries of conventional disciplines
and much of it can have great value for high-tech firms. As a consequence,
faculty in science departments and many professional schools will tend to
spend more time outside the university and work on research outsourced to it
by high-tech firms. These developments will ever more seriously challenge
faculty’s commitment to the university and its ability to provide a balanced
academic program. A further development that 1s likely to have a revolution-
ary effect on university governance is the cyberspace revolution. Its impact on
information and communication is likely to be profound, because of the speed,
reach and universality with which new networks will emerge. As a conse-
“quence, information will become universally available, almost instanta-
neously. One result will be a flattening of the hierarchical structure of such
organizations as universities. Another will be further globalization of knowl-
edge creation and dissemination.

This volume is the result of a rigorous selection from the papers prepared
for the Del Mar meeting and the fruit of the intensive discussion provoked by
those papers. It tries to provide a representative survey of the views held on
the complex question of university governance and of the diversity of
approaches taken to this problem. We, however, realize that much more
research and debate are required to provide the universities with a governance
system able tc allow them to adapt to their changing environment, while
ensuring that universities still serve the entire society by upholding their cen-
tenary values.

The papers in this volume are organized into four parts and followed by the
presentation in an appendix of the Glion Declaration 1I. In the first part, the
missions and responsibilities of research universities in a changing world are
reexamined. The second part comprises papers that review the status and
recent trends in the governance of universities in both Western Europe and
the United States. The focus is on the strengths and weaknesses of today’s
governance systems. The third part explores governance principles in an
attempt to introduce some theoretical thinking into the deliberations. These
papers lead in the fourth part to proposals for improving and streamlining gov-
ernance structures and processes in research universities. Some of the pro-
posed mitiatives relate to a single stakeholder, while others encompass the
mteraction between two or even three of them.

We thank the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, the Bren Founda-
tion, and Swissair for their generous support. We are also indebted to the
Preuss Foundation and the University of California at San Diego for organiza-
tional and secretarial support. Finally, we are particularly pleased to thank
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warmly Ms Mary O’ Mahony, former Deputy Secretary General of the Asso-
ciation of European Universities, who provided editorial assistance, and Mr
Christophe Weber, who effectively standardized the formatting of the texts
and references.

Werner Z. Hirsch Luc E. Weber
University of California, Los Angeles University of Geneva
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The University
at the Millennium

Missions and Responsibilities
of Research Universities

Frank H. T. Rhodes

he university as we know it is the product of the second millennium.
It is one of the few institutions that span almost the whole of the mil-
lennium itself. Bologna University was founded in the 11th century;
others followed soon afterwards. ! Although many universities are of much
more recent origin, the university, as an institution, is a creation of the early
vears of the second millennium. The university 1s one of the most distinctive
institutions of the second millennium, with a nature, membership, responsi-
bility and autonomy that make it unique
It is also, as Clark Kerr (1996) has reminded us, one of the most durable
institutions of the millennium: “About eighty-five institutions in the Western
World established by 1520 still exist in recognizable forms, with similar func-
tions and with unbroken histories, including the Catholic church, the Parlia-
ments of the Isle of Man, of Iceland, and of Great Britain, several Swiss can-
tons, and seventy universities. Kings that rule, feudal lords with vassals, and
guilds with monopolies are all gone. These seventy universities, however, are
still in the same locations with some of the same buildings, with professors and
students doing much the same things, and with governance carried on in
much the same way".

I The medical school at Salerno, founded 1in the 9th century, remained a medical school,
rather than developing into a university. The University of Paris was founded between
1150 and 1170 and Oxford by the end of the 12th century. Sinaller centers of learning also
existed in some other places at earlier times, such as, for examnple, 1n some mosques.



The original purpose of the university was to conserve and transmit the
learning and skills of the church, by which most were founded and accredited.
Their membership included chiefly ordinands and those who were to serve in
offices for which the church held a special responsibility, such as law and med-
icine.

Growing secularization of the universities in the 19th century saw not only
changes in financing and governance, but also change in mission. The curric-
ulum was expanded and professionalized. In the United States, the Morrill
Act of 1862 gave great impetus to this movement, while research and public
service were increasingly seen as the responsibilities of the university.

Until the 19th century, the universities had little impact upon the profes-
sions, modest impact upon their surrounding societies, and made little contri-
bution to the general corpus of knowledge and invention. But in a mere cen-
tury, all that has been transformed.

e Universities have become the essential gateway to and foundation of
every major profession. They have expanded and improved training
in what were once non-professional occupations, from interior design,
library science and business to nutrition, agriculture and journalism.

* Unuversities have become the primary agents for basic research in this
country and they are having a growing impact upon applied research,
in everything from medicine and bioengineering, to computer science
and communications.

e Unuversities have had a huge impact upon their regions, from Route
128 in Massachusetts, to the Research Triangle of North Carolina, to
Silicon Valley. Employment, economic development, and almost
every area of public life have been influenced by this growing impact.

e Universities have become major agents of social mobility, growing in
therr own inclusiveness, and providing the means for economic
advancement for many who had previously been denied access to tra-
ditional careers and opportunities.

e Universities have become significant providers of social services,
beginning with model schools, but now embracing such things as ter-
tiary care hospitals, health networks, legal services, technology parks,
engineering research centers and athletic and other entertainment.

In this major accretion of tasks and this huge expansion of role, the univer-
sity of 2000 bears only the most general resemblance to the university of 1900.
The contemporary university has grown not only 1n size and number, but also
in inclusiveness of knowledge, in variety. in complexity, in quality, in the
inclusiveness of its membership, and in 1ts intellectual, professional and social
role. Paradoxically, in spite of these major changes in responsibility, member-
ship and complexity, the university has shown almost no change in its orga-
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nization, management, and governance and only modest change in its teach-
ing style. Indeed, the responses 1t has made to changing social needs have
been only in part planned and only in part idealistic. In part they have also
been opporturistic, sometimes reluctant and sometimes absentminded.

At the close of the millennium, one must ask, whether the university, in
spite of all its success, is prepared for the major growth in responsibility that it
must assume in the new millennium. I believe that there are six pressing 1ssues
that the university must address if it is to play an optimum role in the devel-
opment of rthe society its serves.

Mission, Role and Function of the University

Many in higher education are cynical of mission and value statements, per-
haps justifiably, for many read as bland and self-serving. But that skepticism
may also reflect uneasiness in attempting to pin down the precise purpose and
function of an individual institution, as opposed to the more generic role of
the university. Yet with every industrialized country now seeking to expand
its educational programs, it becomes less and less credible for individual insti-
tutions simply to offer generic identities. In the future, the institutions that
prosper will be those which have embraced a more specific role and a more
restricted niche.

To talk in specific terms about role and function of a university is to make
a statement of priorities. Just as no institution can possibly teach all languages
and all literatures, so no institution, even the wealthiest, can now offer pro-
grams of the highest quality in every major area of learning. It is this very
selectivity and differentiation, however, against which many academics rebel.
Perhaps the most urgent and the most difficult task of both board members
and rector/presidents is to identify, in appropriately refined terms, the mission,
role and functions of their institutions. This will involve a responsible blend
of vision and hard-headed realism, as well as patient negotiation and difficult
choices, but only by making choices in this way can universities continue as
strong and vigorous institutions, capable of seizing new opportunities, devel-
oping promising areas and effectively serving their communities.

Basis, Methods, Style and Effectiveness of Learning

Given the explosive growth of knowledge, to which the universities have
themselves made substantial contributions, and our increasing dependence on
it, we have to ask whether the existing traditional patterns of learning are ade-
quate for the needs of the changing world. Not only is knowledge itself
increasing at an ever expanding rate, but new methods of learning and new
means of delivery are themselves undergoing rapid Jevelopment. In contrast
to this, the leading universities still employ what 1s essentially a medieval res-



idential system in which youthful students are instructed by tutors and lectur-
ers 1n a broad range of subgects judged to be appropriate for a baccalaurecarte
degree.

This traditional structure has been supplemented over the years by other
means of study, including especially post-graduate and professional schools,
internships and other similar programs, part-time, sandwich and extra-mural
arrangements, continuing professtonal education, both formal and informal,
and most recently a major expansion 1n distance learning.

Unexamined among the burgeoning numbers who still participate in tradi-
tional educaticnal schemes 1s the question of whether or not the format, con-
tents and nature of a baccalaureate degree, and especially of a traditional res-
dential experience, remain appropriate to the needs of the new millennium.
[n some countries, such as the U.K. for example, there has been implicit rec-
ognition that it does not, where degrees that formerly occupied three years of
full-time student attendance, now typically require four. Such change, though
significant, is scarcely radical and it remains easier to continue the present
pattern and style than it is to challenge and modify it.

Yet our net investment in the traditional campus-based residential bacca-
laureate experience is enormous, and 1s made even more so in the Unired
States by the professional requirement that those aspiring to practice in fields
such as medicine and law should receive virtually no professional instruction
in those areas until they have completed a non-professional, though fre-
quently pre-medical, or pre-legal, baccalaureate degree.

Whar is surprising here is the lack of any debate, professional, national, or
institutional, as to whether these ancient arrangements continue to serve
society well. Nor 1s 1t clear who should address that question, for it may be
argued that the universities themselves are ill-equipped to provide an impar-
tial review and recommendation. Yet few are as well equipped as universities
to address these issues, even if the ultimate decisions do not rest in their
hands. With increasing demands from the higher education community for a
greater investment 1n plant, equipment and capital needs, such a review seems
hoth timely and important.

At another level, other questions remain unaddressed. In spite of the vol-
ume of research produced by the university, little attention has been paid to
the cognitive process and to the effectiveness of various teaching methods.
Nor is there any serious study of the value added to the educational experience
by 1ts residential component, together with the large and costly range of ser-
vices typically associated with it. A critic might argue that unless universities
can demonstrate significant value-added to the educational experience from
the residential style, one should examime other alternative arrangements.

Even to raise these questions will be seen by some as an unfriendly act, but
universities, if they are to prosper, need themselves to address these issues and
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to lead both the debate that they would generate and the reforms that may
arise from such reviews.

Information Technology

Research universities are awash with information technology. Some would
claim that they invented it. Certainly, they have made major contributions to
its development. They use 1t on a massive scale, not only in the mundane
world of purchasing and record keeping, but also in research and scholarship
of all kinds. Furthermore, it has revolutionized practice in fields as different as
medicine, law and architecture, as well as being the basis for huge improve-
ments in information storage and retrieval systems.

Yet, strangely, the process of learning remains only marginally influenced
by the extraordinary power of information technology, perhaps because those
who are our students enjoy much greater skills and imaginative capacities
than those who are their teachers.

How universities collectively and individually respond to the challenges
and opportuntties of information technology will do much to shape the future.
This technology has the capacity, even in 1ts present form, to provide vast
increases in access, to provide improved quality, to create new partnerships,
to reduce costs, and thus to increase the capacity of the university to serve its
several audiences. The world’s cyber universities are growing rapidly and some
appear impressively effective. Britain’s Open University, which has 157,000
students, was recently ranked 10th out of 77 traditional universities in the
quality of its teaching programs, which were offered at 50% of the cost of those
of the typical traditional campus. Other countries offer similar examples of
success. Anadolu University in Turkey has 530,000 students, and the cost of
instruction 1s one tenth of that at conventional Turkish universities.

I believe no institution is immune to either the competitive effects or the
educational benefits of information technology. How it will be used will vary
from mnstitution to institution and in that variety will lie the seeds for future
success. It is doubtful if any institution can go it alone as far as the develop-
ment of off-site learning 1s concerned. But, just as books have expanded the
capacity of a leading author to reach a wider audience, so in time must well-
crafted video lectures by the world’s leading authorities displace the one-time
performances on local campuses, with those who had formerly served as lec-
turers, now serving as coaches, mentors and guides ro the new learning expe-
rience. This will threaten both traditional universiry practices and also, per-
haps, the role of the professor, but it may represent one way of making a
significant reduction 1n costs, while at the same time allowing improvement
in quality. Many questions will be involved if such a practice develops. How,
for example, will questions of intellectual property be resolved? Who should
produce teaching materials? Should we follow the practice of books, where



independent publishers contract with the professor, or will the contract be
with the university, who will then invite particular members of its faculty to
contribute, or will both systems exist side-by-side? What about questions of
copyright and royalties? How will credit be determined? What kinds of busi-
ness partnerships and alliances will this involve? To what extent will institu-
tional autonomy and academic freedom be influenced by any such arrange-
ments? These and related questions are now pressing and deserve serious
attention.

Patterns and Limits of Outreach

Since their earliest days, America’s universities have accepted responsibility
for a measure of public outreach. Nowhere is this more fully developed than
in the Land-Grant universities, whose record of success 1n this area has been
extraordinary and whose influence continues to be of major significance in
regional economic development and societal well being. As the importance
and impact of knowledge increases, more and more demands are made upon
both the expertise and the purse of universities—public and private—to
address issues of community concern. These requests range from research and
professional service, to investment in community development. Increasingly,
universities are seen not only as agents of economic growth, but also as sources
of community renewal. What 1s unaddressed in these increasing demands 1s
the larger question of coincidence between such outreach and the core
responsibilities and obligations of the universities to its own members. [deally,
each would complement the other, but in practice, the total costs of outreach
are rarely recovered by those providing support, and frequently the university
covers part of these ventures out of its own resources. Where universities
choose to do this, there 1s clearly no problem, but the difficult question
involves the extent to which the university facilities, faculty, student time and
administrative attention can satisfy the needs and demands of the local com-
munity. [t would be particularly helpful to have a thoughtful review of the
guidelines and benchmarks that representative institutions have developed in
this important activity.

A related area concerns partnerships, for, increasingly, such outreach and
public service involves partnerships with government agencies, corporations,
foundations and private individuals, some of which require new protocols and
procedures if they are to be successful. These partnerships may range from
cooperation in field tests of new crops or clinical tests of new pharmaceutical
products, to public health programs, community services or environmental
projects.

The issues involved 1n these partnerships involve far more than the finan-
cial arrangements by which they are supported. They also involve questions
of ethical norms and values, institutional autonomy and accountability, and
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the interests of both the public and of students, especially graduate students,
who may be active participants in the programs.

Here again there is little to guide individual institutions as the number of
these partnerships proliferates. A task force dealing with codes of practice,
benchmarking and best practices would be of substantial value.

Scholarly Careers

Until the present decade, the traditional scholarly career has been reasonably
standard across the range of various instirutions. Typically, a young faculty
member began as an assistant professor and, after five or six years of perfor-
mance which was judged appropriate, received tenure, promotion and an
indefinite appointment. Only in some cases, especially those institutions
involved heavily in clinical practice, or with access to large numbers of
adjunct professors and lecturers, has that pattern been supplemented by oth-
ers.

More recently, in part as a result of changes in the pattern of retirement,
and in part as a result of financial constraints, tenure has come under critical
review and the proportion of non-tenured individuals teaching in the univer-
sities has grown substantially. The question to be confronted 1s whether the
practice of tenure, which was developed in the Un:ted States early in the
20th century, still represents the most appropriate contractual arrangement
for members of the faculty. This becomes especially acute when only a minor-
ity of all those teaching now enjoy such tenured appointments. There are
strong arguments, passionately held, on both sides of this 1ssue, but it 1s one
that needs attention, not least because of 11s growing impact.

Merely raising the question of the future of tenure will be seen by many as
a subversive act, but unless the universities address 1t themselves, 1t is likely
that others, less devoted to the values of the institutions, and less persuaded
of the values of tenure, will make the study for them. A review of tenure 1s
long overdue.

Organization, Governance, Leadership and Management

The pattern of university organization has remained essentially unchanged for
the last centuty. But, during that period, the university has experienced explo-
stive growth in numbers, size and complexity, and the significance and impact
of 1ts work has multiplied.

Governance and management need to be reviewed ar at least four distinct
levels:

The department: Does the traditional unit of university organization—the
department—still represent the most appropriate organizational unit? Depart-
ments arose in the late 19th and early 20th centuries to represent the disci-
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plines for which they were named. These disciplines, in turn, reflected the
division of the curriculum. We need to ask whether intellectually, pedagogi-
cally, and administratively, the division of a university into departments—the
traditional focus of tenure decisions, curricular design and student supervi-
sion—still seems appropriate.

Intellectually, much has changed since the turn of the century. What were
pursued then largely as pure disciplines are still so pursued, though in most
cases the disciplines have become more professionalized and, in some cases,
practical application has influenced their development. But, increasingly,
intellectual interests span a variety of disciplines. Cultural, linguistic, socio-
logical, political, historical and other studies within the humanities and social
sciences are less and less frequently confined to a single discipline. Increas-
ingly, such studies have become multi-disciplinary in their approach and
sometimes in their authorship. Nor do the problems of society come in neat
disciplinary packages. The traditional disciplines are therefore not wholly
appropriate in terms of intellectual categories. Furthermore, they sometimes
tend to weaken interest in interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary approaches,
particularly when appointments and tenure are held only in traditional
departments.

The transitory nature of disciplines is reflected in changes that have taken
place in disciplines, and thus in departments themselves. Disciplines that were
once apparently well-established—geography for example—are now less widely
recognized and less highly regarded and geography departments have been
closed in many universities. Other disciplines are fragmented into a host of sub-
fields and specialties, which may enjoy little common discourse. The typical dis-
cipline of “English” is such an example. Within the sciences, new disciplines
have developed and evolved, including such things as biochemustry, computer
science, neuroscience, and others. The emergence of new disciplines is often
cumulative, rather than substitutionary. Thus, geophysics does not obviate the
need to continue to teach both geology and physics, its parent disciplines.

If one asks whether pedagogically the department still “makes sense” the
answer 1s far from clear. Departments were established when the curriculum
was relatively fixed, involving a dozen or so disciplinary courses. The depart-
ments at that time had very strong influence, not only upon the development
of the curriculum, but also in their responsibility for its implementation and
representation. Furthermore, they provided nurture and evaluation to stu-
dents, who found in them a congenial home. The influence of departments in
both these areas is now much less significant than 1t once was. Courses have
proliferated. Departiment offerings have fragmented. Interdisciplinary courses
abound. The oversight of the curriculum 1s in limbo.

Administratively, the department has been the foundation of the organtza-
tion of the university, but, as the disciplines have developed, some depart-
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ments have shrunk in size, being now represented by only three or four faculey
members, while others—such as English and psychology—may number 100 or
more faculty members 1n some of the larger univers:ties. Added to this, the
once strong role of department head has been replaced by department chair,
and the individual appointed to this position often has little influence upon
the mmagmative development of the department or the creation of construc-
tive linkages with other departments.

Taking these three aspects of the life of a typical department: 1ts intellectual
contribution, 1ts pedagogic contribution and 1ts administrative contribution, 1t
is tempting to say that there must be a berter method of coordination and man-
agement within the universicy. Unfortunately, that 1s rar from clear. Though 1t
is easy to suggest that the smallest departments should be merged into larger
units. it 15 not clear that any alternative method is superior to the departmental
organization we now have, even with all 1ts admitted imperfections. The ques-
tion may well become how do we take an imperfect organization—the depart-
ment—and improve it? [ believe that the two essential steps in bringing about
improvement are to strengthen the leadership of the departmental chair and to
provide periodic internal review, supplemented by external review, as appropri-
ate, of the life and work of the department. In this way, one could retain the
benefits of the department, bur improve some of its present limitations.

The college or school: Unuiversities, since their earliest days, have been cre-
ated on the basis of the college or school, known in many European universi-
ties as the faculty. The characteristic feature of this grouping is that it repre-
sents a collection of departments united by broadly common intellectual
interests and methods. One finds typically, therefore, a college of engineering
or a school of medicine or a faculty of law. A traditional college 1s headed by
a dean who, i the betrer universities, has substantial administrative and
financial responsibility. In most cases, the dean is assisted by a small adminis-
trative staff and an appropriate advisory council. Perhaps the greatest varia-
tion 1n this traditional pattern of organization is found within the humanities,
arts, social sciences and sciences. When | was dean at the University of Mich-
igan, [ presided over a college whose title was Literature, Science and the Arts;
this was a mammoth grouping of some 50 departments, museums, colleges and
institutes thar, at that time, accounted for some 20,000 students. In many
North American universities, this association still continues, with the arts,
the social sciences and the sciences all unified under a single administrative
leadership. In Europe, on the other hand, as well as in some North American
untversities, the three major divisions have been separated as individual col-
leges. In still other cases, particular groups of subjects, the earth sciences or the
biological sciences, for example, have become separate schools or faculties.
The reason for the separation of what had once been combined, extensive col-
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leges is the unceasing intellectual growth in some areas, not least in the sci-
ences. In universities where separation has taken place, it is argued that there
is now little in common between, say, the sciences and the humanities. [n
those where an association is still continued within a single college, it is
argued that the demands of liberal education favor the retention of the older
association. There is no simple solution to this enigma, but the academic style,
curricular direction, size and administrative complexity of the university will
determine the most appropriate organization.

In general, the collegiate structure is still remarkably effective, intellectu-
ally and admunustratively, not least where a strong dean with a well-developed
sense of intellectual purpose and direction is present. I believe it has proved
effective largely because the colleges still define common intellectual interests
and therefore are able to appeal to common standards and norms. Colleges
have prospered when their deans have been willing to exercise authority in a
way that current department chairs have generally not. What 1s needed here
is for the deans to require of their chairpersons the same kind of financial
responsibility and initiative that they themselves display. ‘

Perhaps the other reason for the success of this division within the univer-
sity is the fact that deans are generally carefully selected and well supported,
occupying their positions for a significant period and regarding their appoint-
ment to these positions as an important career move.

Could the present collegiate system be improved? Certainly it could benefit
from better strategic planning, from better cross-college linkages, with appro-
priate incentives for partnerships in the attainment of university-wide goals
and n the advice of a standing visiting committee from outside the college
itself. None of these improvements would be revolutionary, but they would
take what 1s now one of the strongest aspects of university organization and
mabke it even better.

The president: The president, rector, chancellor, or vice chancellor occupies
an ancient office, the power of which varies greatly from country to country
and even from institution to institution. In general, presidents, chancellors
and vice chancellors in North America enjoy more autonomy than those 1n
other parts of the world—in part, perhaps, because, unlike those in many
industrialized countries, their universities are not wholly dependent upon the
state for both financial support and direction. The presence of large numbers
of independent universities in the United States makes the role of the pres:-
dent distinct.

[ have recently written at some length on the art of the presidency
(Rhodes, F. H. T., 1998) and there is also available a recently published report
on renewing the academic presidency (Report of the Commission on the Aca-
demic Presidency, 1996). That report urges the delegation of more substantial
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authority to the president and [ believe that, if universities are to prosper in
the new millennium, that will prove desirahle.

The board of trustees, board of regents, board of overseers: In contrast to all the
organizational categories and responsibulities described above, the board exer-
cises a governance function, rather than one of management. In essence, it
exists to provide public accountability, public oversight and public support for
the institution. [t may be of several types. Some boards are statewide in their
authority, overseeing the work of as many as 50 different institutions within a
state, representing many levels of individual responsibilicy and intellectual
and professional concern. Other boards have resporsibility for only a single
university. In public colleges and universities, board members may be
appointed by the governor or, 1n a few cases, elected n statewide elections. In
private universities they are invariably self-appointed, often including sub-
stantial representation from the alumni association.

In general, the concept of board governance and responsibility has proved
remarkably resilient and successful. Given the public responsibility of the uni-
versities and s growth beyond that of providing higher education, the function
of the board 15 likely to grow more, rather than less, critical in the years ahead.
This 1s not to say, however, that the system has been without its problems.
Boards of public mstitutions have, on occasion, become politicized and intru-
sive. The boards of some private institutions are so preoccupied by fund raising
that they have become largely symbolic rather than being actively involved in
governance. In practice, much of the work of the large boards characteristic of
private institutions is done through board commuttees. Perhaps the two greatest
hazards of any board are the dangers of too rnuch engagement, on the one hand,
leading to intrusive micro-management, especially in athletics and in the med-
ical school, and, on the other, of disengagement from the major issues, where
board meetings become show-and-tell events, in which senior university admin-
istrators present a fairly cut-and-dried agenda, leaving 'ittle room for enquiry or
guidance on the part of the board. This places a heavy responsibility on the
board chairman and the president to work together ro ensure the maximum
effectiveness of the board. Creatively used, the board provides an effective sys-
tem, not only for assuring public accountability and responsibility of the univer-
sity, but also in serving as a bulwark against both internal usurpation of author-
1ty, and public intrusion or control. The delicate balance between institutional
autonomy, personal freedom and responsihility, and public support and over-
sight, is one that exists in a constant state of dynamic equilibrium. A wise board
will recognize the delicacy of that equilibrium and will nurture the vitality of the
various forces that contribute to it (Rhodes, F. H. T., 1999).

This list of topics leaves unaddressed several of great importance, among
them future financial support for universities. But, without broad agreement



on the future role of higher education, there can he no agreement on sources
of financial support. It 1s the debate on role, and the related discussions of
scale and scope, which should drive the discussion of methods, means, and
finance. That 1s a public discussion that deserves urgent attention, and it 1s the
responsibility of the universities to ensure its place on the public agenda.

Universities are one of the glories of the past millennium, one of the trea-
sures of human vision and creativity. Arising from humankind’s highest aspira-
tions, they have made a unique and growing contribution to enlarging human
understanding and advancing the human condition. In a new millennium
where population continues to outstrip resources, where natural disaster com-
pounds human mismanagement, where ancient animosities fuel new hatred
and terror, where hunger, poverty and nmususe still blight the lives of one quar-
ter of our fellows, the challenge to universities will be greater still. Their prod-
ucts—experience shared, considered and analyzed; knowledge created, refined
and applied; and skills perfected, focused and humanely used—are the essen-
tial, but frail, tools by which we fashion our collective future well-being. These
skills are not given. Each must be cultivated. None is freestanding. Each
requires community. None is self-sustaining. Each depends on support.

It is these three vital commodities—shared experience, demonstrable
knowledge and humanely used skills—which are the business of the univer-
sity: at once both its means and its products. Our successors at the Glion Col-
loquium in the year 2999 will look back on a planet and a people whose con-
dition will largely reflect how responsibly, intelligently and humanely we, the
leaders of the universities, have cultivated them today.
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he manner in which research universities in the United States and in

Europe operate to achieve their missions has evolved dramatically

over the past century; so must their governance structures, if they are
to continue as powerful and effective contributors to knowledge and the glo-
bal economy.

American research universities at the turn of the twentieth century over-
whelmingly adopted the German model: internal governance mirrored the
dwvision of knowledge into disciplinary departments or colleges, each with
considerable autonomy to establish 1ts own rules and make its own hiring, ten-
ure, and promotion decisions. The overall university then grew as a collection
of departments and colleges overseen and administered collectively by a pres-
ident or chancellor who, in turn, was responsible to a governing board of lay
individuals. This is a model that maximizes the autonomy of disciplines and
attaches the loyalty of faculty first to their discipline, second to their depart-
ment or college, and only third to the collective institution—the university
of which they are a part. Over the decades, this has proven to be a very pow-
erful model for driving first-rate scholarship and the training of future
researchers. Coupled with a national commitment to investing in basic and
applied scientific research, 1t has propelled American research universities
into the top ranks recognized around the world. It 1s a model that worked well
for the first half of the twentieth century.

[n the 19605, however, the social and political environment of American
universities began to change significantly. College attendance in the United
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States swelled dramarically in the post-World War Il years, from about 15% of
the total population before the War to nearly 50% today. Propelled by the G.1.
Bill, and a booming economy, states began to establish large numbers of new
universities to fulfill a universal dream to go to college. The mandate of these
new public universities was unabashedly pragmatic—to prepare graduates for
the workforce, to expand the frontiers of knowledge, especially in the sciences,
agriculture, and technology, and to provide an entry credential for their grad-
uates into the middle class American dream of prosperity—a home, a car, and
leisure time, and the expectation of a continually rising standard of living.

In this new environment, governments paid the lion’s share of the bill for
public higher education and expected universities to be responsive to the
broader needs of society. For the most part, they were not disappointed. But
as the century wore on, strains began to develop between the incentives of
decentralized “shared governance” organization of universities and the
expected pace of change and responsiveness desired by political and corporate
stakeholders. Research universities particularly were criticized for sacnificing
teaching to their research mission, for neglecting undergraduate education
and for being too slow to accommodate to more rapid changes occurring in
American economy and society as it moved into global competition.

This papet notes four trends in American university governance that have
significantly affected our research universities in the past few decades:

1. The organization of higher education mto statewide university sys-
tems;

2. The changing nature and role of governing boards;

3. The progressive weakening of the university presidency;

4. The waning of traditional faculty governance and the expansion of shared
governance to other constituencies within the university.

ORGANIZATION INTO STATEWIDE UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS

One response to the demand for greater public responsiveness in higher edu-
cation was to create statewide higher educanon systems to manage and coordinate
the many individual institutions within state borders. In the United States
today, 45 states have such system structures which are expected to coordinate
programming, prevent unnecessary duplication of programs and missions,
allocate public funding for higher education equitably, and ensure that educa-
tional needs are met statewide. About 80% of all students in higher education
in the U.S. today attend an institution that 1s part of a statewide system
(National Association of System Heads, 1994).

Public research universities have been both helped and hindered as mem-
bers of multi-campus systems. To their advantage is that their position as the
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flagship institution in most systems is politically protected against the much
larger numbers of comprehensive, regional universities with representation in
state legislatures, and they often set academic standards for the entire system.
Statewide enrollment and admissions policies often manage competition
within a system so that research universities can be more selective than would
otherwise be politically possible. And, in many systems, much of the lobbying
for public financial support is carried by the system organization, freeing
research universities, in part, to compete intensively for the private, corpo-
rate, and alumni support that underwrite the research mission.

In exchange, research universities must fit into a larger educational net-
work—one based on geography rather than academic mission—and focus cur-
riculum and programs more carefully. Faculty and administrators must attend
more conscientiously to the needs of their state and develop habits of collab-
oration with unlike institutions which would probably not emerge in the
absence of statewide higher education systems.

More recently, some higher education systems have begun to evolve 1n
their missions, moving from basic regulatory and coordinating functions to
functions that add value to the work of their constituent institutions
(Garther, G., Ed., 1999). The president of the University of Maryland Sys-
tem, Don Langenberg, has identified the functions that systems are uniquely
positioned to perform as: synergy, strategy, efficiency, accountability, and integ-
nty (Langenberg, D., March-April 1994). To these I would add: advocacy
(for the value of sustaining educational opportunity and affordable access),
and the ability to push for reform of state government practices that enable
universities to adopt more effective and competitive administrative and
operating procedures (Lyall, K. C., 1996). These trends help public research
universities gain some traction in a political environment in which they
might otherwise be out-voted and out-flanked by more parochial, short-
term interests.

THE CHANGING ROLE OF GOVERNING BOARDS

Both public and private research universities in the U.S. have lay governing
boards charged with responsibility for the oversight and long-term preserva-
tion and enhancement of the institution. Traditionally, boards of trustees (or
regents) have served both to buffer the academy from direct political inter-
vention and as advocates for the mission of the academy to the outside worlds
of commerce and politics. The governing boards of public universities tend to
be visible policymaking entities while the boards of private universities often
function less visibly and with more direct fundraising responsibilities for their
Institutions.

Over the past decade, the role of public university governing boards in par-
ticular has been changing, from advocacy to a greater emphasis on oversight and



public accountability (Association of Governing Boards, 1997). In some
instances, members have been elected or appointed to a governing board with
an explicit agenda to change or reform the curriculum, appoint or elimmate a
particular president, eliminate or install a specific 1deology in the institution
at large (Smuth, M., January-February 1998). It 1s not surprising, then, that
many inside the academy see governing boards in the present day less as buff-
ers against, than as conduits for, the importation of larger political disputes
into the campus and the academy (Association of Governing Boards,
December 1999). In some cases, this new political agenda militates against
financial advocacy for support of the university as well.

A member of the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York
expressed 1t this way:

“Many trustees have ceded too much of their statutory authority for overseeing
public higher education to campus presidents and faculty councils. .. it 1s not neces-
sardy m the public's or the mstitution’s intevest for trustees reflexively to press for
ever-higher government subsidies for the colleges and universities they oversee, even
though some administrators and faculty members see that as trustees’ primary
responsibiliry.

When properly conceived, shared governance can be very advantageous. But
when 1t becomes, in effect, governance by multiple veto by campus groups with
vested interests, it can stymie necessary reforms (de Russy, C., October 1996).
Similar views were expressed in Virgmua (Healy, P., March 1997) and Colorado”
(Hebel, S., October 1999).

The 1990s have been a confusing mixture of diametrically opposed organi-
zational “reforms” across the states: some states (such as New Jersey and Ilhi-
nois) have decentralized their statewide higher education systems by eliminat-
ing or reducing the powers of statewide systems and governing boards (Snyder,
J., March 1995) (Ohio State University Board of Trustees, May 1997), whule
other states (such as Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Virginia) have centralized
and consolidated their governance structures by creating or consolidating pow -
ers in a state coordinating boatd or a systemwide governing board (Selingo, J.,
July 1998) (Healy, P., March 1997). Sull other states (such as Wisconsin and
Maryland) have maintained their statewide system organizations but stream-
lined their functions to decentralize more powers throughout the system and
delegate authority from the center to individual campuses (Schmidt, P,
November 1998). A few states (such as Montana and Oklahoma) have con-
sidered eliminating lay governing boards altogether and placing the gover-
nance of higher education with a state secretary of education reporting to an
elected governor (Association of Governing Boards, November-December
1995).

While this ferment about the role of governing boards may have reassured
policy makers and members of the public that greater oversight and account-
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ability is being exercised over universities, the academy itself remains unsure
of the larger values for which 1t is to be accountable (Green, M. F. & Eckel,
P. & Hill, B., July-August 1998). Are access and affardability more important
than educarional quality and performance? Is efficiency more important than
excellence 1n scholarship (inherently an “inefficient” search for truth)? And
how should “accountability” be construed for complex organizations like
research universities, which receive multiple sources of support (government,
corporate, foundations, student fees, patent income, gifts and grants, etc.) and
have multiple stakeholders?

Governing board members often come to appreciate these complexities
over time, but the public rhetoric has yet to catch up with the realities of mod-
ern university management.

THE CHANGING UNIVERSITY PRESIDENCY

These confusing crosscurrents are also changing the nature of the university
presidency. The presidents of major research universities are CEOs of large
and complex enterprises in every sense of that word (losue, R. V.,
March 1997). They are called upon to lead their insritutions with vision and
wisdom, at the same time they must plan strategically and raise the resources
required (Winerip, M., August 1999) to do business in an increasingly com-
petitive environment while maintaining effective political and community
relations. Unlike private corporations, major rescarch universities have
extensive shared governance traditions that require consultation and, in some
instances, formal action by faculty and staff governance organizations before
a policy change can be implemented. In the case of public universities, every
step of the decision making and implementation process s subject to public
reporting, controversy, and scrutiny.

There are a number of signs that the presidency of a public research univer-
sity is a less attractive and much more difficult position than 1t once was, and
substantially less attractive than the counterpart position in a private univer-
sity. The average tenure 1n office for public university presidents has been fall-
ing over the past twenty years and 1s currently only about five years, barely
time to get traction on any set of enduring changes on the agenda. Increas-
ingly, expertenced university CEOs move from a public university presidency
to a private one, but there is very little traffic in the cpposite direction (Ross,
M. & Green, M., 1998).

John Brandl, professor of public affairs at the University of Minnesota, has
observed:

“Public universities have become arenas for all the big political issues of the day,
but, at the same time, the automatic deference that society and politicians used to
have toward public universities has evoded”. (Healy, P., August 1996)



It has become a much more difficult job. In the past three years, a large
number of the United States’ most prominent public research universities
have been in the market for new CEOs, including: the University of Michi-
gan, Ohio State University, University of Maryland-College Park, University
of Minnesota, the State University of New York, University of California-
Berkley, University of lowa, University of Colorado, University of North
Carolina, and the University of Texas.

Altogether, the presidencies of 38% of the 58 AAU universities, the
United States’ most prominent research universities, have changed in the past
four years. Increasingly, these changes reflect tensions and confusions
hetween boards and CEQOs about the legitimate roles of each. Boards with «
political activist philosophy believe that public college presidents should carry
out the policies that a particular governor and political party in power
espouse, regardless of the president’s personal vision for the university or the
sentiments of the shared governance organizations on campus. Job announce-
ments and public interviews, however, continue to stress the presidential
vision for the university and leadership, not just management skills. General
public and press rhetoric also underline the expectation that major university
presidents will be independent leaders of their institutions and 1n their larger
communtties (Basinger, J., August 1999). This cognitive dissonance is shrink-
ing the pool of ready leadership candidates for university presidencies.

As the Association of Governing Boards noted in 1ts report on “Renewing
the Academic Presidency”: “The concept of shared governance must be reformed
and clarified to enable colleges and universities to respond more quickly and effec-
tively to the challenges they face. Shared governance must be clarified and simplified
s0 that those with the responsibility to act can exercise the authority to do so. Board
members must remember that their allegiance and responsibility 1s to the institution
and the public interest, not to the party that put them on the board. Presidential per-
formance depends on board performance. The president and the board should be
reviewed together for the benefit of the institution they serve” . (Association of Gov-
erning Boards, 1996)

THE WAXING AND WANING
OF TRADITIONAL SHARED GOVERNANCE

Robert M. Rosenzweig, president emeritus of the American Association of
Universities, has noted that shared governance is a pervasive American instt-
tution. The U.S. Constitution created a shared governance system that bal-
ances the states against the federal government and the three branches of the
federal government among themselves. [t is, he says, “the only kind of system
that could have worked n a society that was hostile to centralized authority.
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that valued liberty over order, and in which efficiency in decision making had
a much lower priority than the need for institutions that would mediate
among competing interests without allowing any to dominate. That is (also)
a fair description of a university” (Rosenzweig, R. M., 1998).

And, indeed, criticism of shared governance has grown as the larger envi-
ronment brings into question whether these basic values are still properly bal-
anced tor the 21" century. Is reaching consensus still more important than
effictent decision making? Is more orderly decision making necessarily a threat
to academic liberty? Couldn’t we have a better balance of both?

Interestingly, criticisms of the operation of shared governance come from
faculty themselves, as well as from boards, administrators, and the public.
The latter complain of the long time 1t takes faculty to decide to address,
much less to come to decisions on, critical matters, and the apparent ability
of faculty governance processes to obstruct decision making by other actors.
Faculty complain of the time consumed in governance matters, which
deflects them from their teaching and research; some faculty also complain
that governance processes on their campuses have been ‘captured’ by a small
group of activists (or in-activists) with special agendas. A national survey
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics in 1993 indicates
that faculty in U.S. colleges and universities spend about 11% of their work
time (about six hours per week) in committee meetings and other efforts
that are part of shared governance procedures. The same survey indicates
that faculty report getting less and less satisfaction from their participation
in governance, as well.

A second trend on American university campuses has further complicated
the structure and practice of governance: at many universities, shared gover-
nance rights have been extended to non-faculty professional staff as well. These
include a large and growing number of computing and technical staff, student
services counselors and advisors, housing directors, clinicians, and many other
individuals who play essential roles in making the untversity run smoothly and
serve students well. Indeed, it is not uncommon for the overall number of
these academic staff to exceed the total number of faculty, so that what origi-
nally began as “faculty governance” is now “shared governance” much more
broadly construed. Differences of opinion can and do arise between faculty
and non-faculty staff, giving presidents and boards a multiplicity of advice and
compounding problems of working with competing constituencies.

Finally, at a growing number of American research universities, graduate
students and reaching assistants have organized themselves into collective
bargaining units. At some untversities, these unions have been aggressive and
militant, striking for higher wages, benefits and working conditions. Apart
from the merit of these clauns, the mixing ot collective bargaining, an essen-
tially adversarial process, with shared governance, an essentially collegial pro-



cess, further complicates the overall governance environment of research uni-
versities. In private universities, such as Yale, unionized staff bargains directly
with the uruversity administration and board, but in some public universities,
unionized staff bargain with an executive unit of state government. In these
instances, the board and administration employ the faculty and academic
staff, but the state employs the classified staff.

Where teaching assistants are unionized, their status within the univer-
sity—whether they are primarily students who are teaching to learn their
trade, or primarily employees who are studying on the side—is often blurred,
along with their loyalties and their vision of themselves as professional aca-
demics m a shared governance environment. Ensuring merit rewards and
equitable treatment across these various categories of employees 1s often a sub-
stantial challenge.

CONCLUSION

Reviewing these trends—the changing roles of systems of higher education,
the divergence in perceived roles of governing boards, the progressive weaken-
ing of the presidency, and the diffusion of traditional “faculty governance” and
extension of the shared governance franchise to non-faculty staff—one might
wonder whether American research universities will be able to mamntain therr
eminence 1n scholarship nationally and internationally.

And yet, | believe these trends can lead to renewed conceptions of shared
governance that will strengthen and enhance our institutions. Americans are
a relentlessly mventive lot and our research universities too valuable a
national asset to decline. We recognize that we must engage vigorously in the
21" century with excellent universities around the world in that unique mix-
ture of competition and academic collaboration that so effectively pushes out
the global frontiers of knowledge.

In my view, the Glion Colloquium provides the right forum for us to 1den-
tity and focus on the needs to streamline, not abandon, the shared governance
policies that have fostered excellence in the past and can continue to do so in
the tuture.
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CHAPTER

Fire, Ready, Aim!

University Decision-Making During
an Era of Rapid Change

James J. Duderstadt

INTRODUCTION

“There 15 no more delicate matter to take i hand, nor more dangerous to con-
duct, nor more doubtful of success, than to step up as a leader in the introduction
of change. For he who innovates will have for his enemies all those who are well
off under the existing order of things, and only lukewarm support in those who
might be better off under the new.”

Niccolo Machiavell, The Prince

he contemporary university is one of the most complex social institu-
tions of our times. The importance of this mstitution to our society, 1ts
myriad activities and stakeholders, and the changing nature of the
society it serves, all suggest the importance of experienced, responsible, and
enlightened university leadership, governance, and management. American
universities have long embraced the concept of shared governance involving
public oversight and trusteeship, collegial faculty governance, and experi-
enced but generally short-term administrative and usually amateur leadership.
While this system of shared governance engages a variety of stakeholders in
the decisions concerning the universiry, it does so with an awkwardness that
tends to mhibit change and responsiveness.
The politics swirling about governing boards, particularly in public univer-
sittes, not only distracts them from their important responsibilities and stew-
ardship, but also discourages many of our most experienced, talented, and ded-
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icated citizens from serving on these bodies. The increasing intrusion of state
and federal government 1n the affairs of the university, in the name of perfor-
mance and public accountability, but all too frequently driven by political
opportunism can trample on academic values and micromanage many institu-
tions into mediocrity. Furthermore, while the public expects its institutions to
be managed effectively and efficiently, 1t weaves a web of constraints through
public laws that makes this difficult indeed. Sunshine laws demand that even
the most sensitive business of the university must be conducted in the public
arena, including the search for a president. State and federal laws entangle all
aspects of the university in rules and regulations, fror student admissions to
financial accounring to environmental impact.

Efforts to include the faculty in shared governance also encounter obsta-
cles. To be sure, faculty governance continues to be hoth effective and essen-
t1al for academic matters such as faculty hiring and tenure evaluation. But 1t
is increasingly difficult to achieve true faculty participation in broader univer-
sity matters such as finance, capital facilities, or external relations. The faculty
traditions of debate and consensus building, along with the highly compart-
menralized organization of academic departments and disciplines, seem
incompatible with the breadth and rapid pace required in today’s high
momentum university-wide decision environment. Most difficult and critical
of all are those decisions that concern change in the vniversity.

A rapidly evolving world has demanded profound and permanent change
in most, if not all, social institutions. Corporations have undergone restruc-
turing and reengineering. Governments and other public bodies are being
overhauled, streamlined, and made more responsive. Individuals are increas-
ingly facing a future of impermanence in their employment, in their homes,
and even in their families. The nation-state 1tself has become less relevant and
permanent n an ever more interconnected world.

Yet, while most colleges and universities have grappled with change at the
pragmatic level, few have contemplated the more fundamental transforma-
tions in mission and character that may be required by our changing world.
For the most part, our institutions still have not grappled with the extraordi-
nary 1mplications of an age of knowledge, a society of learning, which will
likely be our future. Most institutions continue to approach change by react-
ing to the necessities and opportunities of the moment rather than adopting
a more strategic approach to their future.

The glacial pace of university decision making and academic change sumply
may not be sufficiently responsive to allow the university to control its own
destiny. There 1s a risk that the tidal wave of societal forces could sweep over
the academy, both transforming higher education in unforeseen and unac-
ceptahle ways while creating new nstitutional forms to challenge both our
expertence and our concept of the university.
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This time of great change, of shifting paradigms, provides the appropriate
context within which to consider the decision process of the university. Like
other social institutions, the university needs strong leadership, particularly
during a time of great change, challenge, and opportunity. In this paper, we
will explore the specific topic of decision making in the university—the issucs,
the players, the process, and the many challenges-within the broader context
of university leadership, governance, and management.

THE ISSUES

There 15 a seemingly endless array of decisions bubbling up, swirling through
and about the contemporary university. At the core are those academic deci-
sions that affect most directly the academic process: Whom do we select as stu-
dents (admissions)? Who should teach them (faculty hiring, promotion, and
tenure)? What should they be taught (curriculum and degree requirements)?
How should they be taught (pedagogy)? There is a long-standing tradition
that the decisions most directly affecting the activities of teaching and schol-
arship are best left to the academy itself. Yet in many institutions, particularly
those characterized by overly intrusive government controls or adversarial
labor-management relationships between faculty and administration, this
academic autonomy can be compromised.

Since most universities are large, complex organizations, enrolling tens of
thousands of students, employing thousands of faculty and staff, and involving
the expenditures of hundreds of millions or even billions of dollars, there 1s
also an array of important administrative decisions. Where do we get the funds
necessary to support our programs and how do we spend them (resource acqui-
sttron and allocation, budgets)? How do we build and maintain the campus
environment necessary for quality teaching and research (capital facilities)?
How do we honor our responsibilities and accountability to broader society
(financial audits, compliance with state and federal regulations)? How do we
manage our relationships with the multiple stakeholders of the university
(public relations, government relations, and development)?

In addition to the ongoing academic and administrative decisions neces-
sary to keep the university moving ahead, there are always an array of unfore-
secen events—challenges or opportunities—that require immediate attention
and rapid decisions. For example, when student activism explodes on the cam-
pus, an athletic violation 1s uncovered, or the university 1s attacked by politi-
cians or the media, crisis management becomes critical. While the handling of
such matters requires the time and attention of many senior university admin-
istrators, from deans to executive officers and governing boards, all too fre-
quently, crists management becomes the responsibility of the university pres-
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ident. At any meeting of university presidents, the frequent disruption of
pagers, faxes, or phone calls provides evidence of just how tightly contempo-
rary university leaders are coupled to the issues of the day. A carefully devel-
oped strategy is necessary for handling such crises, both to prevent universities
from lapsing into a reactive mode, as well as to take advance of the occasional
possibility of transforming a crisis into an opportunity.

More generally, universities need to develop a more strategic context for
decision making during a period of rapid change. Yet strategic planning in
higher education has had mixed success, particularly in institutions of the size,
breadth, and complexity of the research university. Planning exercises are all
too frequently attacked by faculty and staff alike as bureaucratic. In fact, many
universities have traditionally focused planning efforts on the gathering of
data for supporting the routine decision process rather than providing a con-
text for longer-term considerations. As a result, all too often universities tend
to react to—uor even resist—external pressures and opportunities rather than
take strong, decisive actions to determine and pursue their own goals. They
frequently become preoccupied with process rather than objectives, with
“how” rather than “what.”

The final class of decisions consists of those involving more fundamental or
even radical transformations of the university. The major paradigm shifts that
will likely characterize higher education in the years ahead will require 2 more
strategic approach to institutional transformation, capable of staying the course
until the desred changes have occurred. Many institutions already have
embarked on transformation agendas similar to those characterizing the pri-
vate sector (Gumport, P. J. & Pusser, B., 1998). Some even use similar lan-
guage, as they refer to therr efforts to “transform” “
vent” their insttutions. But, herein lies one of the greatr challenges to

restructure” or even “rein-

universities, since our various missions and our diverse array of constituencies
give us a complexity far beyond that encountered in business or government.
For universities, rhe process of institutional transtormation 1s necessarily more
complex and possibly more hazardous. It must be approached strategically
rather than reactively, with a deep understanding of the role and character of
our nstitutions, their important traditions and values from the past, and a
clear and compelling vision for their future.

THE PLAYERS

The decision process in a university interacts with a diverse array of internal
and external constituencies that depend on the university in one way or
another, just as our educational institutions depend upon each of them. Inter-
nally, the key players include students, faculty, staff, and governing boards.
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Externally, the stakeholders include parents, the public and their elected lead-
ers in government, business and labor, industry and foundations, the press and
other media, and the full range of other public and private institutions in our
soctety. The management of the complex roles and relationships between the
university and these many constituencies 1s one of the most important chal-
lenges facing higher education, particularly when these relationships are rap-
1dly changing.

The Internal Stakeholders: The contemporary university is much like a city,
comprised of a sometimes bewildering array of neighborhoods and communi-
ties. To the faculty, 1t has almost a Balkan structure, divided up into highly
specialized academic unuts, frequently with little interaction even with disci-
plinary neighbors, much less with the rest of the campus. To the student body,
the university is an exciting, confusing, and sometimes frustrating complexity
of challenges and opportunities, rules and regulations, drawing them together
only 1n cosmic events such as football games or campus protests. To the staff,
the university has a more subtle character, with the parts woven together by
policies, procedures, and practices evolving over decades, all too frequently
invisible to, or ignored by, the students and faculty. In some ways, the modern
university is so complex, so multifaceted, that it seems that the closer one 1s
to 1t, the more mtimately one 1s involved with 1ts activities, the harder it is to
percetve and understand its entirety.

The Students: Of course, the key stakeholders in the university should be 1ts
students. These are our principal clients, customers, and increasingly, con-
sumers of our educational services. Although students pressed in the 1960s for
more direct mvolvement 1n university decisions ranging from student life to
presidential selection, today’s students seem more detached. Many students
sometimes feel that they are only tourists visiting the university, traveling
through the many adventures—or hurdles—of their university education,
entering as raw material and being stamped and molded into graduates during
their brief experience on campus. Their primary concerns appear to be the
cost of their education and their employability following graduation, not in
participating i the myriad decisions affecting their education and their uni-
versity.

The Faculry: Probably the most important internal constituency of a uni-
versity s its faculty, since the quality and achievements of this body, more
than any other factor, determine the quality of the institution. From the per-
spective of the academy, any great university should be “run by the faculey for
the faculty” (an objective that would be contested by students or elements of
broader society, of course). The involvement of faculty in the governance of
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the modern university in a meaningful and effective fashion is both an impor-
tant goal and a major challenge. While the faculty plays the key role in the
academic matters of most universities, its ability to become directly involved
in the detailed management of the institution has long since disappeared as
issues have become more complex and the time-scale of the decision process
has shortened. Little wonder that the faculty frequently feels powerless, buf-
feted by forces only dimly understood, and thwarted by bureaucracy at every
turn.

The Staff: Although frequently invisible to faculty and students, the oper-
ation of the university requires a large, professional, and dedicated staff.
From accountants to receptionists, investment officers to janitors, computer
programmers to nurses, the contemporary university would rapidly grind to
a halt withour the efforts of thousands of staff members who perform critical
services m support of 1ts academic mission. While many faculty members
view their appointments at a particular institution as simply another step up
the academic ladder, many staff members spend their entire career at the
same university. As a result, they frequently exhibit not only a greater inst1-
tutional loyalty than faculty or students, but they also sustain the continu-
ity, the corporate memory, and the momentum of the university. Ironically,
they also sometimes develop a far broader view of the university, its array of
activities, and even its history than do the relative short-timers among the
faculty and the students. Needless to say, their understanding and support is
essential in university efforts to respond to change. Although staff members
make many of the routine decisions affecting academic life, from admissions
to counseling to financial aid, they frequently view themselves as only a
small cog 1in a gigantic machine, working long and hard for an institution
that sometimes does not even appear to recognize ot appreciate their exist-
ence or loyalry.

Governing Boards: American higher education 1s unique 1n its use of lay
boards to govern its colleges and universities. In the case of private institu-
tions, governing boards are typically elected by alumni of the institution or
self-perpetuated by the board itself. In public institutions, board members
are generally either appointed by governors or elected in public elections,
usually with highly political overtones. While the primary responsibility of
such lay boards 1s at the policy level, they also frequently find themselves
drawn into derailed management decisions. Boards are expected first and
foremost to act as trustees, responsible for the welfare of their institution.
But, in many public institutions, politically selected hoard members tend to
view themselves more as governors or legislators rather than trustees,
responstble to particular political constituencies rather than simply for the



32 Part 2: Status and Recent Trends 1n the Governance of Universities

welfare of their institution. Instead of buffering the university from various
political forces, they sometimes bring their politics into the boardroom and
focus it on the activities of the institution (National Commission on the

Academic Presidency, 1996).

The External Constituencies: The contemporary university is accountable to
many constituencies: students and parents, clients of university services such
as patients of our hospitals and spectators at our athletic events; federal, state,
and local governments; business and industry; the public and the media. The
university is not only accountable to present stakeholders, but it also must
accept a stewardship to the past and a responsibility for future stakeholders. In
many ways, the increasing complexity and diversity of the modern university
and its many missions reflect the character of American and global society.
Yet this diversity—indeed, incompatibility—of the values, needs, and expec-
tations of the various constituencies served by higher education poses a major
challenge.

Government: Compared with higher education in other nations, American
higher education has been relatively free from government interference. Yet,
while we have never had a national minustry of education, the impact of the
state and federal government on higher education in America has been pro-
found. With federal support, however, has also come federal intrusion. Unu-
versities have been forced to build large administrative bureaucracies to man-
age their interactions with those in Washington. From occupational safety to
control of hazardous substances to health-care regulations to accounting
requirements to campus crime reporting, federal regulations reach into every
part of the university. Furthermore, universities tend to be whipsawed by the
unpredictable changes in Washington's policies with regard to regulation,
taxation, and funding, shifting with the political winds each election cycle.

Despite this strong federal role, it has heen left to the states and the private
sector to provide the majority of the resources necessary to support and sustain
the contemporary university. The relationship between public universities
and state government is a particularly complex one, and it varies significantly
from state to state. Some universities are structurally organized as components
of state government, subject to the same hiring and business practices as other
state agencies. Others possess a certain autonomy from state government
through constitutional or legislative provision. All are influenced by the
power of the public purse—by the strings attached to appropriations from
state tax revenues.

Local Communities: The relationship between a university and 1ts surround-
ing community 1s usually a complex one, particularly in cities dominated by



major universities. On the plus side 1s the fact that the university provides the
community with an extraordinary quality of hife and economic stability. It
stimulates strong primary and secondary schools, provides rich cultural oppor-
tuntties, and generates an exciting and cosmopolitan community. But there
are also drawbacks, since the presence of such large, nonprofit institutions
takes a great amount of property off the tax rolls. The impact of these univer-
sittes, whether 1t is through parking, crowds, or student behavior, can create
inevitable tensions between town and gown.

The Public: The public's perception of higher educartion 1s ever changing.
Public opinion surveys reveal that, at the most general level, the public
strongly supports high-quality education m our colleges and universities
(Immerwabhr, J., 1998). But, when we probe public attitudes more deeply, we
find many concerns, about cost, improper student hehavior (alcohol, drugs,
political activism), and intercollegiate athletics. Perhaps more significantly,
there has been an erosion in the priority that the public places on higher edu-
cation relative to other social needs. This 1s particularly true on the part of our
elected officials, who generally rank health care, welfare, K-12 education, and
even prison systems higher on the funding priority list than higher education.
This parallels a growing spirit of cynicism toward higher education and its
efforts to achieve excellence.

The Press: In today’s world, where all societal institutions have come under
attack by the media, universities prove to be no exception. Part of this 15 no
doubt due to an increasingly adversarial approach taken by journalists toward
all of society, embracing a certain distrust of everything and everyone as a nec-
essary component of investigative journalism. Partly to blame 1s the arrogance
of many members of the academy, university leaders among them, in assuming
that the university is somehow less accountable to society than other social
institutions. And 1t is in part due to the increasingly market-driven nature of
contemporary journalism as it merges with, or is acquired by, the entertain-
ment industry and trades off journalistic values and integrity for market share
and quarterly earnings statements.

The ssue of sunshine laws is a particular concern for public institutions.
Although laws requiring open meetings and freedom of information were cre-
ated to ensure the accountability of government, they have been extended
and broadened through court decisions to apply to constrain the operation of
all public institutions including public universities. They prevent governing
boards from discussing senstitive policy matters. They allow the press to go on
fishing expeditions through all manner of university documents. They have
also been used to hamstring the searches for sentor leadership, such as univer-
sity presidents.



A Growing Tension: Higher education today faces greater pressure than ever
to establish its relevance to its various stakeholders in our society. The diver-
sity—1indeed, incompatibility—of the values, needs, and expectations of the
various constituencies served by higher education poses one of 1ts most serious
challenges. The future of our colleges and universities will be determined in
many cases by their success in linking together the many concerns and values
of these diverse groups, even while the relationships with these constituencies
continue to change.

THE PROCESS

Throughout its long history, the American university has been granted special
governance status because of the unique character of the academic process.
The university has been able to sustain an understanding that 1ts activities of
teaching and scholarship could best be judged and guided by the academy
weself, rather than by external bodies such as governments or the public opin-
ion that govern other social institutions. Key n this effort was the evolution
of a tradition of shared governance mvolving several major constituencies: a
governing board of lay trustees or regents as both stewards for the mstitution
and protecrors of broader public interest, the faculty as those most knowledge-
able about teaching and scholarship, and the university administration as
leaders and managers of the institution.

Institutional Autonomy: The relationship between the university and the
broader society it serves 1s a particularly delicate one, because the university
has a role nor only as a servant to society but as a critic as well. It serves not
merely to create and disseminate knowledge, but to assume an independent
questioning stance toward accepted judgments and values. To facilitate this
role as critic, universities have been allowed a certain autonomy as a part of
a social contract between the university and society. To this end, universi-
ties have enjoyed three important traditions: academic freedom, tenure, and
institutional autonomy (Shapiro, H. T., 1987). Although there is a consid-
erable degree of diversity in practice—as well as a good deal of myth—there
1s general agreement about the importance of these traditions. No matter
how formal the autonomy of a public university, whether constitutional or
statutory, many factors can lead to the erosion of its independence (Mac-
Taggart, T.]., 1997). In practice, government, through its legislative, exec-
utive, and judicial activities, can easily intrude on university matters. The
autonomy of the untversity, whether constitutional or statutory, depends
both on the attitudes of the public and the degree to which it serves a civie
purpose. If the public or its voices 1in the media lose confidence in the uni-
versity, in its accountability, its costs, or its quality, it will ask “autonomy for
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whart purpose and for whom.” In the long run, institutional autonomy rests
primarily on the amount of trust that exists between state government and
institutions of higher educarion.

The Influence of Governments: The federal government plays a significant
role in shaping the directions of higher education. For example, the federal
land-grant acts of the nineteenth century created many of our great public
universities. The GI Bill following World War II broadened educational
opportunity and expanded the number and size of educational institutions.
Federal funding for campus-based research in support of national security and
health care shaped the contemporary research university. Federal programs for
key professional programs such as medicine, public health, and engineering
have shaped our curriculum. Federal financial aid programs involving grants,
loans, and work-study have provided the opportunity of a college education to
millions of students from lower- and middleclass families. And federal tax pol-
icies have not only provided colleges and universities with tax-exempt status,
but they have also provided strong incentives for private giving.

State governments have historically been assigned the primary role for sup-
porting and governing public higher education in the United States. At the
most basic level, the principles embodied in the Constitution make matters of
education an explicit state assignment. Public colleges and universities are
largely creatures of the state. Through both constitution and statute, the states
have distributed the responsibility and authority for the governance of public
universities through a hierarchy of governing bodies: the legislature, state
executive branch agencies or coordinating boards, institutional governing
boards, and institutional executive administrations. In recent years there has
been a trend toward expanding the role of state governments in shaping the
course of higher education, thereby lessening the institutional autonomy of
universities. Few outside of this hierarchy are brought into the formal decision
process, although they may have strong interests at stake, for example, stu-
dents, patients of university health clinics, corporate clients.

As state entities, public universities must usually comply with the rules and
regulations governing other state agencies. These vary widely, from contract-
ing to personnel requirements to purchasing to even limitations on out-of-
state travel. Although regulation 1s probably the most ubiquitous of the policy
tools employed by state government to influence nstitutional behavior, poli-
cies governing the allocation and use of state funds are probably ultimately the
most powerful, and these decisions are generally controlled by governors and
legislatures.

Governing Boards: The lay board has been the distinctive American device
for “public” authority in connection with universities (Houle, C. O., 1989).
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The function of the lay board in American higher education 1s simple, at least
in theory. The governing board has final authority for key policy decisions and
accepts both fiduciary and legal responsibility for the welfare of the institu-
tion. But because of 1ts very limited expertise, 1t 1s expected to delegate the
responsibility for policy development, academic programs, and admmistration
to professionals with the necessary training and experience. For example,
essentially all governing boards share their authority over academic matters
with the faculty, generally awarding to the academy the control of academic
programs. Furthermore, the day-to-day management of the university is dele-
gated to the president and the administration of the university, since these
provide the necessary experience in academic, financial, and legal matters.

While most governing boards of private institutions do approach their roles
in this spirit, governing boards of public institutions frequently fall victim to
politics, focusing instead on narrow forms of accountability to the particular
political constituencies represented by their various members. Political con-
siderations are frequently a major factor in appointing or electing board mem-
bers and often an important element n rheir actions and decisions (Ingram,
R. T., 1998; Trow, M., 1997). Many public board memberts view themselves
as “governors” rather that as “trustees” of their institutions and are more con-
cerned with their personal agendas or accountability to a particular political
constituency than with the welfare of their university. They are further con-
strained 1in meeting thetr responsibilities by sunshine laws in many states that
require that their meetings, their deliberations, and their written materials all
be open and available to the public, a situation that makes candid discussion
and considered deliberation all but impossible.

Faculty Governance: There has long been an acceptance of the premise that
faculty members should govern themselves in academic matters, making key
decisions about what should be taught, whom should be hired, and other key
academic issues. There are actually two levels of faculty governance in the
contemporary university. The heart of the governance of the academic mus-
sion of the university 1s actually not at the level of the governing board or the
administrarion, but rather at the level of the academic unt, typically at the
department or school level. At the level of the individual academic unit, a
department or school, the faculty generally has a very significant role in most
of the key decisions concerning who gets hired, who gets promoted, what gets
taught, how funds are allocated and spent, and so on. The mechanism for fac-
ulty governance at this level usually involves committee structures, for exam-
ple, promotion committees, curriculum committees, and executive commit-
tees. Although the administrative leader, a department chair or dean, may
have considerable authority, he or she 15 generally tolerated and sustained
only with the support of the faculty leaders within the unit.



The second level of faculty governance occurs at the university level and
usually involves an elected body of faculty representatives, such as an aca-
demic senarte, that serves to debate institution-wide issues and advise the unit-
versity administration. Faculties have long cherished and defended the tradi-
tion of being consulted in other institutional matters, of “sharing governance”
with the governing board and university officers. In sharp contrast to faculty
governance at the unit level that has considerable power and influence, the
university-wide faculty governance bodies are generally advisory on most
1ssues, without true power. Although they may be consulted on important uni-
versity matters, they rarely have any executive role. Most key decisions are
made by the university administration or governing board.

Beyond the fact that it is frequently difficult to get faculty commitment
to—or even interest in—broad institutional goals that are not necessarily
congruent with personal goals, there 1s an even more important characteristic
that prevents true faculty governance at the institution level. Authority is
always accompanied by responsibility and accountability. Deans and presi-
dents can be fired. Trustees can be sued or forced off governing boards. Yet fac-
ulty members, through important academic traditions such as academic free-
dom and tenure, are largely insulated from the consequences of their debates
and recommendations. It would be difficult if not impossible, either legally or
operationally, to ascribe to faculty bodies the necessary level of accountability
that would have to accompany executive authority.

Many universities follow the spirit of shared governance by selecting their
senior leadership, their deans, directors, and executive officers, from the fac-
ulty ranks. These academic administrators can be held accountable for their
decisions and their actions, although, of course, even if they should be
removed from their administrative assignments their positions on the faculty
are still protected. However, even for the most distinguished faculty members,
the moment they are selected for admnistrative roles, they immediately
become suspect to their faculty colleagues, contaminated by these new assign-
ments.

The Academic Administration: Unuiversities, like other institutions, depend
increasingly on strong leadership and effective management if they are to face
the challenges and opportunities posed by a changing world. Yet in many—if
not most—universities, the concept of management 1s held in very low regard,
particularly by the faculty. Of course, most among the faculty are offended by
any suggestion that the university can be compared to other institutional
forms such as corporations and governments. Pity the poor administrator who
mistakenly refers to the university as a corporation, or to its scudents or the
public at large as customers, or to 1ts faculty as staff. The academy takes great
pride in functioning as a creative anarchy. Indeed, the faculty generally looks
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down upon those who get mired in the swamp of academic administration.
Even their own colleagues tapped for leadership roles become somehow
tainted, unfit, no longer a part of the true academy, no matter how distin-
guished their earlier academic accomplishments, once they succumb to the
pressures of administration.

Yet all large, complex organizations require not only leadership at the helm,
but also effective management at each level where important decisions occur.
All presidents. provosts, and deans have heard the suggestion that any one on
the faculty, chosen at random, could be an adequate administrator. After all,
if you can be a strong teacher and scholar, these skills should be easily trans-
ferable to other areas such as administration. Yet, in reality, talent in manage-
ment is probably as rare a human attriburte as the ability to contribute origmal
scholarship. And there is little reason to suspect that talent in one character-
istic implies the presence of talent in the other.

One of the great myths concerning higher education in America, particu-
larly appealing to faculty members and trustees alike, 15 that university admin-
istrations are bloated and excessive. To be sure, organizations i business,
industry, and government are finding 1t important to flacten administrative
structures by removing layers of management. Yet most universities have
rather lean management organizations, inherited from earlier times when aca-
demic life was far simpler and institutions were far smaller, particularly when
compared to the increasing complexity and accountability of these institu-
tions.

The Presidential Role: The American university presidency is both distinc-
tive and complex. In Europe and Asia, the role of mstitutional leadership—a
rector, vice-chancellor, or president—is frequently a temporary assignment to
a faculty member, sometimes elected, and generally without true executive
authority, serving instead as a representative of collegial faculty views. In con-
trast, the American presidency has more of the character of a chief executive
officer, with ultimate executive authority for all decisions made within the
institution. Although today’s university presidents are less visible and author-
itative than in earlier times, they are clearly of great importance to higher edu-
cation in America. Their leadership can be essential, particularly during times
of change (Bowen, W. G. and Shapiro, H. T., 1998).

American university presidents are expected to develop, articulate, and
implement visions for their institution that sustain and enhance its quality.
This includes a broad array of intellectual, social, financial, human, and phys-
1cal resources, and political issues that envelop the university. Through their
roles as the chref executive officers of their institutions, they also have signif-
icant management responsibilities for a diverse collection of activities, rang-
ing from education to health care to public entertainment (e.g., intercolle-
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giate athletics). Since these generally require the expertise and experience of
talented specialists, the president is the university’s leading recruiter, identi-
fying talented people, recruiting them into key university positions, and
directing and supporting their activities. Furthermore, unlike most corporate
CEQs, the president is expected to play an active role generating the resources
needed by the university, whether by lobbying state and federal governments,
seeking gifts and bequests from alumn1 and friends, or clever entrepreneurial
efforts. There is an implicit expectation on most campuses that the president’s
job 1s to raise money for the provost and deans to spend, while the chief finan-
cial officer and admunistrative staff watch over their shoulders to make certain
they all do it wisely.

The university president also has a broad range of important responsibilities
that might best be termed symbolic leadership. In the role as head of the uni-
versity, the president has a responsibility for the complex array of relationships
with both internal and external constituencies. These include students, fac-
ulty, and staff on the campus. The myriad external constituencies include
alumni and parents, local, state, and federal government, business and labor,
toundations, the higher education community, the media, and the public at
large. The president has become a defender of the university and its funda-
mental qualities of knowledge and wisdom, truth and freedom, academic
excellence and public service against the forces of darkness that rage outside
its 1vy-covered walls. Needless to say, the diverse perspectives and often-con-
flicting needs and expectations of these various groups make the management
of relationships an extremely complex and time-consuming task.

Yet the presidency of a major university is an unusual leadership position
from another interesting perspective. Although the responsibility for every-
thing involving the university usually floats up to the president’s desk, direct
authority for university activities almost invariably rests elsewhere. There 1s a
mismatch between responsibility and authority that 1s unparalleled 1n other
soctal mstitutions. As a result, there are many, including many university pres-
idents, who have become quite convinced that the contemporary public uni-
versity is basically unmanageable and unleadable.

THE CHALLENGES

The Complexity of the University: The modern university is comprised of many
activities, some nonprofit, some publicly regulated, and some operating in
intensely competitive marketplaces. We teach students; we conduct research
tor vartous clients; we provide health care; we engage in economic develop-
ment; we stimulate social change; and we provide mass entertainment (ath-
letics). The organization of the contemporary university would compare 1n
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both scale and complexity with many major global corporations. Yet at the
same time, the intellectual demands of scholarship have focused faculty
increasingly within their particular disciplines, with litcle opportunity for
involvement in the far broader array of activities characterizing their univer-
sity. While faculty members are—and should always remain—the cornerstone
of the university's academic activities, they rarely have deep understanding or
will accept the accountability necessary for the many other missions of the
university in modern society.

Faculties have been quite influential and effective within the narrow
domain of their academic programs. However, the very complexity of their
institutions has made substantive involvement in the broader governance of
the university problematic. The current disciplinary -driven governance struc-
rure makes 1t very difficult to deal with broader, strategic issues. Since univer-
sities are highly fragmented and decentralized, one frequently finds a chimney
organization structure, with little coordination or even concern about univer-
sity-wide needs or priorities. The broader concerns of the university are always
someone else's problem.

Bureaucracy: The increased complexity, financial pressures, and account-
ability of universities demanded by government, the media, and the public
at large has required far scronger management than m the past (Balderston,
F. E., 1995). Recent furors over issues such as federal research policy, labor
relations, financial aid and tuition agreements, and state funding models, all
involve complex policy, financial, and political issues. While perhaps long
ago universities were treated by our society—and 1its various government
bodies—as largely well-intentioned and benign stewards of education and
learning, today we find the university faces the same pressures, standards,
and demands for accountability of any other billion-dollar corporation. Yet
as universities have developed the administrative staffs, policies, and proce-
dures to handle such 1ssues, they have also created a thicker of paperwork,
regulations, and bureaucracy that has eroded the authority and attractive-
ness of academic leadership.

More specifically, it 1s increasimgly difficulty to atrract faculty members into
key leadership positions such as department chairs, deans, and project direc-
tors. The traditional anarchy of faculty committee and consensus decision
making have long made these jobs difficult, but today’s additional demands for
accountability imposed by university management structures have eroded the
authority to manage, much less lead academic programs. Perhaps because of
the critical nature of academic disciplines, universities suffer from an mability
to allocate decisions to the most appropriate level of the organization and
then to lodge trust in the individuals with this responsibility The lack of
career paths and adequate mechanisms for leadership development for junior
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faculty and staff has also decimated much of the strength of mid-level man-
agement. Many of our most talented faculty leaders have concluded that
becoming a chair, director, or dean is just not worth the effort and the frustra-
tion any longer.

Part of the challenge is to clear the administrative underbrush cluttering
our mstitutions. Both decision-making and leadership 1s hampered by bureau-
cratic policies and procedures and practices, along with the anarchy of com-
mittee and consensus decision making. Our best people feel quite constrained
by the university, constrained by their colleagues, constrained by the “admin-
istratton”, and constrained by bureaucracy. Yer, leadership is important. If
higher education 1s to keep pace with the extraordinary changes and chal-
lenges in our soctety, someone n academe must eventually be given the
authority to make certain that the good 1deas that rise up from the faculty and
staff are actually put into practice. We need to devise a system that releases
the creativity of faculty members while strengthening the authority of respon-
sible leaders.

The Pace of Change: Both the pace and nature of the changes occurring in
our world today have become so rapid and so profound that our present social
institutions—in government, education, and the private sector—are having
increasing difficulty in even sensing the changes (although they certainly feel
the consequences), much less understanding them sufficiently to respond and
adapt. It could well be that our present mstitutions, such as universities and
government agencies, which have been the traditional structures for inrellec-
tual pursuits, may turn out to be as obsolete and irrelevant to our future as the
American corporation n the 1950s. There s clearly a need to explore new
soctal structures capable of sensing and understanding the change, as well as
capable of engaging in the strategic processes necessary to adapt or control
change. The glacial pace of academic change simply may nor be sufficiently
responsive to allow the university to control its own destiny.

As the time scale for decisions and actions compresses, during an era of ever
more rapid change, authority tends to concentrate so that the institution can
become more flexible and responsive. The academic tradition of extensive
consultation, debate, and consensus building before any substantial decision
15 made or acrion taken will be one of our greatest challenges, since this pro-
cess 18 simply mcapable of keeping pace with the profound changes swirling
about higher education. A quick look at the remarkable pace of change
required in the private sector—usually measured in months, not years—sug-
gests that universities must develop more capacity to move rapidly. This will
require a willingness by leaders throughout the university to occastonally
make difficult decisions and take strong action without the traditional con-
sensus-building process.
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The Resistance to Change: In business, management approaches change in a
highly strategic fashion, launching a comprehensive process of planning and
transformation. In political circles, sometimes a strong leader with a big idea
can captivate the electorate, building a movement for change. The creative
anarchy arising from a faculty culture that prizes individual freedom and con-
sensual decision making poses quite a different challenge to the university.
Most big ideas from top administrators are treated with either disdain (this too
shall pass...) or ridicule. The same usually occurs for formal strategic planning
efforts, unless, of course, they are attached to clearly perceived and immed;-
ately implementable budget consequences or faculty rewards. As Don
Kennedy, former president of Stanford, noted, “The academic culture nur-
tures a set of policies and practices that favor the present state of affairs over
any possible future. It is a portrait of conservatism, perhaps even of senes-
cence.” (Kennedy, D., 1993)

This same resistance to change characterizes the response of the academy
to external forces. The American higher education establishment has tended
to oppose most changes proposed or imposed from beyond the campus, includ-
ing the GI Bill (the veterans will overrun our campuses), the Pell Grant pro-
gram (it will open our gates to poor, unqualified students), and the direct lend-
ing program (we will be unable to handle all the paperwork). Yet in each case,
higher education eventually changed its stance, adapted to, and even
embraced the new programs.

Change occurs in the university through a more tenuous, sometimes
tedious, process. Ideas are first floated as trial balloons, all the better if they
can be perceived to have onginated at the grassroots level. After what often
seems like years of endless debate, challenging basic assumptions and hypoth-
eses, decistons are made and the first small steps are taken. For change to affect
the highly entrepreneurial culture of the faculty, 1t must address the core 1ssues
of incentives and rewards. Change does not happen because of presidential
proclamations or committee reports, but instead it occurs at the grassroots
level of faculty, students, and staff. Rarely is major change motivated by
excitement, opportunity, and hope; it more frequently is in response to some
percewved crisis. As one of my colleagues put 1t, if you believe change is
needed, and you do not have a convenient wolf at the front door, then you
had better invent one.

Of course, the efforts to achieve change following the time-honored trad-
tions of collegiality and consensus can sometimes be self-defeating, since the
process can lead all too frequently right back to the status quo. As one of my
exasperated presidential colleagues once noted, the university faculty may be
the last constituency on Earth that believes the status quo s still an option.
To some degree, this strong resistance to change 1s both understandable and
appropriate. After all, the university 1s one of the longest enduring social insti-
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tutions of our civilization in part because 1ts ancient traditions and values
have been protected and sustained.

Cultural Issues: There are many factors that mitigate agamnst faculty
involvement in the decision process. The fragmentation of the faculty into
academic disciplines and professional schools, coupled with the strong market
pressures on faculty 1n many areas, has created an academic culture in which
faculty loyalties are generally first to their scholarly discipline, then to their
academic untt, and only last to their institution. Many faculty members move
from institution to institution, swept along by market pressures and opportu-
nities. The university reward structure—salary, promotion, and tenure—is
clearly a meritocracy in which there are clear “haves” and “have-nots.” The
former genetally are too busy to become heavily mvolved in institutional
issues. The latter are increasingly frustrated and vocal in their complaints. Yet
they are also all too often the squeaky wheels that drown out others and cap-
ture attention. The increasing specialization of faculty, the pressure of the
marketplace for their skills, and the degree to which the university has
become simply a way station for faculty carcers have destroyed institutional
loyalty and stimulated more of a “what's in 1t for me” attitude on the part of
many faculty members.

In sharp contrast, many non-academic staff remair. with a single university
throughout their careers, developing not only a strong institutional loyalty but
in many cases a somewhat broader view and understanding of the nature of
the institution. Although faculty decry the increased influence of administra-
tive staff, to some degree this is due to their own market- and discipline-driven
academic culture, their abdication of institution loyalty, coupled with the
complexity of the contemporary university, that has led to this situation.

There many signs of a widening gap between faculty and administration on
many campuses. The rank-and-file faculty sees the world quite differently
from campus administrators (Government-University-Industry Research
Roundtable and Natonal Science Board, 1997). There are significant differ-
ences in perceptions and understandings of the challenges and opportunities
before higher education. It 1s clear that such a gap, and the corresponding
absence of a spirit of trust and confidence by the faculty in their university
leadership, could seriously undercut the ability of universities to make difficult
yet important decisions and move ahead.

Politics: Most of America’s colleges and universities have more than once
suffered the consequences of ill-informed efforts by politicians to influence
everything from what subjects can be taught, to who 1s fit to teach, and whom
should be allowed to study. As universities have grown 1n importance and
influence, mote political groups are tempted to use them to achieve some pur-
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pose 1n broader society. To some degree, the changing political environment
of the university reflects a more fundamental shift from issue-oriented to
image-dominated politics at all levels—federal, state, and local. Public opinion
drives political contributions, and vice-versa, and these determine successful
candidates and eventually legislation. Policy is largely an aftermath exercise,
since the agenda is really set by polling and political contributions. Issues,
strategy, and “the vision thing” are largely left on the sidelines. And since
higher education has never been particularly influential either in determining
public opinion or in making campaign contributions, the university is fre-
quently left with only the option of reacting as best 1t can to the agenda set by
others.

The Particular Challenges faced by Public Universities: All colleges and uni-
versities, public and private alike, face today the challenge of change as they
struggle to adapt and to serve a changing world. Yet there is a significant dif-
ference in the capacity that public and private nstitutions have to change.
The term “independent” used to describe private universities has considerable
significance in this regard. Private universities are generally more nimble,
both because of their smaller size and the more limited number of constituen-
cies that has to be consulted—and convinced—before change can occur.
Whether driven by market pressures, resource constraints, or intellectual
opportunity, private universities usually need to convince only trustees, cam-
pus communities (faculty, students, and staff) and perhaps alumni before mov-
ing ahead with a change agenda. Of course, this can be a formidable task, but
it 1s a far cry from the broader political challenges facing public universities.

The public university must always function 1n an intensely political envi-
ronment. Public university governing boards are generally political in nature,
frequently viewing their primary responsibilities as being to various political
constituencies rather than confined to the university itself. Changes that
might threaten these constituencies are frequently resisted, even if they might
enable the institution to serve broader society better. The public university
also must operate within a complex array of government regulations and rela-
tonships at the local, state, and federal level, most of which tend to be highly
reactive and supportive of the status quo. Furthermore, the press itself is gen-
erally far more intrusive in the affairs of public uruversities, viewing itself as
the guardian of the public interest and using powerful tools such as sunshine
laws to hold public universities accountable.

As a result, actions that would be straightforward for private universities,
such as enrollment adjustments, tuttion increases, program reductions or elim-
ination, or campus modifications, can be formidable for public institutions.
For example, the actions taken by many public universities to adjust to erod-
ing state support through tuition increases or program restructuring have trig-



gered major political upheavals that threaten to constrain further efforts to
halance activities with resources (Gumport, P. J. & Pusser, B., 1997). Some-
times, the reactive nature of the political forces swirling about and within the
institution 15 not apparent until an action s taken. Many a public university
administration has been undermined by an about-face by their governing
board, when political pressures force board members to switch from support to
opposition on a controversial issue.

Little wonder that administrators sometimes conclude that the only way to
get anything accomplished within the political environment of the public
university 1s by heeding the old adage, “It 1s simpler to ask forgiveness than to
seek permission.” Yet even this hazardous approach may not be effective for
the long term. It could well be that many public universities will simply not
be able to respond adequately during periods of great change in our society.

SOME OBSERVATIONS

Fire, Ready, Aim! Traditional planning and decision- making processes are fre-
quently found to be inadequate during times of rapid or even discontinuous
change (Porter, M. E., 1998). Tactical efforts such as total quality manage-
ment, process reengineering, and planning techniques such as preparing mis-
ston and vision statements, while important for refining status quo operations,
may actually distract an institution from more substantive issues during more
volatile periods. Furthermore, incremental change based on traditional, well-
understood paradigms may be the most dangerous course of all, because those
paradigms may simply not be adequate to adapt to a future of change. If the
status quo is no longer an option, if the existing paradigms are no longer via-
ble, then more radical transformation becomes the wisest course. Further-
more, during times of very rapid change and uncerrainty, it 1s sometimes nec-
essary to launch the actions associated with a preliminary strategy long before
it is carefully thought through and completely developed.

Here, a personal observation may be appropriate. As a scientist-engineer, it
was not surprising that my own leadership style tended to be comfortable with
strategic processes. Yet, it should also be acknowledged that my particular
style of planning and decision-making was rather unorthodox, sometimes baf-
tfling both our formal university planning staff and my executive officer col-
leagues alike. Once, I overheard a colleague describe my style as “fire, ready,
aim” as [ would launch yet another salvo of agendas and initiatives.

This was not a consequence of impatience or lack of discipline. Rather, 1t
grew from my increasing sense that traditional planning approaches were sim-
ply ineffective during times of great change. Far too many leaders, when con-
fronted with uncertainty, tend to fall into a “ready, aim... ready, aim... ready,
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aim...” mode and never make a decision. By the time they are finally forced
to pull the trigger, the target has moved out of sight. Hence, there was logic
to my “anticipatory, scattershot” approach to planning and decision-making
(Downs, L. & Mui, C., 1998).

Note that this viewpoint suggests that one of the greatest challenges for
universities 1s to learn to encourage more people to participate in the high-
risk, unpredicrable, but ultimately very productive confrontations of stagnant
paradigms. We must jar as many people as possible out of their comfortable
ruts of conventional wisdom, fostering experiments, recruiting restive faculty,
turning people loose to “cause trouble” and simply making conventionality
more trouble than unconventionality.

University Transformation: The most difficult decisions are those concern-
ing institutional transformation. Experience suggests that major change in
higher education is usually driven by forces from outside the academy. Cer-
taimnly, earlier examples of change, such as the evolution of the land-grant uni-
versity, the growth of higher education following World War I1, and the evo-
lutton of the research university all represented responses to powerful external
forces and major policies at the national level. The examples of major institu-
tronal transformation driven by strategic decisions and plans from within are
relatively rare. Yet, the fact that reactive change has been far more common
than strategic change in higher education should not lead us to conclude that
the university 1s incapable of controlling its own destiny. Self-driven strategic
transformation 1s possible and probably necessary to cope with the challenges
of our times.

Unuversities need to consider a broad array of transformation areas that go
far beyond simply restructuring finances in order to face a future of change
(Dolence, M. G. & Norris, D. M., 1993). The transformation process must
encompass every aspect of our nstitutions, mcluding the mission of the uni-
versity, financial restructuring, organization and governance, the general
characteristics of the university {e.g., enrollment size and program breadth),
relationships with external constituencies, intellectual transformation, and
cultural change. While such a broad, almost scattershot approach is complex
to design and challenging to lead, it has the advantage of engaging a large
number of participants at the grassroots level.

The most unportant objective of any broad effort at institutional transfor-
mation is not so much to achieve a specific set of goals, but rather to build the
capacity, the energy, the excitement, and the commitment to move toward
bold visions of the university’s future. The real aims include removing the
constraints that prevent the mstitution from responding to the needs of a rap-
idly changing society; removing unnecessary processes and adminstrative
structures; questioning existing premises and arrangements; and challenging,
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exciting, and emboldening the members of the university community to view
institutional transformation as a great adventure.

Structural Issues: The modern university functions as a loosely coupled
adaptive system, evolving in a highly reactive fashion to its changing environ-
ment through the individual or small group efforts of faculty entrepreneurs.
While this has allowed the university to adapt quite successfully to 1ts chang-
ing environment, it has also created an institution of growing size and com-
plexity. The ever growing, myriad activities of the university can sometimes
distract from or even conflict with 1ts core mission of learning.

While it is certainly impolitic to be so blunt, the simple fact of life is that
the contemporary university is a public corporation that must be governed, led,
and managed like other corporations to benefit its stakeholders. The interests
of 1ts many stakeholders can only be served by a governing board that 1s com-
prised and functions as a true board of directors. Like the boards of directors
of publicly held corporations, the university’s governing board should consist
of members selected for their expertise and experience. They should govern
the university in way that serves the inrerests of 1ts various constituencies.
This, of course, means that the board should function with a structure and a
process that reflect the best practices of corporate boards.

Again, although it may be politically incorrect within the academy to say
so, the leadership of the university must be provided with the authority com-
mensurate with 1ts responsibilities. The president and other executive officers
should have the same degree of authority to take actions, to select leadership,
to take risks and move with deliberate speed, that their counterparts in the
corporate world enjoy. The challenges and pace of change faced by the mod-
ern university no longer allow the luxury of “consensus” leadership, at least to
the degree that “building consensus” means seeking the approval of all con-
cerned communities. Nor do our times allow the reactive nature of special
interest politics to rigidly moor the unwersity to an obsolete status quo,
thwarting efforts to provide strategic leadership and direction.

Yet a third controversial observation: while academic administrations gen-
erally can be drawn as conventional hierarchical trees, in reality the connect-
ing lines of authority are extremely weak. In fact, one of the reasons for cost
escalation 1s the presence of a deeply ingrained academic culture in which
leaders are expected to “purchase the cooperation” of subordinates, to provide
them with positive incentives to carry out decisions. For example, deans
expect the provost to offer additional resources m order to gain their cooper-
ation on various mstitution-wide effores. Needless to say, this “bribery culeure”
1s quite mncompatible with the trend toward increasing decentralization of
resources. As the central administration relinquishes greater control of
resource and cost accountability to the units, it will lose the pool of resources



48 Part 2. Status and Recent Trends in the Governance of Universities

that in the past was used to provide incentives to deans, directors, and other
leaders to cooperate and support university-wide goals.

Hence, it is logical to expect that both the leadership and management of
universities will need increasingly to rely on lines of real authority, just as their
corporate counterparts. That is, presidents, executive officers, and deans will
almost certainly have to become comfortable with issuing clear orders or
directives, from time to time. So, too, throughout the organization, subordi-
nates will need to recognize that failure to execute these directives will likely
have significant consequences, including possible removal from their posi-
trons. While collegiality will continue to be valued and honored, the modern
university simply must accept a more realistic balance between responsibility
and authority.

The Need to Restructure University Governance: Many universities find that
the most formidable forces controlling their destiny are political in nature—
from governments, governing boards, or perhaps even public opinion. Unfor-
tunately, these bodies are not only usually highly reactive in nature, but they
frequently either constrain the institution or drive 1t away from strategic
objectives thar would better serve society as a whole. Many university presi-
dents—particularly those associated with public universities—believe that
the greatest barrier to change in their institutions lies in the manner in which
their institutions are governed, both from within and from without. Universi-
ties have a style of governance rthat is more adept at protecting the past than
preparing for the future.

The 1996 report of the National Commuission on the Academic Presidency
(1996) reinforced these concerns when 1t concluded that the governance
structure at most colleges and universities is inadequate. “At a time when
higher education should be alert and nimble, 1t 1s slow and cautious nstead,
hindered by traditions and mechanisms of governing that do not allow the
responsiveness and decisiveness the times require.” The Commission went on
to note its belief that university presidents were currently unable to lead therr
institutions effectively, since they were forced to operate from “one of the
most anemic power bases of any of the major institutions in American
soctety.”

This view was also voiced in a study (Dionne, J. L. & Kean, T, 1997) per-
formed by the RAND Corporation, which noted, “The main reason why insti-
tutions have not taken more effective action (ro increase productivity) 1s their
outmoded governance structure—i.e., the decision-making units, policies,
and practices that control resource allocation have remained largely
unchanged since the structure's establishment 1n the 19th century. Designed
for an era of growth, the current structure 1s cumbersome and even dysfunc-
tional 1n an environment of scare resources.”
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Ir is simply unrealstic to expect that the governance mechanisms devel-
oped decades or, in some cases, even centuries ago can serve well either the
contemporary university or the society it serves. It seems clear that the uni-
versity of the twenty-first century will require new patterns of governance and
leadership capable of responding to the changing needs and emerging chal-
lenges of our society and its educational institutions. The contemporary uni-
versity has many activities, many responsibilities, many constituencies, and
many overlapping lines of authority. From this perspective, shared governance
models still have much to recommend them: a tradition of public oversight
and trusteeship, shared collegial internal governance of academic matters,
and, experienced administrative leadership.

Yet shared governance is, in reality, an ever-changing balance of forces
involving faculty, trustees, staff, and administration. The increasing politici-
zation of public governing boards, the ability of faculty councils to use their
powers to promote special interests, delay action, and prevent reforms; and
weak, ineffectual, and usually short-term administrative leadership all pose
risks to the university. Clearly it is time to take a fresh look at the governance
of our institutions.

Governing boards should focus on policy development rather than man-
agement issues. Their role is to provide the strategic, supportive, and critical
stewardship for their institution. Faculty governance should become a true
participant in the academic decision process rather than simply watchdogs of
the administration or defenders of the status quo. Faculties also need to accept
and acknowledge that strong leadership, whether from chairs, deans, or pres-
idents, 1s important if their institution is to flourish during a time of significant
change.

The contemporary American university presidency also merits a candid
reappraisal and likely a thorough overhaul. The presidency of the university
may indeed be one of the more anemic in our society, because of the imbal-
ance berween responsibility and authority. Yet, it 1s nevertheless a position of
great importance. Governing boards, faculty, students, alumni, and the press
tend to judge a university president on the issue of the day. Their true impact
on the institution is usually not apparent for many years after their tenure.
Decistons and actions must always be taken within the perspective of the
long-standing history and traditions of the university and for the benefit of not
only those currently served by the institution, but on behalf of future genera-
tions.
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CONCLUSION

We have entered a pertod of significant change in higher education as our uni-
versities attempt to respond to the challenges, opportunities, and responsibil-
ittes betore them (The Ghon Declaration, 1998). This time of great change,
of shifting paradigms, provides the context in which we must consider the
changing nature of the university (Duderstadt, J. J., 2000).

From this perspective, 1t 1s important to understand that the most critical
challenge facing most institutions will be to develop the capacity for change.
As we noted earlier, universities must seek to remove the constraints that pre-
vent them from responding to the needs of a rapidly changing society. They
should strive to challenge, excite, and embolden all members of their aca-
demic communities to embark on what should be a great adventure for higher
education. The successful adaptation of universities to the revolutionary chal-
lenges they face will depend a great deal on an institution’s collective ability
to learn and to continuously improve 1ts decision making process. It is critical
that higher education give thoughtful attention to the design of instirutional
processes for planning, management, and governance. Only a concerted effort
to understand the mmportant traditions of the past, the challenges of the
present, and the possibilities for the future can enable institutions to thrive
during a time of such change.

As the quote from Machiavelli at the beginning of this paper suggests, lead-
ing n the introduction of change can be both a challenging and a risky prop-
osttion. The resistance can be intense, and the political backlash threatening.
To be sure, 1t 1s sometimes difficult to act for the future when the demands of
the present can be so powerful and the traditions of the past so difficult to
challenge. Yet, perhaps this is the most important role of university leadership
and the greatest challenge for the university decision process in the years
ahead.
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CHAPTER

Governance, Change
and the Universities
in Western Europe

Guy Neave

INTRODUCTION

or nigh on three decades in Western Europe, what Anglo Saxon terminol-

ogy calls ‘governance’ has tried the ingenuity of leaders and the patience

of governments. Indeed, 1t has been the object of unremitting concern -
of political parties, Mmistries and, last bur very far from least, of the legislator.
From a long-term perspective, the issue of governance—that 1s the organization,
control and distribution of responsibility for teaching, learning and research at
the level of the individual university—is both enduring and vexatious. It 15 also
highly political. In Europe, it tends also to engage a very different discourse and
evokes a very different mental landscape from its counterpart in those other ‘ret-
crential systems’ Lof higher education, Brirain and the United States.

Precisely because the contexe, historical, political and orgamizational, 15 so
very different from cither Britamn or the United States, I want ro mark out
some of these differences, beginning first of all with the notion of governance
irself. There 1s some merit i doing this. It should remind us that if our dra-
logue has reached a pomnt where meanmingful lessons may be exchanged, we
should not lose sight of the fact that the paths which bring us rogether today
themiselves started from very different premises and in very different cireum-
stances. Nor does 1t exclude the possibility that they could diverge later.

I Guy Neave [1998] *Quatre modeles pour PUniersieé™, Conrrier de ['UNESCO), septem-
hre 1998

a1
[}
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Governance: a far from Universal Term

That “governance” is increasingly used as coterminous with ‘la gestion interne
de T'université’, ‘Bestuursorganisatie’, ‘Universitaetsverwaltung’ 1s not simply
areflection of the convenience that various forms of English have as the lingua
franca of our domamn. The concept of governance in Britain and the United
States assumes that the individual university possesses very real and substan-
tial powers for determining the use of the resources assigned to it and in the
decision to raise other resources. It also presumes that the individual univer-
sity controls independently and on its own, the appointment, promotion, rec-
ognition and reward of academic excellence amongst both students and aca-
demic staff. Thus, the supposedly plain and straightforward concept of
governance makes certain presumptions about the ‘proper’ relationship
between public authorities, their represenratives and the universities in which
the latter posses a high degree of self-government (De Groof, ]. & Neave, G.
& Svec, J., 1998).

Fifteen years ago, few of these assumptions applied in the same way in
Western Europe. The assumptions contained in the Anglo-American usage of
the term 1mplied a type of relationship between government and universities
that did not then exist. Much has changed in the intervening period. If today
we can debate the notion of governance within the Western European con-
text, it 1s precisely because the relationship between university and govern-
ment evolved heyond 1ts classic—and long enduring—mode of ‘State con-
trol’. Benearh the unfolding patterns of institutional self-regulation in
Western Europe lies a very radical change in relationship between central
national administration and university. This particular dynamic which, if
sometimes deniving from and inspired by, American practice, sets ‘gover-
nance’ within a very different political and cultural environment and has
imparted to it a very different evolutionary path.

The centrality of governance in today’s university world reflects a particu-
lar thrust in the higher education policy of Western European States. To the
adepts of Public Administration, this development is seen as part of a wider
trend, permeating into higher education from other sectors of public life.
Often described as the ‘new public management’, it entails on the one hand a
reduction in the range of activities coming under the oversight of central
national administration, together with greater efficiency and public account-
ability in the use of public resources on the other (Bliekle, [., 1998) (Maassen,
P. A.M. & Van Vught, F. A, 1994). An extension of this perspective concen-
trates on the relationship between state and university. It involves a shift from
detailed scrutiny and central direction, which parades under the short hand of
‘State control’, before a more accommodating and more flexible concept of

‘State supervision’ (Van Vught, F. A, 1997) (Neave, G. & Van Vught, F. A.,
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1991). Funcrions hitherto vested in a central Ministry have, in the course of
the past fifteen years or so, been delegated to the mdividual university and.
with them, an enhanced degree of ‘self regulation’. In most European systems,
academic appointments at senior level, self-validation of the curnculum or a
dimimution m the degree of formal central control exercised over the latcer
(Askling, B. & Bauer, M. & Marton, S., 1999) figure amongst these ‘repatri-
ated’ funcoons (Neave, (5., 1999).

Two Reforms for the Price of One

Changes 1n governance come from re-considering both the location and
weight of historic systems of control and regulation, which, by and large, have
been m place for the best part of a century or more. However, current debate
in Western Europe over forms of governance does not take place in an histor-
ical vacuum. And whilst it would be exaggerated to argue that what 1s happen-
ing today 1s an attempt to correct earlier developments, this interpretation 1s
not wholly urfounded. If we dismiss the first wave of reform in governance
that took place during the late Sixties to the late Seventies, we risk being less
sensitive to some aspects that arose 1n the course of the second.

Most denizens of British and American academia, aged 50 plus, are in the
case of the former, engaged in putting in place the 1dea of the entrepreneurial
university or, in the case of the latter, involved in adjusting 1t to economic or
technological change. Many of their fellows in mainland Europe have, how-
ever, been through two reforms in governance. Of these, the present challenge
of the ‘new economy’ 1s probably less traumatic, though more radical in 1ts
consequences for the distribution of authority.

Le Grand Soir of the Ordinarienuniversitaet:
1968 and its Aftermath

The significance of the reforms that from 1968 onwards rolled in upon the
university in Western Europe lies in several areas. ¢ First, 1t was a highly
political affair and treated as such by both its protagonusts and its adversar-
ies. From the standpoint of 1ts adepts, the pressure for overhauling ‘univer-
sity governance’ drew justification from the notion of ‘participant democ-
racy’. Participant democracy extended ‘democracy’ beyond the issue of who
should have access to knowledge. It focused specifically on the organization,
decision-making, participation and thus the distribution of authority, which
accompanied the dissemination of knowledge inside the university 1tself. In
this scheme of things, the ‘Gruppenuniversitaet” (The University of Repre-

2 For an 1rascible and testy account of these developments, see Shils E. & Daalder H.,
(eds), (1982), Unwersities, Poltictans and Bureaucrats: Cambridge University Press.
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sentative Groups) was erected as counter example to the dysfunctional and
supposedly ‘non democratic’ Ordenarienuniversitaet-the University of the
Senior Professors.

The pressure to found the ‘inner life’ of universities upon the transparency
of ‘collective representation’ of interests—junior staff, non academic personnel
and students (Neave, G. & Rhoades, G.. 1987)-in both central university
decision-making and in individual faculties generated a number of develop-
ments which have direct bearing on the present debate. First, the principle of
Tripartite representation (Drittelparitaet) set aside one third of seats on univer-
sity and faculty Councils to each constituency - academic staff, university per-
sonnel and students. The number of officially recognized ‘constituencies’
inside academia increased. Their relative weighting altered profoundly
(De Boer, H. & Denters, B. & Goedegebuure, L., 1998b). Second, and begin-
ning with the Dutch law of 1970, the principle of ‘corporate representation’—-
the representation of formally constituted groups within the university—
became the Ark of Covenant which, in the course of the Seventies laid the
basis of institutional governance in mainland Europe. Enshrined in the funda-
mental legislation of Germany and Austria in 1976 3, the system of ‘electoral
colleges’ embraced Sweden the following year, with similar measures intro-
duced in Greece and Spain during the early Eighties.

Fragmentation and Shifts in Basic Units

What might, perhaps mischievously, be called ‘Mode One’ # in the reform of
decision-making structures in Continental Europe, formally strengthened
internal accountabulity in the university sector > and supposedly counter-bal-
anced professorial power by a system of checks and balances. From the stand-
point of those less enthused by collective decision-making, ‘electoral collegi-

3 Respectively, in the shape of the Hochschulrahmengeserz of 1976 and the Universitaet-
sorganizationsgesetz of the same year, in Sweden a year later with the 1977 reforms.

4 Honour paid where honour 1s due. This term was first coined by Michael Gibbons and
applied to developments in science policy and research. It has, to the best of my belief, not
as yet been applied to the historical development of governance. The logic of so doing
becomes, however, unstoppable, once we change our perspective on the university qua
institution to that of being a sub-set of the ‘knowledge production process’ (sic)—see Gib-
bons, M. & Limoges, C. & Nowotny, H. & Schwartzmann, S. & Scott, P & Trow, M
(1994), The new production of knowledge the dynamucs of science and research in contempo-
rary soceties, London/Thousand Oaks/New Delhi, SAGE Publications, p. 179.

5 To call this process accountability 1s both an inaccuracy anc an anachronism, but con-
ventent nevertheless. Accountability, like governance, 15 a concept almost impossible to
translate directly mnto other European languages. Responsabilité, imputabilité in French
do not carry the same connotations of rendering accounts to those to whom the establish-
ment has a moral obhgation so to do
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ality” served both to fragment and to politicize the inner life of the university
(Shils, E. & Daalder, H., 1982). Fragmentation, however, was not confined to
the shifting alignments of the vartous groups inside erther university or faculty
councils. It also emerged in the shape of new ‘basic units’ below Faculty level.
The creation of sub faculty groupmgs—-the so called Unites d’Ensergnement
et de Recherche—in the wake of the French Lot d'Orientation of 1968 and
their counrerparts in the Netherlands and Germany—the Vakgroep and the
Fachbereiche—rthe first introduced by the law on University Governance of
1970 (Wet op de Universitaire Bestuurshervorming) and the second by the
Higher Education Guideline Law of 1970, are mteresting from several points
of view. They reflected, at a time of massive student growth, the necd for a
teaching unit below the faculty level, less remote from either students or seadf.
They also reflected the conviction that astudent body, of increasing diversity,
required a closer, pedagogic ‘encadrement’. In trurh, the taculty had Licerally
outgrown 1ts functions, both as the mamn adnunistranve and as a teaching
unte. In rerms of relanionship berween reachmg staff, ‘Department” equiva-
lents were cast ‘as the very model of a modern” collegiality. In the Nether-
lands, following the promulgation of rhe 1970 Law on University Gover-
nance, Departmental Boards, with a majority of teaching staff, but also
mcludimg non academic personnel and students, clected thetr Charrmen on a
one year mandate from amongst full professors (De Boer, H. & Denters, B &
Goedegebuure, L., 1998a).

Change and Continuity

Radical though changes in the basic units for knowledge delivery and the
strengthening of ‘corporate participation” were—the latter to be understood
in 1ts original meaning of a gutld or medieval corporation—rthey remained
reforms meernal to the university. In terms of co-ordination and authority,
netther the relationship with the Seate nor with the market, were objects of
reviston. The mmpact fell withim the ‘facademic ohgarchy’. Certainly, the
apparent demise of the Ordinarienuniversitaet was radical in ieself. But, the
way i which change was carried out and the basic principles that underlay
tt, from an adnunistrative and legal srandpomt, m no way departed from
well-established practice. Instruments of change remained, m effect, the tra-
dictonal armory of national legislation. They applied in a homogeneous tash -
1on across the whole of the universiry sector throughout the breadth and
depth of the land. In France and Germany, re-definition of participant con-
stituencies and ‘knowledge delivery svstems’ formed a sub-set within
hroader, framework legislation which <er down the overall operating frame
tor the university, whilst reserving the right of the Ministry to elaborate on
those aspects—finance or curriculumn development, for instance,—which
micht require attention later.



Chapter 4: Governance, Change and the Universities in Western Europe 57

Thus, inner change was balanced by continuity in the instrumentality that
implemented it. Though agendas naturally varied from university to univer-
sity, the composition, size and remit of committees and councils—university,
faculty or departinent—did not. They reflected the ‘national’ nature and sta-
tus of the university. In short, the principle of ‘legal homogeneity’ both sym-
bolic of, and as a means of upholding national unity, survived intact. © So, also,
did established boundaries of national regulation over such domains as degree
validation, control over curriculum, length of courses, creation of posts—and
in some instances, nomination to posts—areas which, with certain excep-
tions, fell firmly under the oversight of national authority and were subject ro
national legal stipulation, remained set in that mould.

Despite internal reform, the distinction Trow drew a quarter of a century
ago between the ‘public’ and ‘private’ lives of academia in Britain and the
United States (Trow, M., 1975) remained less clearly delineated in Europe.
Nartional regulation still penetrated into and set norms for those functions,
which in both Britain and the United States, stood as quintessential features
of institutional self-regulation.

Mode One of Governance Reform: a Retrospective View

What were the lasting achievements of Mode One reform? Given the pas-
sions, heat and energy aroused, the outcomes were remarkably modest. By the
same token, given the very radical changes Mode 2 reform introduced to the
inner decision-making machinery of universities in Western Europe, how lit-
tle effervescence it generated amongst the student estate is just as astounding.
It there was much heart-searching amongst academia, it found little echo
amongst society at large—a phenomenon which itself deserves closer scrutiny.
Mode One reform focused on a political agenda. In the long run, neither the
relationship with State nor with Society, still less the instruments of national
policymaking, were altered.

The same cannot be said of the second wave of reform, which since the mid
Eighties in Western Europe has been urged on by economic and industrial
considerations—though these are no less ideologically powerful. Though not
always couched in such terms, ‘de-regulation’ and ‘marketisation’ (Dill, D. &

6 For the notion of legal homogeneity, sce Neave, G. & Van Vught, E A., (1991),
Prometheus Bound: the changing relationship between higher education and government in West-
ern Europe, Oxford, Pergamon; Neave, G. & Van Vught, E A., (1994), Government and
Higher Education acvoss Three Continents: the winds of change, Oxford, Pergamon; for a more
historic account of this value set in its importance in shaping the development of univer-
sities in Europe see Neave, G., (2001), “The European Dimension in higher education:
the use of historical analogues” in Huisman, Maassen, D. A. M. & Neave, G, (eds), Higher
Education and the Nation State, Oxford/Paris, Elsevier Science for IAU Press.
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Sporn, B., 1996) began to unravel the financial nexus between university and
central government. Sometimes, part of the budgetary burden was transferred
to regional and local government—Spain (Garcia Garrido, J.-L., 1992) and
France (Merrien, F.-X. & Musselin, C., 1999) being particular examples of
this partial ‘diversification’. The more modest role now attributed to central
national administration in running higher education, a development vari-
ously described as ‘remote steering’ (Van Vught, F. A, 1988) or as the ‘off-
loading state’, was accompanied by radical overhaul to the instrumentality
employed and to its point of application.

The Radicalism of Mode 2 Reform in Governance

Viewed from outside mainland Europe, the shift from ‘national regulation’ to
‘self-regulation’ may appear both just and natural, the equivalent of those who
have sinned by over reliance on State protection against the chill winds of the
market, coming to repentance and admitting, at last, the error of their ways.
It is a view, which, if understandable, tends to underplay the theories of polit-
ical and social development that such a relationship once underpinned. ’
With central administration now defined as ‘strategic’ or ‘remote’, so the
instrumentality of policy underwent revision. Revision involved adding
national systems of qualitative evaluation, indicators of performance with the
possibility of moving towards ‘benchmarking’ (Scheele, J. P. & Maassen, P. A.
M. & Westerhijden, D. J., 1998) as the prime means for assessing outcomes.
With higher education policy concentrating on outcomes and relying on indi-
vidual institutions setting their own objectives for the attainment of national
priorities, the formal legal fiction, long defended in many Western European
countries, that all universities were equal in status, could no longer be sus-
tained.

7 For a more extensive development of this problematique and the political assumptions
which underpin the notion of the university serving the ‘national’ — as opposed to the
‘local’ community, see Neave, G., (1997), “The European Dimension in Higher Educa-
tion”, op. cit., also Brinckmann, H., (1998) Neue Freiheit der Universitaeten: operative
Autonomie der Lehre und Forschung an Hochschulen, Sigma, Berlin.

8 A minor parenthesis, but nevertheless an important one. It is only during the Nineties
in Europe that the term ‘Research University’ began to gather credence. To European ears,
it is an oxymoron. Universities were research universities to the extent that all trained
students to the Ph.D or its equivalent level and had the right to award the doctoral degree.
If research was not undertaken, the formal obligation was nevertheless incumbent on aca-
demic staff. Interestingly, the term ‘research university’ only began to assume extended
usage when the principle of externally defined competition became an integral instrument
for the ‘steering’ of higher education policy in Western Europe.
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The Drive to Convergence

De-regulation expanded the area of institutional discretion—and responsibil-
ity. Instead of being concerned primarily with verifying the application of
national legislation, governance now extended to such areas as income gener-
ation, the negotiation of paid services to the external community Y the inter-
nal attribution of resources, financial and human. The second wave of gover-
nance reform began with the French Higher Education Guideline laws of
1984 and 1989. It assumed further momentum with the 1993 reforms in Swe-
den (Askling, B. & Bauer, M. & Marton, S., 1999) Denmark (Rasmussen,
1999) and Austria (Pechar, H. & Pellert, A., 1998), reached Norway in 1996
and the Netherlands with the 1997 University Modernisation Act (De Boer,
H. & Denters, B. & Goedegebuure, L., 1998a). The salient feature of the sec-
ond wave lies in governance a ['européenne taking on a substantial discretion-
ary dimension with which it is usually associated in the Anglo-American lit-
erature (Harmon, G., 1992).

Changing Focus, Changing Instrumentalities

The rationale beneath ‘Mode 2’ governance reform differed markedly and rad-
ically from its predecessor. Whilst ‘Mode One’ rested on a political interpre-
tation—extending internal democracy by bringing the joys of participation to
new constituencies—the second drew its strength from the imperatives of
economic progress. As the decade unfolded, so did government priorities.
What began as exercises in cost containment and a quest for new ways to
enforce and to ascertain institutional efficiency acquired its own dynamic,
which moved towards adjusting the internal workings of universities as key
institutions in a ‘knowledge-based economy’.

Within the individual university, reform of governance focused upon
strengthening executive authority, upon closer internal scrutiny of the cost,
output and performance of individual components—be they faculties, depart-
ments or research units—, upon developing explicit ties with the local and/or
the regional community in contrast to previous concentration upon the uni-
versity’s place in the national community. Cerrainly, legislation aimed at
strengthening institutional autonomy. But, it was an autonomy which, if more
extensive, was tempered by a no less extensive system of institutional account-
ability and by the setting up of ‘agencies of public purpose’, sometimes sited
inside the Ministry of Education or its counterpart, sometimes occupying a
formal independence from the Ministry, but located within the purlieu of cen-
tral administration. Amongst examples of the former arrangement are Ireland

9 In France, for example, until 1980, individual universities required formal clearance
from the Ministry to engage in contract work with the private sector.
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and Sweden, whereas the latter are to be found in France (Staropoli, A., 1987)
and in the British Quality Assessment Agency (Scheele, J. & Maassen, P. A.
M. & Westerheijden, D. J., 1998).

The controlling framework itself shifted focus from input to output and
from a predominantly legislative basis through ministerial decrees and circu-
lars to a more complex, sophisticated and certainly more inquisitive instru-
mentality, specifically conceived for and focused on, higher education. This
new instrumentality grew up in addition to its juridically based predecessor

{De Groof, J. Neave, G. & Svec, ]., 1998).

Changes in Leadership Legitimacy

This was not the only change that followed in the wake of overhauling pat-
terns of governance in mainland Europe. As much symbolic as substantive has
been the re-seating of the source of authority and legitimacy, which now
attaches to the Rector, Vice Chancellor or University President. Three
decades ago, Mode One reform, if anything underlined Rectoral legitimacy as
deriving directly from the extended collegiality it had established ' (CRE,
1986, 1987). Since one of the explicit purposes of contemporary governance
reform is to make the university more sensitive to economic change, more effi-
cient and more business-like, it is not greatly surprising that such shifts in pur-
pose are also accompanied by shifts in the basis of legitimacy on which lead-
ership itself resides. Indeed, that Presidential authority is increasingly
interpreted in terms of positive ‘leadership’ rather than in its traditional
responsibility of collective institutional representation which befell university
Presidents as ‘primi inter pares’. This change in interpretative context is itself
of more than passing interest, since it is symbolic of those deep changes con-
tained in the underlying values of quality, efficiency and enterprise that cur-
rent reforms in governance seek to embed in Europe’s universities. At this
point, we need to return to a rather less explored aspect of the long historic
relationship between universities in Europe and the notion of public service.
[t is a tie that deserves some attention, if only for the fact that it stands as a
major contextual difference between universities in Europe and in the United
States.

Irrespective of how the withdrawal of the State is interpreted, whether in
terms of ‘de-regulation’, ‘marketisation’ or (to use an awful French neologism)
‘contractualisation’, it is a process which involves a fundamental displace-
ment of what is best described as the ‘referential institution’—that is, the

10 In the aftermath of 1968, certain universities saw rectoral candidates no longer drawn
exclusively from the senior professoriate, but also included representatives of the Assistant
estate. Some in France and Germany even elected Rectors from amongst their ranks, an
enthusiasm since corrected!
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prime source of ‘good practice’—effectively, a referential model from which
standards are set and procedures taken over and emulated. Since the founda-
tion of the Nation State in Europe, the major referential institution for the
universities has been the national civil service, in terms of conditions of
employment, formal status of individual academics. Seen from this stand-
point, one of the outstanding strategic thrusts behind Mode 2 governance
reforms involves detaching the university from the national civil service as
referential institution and putting the private sector in its stead. The new ref-
erential institution is the business enterprise.

Clearly, the implications of this change in referential perspective deserve
closer exploration per se, though obviously this is not the place to do so. Bur,
one area where its impact is already evident is in the source of presidential
legitimacy and authority. In contemporary Europe, Presidential authority cur-
rently is in process of moving from its historic base grounded in collegiality to
authority grounded on managerial rationality, a move encapsulated in the re-
definition of presidential authority along the lines of being the Chief Execu-
tive Officer or deriving from the role of president qua ‘corporate leader’

(Askling, B. & Bauer, M. & Marton, S., 1999).

Stakeholders, Governors or Trustees

Strengthening of presidential and executive authority, a more formally iden-
tified ‘chain of responsibility’, are the central purposes of much recent legisla-
tion in Western Europe. There is, however, a further dimension involved in
Mode 2 reform of governance, which sets it off from its predecessor. As we
have seen, the reforms of the Sixties and Seventies turned around extending
the ‘participant constituencies’ inside the university. Those of the Eighties and
Nineties place particular stress, however, on reinforcing the weight of ‘external
constituencies’ and of outside interests—of ‘civil’, ‘lay’ or ‘stakeholder’ society
(Rasmussen, J. G., 1998).

Not surprisingly, the ways in which ‘external’ society is represented are sub-
ject to considerable variation. The Consejo Social in Spanish universities is
one variant. Essentially, it brings together representatives of employers,
unions and the local community, acting in an advisory capacity and as a forum
for consulting local opinion {Garcia Garrido, J.-L., 1992). Bereft of executive
powers, the Consejo Social harks back an earlier tradition of ‘constituency
collegiality’. More radical are the changes introduced in recent Dutch legisla-
tion and, more particularly, the 1997 Act on Modernizing the University (De
Boer, H. & Denters, B. & Goedegebuure, L., 1998b). Here, the representation
of external interests is set at the highest level. The Act split leadership
between Rector and President of the Executive Board, an arrangement not
dissimilar to the American model of University President and Chairman of
the Board of Trustees. The Rector assumes the executive responsibility for
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university affairs, whilst the President of the Executive Board is drawn from
outside the university. Another variation, though this time putting a slightly
different interpretation on the duplex ordo, was enacted with the 1996 Norwe-
gian Act on Universities and Colleges. The 1996 Act placed further emphasis
on strong academic and administrative leadership and set down clear respon-
sibility between academic and administrative leaders (Dimmen, A & Kyvik,
S., 1998).

France provides a further example of tipping the balance more clearly in
favor of external interests, though it remains exceptional and limited to new
universities, mainly technological in bias, founded in the course of the Eight-
ies. Here, the Governing Board (Comité d'Orientation) is made up of a major-
ity of representatives from business, industry and regional authorities. Con-
ceived as an interface between university and the outside world, the
Governing Board is chaired by a ‘external personality’ (Merrien, F.-X. & Mus-
selin, C., 1999).

These few examples show the way current reforms in the governance struc-
tures of Europe’s universities seek to accommodate ‘stakeholder society’. They
also display certain common features. The first is the evident and increasing
centrality of ‘external interests’. No longer are they confined to a suspicious
‘marginality’ as ill-defined constituencies in a large and amorphous body,
which tended to be their fate under the regime of ‘participant democracy’.
Second, theirs is a position of strategic significance, firmly rooted at leadership
level and exercising leadership responsibility rather than maintaining a
merely representative presence. Third, external interests are seated in key
executive bodies which, compared to those created to meet the press of ‘par-
ticipant democracy’ a quarter of a century or more ago, are relatively restricted
in size - a feature which is shared by the ‘new universities’ in the United King-
dom, in contrast to their more venerable colleagues.

The Ghost of Reform Past

Yer, the rationalization of responsibility and the concentration of executive
authority, which are the heart of current reforms in the governance of West-
ern Europe’s universities, do not take place in a vacuum. New patterns of insti-
tutional co-ordination, management and decision-making have settled upon
others already in place. These other arrangements are themselves the heart-
land of an earlier, perhaps less efficient form of governance, grounded in the
notion of collegiality, whose strength lies at departmental level. In short, the
current state of institutional governance is split between two very different
organizational and organized value systems, which, in this essay for sake of
convenience, we have labeled Mode One, and Mode Two. This de facto
‘mixed model’, combining central executive authority and peripherally-based
strongholds of collegiality may indeed be transitory, just as it may also possess
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high innovative potential (Clark, B. R., 1998). Nevertheless, it is no less a
source of potential conflict. Recent research into the impact of governance
reforms at the institutional level suggests that it is not withour its downside
{(Dimmen, A. & Kyvik, S., 1998) (Askling, B. & Bauer, M. & Marton, S.,
1999) (Rasmussen, J. G., 1998). The burden of self-regulation and expanded
accountability procedures are often construed as a threat to their influence
and authority by departments and basic units (Askling, B. & Bauer, M. &
Marton, S., 1999).

That said, the issue of boundary between central managerialism and what
some may see as the apparent imperviousness of departments remains intact.
What is no less intact is the paradox that policies of self-regulation and decen-
tralization become themselves subject to bitter dispute as managerial author-
ity in the self-regulating institution begins to bite. It is a situation fraught with
peril since, ultimately, it bids fair to drive a wedge between institutional lead-
ership and academic staff. !

CONCLUSION

From the de facto co-existence of two conflicting interpretations of self-regu-
lation, one operating in the institution at central level based on executive
authority, backed by the weight of law, the other, collegial and representative,
based on established practice, a number of conclusions may be drawn.

First, that the move from governance based on a participatory ethic to one
grounded in management rationality—from Mode One to Mode Two—in
Western Europe is far from being complete, though clearly some countries will
be more advanced along this path than others. Nor has the drive to strengthen
institutional efficiency been universally successful in terms of exchanging old
governance patterns for new (Pechar, H. & Pellert, A., 1998).

Second, introducing change in governance systems reflects a very old
adage: “Legislate in haste and dispute at leisure.” As we penetrate behind leg-
islative enactment into its consequences at institutional level, so the task of
transformation appears both protracted and delicate. It is, moreover, a task the

11 Nor is this situation confined to Europe. Commenting on the discrepancy between the
values, objectives and agenda of management and of the devolved units - Faculties and
Departments - in Australian universities, Wood & Meek noted: “the increased conflict
and alienation amongst rank and file staff as institutions become more corporate -like and
managerial in orientation. The executive appears in danger of increasingly distancing
itself from the collegial needs and philosophical outlook of most academic staff while itself
lacking confidence in the institution’s peak governing body.” (Wood & Lynn Meek 1998,
“Higher education governance and management: Australia”, Higher Education Policy,
Vol. 11, No 2-3)
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success of which is dependent on the weight-—or its absence—of informal tra-
ditions and values contained in an organizational ethic that still retains a very
particular strength in Western Europe. That strength derives very especially
from the fact that the first step in modernizing governance systems in Europe
entailed the State’s earlier underwriting, extending and endorsing that very
principle of academic collegiality that appears increasingly at odds with the
drive towards the concentration of executive responsibility around key indi-
viduals and key posts which is the essence of contemporary reform in the gov-
ernance of Europe’s universities. It is from such a context that the thesis of the
‘confiscated revolution’ has drawn inspiration. Simply stated, this view inter-
prets enhanced institutional autonomy as advancing less the authority of the
academic estate so much as the power of its administrative counterpart.

The third conclusion must be that in Western Europe the issue of gover-
nance is, at present, in a state of considerable flux and transition. The burden
of reform may indeed have shifted to the individual university. But as atten-
tion comes to focus on the institutional level, so we become aware of the pres-
ence of deeply-laid centrifugal forces acting on the periphery, obeying their
own interpretation of self-regulation in defense of identity, territory and inter-
nal coherence. True, the priorities of what has been described as Academic
Tribes (Becher, A., 1989), the disciplinary fields, subdividing, splitting off,
each seeking a new identity and means to uphold it, may indeed be seen by
some as a source of potential fragmentation. Against the tidiness of the new
managerialism, this situation bids fair to perpetuate a multi-layered and com-
plex model of decision-making which may well nullify whatever gains have
been already been made in efficiency (Braun, D. & Merrien, F.-X., 1999).

[t remains to be seen whether the new executive bodies are powerful
enough to complete what some see as a half-finished managerial revolution,
or, whether they will be brought up short by those interests that have been
long in place. That the issue still hangs in the balance should give cause for
thought to those who believe that direct intervention by government is a
thing of the past. In Europe, de-regulation and non-intervention are far from
being acquired rights. And even in those instances where they once were,
there is no reason why they should remain so. Rather both are conditional.
They are conditional on the successful outcome of a reform, which more than
any other in recent times has direct impact on the nature and the way aca-
demic work is carried out.
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CHAPTER

Governance: the Challenges
of Globalization

Howard J. Newby

GLOBALIZATION

igher education is not immune to the forces of globalization so visi-

ble in the world of business and commerce. This 1s already particu-

larly apparent on the research side of most universities. Top-quality
researchers have long had their own international network of peers who take
on the roles, variously, of deadly rivals and friendly collaborators. In areas of
so-called “big science”, this has long been a necessity due to the very high cost
of equipment and infrastructure. However, in recent decades this trend has
also been apparent in most areas of academic activity, including the arts and
social sciences. In Europe, it 1s being encouraged by the European Union and
successive Framework Programmes, which have taken forward quite remark-
ably the degree of cooperation across national boundaries. Moreover, the
nature of recently emergent scientific problems — global environmental
change, the human genome project, etc. - has also demanded scientific anal-
ysts, organization and cooperation on a truly global scale.

The globalization of research has been hoth a cause and a consequence of
two major innovations. The first, and most obvious, 1s the growth of informa-
tion and communication technologies, which have allowed fast, cheap and
user-friendly means of communication between research groups. In the UK,
for example, probably the single biggest impact upon the daily lives of most
academics was the introduction of the joint academic network (JANET) in
the 1970s. The growth of the Internet was therefore something that most aca-
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Jdemies found relatively unproblematic. Now there is the promise of digital
broadcasting to open up a whole new era of global communications which, as
we shall see below, will begin to feed into the teaching, and nort just the
research, side of university life.

The second mmnovation is less commented upon but, in my view, 1t 15
equally decisive. This 15 the growth of English as the de facto global language.
This is particularly true of science and 1t 15 being fostered by the growth of the
information technologies (IT) described in the previous paragraph. The emer-
vence of English as the global language has provided a competitive advantage
to Higher Education in the UK, but one which s, of course, not unigue to the
UK: the United States, Canada, Australia and other English-speaking coun-
tries have also used this advantage to foster their international Iinks, not least
to recrutt overseas students to their universities.

While globalization is well advanced on the rescarch side of most universities,
it 15 less prominent so far m teachimg and learning. However, the global spread of
IT and the English language are now providing the conditions for the develop-
ment of a truly global market in teaching and learning i higher education. Tt s
possible, for example, to set a terminal anywhere m the world and undertake an
MBA Course mounted by any one of a number of leadmg North American and
Furopean msttations. The markert for higher education through distance learn-

ing has been estimated ar $300 billion worldwide—and this 1s growing. As we
move more and more mto a knowledge-drn en economy, there 15 no reason to
believe that the higher education market will not rapidly become globalized.

In the Untred Srates some of these tendencies are already well advanced.
There has beert a range of responses amongst higher education mstitutions in
the USA, many of which give an indication of how matters may develop m
Europe, ranging from for-profit organizations ke the University of Phoenix
to the launch of a combined on-line course catalogue by a number of leading
established US universities, some of whom have enlisted private sector sup-
port for their courseware development. Knowledge-providers in the privare
sector are also linmg up to attack the global market i higher education in the
twenty-first century, sometimes on therr own, more often mn conjunction with
existing universities. While the universities provide most of the acadenuc
expertise and cructally the “branding” necessary for market credibility, the
partners provide production facilities, distribution, marketing, ete, as well as
much of the underlying technology, in order for the operation to proceed on
a truly global basis. The universities have access to the necessarily large
amounts of fundimg needed to invest in the development and maintenance of
courseware, while the private sector partners have access to the quality con-
trol procedures, accreditation and status of established universities.

I the UK rthere are few signs thar these kinds of partnerships are being
brought rogether, despite the high quahty of Bricsh hugher education and the
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high quality of creative talent in the UK media sector. Higher education, of
course, remains a social, and not just a cognitive, experience. Students want
more than to sit in front of VDU screens. Nevertheless for certain, and growing,
parts of the market, such as distance learning, provided it can be of high quality,
IT-based education fulfils an important need. This particularly applies to what
one might call the continuing professional development end of the market. This
also happens to be a rather profitable area of higher education in the UK.
These possibilities will also be assisted by changing patterns of student
demand for teaching and learning. The conventional three-year, fulltime, res-
idential course was based upon what might be called a “just in case” philoso-
phy of learning. We have all known that in the vast majority of subjects most
of the knowledge gained in a university course is not used directly during the
litetime of a student’s career. Nevertheless we have continued to teach it, “just
in case” it 15 needed. Or, recently, the increasing flexibility of access to higher
education in the UK has provoked a discernible shift to more “just in time”
forms of delivery ~ lifelong learning and all that. In the future, however, the
trends outlined at birth may well produce a further shift towards “just for you”
forms of learning, in which students can access from a vast array of courseware
the elements required to meet their particular needs at a particular time.
While there will undoubtedly remain a market for the conventional three-
year, full-time, residential degree, it may well be smaller than at present and
institutions may increasingly have to choose their niche in the market.

CHANGING MISSION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

One of the reasons why these trends have largely escaped our attention in the
UK is that we have been consumed recently by internally derived changes in
the structure and function of higher education. The very rapid shift from an
elite to a mass system of higher education need hardly be labored here — this
shift 1s now widely acknowledged even if some of its implications still need to
be worked through. Certainly the shift towards mass, or even “comprehen-
sive”, higher education has challenged traditional conceptions of the univer-
sity. In particular, the old Humboldt ideal of a university — essentially that of
an ivory tower separate from society at large and therefore not contaminated
by pressures of everyday life — is now virtually dead. While most governments
in both the developed and developing world have well understood the need
to expand higher education in order to attain global competitiveness in a
knowledge-driven world, they have been equally reluctant to fund higher edu-
cation at a level that would simultaneously sustain mass Higher Education and
the Humboldt ideal. This is even more true when 1t comes to research. Thus,
as the higher education sector has grown 1n size, so has it become more diverse
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both in terms of function and insticutionally. Coming to terms with this diver-
sity 15 one of the major challenges for higher cducation m the twenty-first cen-
tury.

[t should also be noted that this shift from an elite to a mass system of
higher education has been accompanied by a shift in public policy with regard
to universities. University education is no longer funded publicly as an end in
itselt. Rather 1t 1s funded tor more ulterior, even utilitartan, purposes. In other
words, higher education 1s a means rather than an end. The expansion of pub-
lic funding has not taken place on the basis of cultivating young minds for
their own sake; rather, it has taken place on the basis of promoting societal,
and not just indwvidual, values. Universities have therefore been given a mis-
ston, one that 1s moreover set by those from outside the university world—
principally government. In the UK at the present time, for example the mis-
ston is quite clear; it 1s to aid economic competitiveness and promote social
incluston. While universities remain dependent upon the public purse this 1s
inevitable, but this also implies a degree of flexibility to change n relation to
externally defined goals with which universities have felt 1t uncomfortable to
come to terms. A good example of this is the promotion of lifelong learning.
This 1s seen as increasingly necessary i order to fulfill the mission of univer-
stties relating to both economic competitiveness and social inclusion. But it
also implies a quite radical adjustment of the structure and functioning of uni-
versities, changes which universitics have, on the whole, been responding to
rather than controlling. Thus, the delivery of hifelong learning has quite pro-
found implications for the structure and function of higher education; 1t
implies a set of qualitative and not just quantitative changes in the nature of
teaching and learning.

GOVERNANCE AND STAKEHOLDERS

Taken together, the changes have gathered around the university sector a
group of stakeholders whose roles have been subtly changing. Students, for
example, see themselves less as pupils and more as customers—a trend accel-
erated in the UK by the recent introduction of substantial fees for undergrad-
uate students. Moreover, the student body 1tself has become more diverse,
whether measured in terms, of age, gender, ethnicity, modes of study, social
background, etc. This in turn has created a demand for more flexible forms of
delivery. Access to higher education has come to be seen less as a privilege for
which students are grateful, and more as a right which carries with it attendant
expectations. And this change 1n the culture of learning has led our students
to make comparisons, not always flattering, between standards of service that
they receive n universities and the standards they receive from other knowl-
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edge providers in the private sector and elsewhere. This not only applies to the
quality of teaching and learning (including the quality of coursework), but
also to other facets of university life, where services ranging from catering to
computing are increasingly compared with standards applicable in the private
sector.

As the investment of public funds in higher education has increased, so too
have governments taken a closer interest in university affairs. The ulterior,
and sometimes utilitarian, nature of government policies towards higher edu-
cation has seen universities become more and more closely intertwined with
policy delivery outside the narrowly defined educational sphere—for example,
economic competitiveness, regional economic development, urban regenera-
tion, social inclusion, technological innovation. Public funding of universities
is increasingly targeted, sometimes quite specifically, towards the encourage-
ment or achievement of particular policy goals. Bur overarching all of this s
the government’s demand for increasing value for money and hence, in the
UK at least, a much more interventionist system of quality assurance, quality
control and relentless evaluation.

The growth of external evaluation of our affairs has accompanied, and in
part been caused by, a decline in professional trust relationships. This 1s being
brought about because governments have, rightly or wrongly, observed that
the culture of the academic profession has, on the whole, lagged behind
changes in the structure, organization and-—crucially—culture of other orga-
nizations in the private sector, most notably the business corporation. To use
A H Halsey’s well-known aphorism, “the decline of donnish dominion” is
now well advanced. This 1s not only reflected in declining comparative salary
levels and increase in staff: student ratios, but also 1in the decline of institu-
tional loyalty and even manifest casualisation, especially of research staff. Any
attempt to remedy these trends clearly has to take account of the strong pres-
sures towards outsourcing which the new Internet technology and digital
broadcasting technology permit. This, of course, 1s by no means unique to the
university world, though how far universities will simply become commuission-
ing agents for courseware the quality of which they control, but which they do
not produce or distribute, remains to be seen. At this extreme, it will strike at
the very heart of the Humboldt ideal — the academic profession no longer has
the solitude and increasingly has less autonomy to control both the content
and the assessment of the learning for which it 1s responsible. In the UK at the
present time, this 1s an area of major public controversy as what are assumed
by the academic profession as increasingly intrusive and bureaucratic forms of
control are being promoted by quasi-governmental agencies tasked with
ensuring what elsewhere might be termed trading standards.

However, these new technologies are by no means used solely to support
highly centralized systems of control, quite the contrary. Internet rechnology
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has allowed self-governing communities of academics to come together in
ways that quite transcend national houndaries and institutional loyalties.
There 1s very little that senior management in universities can, or should, do
to restrict this process. Indeed, in many respects, 1t 15 a development to be very
much welcomed, for not only 1s the speed of communication enhanced by the
new communication technologies, but also academic colleagues come, quite
voluntaristically, to benchmark the standards and quality of therr research and
teaching agamst each other through a loosely organized, but sometimes, quite
viCIous, system of peer assessment and review.

[ many respects these trends summarize the contradictory characteristics
of present changes in governance in universities. On the one hand, a group of
increasingly vocal and articulate external stakeholders make demands chat
drive universities towards more centralized. and certamly more burcaucratic,
forms of quality control with outputs thae can be measured and demonstrated
to our external audiences. On the other hand, the new technologies have also
empowered our colleagues as mdnviduals 10 ways that are not amenable to
orthodox forms of management and covernance. It 1s Little wonder that exas-
perated university leaders have occasionally been heard to mutter that the
modern university verges upon the ungovernable.

GOVERNANCE AND GLOBAL PARTNERSHIPS

The implications of all these changes are potentially very far-reaching for tra-
ditional systems of governance in higher education. In particular, the collegial
system of deciston making with which we are all familiar m bhoth Europe and
North America has found 1t very difficult to come to terms with the acceler-
ating rate of change. Equally, there is no evidence that a shift towards a more
cleatly defined system of hine management, wich a “command and control”
style of insticutional leadership, has been any more successful. In comparable
knowledge-based organizations m the private sector, the shift has been in the
other direction, towards flatter management structures with maore participa-
tive deciston-making. Nevertheless, most members of the academic profession
have found e difficule to come to terms with the existence of other manage-
ment techmiques mmported from the private sector — most notably manage-
ment according to outputs rather than inputs and, especially, management by
ohjectives. This has not been helped by some of the more arcane aspects of the
performance mdicator industry imported mro higher education. Nevertheless,
we stll struggle to develop appropriate systems of governance, which can
simultaneously be collegral and participative, whilst also decisive and agile.
All of this has placed a very high premium on the quality of mstitutional Tead-
ctship.
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CONCLUSION

In my concluding comments, however, I do not wish to concentrate on these
internal aspects of governance, important though they are. Instead, [ wish to
concentrate on a more emergent, and certainly lictle noticed, problem: the
emergence of global, or at least rransnational, systems of collaboration
between universities, on the one hand, and the essentially national systems of
accountability and evaluation which pertain, on the other.

Viewed from a European perspective, the move towards international col-
laboration between universities has been fuclled by two quire separate sets of
mitiatives. The first concerns the European Union uself, for since the Treaty
of Maastricht, the Commussion has possessed the lTegislative power to include
cducation amongst tts activities and in recent years 1t has been a very active
player i the university world, developing progranes in hoth teaching and
rescarchy which he alongside those developed at the national and regional lev-
¢ls. There has been o burgeonimg of both teaching and rescarch collaboration
among the European Union member states, but also there has been a starthing
rise 1 student mobility across Europe. In this sense, hugher educarion 1s berng
used as a vehiele for European imtegration, and in this respect 1t has been very
successtul. This recently culminared in borh the Sorbonne declaration and 1ts
successor, the Bologna declaration, which <cek to harmonize the “archirec-
ture” of higher education qualifications systems in Europe.

Meanwhile, universities themselves have been coming rogether quite out-
side the formal structures of collaboration withm Europe. In part these have
heen quite loose partnerships of European universities atmed at influencing
the Commussion’s Higher Education’s policies and practices (e.g., the
Santander Group). But, more recently, rhese collaborations have become
more global in scope and more than just talking shops. There 15 a marked ten-
dency now for quite formal collaborative structures ro emerge spannmg not
only Europe, but also North America, Asta and Australasta. Groupimgs as var-
1ed as Universitas 21 and unext.com have emerged as ways in which idivid-
ual universities can come together to form global alliances and partnerships
which can engage m a wide range of acuvities: benchmarking quality m
reaching and research; joint marketing (especratly o attract graduate stu-
dents); research collaboration; students and staff exchanges; jomt coursework
development: credit accumulation and transter; and even joint ventures with
private sector partners. The analogy here s rather like that of the alhances
which have emerged amongse arrhines, which proceed from joint marketing
through to buillding a global brand and on into code sharing (the acadenne
cquivalent being credie accumulation and transfer). None of these groupings
have-—ver—proceeded far along the pathway towards full legal incorporation
and trading. But. I suspect that alliances of this kind will be needed i order
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to service a developing global market for students and courseware that would
be attractive to both the students themselves and to private sector investors.
In addition, students in the future are likely to be even more mobile across
national boundaries as they seek to make themselves more employable in a
global market place.

These kinds of transnational alliances, then, are proceeding both top-down
and bottom-up. As Haug (1999) has pointed out in a recent review, top-down
and bottom-up moves towards transnational collaboration have been a
response to the new environment marked by globalization, new communica-
tion technologies, English as a lingua franca, increased competition and grow-
ing commercialization. For example, he points out:

e Foreign/overseas universities increasingly recruit paying students in
Europe; it has not been sufficiently noticed that in the early nineteen
nineties for the first time the number of Europeans studying in the
USA exceeded the number of American students in Europe.

e Foreign universities increasingly are opening branch campuses in
European countries either in their own name or via a franchising
agreemnent with a local institution in Europe; in this type of transna-
tional education students may sometimes eamn the foreign degree
without leaving their country although most move abroad to finish
their studies and earn the degree; the same is also true, of course, both
of European universities setting up campuses, predominantly in Asia
and Latin America.

¢ Transnational distance education originating overseas is increasing
rapidly; most 1s produced by established, accredited universities but
there are accreditation bodies at home who have in the past paid little
attention to inspecting their overseas operations; the example of the
Unuversity of Phoenix also indicates the development of lifelong
learning delivered in modules through small, private institutions n
many countries in Europe.

Overall, as Haug points out, the recent and potential growth of offshore, fran-
chise and open transnational education has been largely 1ignored by universities
and governments alike in Europe, or perceived as a vague threat to national
higher education. However, not only is governmental mterest in these opera-
tions increasing, but one can also discern a degree of ambivalence towards them:
on the one hand, such competition represents a useful stimulus to change in
existing national systems, but on the other hand it undermines the university
sector’s traditional role as guardians of national and regional cultures.

Thus, while the development of global alliances has created fears of cultural
homogeneity and uniformity, many indiwvidual universities have embraced
such partnerships as a means of strengthening their market position (and
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sometimes therr status) 1 a potentially global marker place. It s not easy, to
say the Teast, how this fits happily into the burgeoning systems of quality con-
trol and evaluation which have been resolutely national in character through-
out the world. One can immediately see a tension berween the trend towards
voluntary alliances among participating universities as a means of collectively
strengthening their autonomy and, on the other hand, national governments’
mcreasing msistence upon elaborate forms of quality assurance, accountability
and cvaluation at the national level.

As aresult, there 1s much ralk in Europe now of quality standards for tran-
snational education. At 1ts worst, this could involve another layer of bureau-
cracy introduced at the European level, which would be superimposed upon
existing national schemes. All of this, of course, would be under the banner of
harmonizing higher education qualifications across Europe and ensuring qual-
ity and standard and thus “student mobility”. As Haug points out “next to
nattonal systems dealing mainly with insticutional recognition, evaluation
and accreditation, independent subject-based evaluation across borders could
emerge as an essential part of the European Higher Education landscape”
(Haug, 5., 1999). [ am not at all convinced that this 1s the right way forward,
even though it 1s the line of least resistance in European thinking, accustomed
as we are to very tightly State-controlled university systems. Instead, I foresee
a more market-based approach, in which the bottom-up system of interna-
tional collaboration outlined above will find 1ts own level in the market place,
based upon the ability of alliances to build and sustain brands, to operate their
own internal rigorous forms of quality control, and to achieve a level of edu-
cational mnnovation which top-down systems of accreditation and quality
control will only stultify. This, however, will be a battle to be fought out polit-
ically and I have to confess that, at present, it is very evenly balanced. The
Bologna declaration alone indicates the degree of pelitical interest in these
issues. In the UK, a slow and hesitant move towards a more market-based
approach n the form of student fees has continued to provoke widespread
political resistance. Perhaps we should not be surprised at this. From the Mid-
dle Ages onwards, the universities have been the cornerstone of civic society,
both in Europe and elsewhere. Universities have i many parts of the world
symbolized nationhood and while the nation may be in decline as an eco-
nomic and even cultural unit, those whose positions of political power rest
upon the nation state will be relucrant to give up their control over the uni-
versity sector. We live in interesting times.
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CHAPTER

Critical University Decisions
and their Appropriate Makers:

Some Lessons from the Economic
Theory of Federalism

Luc E. Weber

INTRODUCTION

o cope both with the rapidly changing environment and with the

dilemma between being responsive to societal, political and economic

needs and, at the same time, responsible towards society, universities
should not only dispose of first quality staff, but be well governed (Grin, F. &
Co, 2000). However, it appears that while most firms have been carried away
in a strong current of restructuring and reorganization measures, universities
are 1n general slow to adapt their organization and decision processes: in other
words, they are more or less making and implementing decisions in the same
way that they have been doing for decades, even centuries.

The participants in the first Glion Colloquium (Hirsch, W. Z., & Weber,
L. E., 1999) agreed that the governance of universities makes it in general too
difficult for them to make the important decisions that they should make 1f
they are to adapt to the changing environment. In other words, the decision-
making system 15 not responsive enough and thus does not allow the nstitu-
t1on to assume in an optimal way its responsibility towards society.

The identification of the most critical decisions to be taken and of the best-
placed potential decision makers 15 a crucial analytical step towards the
improvement of university governance. This is the purpose of this contribu-
tion, which will be more strongly influenced by the European environment,
at least with regard to the decision makers.
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First, I shall identify the most important internal and external decisions
and describe the potential decision makers. Then, I shall refer to the theory of
federalism, as well to principles of management (private and public), to try to
propose by induction who, in theory, 1s best placed to make the different
important decisions. Finally, [ shall use these theoretical principles to suggest
for which decisions the different decision makers should be made responsible.

CRITICAL INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL DECISIONS

In a university, as in any other institution, numerous decisions have to be
made. The scope, the target circles and the frequency of these decisions differ
enormously. In other words, some decisions are crucial, or at least very impor-
tant, for the future of the institution and others are minor and repetitive.
Moreover, some decisions are focused mainly on the institution 1tself, whereas
others concern the outside world, dealing mainly with the relationship
between the institution and its social environment. Finally, some decisions
are regular and very frequent (daily, weekly or monthly) or regular and less fre-
quent (every term, semester or year), whereas some decisions are quite irregu-
lar.

[n working on the details of the 1deal governance system, one should obvi-
ously pay attention to all these different types of decisions. However, | shall
concentrate on identifying the crucial or important decisions, distinguishing
between internal and external ones.

Critical Internal Decisions

In my opinion, the most important or crucial decisions concern the following
issues.

Infrastructure (buildings and heavy equipment): These are by definition
long term decisions which take a long time to mature, are irregular and have
an enormous 1mpact on the governance of the university, year after year. In
particular, they create great rigidities in many respects, in particular if their
capacity is insufficient to accommodate new students and staff or because
their characteristics do not correspond to needs 10, 20 or 50 years later. Con-
sequently, buildings might constitute a serious constraint to a reorganization
of the university structure internally or regionally. This constraint is particu-
larly damaging in those European countries that have still the tradition to
build for at least a century. Moreover, these investments in physical capital
induce indirect costs to be covered every year by the ordinary budget, which
may eventually lead to the crowding out of equally necessary investments in
human capital. Unfortunately, decisions regarding the construction of new
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buildings and those regarding the development of human capital within the
university are generally made separately; moreover, the growing impact of the
systematic introduction of information technologies 1n teaching and research
has not yet seriously been taken into account in the planning process.

Faculty: Recruiting professors is also a crucial decision, due to the impor-
tance of selecting the best-qualified persons and the time span of the decision
(25 to 30 years). It is nevertheless inevitable to make wrong decisions from
time to time; therefore, not only should faculty be accountable towards their
institution, but also disciplinary measures against faculty who do not fulfill
their tasks correctly should be more systematic. Moreover, the increased
necessity to adapt to changing needs may require closing departments and/or
programs, which may impose modifying the terms of reference or even dismiss-
ing tenured staff members. There are other related challenging decisions: in
particular, it is important to employ faculty according to their best capacity
and to make sure they perform according to the institution’s goals; moreover,
it is equally important to create a favorable study and research environment
and to make sure that the brightest students write a Ph.D. and go on doing
research afterwards.

University structure: Universities should be able to change their structure,
that is their organization into subdivisions, to serve their teaching, research
and extension missions better. If buildings and heavy equipment are a source
of rigidity, so is the structure of the university, that is, its rigid division into
faculties !, schools, sections, institutes, laboratories or departments. The larg-
est subdivisions, l1ke faculties and schools, should not be “states within states”,
preventing the reallocation of resources between developing or badly funded
sectors and stagnating or rich sectors. Moreover, 1t should be easier to move
smaller sectors, like institutes or departments, into other faculties, schools and
even other universities, or to close them n order to liberate the financial
resources necessary to develop another activity that has greater priority.
Finally, even rhe concept of organized and fixed subdivisions should be reex-
amined, as more and more, the potential of new discoveries or learning needs
lie in-between traditional disciplines.

Institutional culture: Universities should be institutions where people — fac-
ulty, researchers and students — are pleased and proud to work. In particular,
faculty should spontaneously be more faithful to their university than to their
discipline and be able to operate 1n an environment conducive to this.

According to the European use of the word.



Study programs: Universities should make a constant effort to update their
study programs in order to offer their students an education in line with the
latest developments in science and 1n the needs of soctety. This implies that
the teaching staff for each discipline has critical mass, that study programs are
flexible and open to allow students to participate in the planning of their edu-
carion, that nterdisciplinary education is promoted (without neglecting dis-
ciplinary education) and that there 1s sufficient coordination between the dif-
ferent courses, which implies that academic freedom mn teaching should be
subject to the higher needs of the programs.

Teachmg: Universities should pay more attention to the renewal of peda-
gogical merhods. In particular, they should actively promote the more active
participation of students in therr education and the intensive use of new tech-

nologies.

Research: Universities should promote quality research (basic and apphied,
as well as free and contractual) in order to keep their leading position as pro-
ducers of new knowledge and to assume their responsibility to have an mde-
pendent and well-founded view about key soctetal 1ssues. For the latter, a pro-
active policy on the part of the leadership of the university 1s necessary.

Finance: Budgetary decisions with regard both to expenditure and revenues
are of great importance. On the expenditure side. the budget gives a unique
opportunity to implement priorities and posteriorities. However, budgetary
dectsions are also at the epicenter of the conflicts of interest. On the income
side, universities should try to get political support for an increased financial
partucipation of the students and make a greater effort to reduce their depen-
dency on State financing by searching for donations and exploiting more sys-
tematically possible collaboration and yoint ventures with private firms and
with the public sector.

Critical External Decisions

Due to the necessity to be more responsive without neglecting their responsi-
bilittes, universities should fight much harder against their natural tendency
to behave like vory towers or closed, protected institutions. They have to
make constant efforts to open up on many fronts.

Openness and competition: To secure a good standard in teaching and
research, universities should be very open. In particular, they should be truly
international, accept students and faculty from different countries, promote
exchange of students and faculty with other institutions, the world over, and
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take full advantage of the competitive climate that reigns in the world of
higher education.

Integration in their regional and national environment: The societal responsi-
bilities of universities force them to be involved in the daily life of the com-
munity, whether they like it or not. Therefore, they have to participate more
intensively in the search for solutions to social problems.

Relationship with the political authorities: European universities are in general
State institutions. Therefore, their most challenging external issue is to secure
true political, cultural and scientific autonomy; in other words, to avoid undue
intervention by the State. However, as the State is, at least in Europe, also
their main provider of funds, universities have to be transparent and account-
able towards it, in order to secure the support of the politicians and the citi-
zens.

Networking: Universities should conclude alliances with other universities
to run common teaching programs and research, promote the exchange of stu-
dents and faculty and develop new courseware. European universities are sup-
ported in this effort by the European Union, which has presently taken a lead-
ing role in this respect. More than that, the Sorbonne and later the Bologna
processes aimed at creating a European higher education space covering
approximately thirty countries (Bologna Declaration, 1999), as well as the
ambution of the European Union Commission to create a European research
space, are enhancing this necessity (Communication from the European

Commission, 2000).

Relationship with the prwate sector: Last but not least, the teaching and
research initiatives recently undertaken by firms, as well as the necessity to
find alternative financing solutions, should induce universities to develop
joint ventures with them, while, however, paying great attention to preserv-
ing their independence.

POTENTIAL DECISION MAKERS

The potential dectsion makers are more numerous 1n a university than in any
other institution. Some decision makers are of course more important than
others; however, 1t appears that no one has the professional competence and
the power to impose an important decision alone. This explains why univer-
sities have a secular tradition of shared governance.

[ am trying to identify in this chaprer all the potential decision makers, as
well as their strengths and weaknesses regarding their ability to make the cru-



cial decisions exposed above. Due to the extreme diversity that characterizes
the European higher education sector. it is difficult to pay tribute to all the
decision makers and decision-making bodies that are in place according to
national, regional or local rules. I shall limit myself to proposing a schematic
list of the different generic types of decision makers. In this way, I have iden-
tifted nine specific leaders or bodies, two of them being clearly situated outside
of the institution.

The students: The students may be considered as the “clients” of the institu-
tion, looking for a good education as a starting point for a good career. How-
ever, they are also stakeholders, as they spend most of their time within the
institution and interact with it during the length of their studies. This specific
relationship between the clients and their suppliers 1s a unique one, which is
not to be found in any other supplier-client relationship. Moreover, in Europe
tao, students are increasingly invited ro participate directly in the financing
of their studies. It 1s, therefore, not only understandable, but also good policy,
to mvolve them in the decision process In particular, they should be made
more responstble for planning their education and be able to participate in
decistons regarding the quality of the education provided to them and the
soctal environment within the institurion. However, as students lack a gen-
eral view and cannot have a sense of continuity for the university, they should
not have any decision power regarding strategic issues.

The Faculty: Faculty have a key role to play as they empower all the accu-
mulated knowledge within the institution. Therefore, their involvement in
their professional activity and their commitment to the institution are crucial,
However, faculty in their collective behavior have a tendency to be individu-
alistic, self-centered and shortsighted, therefore, they should not have any
decision power regarding strategic 1ssues.

The Department’s director andfor the department’s college of faculey *: They
clearly offer a high concentration of knowledge in therr field; however, they
have little overview of the nstitution and are very active 1n protecting the
interests of their subdivision. This means that their views should be taken inro
account regarding new developments in their disciplines, but they should not
play an important role in determining priorities.

The Faculty 3 (or School) dean (or Director) andfor College: Deans (or Direc-
tors), as well as a college of professors, are presently key players 1n the decision
process, as they are at an intermediate level of the pyramid, not too near the

2 Any commuttee of professors at the department level
3 “Faculty” in the European sense, meaning the mam subdiviston of a universiry.



eachers and researchers, but not too far also. However, it appears that they
ind themselves generally too near to their colleagues and are themselves too
nvolved to be able to participate actively in a dynamic university policy.

The presidential level *: The president and/or the presidential team is by def-
nition the executive person or body responsible for making all the important
executive decisions. However, at least in Europe, it 1s an illusion to believe
that a president (or rector) can impose important decisions against the will of
the faculties and departments, as well as of the academic staff, one reason
being that there 1s such a high professional competence at these levels.

The senate *: It used to be the symbol of shared governance at a time when
the number of faculty was small and there were few difficult decisions to make.
It has become much too large today to have any positive influence, apart from
ethical considerations regarding the profession.

A participation body at the Faculty (School) andfor University levels ¢: Such a
budy, bringing together faculty, researchers, students and administrative staff,
can obviously be useful to facilitate the dialogue between the different stake-
holders and discuss student questions. However, it is certainly not the right
place to make important and forward-looking decisions, as it behaves more
like a Parliament than an Executive.

Anexternal board ': An external board bringing together excellent represen-
tatives of the regional community 1s capable of creating a good relationship
between the university and its environment, helping the university to be
responsive and supporting the leadership in difficult decisions. However, an
external board may also be composed of mediocre persons, who may be
tempted to take over the leadership of the institution or micro-manage it.

The State: Whatever the size and the political organization of the country
(unitary or federalist), the State inevitably plays an important role. In Europe,
it 15 certainly the main provider of funds and the main supervisor. Regarding
this second role, the State can be supportive, encouraging or even helping the
insticution to fulfill its missions. However, the State can also introduce many
unnecessary or contradictory constraints, which makes it even more difficult
for universities to fulfill them.

4 Rector, Vice-chancellor, president and ream

5 Defined here as the council to which all or most of the faculty belong
6 With representatives of the main stakeholders.

7 With a majority or a totality of external members



PRINCIPLES OF EFFECTIVE DECISION MAKING

Due to the great number and extreme diversity of the potential decision mak-
ers, 1t 15 crystal clear that a governance system, where the power to decide 15
shared more or less equally between all the potenual decision makers, can
only he cumbersome and slow and produce only small, incremental changes
If we consider the high standard the European university sector has in general
reached roday, one cannot say that the system was really bad, even if it is poor
tor making decisions. This positive pomnt 1s certainly due to the fact that
important decisions, in particular the choice of research subjects and the con-
tent of courses, are taken continuously by the academic staff within the scope
of their academic freedom. This situation looks like a symphony orchestra
with one notable difference: faculty, like musicrans, know what to play; how-
ever, in addition to that, faculty “write the music”.

However, many observers of university life, mcluding the participants 1n
the first Glion colloquium (Hirsch, W. 7., & Weber, L. E., 1999), believe that
the environment 1s now changing too rapidly and some external constraints.
like the financial constramt, have become too strong to maintain the present
decision process. Universities are seen as tacing a dilemma: to make a greater
effort i adapting their decision process according to the requirements of the
epoch or to be condemned to become obsolete and replaced by other forms of
hicher education mstitutions.

The way to successtully improve university governance 1s straightforward:
on the one hand, to secure or even improve the ability of faculty to be at the
top in their research and to provide their scudents with up to date knowledge
and, on the other hand, to make possibly difficult and unpopular decisions,
which imply discontinuous changes, without destroying the faculty’s potential
Creativity and comnmuitment to the institution.

This dilemma is not unique to universities. It 1s also an acute challenge 1n
private firms, though the bulk of professional competence 1s there located
higher in the hierarchy. It 1s also a challenge in a holding company or a federal
country: in both cases, 1t 1s important to clarify which decisions have to be
made at the top of the organization and which should be made 1n the subsid-
iary companies or in the states {cantons).

Other papers in this volume develop what we can learn from the theory of
business management to improve governance in a university. [t appears to me
quite useful for this contribution to extract a few hasic principles from the eco-
nomic theory of federahsm.

Schematically, the economic theory of federalisin teaches us that the opti-
mal hierarchical level at which a decision should be made depends on four ele-
ments:
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® The subsidiarity principle: This principle states that all decisions should
be made at the lowest level possible; in other words, the competence
to make a decision should not be given to a higher ranked body if a
lower one is perfectly able ro make it. In a university, the justification
of this principle 1s at least twofold. First, it helps to take into account
diverse needs and constraints and 1t contributes to let people feel
involved and responsible, which stimulates their creativity. In other
words, 1t prevents the appearance of bureaucraric uniformity. Second,
1t promotes competition within the institution, which is favorable to
initiatives for change and to a better use of the available means. This
1s principle is nevertheless constrained by the three following dimen-
sions.

o The realm of the consequences of a decision: We have learned from econ-
omists that there is an externality when the benefits (or costs) of a
deciston accrue not only to the members of the community thar
makes 1t, but also to a broader community. When the possible positive
or negative external effects of a decision are not taken into account,
the decision is not optimal. In order to take these external effects into
account, 1t is necessary thart all those who are concerned by the con-
sequences of the decision participate in it or to make it at a higher
hierarchical level, which permits to internalize these external effects.

e Search for economues of scale: Universities are “labor intensive”. This
means that a high proportion of their budget serves to finance salaries
and that their total current expenses grow 1n line with their output.
Since the beginning of the nineties, most European universities are
financially hard-pressed, which forces them to do more with less
money. Moreover, the ICT revolution offers hopefully great opportu-
nities to decrease the unit cost of running research or teaching pro-
grams. However, great investments have to be made to exploit this
potenrial, which in turn requires setting up joint ventures with other
organizations. Therefore, | foresee a tendency in favor of a greater
concentration of efforts in order to better exploit these potential
economuies of scale.

e Equal treatment of equals: The negative side effect of too much freedom
of decision 1s that people on an equal position will be treated differ-
ently. European universities are in general very — I might say too —
sensitive to that question, 1n particular with regard to salaries and stu-
dent admission and graduation. This 1s a cultural and political ques-
tion. If there is a high preference for equality, the hierarchical level at
which the rules must be conceived should be high, which provokes
greater rigndities.
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What can we ifer from these four principles drawn from the economic the-
ory of federalism? The simplest way to reply is to state that, in principle, con-
sidering the subsidiarity principle, decisions should be made at the lowest pos-
sible level (Department, Faculty or School), as long as this is not in
contradiction with the other three criteria, that 1s, as long as there are no wide
ranging externalities, there is no potential for economies of scale and thar this
does not produce an unacceptable inequality of treatment. In other words, as
there 15 a lot of professional competence at the level of faculty and researchers
and a great potential enthusiasm at the level of students, universities should,
much more than any other organization, give a lot of freedom to these stake-
holders. This is the best environment within which to promote their creatiy -
ity and to secure therr commitment to the institution and to their activity.

However, such a completely decentralized decision process would neglect
the other aspects of a good decision structure, which all plead for a more cen-
tralized or hierarchical decision process. | shall illustrate the necessity to take
into account these other elements with a few examples.

First, many decistons (or non decisions) have external effects for the uni-
versity. For example, the mternational recognition of the excellence of a
research group has positive effects not only on the group 1tself, but also for the
whole university: it improves the image of the university within the commu-
nity and the business world; it attracts students and possibly firms into the
area. If these positive external effects are neglected, this research group bene-
fits from less financial support on the part of the mstitution than what 1t
should have considering the external economies. The same 1s true if a research
group or a department concludes an imnportant teaching or research contract
with a firm. On the contrary, if the university has no system of quality evalu-
ation 1n place or does not follow up on a bad evaluation report, the poor pro-
tessional quality of a subdivision or of a teaching program gives a bad image to
the whole mstitution, which has certainly a negative impact on its funding.
The quast incapacity of a subdivision (Faculty or School) to fix priorities as
well as posteriorities puts a heavy burden upon the whole institution, as scarce
resources are frozen on activities that have lost their priority, at the cost of
new projects.

Second, decentralized decisions cannot take mto account and exploit
potential economies of scale, which could be reahzed if the activity were to be
run at a higher level. Today, 1t 15 for example obvious that it 1s more efficient
to use one single computer software for student admunistration than to have
each subdivision running a different one At present, and increasingly in the
furure, there are important economies of scale to realize in developing rools or
running activities at a higher level, the university level, or even at the level
of a group of universities or jointly with other organizations. Thus 1s particu-
latly true for promising long term projects like the development of a digital
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library or of courseware. The new information technologies are going to mod-
ify significantly the cost function of many university activities.

Third, the equal treatment argument leads to two diametrically opposed
conclusions according to the intensity of preference of the community for
equality. On the one hand, the conflict of objectives with the subsidiarity
principle is strong, if the community has a strong preference for equality: the
latter requires more centralization and consequently greater bureaucraric
rigidity, which is of great harm to the creativity and even the willingness of
the faculty to involve themselves in the university goals. On the other hand,
if the preference for equality is rather weak and the institution accepts a cer-
tain degree of unequal treatment, many rules or judgements can be set at a rel-
atively decentralized level. As mentioned above, this question is critical for
faculty salaries, student admission and graduation, as well as for the liberty
given to the faculty to be involved in activities outside of the university. As
there is a strong preference for equality in Europe, it is not surprising that
many decisions are very bureaucratic and, to put it mildly, faculty are not
encouraged to take too many initiatives outside of the university, apart from
those which benefit the university directly.

THE IDEAL DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITIES
AMONG THE DIFFERENT DECISION MAKERS

The above developments show that the ideal system of governance must allow
for an adequate combination of decentralized and centralized decisions, the
latter being replaceable by strongly coordinated decisions. 1 shall try in this
chapter to propose which decision makers should be made responsible for tak-
ing the different crucial decisions. Basically, there are two possibilities to
respond to this question: 1) take the different decision makers and examine
which decisions they should be responsible for; 2) take the different decisions
and see which decision maker is best able to make them. I shall follow the first
approach, as it focuses the attention on the decision makers, which is more
relevant than to put it on the decisions to make.

The following developments are schematic and more work should be done
to deepen the role of each decision maker regarding each important decision.
Moreover, this essay concentrates on the role each decision maker should
have, without paying much attention to how the decision-making competen-
cies should be shared between the different potential decision makers.

Previously, we identified very schemarically who are the most important
potential decision makers. We are going now to go through the same list and
propose what should be their main area of competencies according to the cri-
teria developed in the preceding section.
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Students: They should have a more important role in defining their educa-
tion and in participating in the improvement of all social aspects of the uni-
versity life. The former implies that they should be invited to evaluate the
teachers and the coherence of the study programs and be offered to plan a
greater part of their study program, including semesters taken in other univer-
sities, and be encouraged to do so. Regarding the latter, they should be more
strongly involved in setting up and running all social aspects of university life
(cultural and sport activities, food and lodging, grants and insurance, work
opportunities on the campus, etc.).

Faculty: Faculty constitutes, as | mentioned above, the key human asset, as
the members have the professional knowledge on which the quality of
research and teaching depends. They should benefit from a working environ-
ment favorable to their creativity and commitment towards their students.
However, they should not have a final say about strategic policy issues. They
should have ample opportunities to express their views about the future devel-
opment of their discipline and propose the creation of new study programs or
research areas, but they should not take part in the decision, as this would
introduce a strong bias in favor of the status quo. However, if a faculty receives
financial resources to support an activity that is no longer a priority, it should
be let free to work for it, but should be invited to participate in the financing
of the infrastructure. More precisely, faculty should mainly be:

e responsible for the content and methodology of teaching as long as
the coherence of the program is assured;

e free to choose their research topics, but responsible for getting finan-
cial support, all the more so when this is not a priority of the univer-
sity;

e responsible for selecting, encouraging and training future researchers
and teachers.

Colleges of faculty at Department or Faculty (School) level: The responsibilities
given to any faculty committee arise from those which should be given to a
faculty and entail more or less the same restrictions. It is obvious that a group
of faculty belonging to the same discipline acts as a cartel, particularly
inclined to defend its own interests without paying much attention to the
interests of the whole organization. In addition to the competencies given to
each of their members, colleges of faculty should:

¢ be made responsible for the coherence of study programs (in collabo-
ration with the students);

¢ be invited to give their professional opinion when recruiting new fac-
ulty;
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® when requested, alert the university authorities about recent develop-
ments and trends in their disciplines;

¢ make proposals for new programs or structures, essentially in the
framework of the preparation of the strategic plan.

Deans (Faculty) or Divectors (Schools): In most European universities, facul-
ties or schools are the most important subdivisions. They hold an intermediate
position between the university and the departments or institutes. In many
respects, they allow for a compromise between the respect of the subsidiarity
principle and the necessity to take into account the external effects, as well as
the search for economies of scale and a reasonable equality of treatment.
Therefore, if it is good policy to decentralize towards the faculty and the stu-
dents most decisions concerning, for the former, what they bring to and, for
the latter, what they can expect from the university, it is also good policy to
involve Faculty (Schools) in the conception and application of policies.
Looking at the world of business, one observes that some corporations are very
centralized and decide most policies at headquarters, whereas others are orga-
nized as holding companies, where each member company has a broad degree
of freedom. There is no single right solution as such. For companies, the right
solution depends mainly on the type of business they are in, the size of the
company and of each of its member firms, as well as on “the spirit of the day”.
In universities, the degree of decentralization towards faculties should also
depend on the type of university (full, universal university or specialized one?)
and on its size (5 000 or 100 000 students?). In deciding the executive compe-
tencies to give to Deans (Directors), one should have clearly in mind that if
the subsidiarity principle pleads in favor of a strong decentralization towards
these important university subdivisions, faculties (schools) are also the source
of important externalities and the search for economies of scale pleads for
increasingly greater organizations. Moreover, Deans (Directors) are so near
the faculty that they can easily be their hostages, which would once again cre-
ate a bias in favor of the status quo.

Whatever the level of decentralization, Deans (Directors) should be made
responsible for the management of the subdivision regarding teaching and
research. In particular, they should:

contribute to setting the priorities at the university level;

implement the broadly defined priorities set by the university;

set the criteria of promotion for the study programs;

be responsible for the functioning of the subdivision (coherence of
programs, involvement of faculty in university activities, disciplinary
questions, etc.).
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The President and team: The President (and team) should obviously be the
executive leader of the institution and therefore make all the strategic deci-
sions. However, the preparation of decisions and their implementation should
be, at least partly, delegated. For example, faculty, deans and colleges of fac-
ulty should be invited to analyze future developments in the scientific disci-
plines and future education needs. The elaboration of the strategic plan
should also be a collective and iterative process. Moreover, many decisions
have to be implemented by faculties, schools or departments. However, the
President should be free to make the final decision on the basis of the docu-
ments prepared collectively. Other papers in this volume comment on how
the President can make decisions. I just want to stress that it is useless to have
the competence to decide, if one does not have the power to impose one’s
decisions; therefore, the question of how to implement decisions is to me the
greatest challenge for the improvement of university governance. [ personally
believe that the president should use as much as possible incentives and dis-
incentives, mainly financial, and avoid as much as possible to impose views by
rules.

Senate: It is obvious that any assembly of faculty, as we still have them in
many European universities, is incapable of making execurive decisions. They
nevertheless serve to discuss questions of general interest, among others, ques-
tions of ethics.

Participation bodies: Committees with representation from all the stakehold-
ers within the university (students, researchers, faculty and administrative
staff), as we have them in some European universities at the level of the uni-
versity and/or the faculty (school), should be given ample opportunities to
comment and make proposals regarding student affairs and general welfare
within the university. However, they should not have any executive decision
power, as they have a strong tendency to spend a lot of time on questions that
have not a great priority, which slows down the decision process enormously.

External Boards: Thanks to their intermediate position between the com-
munity, the State and the University, external boards can be useful to encour-
age the President to make changes and to support action. To prevent them
behaving like a discussion club, they should be given real competencies, like
adopting the strategic plan, the budget, the creation or suppression of subdi-
visions and programs, the construction of new buildings, as well as to nomi-
nate professors or elect the rector.

The State: As long as the State supplies the majority of the financial
resources, it should have an important supervisory role, encouraging the insti-
tution to be accountable. However, the State should not have any decision
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competencies and refrain from intervening in the choices made by the insti-
tution.

CONCLUSION

[ have tried in this essay to identify the most critical university decisions and
the appropriate decision makers that are at the core of university governance.
Then, I have drawn from the theory of federalism and from some principles of
management some key elements helping to define why some decisions can be
decentralized and others should be centralized. Finally, I have tried to apply
these principles to propose what should be the main decision competencies of
the different potential decision makers.

This was clearly a first attempt for me. | nevertheless believe that this line of
argument is solid, therefore capable of enlightening this most complex chal-
lenge of university governance. The effort should be deepened and refined to
take into account the diverse institutional and cultural characteristics of the
European as well as the American universities. However, we have to keep in
mind thar the best model is of no use if one is unable to implement it without
creating serious trouble within the institution. [ believe it is possible. If not, uni-
versities as we know and love them may have great difficulties to maintain the
privileged position that they have been able to gain and secure over centuries.
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Some Thoughts About
University Governance

Henry Rosovsky

RENDER UNTO CAESAR

he student rebellion started at Berkeley in the fall of 1964. It was the

beginning of a movement that eventually engulfed many of America'’s

finest campuses. The rebellion resulted in many actions and counter-
actions: demonstrations and sit-ins, followed by police, tear gas, and helicop-
ters. But the most typical manifestations were mass meetings. Some of these,
strange to say, were faculty meetings. Under normal circumstances, faculty
meetings were poorly attended. Once the student rebellion erupted, however,
formerly quiet professorial gatherings concentrating on academic arcana
became events best described many years ago in Gustave Le Bon's classic La
Foule: “Given to exaggeration in its feelings, a crowd is only impressed by
excessive sentiments. An orator wishing to move a crowd must make an abu-
sive use of violent affirmations. To exaggerate, to affirm, to resort to repeti-
tions, and never to attempt to prove anything by reasoning are methods of
arguments well known to speakers at public meetings.”

At such an assembly, one unusually calm speech made an indelible impres-
sion on me. The orator was Carl Landauer, an elderly German-Jewish refugee,
a social-democrat, and a distinguished political scientist. As | recall, the
debate centered on relations between the University and the State Govern-
ment of California, where our reputation—in view of the recent unrest—had
reached absolute bottom. Some professors wanted to challenge the Governor;
others wanted to meet with him in order to prevent further misunderstand-
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ings. In the midst of the debate, Landauer gave a warning. He said: “the issue
is not to render unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s; the issue is to keep
Caesar at bay”.

Here we have a basic principle of university governance. It is not the whole
story by any means, but it surely is of great general importance. Institutions of
higher education, and especially research universities, differ from private busi-
nesses and governmental organizations in important ways. In universities,
individual initiative and creativity must be given full opportunities to
develop; a bottom line is difficult to define and measure; collegiality needs to
be cultivated; and time horizons are longer than for most other organizations.
Furthermore, university administrators have the unusual challenge of con-
tending with large numbers of tenured professors. None of this makes gover-
nance less important: on the contrary, it would be difficult to exaggerate its
importance.

Following Hirsch and Weber, I take the term governance to mean the tor-
mal and informal arrangements in institutions of higher education thart sct the
terms for the distribution of legitimate power and authority for the purposes
of making decisions and taking actions. External governance refers primarily
to relations between individual institutions and the state or other segments of
society that have a supervisory role in higher education. Internal governance
refers to the lines of authority within institutions, such as those between
supervisory boards, rectors or presidents and deans, departmental chairs, fac-
ulty and students.

Governance sets the parameters for management, and no mismanaged
enterprise will flourish. Higher education is no exception. However, higher
education does require its own special forms of governance, and should always
place a premium on reasonable but minimal interference from the outside.

This is not to suggest that institutional accountability to the public or to
private trustees is unnecessary or undesirable. On the contrary, public and pri-
vate trustee rights have to be preserved, but this does not include interference
in the inner workings of institutions. {What is to be avoided is usually called
“micro-management.”) In my view it does include the vital obligation of “hir-
ing and firing” the school’s chiet executive (president) as circumstances dic-
tate.

Caesar represents the extra-mural authorities, i.e. issues of external gover-
nance. The other side of the coin is internal governance: the intra-mural
arrangements, and they are the primary focus of these few pages. My aim is to
describe a set of principles that—if adopted—would improve the governance
and therefore the management of universities. They are neither new nor sur-
prising, and may well be unduly influenced by looking at the topic through
American lenses. [ know that even when we confine ourselves to Europe and
North America, culture and traditions differ and both have a strong influence
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on the way in which governance is practiced in frequently ancient institu-
tions. Nevertheless, | have tried to achieve a level of generalization above that
of an individual institution or country.

PRINCIPLES

Not Everything is Improved by Making it More Democratic

University governance often suffers from excess democracy—especially from
participatory democracy. At worst, this can lead to chaos; more frequently,
excess democracy slows down or prevents change. Preventing change may be
a good thing when proposals are hurried or ill-considered, but that is not the
normal condition in higher education. Indeed, I would argue that, generally,
we suffer from an excess of checks and balances. Why else, for example, has
curricular reform been compared to moving a cemetery? Or, to take another
example, why has it proved so difficult to bring the academic calendar, origi-
nally designed for agricultural societies, into the twentieth century—a cen-
tury that has already terminated!

The attractions of democracy as a political system are obvious: as citizens
we all have the same rights, provided we are of age and have not been con-
victed of a serious crime. For most people, citizenship and its privileges come
as a birthright. When citizenship is acquired voluntarily through naturaliza-
tion, certain limitations may exist. Being a naturalized American citizen, |
cannot, for example, become President of the United States. No great sacrifice
for me, but my former colleague Henry Kissinger might—with reason—have
different feelings.

The point is that becoming a member of a higher learning community in
any capacity is also a voluntary act. It is obtained through application or invi-
tation, and that legitimizes some-—though not all—constraints. Students are
invited to study, and not to govern. Faculty are invited to teach, do research,
and—in a well-run institution—to set educational policy within their spheres
of competence. Faculty do not, however, set salary policy for themselves or
have final authority with respect to appointments. Both would create serious
conflicts of interest.

What are reasonable, desirable, and legitimate constraints on institutional
citizenship in higher education? To begin with, I suggest that rights and
responsibilities in universities should reflect the length of commitment to the
institution. Many years ago, | made a statement to a group of Harvard under-
graduates that elicited their deep disapproval. This is what [ said: “You are
here for four years; | (a tenured professor) am here for life; and the institution
is here forever.” They understood my meaning all too well: control over poli-
cies and practices has to bear some relation to time-horizon. Students are tran-
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sients; non-tenured faculty may be i the same category; non-academic staff
vary enormously in terms of commitment. These differences are ignored at the
peril of institutions in which long-term planning is critical.

It is not only a matter of long-term commitment. [n the governance of uni-
versities—in contrast to the rights of citizenship—those with knowledge are
entitled to a greater say. Obviously this does not apply to all issues. Student or
office clerk opinions concerning the relative virtues of Republicans and Dem-
ocrats are as valid as those of Nobel laureates. But the principle does apply to
expert knowledge about the basic missions of universities: teaching and
research. Students in particular are associated with the university because
they lack knowledge and desire to acquire it. They also want their knowledge
certified in the form of degrees. For these purposes, individuals with expert
knowledge are to be found almost entirely among the academic staff—junior,
senior and technical. None of this is meant to discourage discussion and the
vigorous expression of opinton by all constituencies. but the ultimate respon-
sibility requires qualifications not achieved merely by joining the community.

By their very nature, all universities known to me are hierarchical organi-
zations, but the authority vested in various groups or individuals differs greatly
across institutions and countries. | tend to favor srronger executive powers
than is customary in universities where chairmer, deans, and rectors are
elected. (I am strongly opposed to experiments with “parity.”) Whatever the
specific system, effective governance requires close cooperation and compati-
bility between different levels of institutional administration. A useful rule
would state that for significant appointments, the individual in a supervisory
posttion, (say) a dean, would have a formal role—more than merely a
“vorce”—in the selection of (say) a chairperson. This could prevent counter-
productive, adversarial situations, a special problem where the tradition of
election prevails. | know of cases where deans are completely excluded in the
choice of departmental chairpersons, and where rectors are similarly excluded
in the choice of deans. | know of one major research university in the United
States where the president has no review power of any kind in tenure deci-
sions.

For a hierarchical system to have legitimacy requires regular consultations
and explicit forms of monitoring and accountability. Consultation should
include all major groups that have a stake in a particular decision, and
accountability also applies to all members of the community. We all know
that, as applied to professors, accountability is a difficult and delicate concept.
Some relation between performance and reward should be mandated.

I do have one specific suggestion that might enhance the legitimacy of
ordered ranks, appointments rather than elections, and verticality in general.
Throughout the university, everyone should be able to appeal any decision to
a level one step above an immediate supervisor. A professor should be able to
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seek redress above the level of the department chairperson; a student should
be allowed to contest a professor’s decision at the level of a department chatr-
person; similar rights should be available to all employees. To be fully effec-
tive, these mechanisms of review and appeal have to be clear, simple to use,
and highly publicized.

The Best Assurance of Maintaining Institutional
Quality is Shared or Cooperative Governance

Academics will know what this implies: some-—a share—of policy decisions
should be delegated to the faculty. Primartly, this would consist of educational
policy—particularly curriculum—and the selection and promotion of aca-
denuie staff, most especially the award of tenure. Delegation does not imply
absolute control. Tt 1s desirable for supervisory bodies to review faculty deci-
stons, but therr emphasis should be procedural. If procedures are carefully con-
structed, matters of substance will emerge on therr own. For example, if a rec-
ommendation for promotion is questionable, the evidence required by good
procedures <hould make that clear. Those who review decistons delegated to
faculty bodies exercise mostly negative powers. They can send back for recon-
sideration or they can reject. Their authonty to mutiate i a shared system 1s
much weaker, and that 1s also a good thing because 1t recognizes that mitia-
tion

e.g. the choice of a new professor—should reflect the collective wisdom
of selected faculty members in a particular field and not the whim of an indi-
vidual admimistrator.

For shared g¢overnance to accomplish 1ts purposes, certan attributes are
very valuable. At least three seem to me to be necessary.

Firstly, administrations should ensure that a detailed database about indi-
vidual faculty members has been created. It would show, inter alia, current and
past teaching assignments with class enrollments, number of Ph.D. students,
number of undergraduates under supervision, salary history, leaves, major
committee assignments, consultancies, grants, etc. This type of information
should be mnstantly and easily available. Commonly, 1t 1s not available in
readily usable form and current technology elimmates any excuse for its
absence. It may seem odd to nsist on this seemingly trivial point, but inade-
quate information has a destructive mfluence and creates unfairness. That can
harm collegiality, a necessary part of smoothly funcrioning shared gover-
nance.

Secondly, [ would advocate that each university formally establish the prin-
cipal parameters of institutional citizenship: in essence, a social contract. This
matters because mutually agreed upon nights and responsibilities too often
rend to be left 1n a srate of vagueness, creating internal dissension and, not too
rarely, the neglect of students. My preference 1s for « proposed social contract
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to be debated, perhaps amended, and then officially adopted by a faculty. An
unambiguous understanding of what we can expect from each other and what
we owe to the collectivity will help to transform individual entrepreneurs into
a group that can responsibly exercise the rights of shared governance. These
discussions will be uncomfortable, but that might—in the end—be valuable.
A sample agenda item might be: why do salaries and teaching loads differ so
greatly by discipline? Is that a defensible situation or should something be
done about 1t? Needless to say, | do not know of any faculty that has looked
upon these discussions with eagerness.

Thirdly, bodies responsible for governance should regularly test and verify
standards of quality. The use of external peers, visiting committees, and
accreditation bodies can all be useful in providing comfort to those who have
delegated their authority.

University Governance Should Improve the Capacity
for Teaching, Learning, and Research

It is odd that this most obvious of principles is frequently ignored in practice.
In designing or modifying systems of university governance, do we start with
the very tasks for which we exist, and make everyrhing else support those
responsibilities? Not as much as we should.

Maximum output per unit of input is one way i which economists define
efficiency. To achieve that goal requires the careful use of scarce factors: in our
case, faculty and student time has to be used as productively as possible. For
professors, it means avoiding and not being asked to do adminustrative tasks
that can be performed equally well by others; for students, the structure of gov-
ernance has to reflect the premise that studying 1s their principal responsibil-
ity, and that other activities, while perhaps valuable life experiences, are sec-
ondary. [ add for my American colleagues: and that includes athletics!

[ insist on this principle because the time involved in shared or self-gover-
nance is only rarely considered in detail. No one should attempt to replace
faculty members in discussions of curriculum, promotions, or examinations.
Yet all universities feature innumerable committees that spend hours in fruit-
less and inconsequential debates about subjects that merit nothing better. The
list of such committees and meetings would vary from place to place and coun-
try to country, but [ am sure that experienced academics will have little diffi-
culty in producing suitable examples.

[ find student behavior to be more rational. They are extremely anxious to
gain seats on almost any committee. It 1s, for them, a great symbol. If repre-
sentation 1s granted, students quickly discover the profound boredom associ-
ated with many of these assemblies, and their poor attendance tends to dem-
onstrate newly gained wisdom. My evaluation of the student role may seem



too cynical. I can certainly cite exceptions where student representation has
been very valuable, but these cases are confined to subjects where their voices
bring new knowledge and where the students themselves are not under the
pressure of strong conflicts of interest. Appropriate examples would be the
evaluation of teaching—in itself a most inexact science—and issues pertain-
ing to student life, such as housing, recreational facilities, advising, library
usage, etc.

The relationship between efficient governance and the purposes of the uni-
versity 1s not confined to economizing faculty and srudent time. Governors of
universities and those to whom they are responsible—public or private—also
have major assignments. Institutions of higher education—and in this they
require sufficient financial stability to permit orderly

are surely not alone

development. Financial uncertanty and sharp budgetary fluctuations all
hinder the fundamental mission of learning and knewledge creation. Rational
planning becomes impossible.

Budgetary practices and financial management are equally important.
Rules that permuit institutions to carry over budgetary surpluses from one year
to the next or to transfer funds from one budgetary category to another
counter the “use 1t or lose 1t” attitude that encourages mefficiency. By length-
ening the period of time over which financial stability is reasonably assured,
multi-year budgets permit higher educarion mstitutions to stretch planning
horizons, thereby creating more desirable options.

Establishing the proper time horizon for an nstitution is one of the most
important and difficult responsibilities of the governance apparatus. The
longest possible period is not necessanily the best. In my experience, primarily
limited to membership on Harvard’s executive boatd (The Harvard Corpora-
tion), I sometimes felt that our time horizon tended to be too long—rthat we
were excessively concerned about the furure and therefore insufficiently con-
cerned about the present. (It was not a view shared by my fellow corporation
members.) We always worried about our obligations to future generations. |
wanted current expenditures to be viewed more as investments and less as
consumption, and believed that the highest quality achieved in the present
was likely in the future to attract all necessary resources. The way the question
presented 1tself at Harvard may be particular to private philanthropic organi-
zations in the United States, but the general 1ssue applies to all institutions of
higher learning.

Faculty compensation also needs to be mentioned in connection with
accomplishing institutional goals. Inadequate salaries lead to lack of commit-
ment and excessive outside activities. Even adequate salaries may not prevent
“moonlighting.” The point 1s that the most efficient faculties are reasonably
compensated, work full-time, and are subject to control of their outside activ-
ities.
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Financial stability, progressive budgetary practices, and decent faculty com-
pensation are the obligations of the “governors.” It is part of their contribution
to increasing institutional capacity for teaching, learning, and research.

CONCLUSION

[t 1s beyond my capacities to offer a complete “theory” of governance. I have tried
to outline a few general propositions that apply to both theory and practice in
unversities By way of conclusion, I would like to comment on some currently
popular premises concerning university governance that relate to my brief essay.

The first premise 1s that university evolution implies changes in the structure
of governance. That is obviously true and it 1s happening all the time. Our crit-
1cs perhaps believe that we are not changing enough or that we are changing too
slowly. Sometimes that 1s true, but more generally we are changing all the
time—incrementally—and specific changes are sometimes less than obvious.
An example from my own university will make the point. Until the early 1970’s,
Harvard’s central administration consisted of a president, a vice-president, and
a few elderly ladies who provided genteel support. During the next presidency
which ended in the early 1990’s, the central administration became much larger
and highly diversified. Vice-presidencies quintupled, a sizable internal “law
firm” was created, lobbyists came on board, and administrative services were
thoroughly professionalized. These changes reflecred external realities: the
growing importance of the Federal Government, changing financial circum-
stances, a more confrontational local environment, etc. Finally, our current
president, who took office in 1991 has dedicated hirself to pulling the univer-
sity together intellectually by creating a series of institution-wide 1nitiatives.
One such, just to give an example, encompasses the study of “Mind, Brain, and
Behavior,” and involves at least four faculties. All these changes require new
forms of governance, and are testimony of continual evolution.

Another popular premise (or question) addresses departmental structures.
[t is not unfamihar territory: should the department still be the primary unit
of organization? Have interdisciplinary approaches made departments obso-
lete? Is one meant to draw the conclusion that departments are bastions of
intellectual reaction? That is not my view. [ want to stress the proposition that
departments are our main instruments of quality control, and also that disci-
plines and specialization are—certainly in the last century—the main engines
of scholarly progress. Of course we must encourage nterdisciplinary work, but
we should remember what the term connotes: not the absence of disciplines
but the presence of more than one discipline. How can those charged with
making choices judge the promise of an interdisciplinary endeavor? An eval-
uation should include the disciplinary qualifications of participants, and that
will inevitably lead us back to departmental specialists.
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Furthermore-—as is the case with universities generally—departments are
not exempt from evolution. To cite another Harvard example, when [ became
dean of arts and sciences in 1973, we had one biology department. Early in my
tenure, 1t split into two parts: organismic and evolutionary biology, and cellu-
lar and developmental biology. Later, cellular and developmental combined
with bio-chemistry to form a new unit. These changes reflecred intellectual
developments. During my time, also, new departments came into being: Afro-
American Studies was created, and Social Relations gave birth to three
departments—Dsychology, Anthropology, and Sociology. [ mencion this only
to stress that departments are not necessartly academic mausoleums. Ad hoc
groupings reflecting current interests and enthustasms are valuable, but they
are unlikely to perform sumtlar levels of quality control.

Finally, a word about today's trendiest subject: distance learning. How wall
the governance structure adjust to this phenomenon? Distance learning 1s not
entirely new: open universities and extension studies have existed for a long
time Nerther have been central concerns of traditional research universities
and, m view of technological progress, that may no longer be true. To my
mind, this only underscores the importarce of shared governance. Distance
learning carrtes an mstitutional imprimatur tor which the faculty must assume
responsibility. To leave 1t in the hands of media professionals and advertising
agencies would be a travesty.

Recently, | heard a businessman say that the Internet 15 changing every
busimess that we know, and that also has to apply to higher education. But we
must attempt to draw the right conclusions: core academic values have to be
protected, especially in research universities; in facr, they will need greater
protection and more vigilance on our part. We should use the Web and infor-
mation techriology to improve our services to students and soctety—that 1s
what business 15 doing 1in 1ts own sphere-—and not transform ourselves into
hollowed-out mstitutions of virtual scholarship.

POSTSCRIPT

That my review of governance supports traditional philosophies and struc-
tures should not imply uncritical advocacy of the status quo. Change is needed,
but I am conscious that the specifics will vary mstitutionally and nationally.
On the American scene, there are at least two glaring weak spots in gover-
nance: the departmental chairmanship and a decline 1n civic virtue. The
former mnvolves “middle management” and the problem evokes insufficient
general interest. Essentially, in our research universities, departmental leader-
ship 1in the arts and sciences has all the characteristics of “musical chairs:”
short terms, weak authority, no possibility of estabhshing leadership. There 15
litele respect for the job or for the individual unforrunate enough briefly to
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hold the position. Too often, the additional administrative burdens are
uncompensated and unappreciated. But, as already indicated, this situation
may be too affected by local detail to permit the discussion of general solu-
tions.

A problem of much wider applicability and greater significance for research
universities is the decline in standards of civic virtue or citizenship among the
professorate. By that, I mean the growing and sometimes exclusive focus on
one’s professior, field, or discipline, and personal advancement, as opposed to
institutional obligations—both pedagogical and administrative. [ am unable
to date the beginning of this trend and tc cite quantitative evidence, but dis-
ciplinary focus has certainly been growing in the postwar period. A few exam-
ples can set the scene. In the United States, all will agree that teaching loads
have been subject to enormous decline since the postwar boom, especially in
the natural and social sciences. Has this been the result of formal administra-
tive authorization after careful consideration or was 1t simply—from the per-
spective of deans—a fait accompli, justified by vague competitive pressures? Do
professors, in fact, determine their own teaching loads? Sometimes the answer
15 yes to both questions. Professorial absences from campus have also increased
at the expense of “pastoral” obligations, and rules relating to consulting and
other outside activities usually are loosely enforced (The famous rule about
“one day a week” that can be devoted to outside activities is, in my estimation,
unmonitorable and therefore unenforceable, accounting—no doubt—for its
popularity.) As a graduate student at Harvard in the late 1940’s, I now recall
that only one professor 1n the economics department had significant outstde
interests that took htm away from the campus on a regular (weekly) basis.
Today, there are very few professors of economics without major outside obli-
gations. [t would not be difficult to give other examples.

Ir 1s the role of governance to re-establish the values of citizenship, under-
mined by expansion, perpetual shortages of top-notch scholars, and the
increased value to society of what many professors know. That will not be
easy, but [ can see at least three possibilities.

An agreed upon social contract that would detail and incorporate the
meaning of good citizenship could be helpful. As noted earlier, it will be very
hard to get faculties voluntarily to engage in this process.

I favor post-tenure review as one way of preserving the values of civic vir-
tue. Post-tenure review—defined as formal periodic peer evaluation—does
not threaten tenure, and can tie reward to performance using criteria that
include both the institution and the demands of the profession.

The ltfting of the retirement cap in the United States makes this task all
the more urgent. Many observers of universities believe that retirements will
continue to occur at more or less “normal” times, and therefore think that
there 15 not much for us to worry about. So far they have been right, but I stll
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disagree. Even relatively brief postponements create obstacles for the young
seeking to join our profession: elements of a zero-sum game are present, espe-
cially with financial constraints. A reduced number of younger colleagues also
entails obvious intellectual penalties. Furthermore, the absence of a specified
retirement age combined with tenure raises very serious 1ssues. Under the best
of circumstances, our formal obligations will always be a small proportion of
our real tasks: if we meet all our classes, is there much else that our “supervi-
sors” can insist on? These may not be grave problems when retirement is eco-
nomically attractive, as it has been for well over a decade. Now, constder a
prolonged recession or a depression. Those whose retirement plans are linked
directly or indirectly to the stock market will, I have no doubt, extend therr
years of active service when they feel poorer. All of the above reinforces the
case for sertous and fair post-tenure review.

Finally, [ urge instruction in professional conduct tor all who join faculty
ranks, perhaps as part of Ph.D. training. The acadenic profession appears to
be unique 1in not insisting on this type of mnstruction. Lawyers and physicians
have 1t; even some trades have it; we do not. To be sure, we learn disciplinary
conduct as part of graduate studies—essentially this 1s training for research.
But discipline is not identical to the academic profession: the missing parts are
our roles as teachers, mentors, co-workers, supervisors, institutional citizens,
etc. These can be taught, analyzed, and discussed. All newcomers can be sen-
sitized to the main ssues, ranging from what happens n classrooms—your
own and others—to curriculum in your department and in others, sexual
harassment, honest evaluations, and many others.

Everything in this section relates to a current watchword in higher educa-
tion: accountability. I finish as [ began, with Caesar. Let us make ourselves
more accountable in ways that suit our customs and rraditions. Let us do so in
good time, thereby keeping Caesar at bay.
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CHAPRTER

Setting Strategic Direction
in Academic Institutions:
The Planning Dilemma

Peter Lorange !

INTRODUCTION

cademic direction setting has never been clear-cut. [t 1s complex, and

often rife with dilemma and even controversy. So it should come as

no surprise that, all too often, academic institutions view manage-
ment ideas and practices with skepticism, if not outright disapproval. “Unfor-
tunately, management in education is still a concepr that stimulates a nega-
tive reaction from many academics. As a result, organizations in higher
education tend to neglect management concepts and practices” (Cyert, R. M.,
in Keller, G., 1983). Planning and budgeting processes would probably be
among those generally regarded with a considerable skepticism, despite wide-
spread use.

This chapter will demonstrate how strategic planning and budgeting can
alleviate some of the problems of effective adaptation to changed environ-
mental conditions facing academic nstitutions. The chapter will also stress
some of the shortcomings associated with the planning and budgeting process.
We shall treat formal planning and budgeting as strategic process elements
within the broader leadership “toolkit” of the academic mstitution.

1 Gordon Adler, Heather Cairns and Knur Haanes contributed important deas, which
have been reflected mn thus chaprer,
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In light of these inherent difficulties, can academic institutions set strategic
direction? In the last two decades, several path-breaking works have tackled
this question, and their answers provide a useful starting pont for further dis-
cussion.

A RETROSPECTIVE VIEW

In their 1973 book, “Leadership and Ambiguity,” Michael Cohen and James
March chose eight metaphors of leadership for the corporate university presi-
dent. They concluded that the organizational anarchy metaphor 1s most
appropriate. In their words, “each individual 1n the university is seen as mak-
ing autonomous decistons. Teachers decide if, when, and what to teach. Stu-
dents decide if, when, and what to learn. Neither coordmnation (except the
spontaneous mutual adaptation of decision) nor control is practiced.
Resources are allocated by whatever process emerges but without explicit
accommodation and without explicit reference to some super-ordinate goal.
The “decisions” of the system are a consequence produced by the system but
intended by no one and decisively conrrolled by no one (Cohen, M. D. &
March, J. G, 1973). This view of the university as little more than “organized
anarchy” 1s more or less similar to the famous “garbage can model” (March, J.
G. & Olsen, J. P., 1976). The approach, however, offers little gmdance in
managing an academic institution in such a way that those entrusted with
leadership can actually set the strategic direction — 1t gives us little support for
a planning approach!

Dahrendorf (1995) echoes the notion that academic institutions cannot be
managed. “A university neither wants nor needs to be run... basically, it runs
itself, by way of 1ts own mysterious “internal channels”. Interference with the
usual channels should be reserved for extreme situations” (Dahrendorf, R.,
1995).

As a counterpoint to these two views, George Keller (“Academic Strategy,”
1983) develops a strategic planning model based on six postulates of academic
strategy. “Since the fundamental aim of strategic planning is a Darwinian one
of linking the forward direction of your organization with the movement of
historical forces in the environment, the two critical areas for analysis are
one’s own organization and the environment. You need to look inside and
outside. And in each of these searches there are three elements...” (Keller, G.,
1983). Looking inside, Keller sees three internal dimensions of concern to the
leader of an academic institution: (1) traditions, values, and aspirations; (2)
strengths and weaknesses: academic and financial; and (3) leadership: abilities
and priorities. Keller’s so-called “external dimensions” include: (1) environ-
mental trends: threats and opportunities; (2) marker preferences, perceptions,
and directions; and (3) the competitive situation: threats and opportunities.



Keller seems to imply that the setting of strategic direction 1s a matter of
balancmg several viewpoints, forces, and contextual dimensions. He claims
that although the leaders of academic institutions can set strategic direction,
the posttion of the institution in the flow of “historical forces” plays a key role,
and may, in fact, severely himit strategic direction serting. He thus seems to
offer strong support for a planning approach, but recognizes that a major
potential problem might be its heritage — 1.c., that past circumstances could
seriously constrain planning.

Taking a different emphasts, Blau underscores the role of bureaucracy and
structure. He states that: “Academic institutions have the difficult responsibil-
ity of providing an administrative framework for creative scholarship, which
makes them particularly susceptible to the il effects of bureaucraric ngidity.”
(Blau, P. M., 1994) He continues: “Bureaucracy does come mnto conflict with
scholarship. Several burcaucratic features of academic mstitutions have delete-
rious consequences for educational performance, but none of these, and no
others that could be discovered, have negative effects on research performance,
perhaps hecause research can be separated from an institution’s adiministrative
machinery while education 1> intricately enmeshed in it. This 15 a bad omen for
the tuture of higher education.”™ (Blau, . M., 1994) Blau thus recognizes that
setting the direction of research may he somewhat “casier” than other kinds of
value-creation, most notably teaching. So, while Blau would be skeptical to
planning and budgeting in general, he would be particularly concerned with
the potential shortcomings of all managerial approaches when 1t comes to sup-
porting a proactive view of the academic teaching dumensions.

In his recent study of what creates successful dynamic, “entreprencurial
untversities”, Clark pinpoines five organizational “pathways of transforma-
non” (Clark, B. R., 1998). His “five pathways” model 15 a good starting tem-
plate for characterizing an effective strategy for a university.

Clark starts with whar he calls the “strengthened steering core,” which
embraces central managerial groups and academic departments. He includes
the “expanded developmental periphery,” which would encompass outside
organizations and groups. Clark adds the “diversified funding base,” and also
designates a “stimulated academic heartland.” This corresponds to the aca-
demic values and belief systems. And lastly, he refers to an “integrated entre-
prencurial culture,” i.e., the people and the processes they follow to create
value. Planning and budgeting certainly have a role in Clark’s scheme, per-
haps the most essential as part of the “integral entrepreneurial culture” dimen-
sion. But, Clark importantly implies that planning and budgeting must be
entrepreneurtal, re., creative, posttive, alive, and that they are part of a
broader set of administrative approaches.

Taken together, these authors provide three fundamental messages that
must be kept in mind when it comes to grappling with academic value-cre-
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ation and direction setting. First, since it 1s the strength of the individual aca-
demic players, with their own agendas, that drives any direction setting, set-
ting strategic direction happens in a highly individualized, person-by-person
context. Second, ways exist to rally these individual forces to consensus via
coalition building for a particular strategic direction for the academic nstitu-
tion as a whole, although they are de facto highly dependent on the evolurtion-
ary context, values, and key environmental factors. With proper sensitivity to
these power factors, academic direction setting might be a reality, within cer-
tain limits. And finally, procedures, rules, and structures drive academic orga-
nizations—in other words, they are inherently bureaucratic. But the univer-
sity’s leadership can have an impact on this! Beyond research, this bureaucracy
especially limits choice in all other aspects of academic value creation, espe-
cially teaching. Research may well get done, even in a relatively undirected
academic setting, but the rest of the value-creation equation may suffer. In
summary then, a pertinent literature review provides strong limitations
regarding how planning and budgeting might be practiced in academic inst1-
tutions.

FOUR COMPLEMENTARY APPROACHES
TO SETTING STRATEGIC DIRECTION

Burt, again, what abour the academic leader? What might be done differently
to make planning and budgeting more useful? While the aforementioned
authors describe limitations or constraints (with the possible exception of
Keller and Clark), they fail to value the academic leader explicitly. A presi-
dent’s authority is typically much more limited and tenuous than that of a cor-
porate executive. The dean is appointed by the university board. It 1s not a
tenured position; the person serves at the pleasure of the board. But the pres-
ident interfaces with his/her faculty, many of whom have tenure. They do not
need to please the president and there is ultimately relatively hittle he or she
can do to force faculty members to do things they do not want to do. Thus,
the president’s job has been likened to that of Speaker of the House — the
effectiveness depends on the ability to build coalitions and to persuade faculty
members, with their own independent bases of authority and power, to come
together in a common effort. Respecting the assumptions above, I will argue
that academic institutions still can and should be managed and that academic
leaders can play a pivotal role in setting and implementing a deliberate direc-
tion for the university. The president and some combination of faculty and
staff can set a strategic direction. | will proceed on the assumption that setting
and implementing the strategic direction requires both a clear focus and sense
of priorities—after all, “strategy means choice” Also essential 1s a well-devel-
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oped sense of building coalitions, creating a power base through managing
stakeholders—individuals and groups, most notably faculty. Thus, I will claim
that the way academic leaders focus their activities inside the academic insti-
tutton 1s crucial.

The key success criterion for a university is to create value! The definition
of this, which 1s essentially the mission of the university, means emphasis on:

o research — creating new knowledge — and the role of the university in
the economy and soctety,

o reaching — knowledge dissemination for individuals to learn, and

e citizenship — service to the community.

The most effective way to set strategy 1s to heighten focus on four ways uni-
versities can strive to create value. I will call these four approaches (strategies
would be another name) “adaptation” and “pro-activism,” as well as “entre-
preneurialism” and “rational leadership.” I shall assume that any planning or
budgeting chosen must incorporate these views to be effective as a strategy
direction-setting vehicle. For academic leaders to set strategic direction effec-
tively they must worry about creating valuc, through research, teaching, and
citizenship, in each of these four ways; doing well i only one, or two-—such
as research only—is inadequate. Further, the leaders of academic institutions
need to see strategic direction setting as a matter of dynamically balancing the
four approaches. And this will mean, [ mamntain, that the ideal direction for
any academic institution (if we can speak of an “ideal”) will consist of getting
the right tradeoffs among proactive vision and adapting to the clients’ needs,
through botrom-up, faculty entrepreneurialism and top-down leadership. 1
shall argue thar these approaches must be brought into some sort of balance
and that the president will have to manage this balance by making strategic
choices together with the key stakeholders. The strategic direction of the uni-
versity at any point mn time reflects only a temporary balance of forces or of
power. The university’s strategy will change over time as the balance of inter-
nal forces changes.

THE ADAPTIVE UNIVERSITY...

The adaptive university sets 1ts direction and adjusts to the changing needs of
its students or its clients e.g., companies, alumni, and business executives
interested 1in continuing education. It will be driven by the market; this 15 a
major challenge. If a university cannot adapt to the needs of the students or
clients, 1t will be unable to generate the resources it needs for long-term sus-
tainability. Still, as important as the adaptation challenge may be, it is too
one-sided; 1t only adjusts to the changing needs of the student or client after



110 Part 3: Governance Principles

the fact. In effect, although the university may have a strategic direction, the
process of setting strategy may be rather passive, spearheaded by the students
or client firms themselves. As such, even though listening to learning partners
is a critical aspect of direction setting, merely being adaptive is inadequate.
Still, caution should be exercised before downplaying the adaptive dimension.
One may suggest, for example, that it could be dangerous to change the core
curriculum or research agenda too quickly in response to demand shifts in the
job market, which may turn out to be temporary, or to make changes that sim-
ply respond to the latest corporate fad.

... AND THE PROACTIVE UNIVERSITY

A proactive university seeks the direction it needs to take, senses where to go,
and gets there first. In concrete terms, this means making sure that one’s direc-
tional moves ultimately meet the needs of students and clients, not merely by
adapting to their needs post facto, but by actually leading change, leapfrogging
ahead. It means driving the market! (Kumar, N. & Scheer, L.K. & Kotler, P.,
2000)

The key shall be to balance the adaptive and the proactive strategies. Both
dimensions—to be led as well as to lead—have merit, but in a complementary
manner. Too much relative focus on proactiveness can lead the university to
“jump the gun”, with an insufficient revenue base. Too much relative focus on
adaptiveness, on the other hand, can lead to milking the market dry, so as to
live on borrowed time. The two are equally valid; they are two sides of the
same coin. Crucial as this balance of adaptation and pro-action 1s, I believe
that it still misses an important additional point to secure optimal value cre-
ation, namely the bottom-up/top-down interplay berween the faculty and the
president.

ALSO, THE ENTREPRENEURIAL UNIVERSITY...

The entrepreneurial university also represents an essential, but still partial,
view of what we see as optimal n setting strategic direction. No one would
argue that the individual initiatives of faculty members cum entrepreneurs are
unumportant. In the effective strategic management of a university, this
should not be 1gnored. The effective university unleashes its faculty members’
energies, their willingness to take on initiatives and spearhead “pioneer” and
“rapid expansion” teaching and research activities. This builds on the individ-
ualistic drive of each faculty member, so deep-rooted in academic life. The key
here 15 indeed to create proactiveness, through new research-based discoveries
and new pedagogical teaching mnovations.



On the other hand, a team approach to creating value m the university is
also necessary. Students or clients benefit most from the coordinated activities
of a true faculty team to ensure effective adaptiveness The same holds true for
research efforts: eclectic teams of faculty members, working together on a
cross-disciplinary basts, are the best hope for value management, or any other
academic nsights. Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, the human cap-
ital resource base must have a balance within the university, with the faculty
members comprising a portfolio of human talents. This faculty team can only
have 1ts full srrength when its members are compatible. This ultimately helps
to ensure creativity and proactive thinking, as well as serving the learning
partners better by adaptation.

Despite their importance, the entrepreneunal elements of a university do not
represent an exhaustive label for the value-creating activities of the univer-
sy, etther. The entreprencurial faculty member, to be effective alone and/or
as a team mernber, must alone possess a sense of maturity and a breadth to find
his or her place within the broader portfolio strategy context of the university.
Perhaps we need to mvent the label “tcam-based entrepreneurtalism™ for
blending these bottom-up faculty-driven mitiatives into a cohesive overall
strategy for the school.

...AND THE RATIONALLY MANAGED UNIVERSITY

[ shall argue that a university’s dean or president must, to a certain extent,
manage from the top, project a well-defined role. This includes playing a cat-
alytic role to improve the conditions of, and affect how people work in a uni-
versity, so that a clearer, more deliberate direction can be the result. To be a
source of encoutagement, to add support, and to provide positive feedback will
thus be a part of the president’s strategic agenda—a key implementation task!

Perhaps even more importantly will be the addition of a portfolio focus, a
vision for “how things fit together”, for what the school should do and not do.
A particular strategic itiative may mdeed be interesting, but still not fit into
this university’s vision of itself. It 1s the president’s job to facilitate the process
of being selective. The task is to manage fit through top-down vision, not to
be merely a glorified adding machine of bottom-up initiatives.

A university thus managed can be thought of as rationally managed. Still,
the mere provision of energy and focus from the top does not give a full picture
of the value creation for which I have argued. Input from the top can only be
part ot a more full-blown value creation process. As noted, real strategic direc-

tion thus emerges from the balance of the bottom-up and top-down forces.
This 1s a matter of the balance of power that 1s likely to determine the uloimate
halance of focus, or strategic direction of the university. It must be kept in



mind that tenured faculty will often have their own resources, and that some
faculty are more powerful than others. Some alumni, companies, and poten-
tial donors are more powerful than others. The university’s board may make
its own claims on the university's resources. University presidents often find
themselves clashing with university boards and administrators over control of
their financial resources. Also, some of the schools within the university—say,
the business schools—will often be the most profitable operations on campus,
and revenue generated by them are typically hard to divert to fund activities
at less prosperous schools and departments. Important internal dynamics thus
have an mmpact on this top-down/bottom-up balance. To have a realistic
chance, the president must bring his or her own resources, coalitions, and con-
nections to the table, to create a certain power balance.

For the sake of clarity, it might be useful to summarize the various forces
into two dimensions, as shown in Exhibit 1

Exhibit [ Forces with an Impact on the Strategic Direction of the University
The Actor Dimension

Top-Down Vision
and Leadership

Proactive o Adaptation
Directional [::> Strategic Direction <l|:| to Studgnts/
Leaps of the University Learning

Partners

The Directional Dimension

Bottom-Up
Entrepreneurship

The directional dimension sets out the strategy of the university’s research
and teaching activities. [t is a function of the need to respond to the various
customers, i.e., to adapt. It is also a function of the proactive vision of the fac-
ulty members and their interest in pioneering and rapidly expanding in new
directions, 1.e., more of a strategic leapfrogging dimension. The paradox is that
a better strategic direction will most likely emerge out of the tradeoffs or
sources of positive tension between the two types of directional input 1llus-
trated; one might say, market leading and market led.



On the other axis of the model are two complementary actor dimensions.
On the one hand are the important entrepreneurial inputs by the faculty
members, working both alone and in teams, creating what might be called a
“bottom-up mput.” These influence the strategic direction of the university,
both by shaping the proactive, so-called “leaps” and by shaping the univer-
sity’s adaptation to the needs of its learning partners. A top-down vision and
leadership dimension complements, driven by what the choices the president
feels the university should make in setting its strategic direction to develop an
overall portfolio. The top-down force counterbalances the bottom-up entre-
preneurship dimension, so that the emerging direction results from a balances
of these forces. Or, as Cyert states: “To survive the difficulties ahead, colleges
and universities must have more foresight in management. But, at the same
time, universities must marntain therr decentralized form and capitalize on the
entrepreneurship and idea-generating abilities of the faculty. Thus, there
needs to be more active and decisive campus leadership—but 1t must seek and

"include faculty contributions.” (Cyert, R. M., in Keller, G., 1983)

All in all, the strategic direction of a university can best be depicted as a
combination of forces—see Exhibit [—reflecting a temporary balance of
power at any point in time. Both the bottom-up, entrepreneurial input, as well
as the top-down leadership input, are likely to change over time. So are the
adaptive needs of the learning partners, as well as the opportunities for proac-
tive, directional leaps. The relationship between different coalitions of forces
changes. Clearly then, the actual strategy of a university at any point in time
is the result of the power shifts and interactive forces among key stakehold-
ers—individuals and groups—along the four dimensions in the exhibit. And
keeping the dynamic balance among them 1s extremely important.

MAKING STRATEGIC CHOICES:
KEEPING THE BALANCE TO CREATE VALUE

Let us focus some more on the strategic task of the president. How can he or
she further define the dimensions that should guide the development of a
portfolio strategy, beyond a healthy proactive/adaptive balance?

Setting strategic direction, managing the focuses that have an impact on
the value-creating portfolio of activities of the dynamic university, “keeping
the balance,” is necessarily difficult. The balance does not come by 1tself, of
course. Explicit strategic choices are not only necessary; they form the basts
for creating the balance. These choices entail tradeoffs and tradeoffs mean set-
backs and frustration, due above all to the multitude of competing needs and
concerns that stakeholders in an academic institution rypically debate. Stll,
[ believe that a significant increase in the value creatrion capabilities of the



modern university 1s possible. I recommend that the portfolio strategy of the
dynamic university be “operationalized” by following three fundamental stra-
tegic options for creating value. They must remain at the center of any port-
tolio rradeoff debate. Essentially, these three options deal with how to creare
value through activities that yield decreasing and/or increasing economies of
scales andfor specialization:

1. Mass production, 1.c. acknowledging econcmies of scale. The more stu-
dents you have, the fuller your classrooms, and the more efficiently
you can run your teaching. The larger your research budget, the more
efficiently you can carry out your research. Many academic institu-
tions follow this approach to value creation. The more customers you
get, the lower is the value for the last customer, however, and the lower
is the price you want to charge for a service given to your last student/
customer. However, there is little “upside” to thus strategy, one would
say!

2. Mediation through a network. This approach 1s based on bringing stu-
dents cum customers together, who add value to all. Thompson labels
this approach the “mediating industry” (Thompson, ]. D., 1967). In
essence, you create value by putting people together—creating clubs!
The more customers you get in vour network, the higher the value for
the last customer who joins, and the higher you can set the price of
your services! (Gibbons, M. & Limoges, C. & Nowotny, H. &
Schwartzman, S. & Scott, P. & Trow, M, 1994) The larger network
always beats the smaller networks—the members are basically part-
ners in a club, not individual partners. Here, you do not want to creare
value by solating each member, say, through having key accounts for
each. Rather, you want to have all members participate in each key
activity; this way, you create value via key activities for all members!
Interestingly, the more you do, the better 1t goes; you can indeed ben-
efit from some “upsides” here!

3. Unigue problem solving as a mode of value creation. This approach is
based on solving unique problems that the customer cannot solve by
him- or herself. Much sponsored research follows this mode. Asym-
metric information 1s at work here—the expert, with his or her repu-
tation, versus the customer. Much so-called “problem solving”
amounts to the expert helping rhe chient to reach the best understand-
ing of the problem possible, and hence, the most accurate diagnosts.

The customer often solves the problem him- or herself. (Sarvary, M.,
1999).

In choosing the relative emphasis among the three options for shaping the
unversity’s portfolio strategy, there are of course several constraints at work.
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One will be the power balance equation—the stakeholder coalition puzzle—
already discussed. The president may have no other option, for instance, than
to continue a focused emphasis on mass production. Another key factor will
be the university’s existing capabilities. Are not the choices themselves
affected, even significantly, by the university's existing capability to create
and exploit economics of scale and/or specialization, as well as its desire to be
hoth adaptive and proactive in responding to customer demand? There is a
clear feedback loop between a university’s existing organizational capabilities
and the strategic portfolio choices the president can make among potential
areas of emphasis.

For instance, the president may want to create a network with a designated

.group of corporations and learning partners. The problem might be, however,
that the faculty may not be i a position to “deliver” the cross-disciplinary,
'managerially focused input that this would require; discipline-based fragmen-
tation regularly limits the capabilities of a typical network, and the president
must thus be aware of this! For instance, a faculty with a strong focus on con-
ventional undergraduate and graduate-level reaching, backed up by a strong
axiomatic research tradition, may simply not have the interest, nor the capa-
bilities, to get engaged in unique, cross-functional problem-solving, based on
a lot of interaction also with real life business executives. Again, the president
must realize that options may be lunited, at least in the short run, in adding
emphasis on unique problem-solving as part of the university’s portfolio strat-
egy.

A third key factor is the maturity of the market-place 1tself. This may also
highlight the balance of the critical decision between the problems the uni-
versity should solve and the problems others (clients) should solve, either on
their own or with one another. It should be noted that, in this world of expert
problem solvers, customers may be referred to each other. The key is to choose
the university’s area(s) of problem solving. This choice creates an effective
flow of information for understanding problems, and by so doing, creates a
team of faculty members who work on them 1n an on-going proactive loop!
Stabell and Fjellstad describe this cycle of strengthening the university’s own

‘capabilities by choosing in which arenas to engage (Stabell, C. B. & Fjellstad,
. D., 1998).

THE PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESS

Exhibit II gives an overview of a conventional planning and budgeting pro-
cess, as first conceptualized by Vancil and Lorange (Vancil, R. F. & Lorange,
P., 1975) (Lorange, P., 1980). This step-by-step blueprint for prescribing who
does what and when can be the basis for the development of realistic strategies
for the university, bringing to bear on the process the various ponts of view



raised so far in this chapter. It should not be denied, on the other hand, that
the process can also be the basis for “sheer bureaucratic nonsense”. It takes a
considerable amount of insight and determination to make the process work
and to avord the major dysfunctions. Let us point out these “upsides and pit-

falls”:

Exhibit Il The Planning and Budgeting Process

Stage Visioning Action Plans Budgets
Level
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and Staff
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THE VISION PHASE

Lert us first consider the setting of clear premises behind the university’s evolv-
ing vision. The typical reality is that the top leadership of the university 1ssues
its view on the future, and on how the university should adapt to 1t, more or
less as an extrapolation of the past. This assumes that the future will bring
more of the same and that the emerging challenges facing the university will
continue to he of a similar nature. It should be a matter of openly attempting
to “see” new opportunities—positive as well as threats—before they become
obvious to everyone else. It thus should be a matter of more open-endedly
restating the premises that might drive a revised vision, in the age of discon-
tinuity and break points! (Step 1)

Let us now consider how the various schools or faculties might restate their
vision premuses, 1n the light of what has been provided for them hy the uni-
versity presidency. The typical reality 15 that school or faculty visions will
often also evolve along proven tracks — assuming essentially more of the same.
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Faculty members may want the fundamental roles of the school or the faculty
to remain essentially unchanged—it would be unthinkable to consider radi-
cally different visionary paths! The school or faculty should be more openly
ready to reconsider its competencies and tts portfolio mix—unburdened by
present organizational (i.e., departmental) realities—focusing on the compe-
tencies needed within new emerging realities. (Step 2)

How is the academic vision restated at the departmental (or research insti-
tute) level? This ly—and
assess their consequences when 1t comes to the department’s competence
base—"seeing” radically new opportunities. In practice, the departmental
vision discussion often tends to “justify” the future relevance of the present
again extrapolating, building plausible cases for the status

quo. (Step 3)

How should a school’s or faculty’s vision now be aggregated and how 1s thus
aggregated vision in practice? Analogous to what was argued above, the vision
should portray a fresh view of how the direction of the school/faculty might
evolve, taking fully into account new environmental circumstances, new
opportunities, new threats, new breakpoints, etc. In practice, however, one
again typically sees these aggregate vision statements become extensions of
the past, not least due to the fact that each school/faculty/department will
want to protect itself by building on what it already stands for. (Step 4)

The visioning at the university level is, of course, especially crucial. It
should be open-minded and re-examine the overall portfolio of the university
in a free-flowing sense, without being bound to the traditional organizational
structure and school portfolio. This open-ended visioning should be based on
a true assessment of the environmental circumstances, the desire to utilize
new opportunities, the internalization of breakpoints (Strebel, P., 1992).

Again, in reality, an extrapolation tends to be the case. The visioning pro-
cess for the university will typically reflect more of the same. Thus is often jus-
tified by the fact that it will be nearly impossible to change the university
structure. Processes such as tenure and self-governance at a highly decentral-
1zed level tend to preserve the status quo. (Step 5)

As can be seen from Exhibit II, I have mserted dotted lines between Steps
2 and 4, as well as between Steps 1 and 5. Departments and schools should per-
haps not be too heavily involved in visioning, in a formal sense, at this stage.
Rather, the formal visioning may take place primarily at the university level.
This might allow for a more open-ended reassessment of the portfolio, thus
avoiding to preserve the status quo. A variation of this would be that, at the
untversity level, each major school and/or department would be reassessed
regularly, a procedure which might also lead to addressing meaningful adap-
tive changes. This is the case at Harvard, where the president reassesses 1n
depth one of the schools every year.
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THE ACTION PLAN PHASE

Now that a clear proactive vision has been established, the next step 1s to
delineate appropriate implementation. The action plan phase attempts to
develop programs to drive the implemenrarion of vision and the overall strat-
egy. It might commence with the university president and staff catling for
action plan input from each school/faculey. This should take the form of a
request for an open-ended set of action plans to support the proactive vision,
which also should have been clearly communicated. In pracrice, presidents
nstead request essentially an update of the former year's plan. (Step 6)

School action plan premises also need to be set. Here, one should ideally
look for premises that are “zero-based”, calling for a fresh statement of action
to be taken to pursue new strategies. In practice, extrapolative premises often
tend to be developed. (Step 7) Departmental/institute premises and plans
should be fleshed out. Stmilar types of issues apply here. (Step 8)

Reconciliation of action plans at the school level should be done n such a
way that it creates an opportunistic, rolling action plan framework. Thus,
while various action plans are laid out, 1t should also be recognized that new
opportunities could come up during the year, calling for modified action plans.
Further, some actions that had initially been envisioned could later become
relatively less appropriate. This flexibility of execurion is vital. In practice,
action plans tend to be laid out in a rigid way, leaving no option for pragmatic,
opportunistic manoecuvering during the year, thus not allowing for “making
good even better”. (Step 9)

The action plans for the university as a whole should be stated as an overall
portfolio of action plans; this should reflect the portfolio strategy. In practice,
they often end up becoming independent actions, without a contextual role.
They may be manifestations of the status quo, “fieezing” resources into pat-
terns that are, in essence, an extension of the past. These action plans thus
leave little leeway for opportunistic manoeuvering at the top. (Step 10)

THE BUDGET PHASE

This stage attempts to develop a clear budget for the next year — allowing for
a distinction between what might be seen as a strategic budget versus an oper-
atmg budget (Abell, D., 1993). The so-called strategic budget would fund
those aspects of the action plans that are intended to be unplemented during
the coming budgetary period. This would allow for implementation of the
strategic initiatives envisioned. The operating budget, on the other hand,
would fund the on-going operations, 1.e., “business as usual”. At this stage, the
unwversity president and staff would send out the budget guidelines, indicating
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that they would recommend a separation between the strategic budget and the
operating budget. These budget guidelines should be “zero-based” regarding
the strategic budget part, calling for them to be built up from an open-ended
start, taking nothing from the past for granted. In practice, however, both the
strategic budget and the operating budget often tend to be built up with a
strong focus on the past, in terms of calling for the budget to be developed as
“last year’s level plus X percent”. (Step 11) Likewise, the school/faculty must
agree on budgetary guidelines. (Step 12)

Now the departments/institutes should be in a position to develop their
budgets. (Step 13) The schools and faculties would then consolidate these
budgets. The key here is to move towards a clear distinction between strategic
and operating budgetary components. Further, for the strategic component,
“zero-based” focus, as well as flexibility, is needed. The developed budgets
should be seen as “rolling plans”, which are suitable for pragmatic change as
new opportunities come up. Thus, agreed-upon budget allocations which later
turn out to be less urgent should then, in principle, be “given back”, not auto-
matically spent by a departmental unit. Similarly, if a department needs more
resources for strategic purposes, they should expect that they can be requested
—and normally obtained! The operating budget, on the other hand, should be
more firmly fixed for the agreed-upon time period. It should, of course, be
closely scrutinized. In particular, head counts and budget allocations to “brick
and stone” allocations should be closely re-examined. The operating budget
must be tight. (Step 14) Overall budget consolidation at the university level
must follow the same issues just outlined. (Step 15)

GENERAL COMMENTS AND CONCLUSION

[t is clear that the planning and budgeting process can make a difference to
the academic institution. On the one hand, such a process can help the aca-
demic institution to adapt more effectively to new opportunities, grasp new
initiatives that help the institution to reposition itself for the future, facilitat-
ing the development of more appropriate value creation in the light of new,
emerging realities, etc. At best, planning and budgeting may thus significantly
contribute to the university’s value creation!

On the other hand, the planning and budgeting process can also help
cement the patterns of the past. Such processes can become very bureaucratic
and foster rigid, formal procedures, leading to endless, incremental extrapola-
tion from the past. In practice, such planning and budgeting processes may
make 1t exceedingly difficult for the leadership of the modern university to
create superior academic value — break out of the straightjacketing that plan-
ning and budgeting processes may, at worst, represent!
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I have argued that strategic direction setting can take place m academic
institutions (Dill, D. D. & Sporn, B., 1995). Strategic direction setting, [ have
maintained, must be the clear outcome of several tradeoffs between bottom-
up entrepreneurial and top-down leadership tradeoffs, proactive vision and
adaptation to the client’s focus. I have further asserted that the specific choice
of strategic issues must be brought into play, since these tradeoffs have an
impact on them: choices having to do with decreasing economies of scale,
increasing economies of scale, and specialization. The planning and budgeting
process can be a definite positive force here. The output of the strategy can be
described in rerms of the people the university emphasizes, the processes these
people follow in pursuing their strategies, the projects they choose to work on,
and the strategic partner’s choices. The critical question that [ have addressed
1s: how do the university’s leaders amass enough clout—you may say power—
enough influence, resources, and authority to lead?! They can define a strategy
for the university, and then make that particular strategy stick!
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CHAPTER

Universities as Organizations
and their Governance

Peter Scott

INTRODUCTION

‘ overnance’ 15 a comparatively novel derivation from the root
word ‘govern’ — or, more precisely, it has acquired a new currency
and meaning. ‘Governors’, ‘governed’ and ‘governments’ have

been familiar terms for centuries. Although ‘governance’ was not an unfamil-

1ar word in the past, it was often used 1n an archaic or rhetorical sense; 1t was
not a modern term. But, in the past two decades, a new and more contempo-
rary meaning has been attached to ‘governance’ to denote a much broader
account of the governing process going beyond the actions of ‘governors’ and

‘sovernments’. ‘Governance’ embraces a wider set of actors; it ranges beyond

the territory of state institutions into the private and voluntary sectors; and,

consequently, it is a more ambiguous and volatile process.

Often, ‘governance’ 1s used in association with other words that have
acquired new currencies and meanings—{irst, a bundle of words such as ‘mis-
sion’, ‘vision’ and ‘strategy’, which emphasizes the dynamic aspects of ‘gover-
nance’ (Bargh, C. & Scott, P. & Smith, D)., 1996); and a second bundle such
as ‘stake-holders’, ‘ownership’ and ‘accounrability’, which emphasizes its rep-
resentative and fiduciary aspects (Shore, C. & Wrnight, S., 2000). These
semantic shifts and affinities may signify fundamental changes in the consti-
tution of public (and private) authority at the beginning of the twenty-first
century. One of these changes is the re-engineering of the state, which has
tended to erode wider notions of the ‘public interest’ and to transform 1t mto



the facilitator of individual, and group, ambitions. As a result, classic forms of
the welfare state have been superseded by neo-liberal and entrepreneurial
forms, which have required a shift from straightforward notions of democratic
‘government’ to more sinuous notions of stakeholder ‘governance’. Another
change is the decline, but also the intensification of professional society, and
the rise of so-called ‘risk society’ (Beck, U., 1992). The increasing domination
of technical processes (in late-modern society) has been accompanied by a
declining respect for, and trust 1n, experts (in a society that is already post-
modern in key respects). These confusing trends have required a re-conceptu-
alization of authority and accountability—which, in turn, has placed greater
emphasis on more diffuse notions of ‘governance’.

Universities have been deeply implicated in these changes—as (in most
cases) state or, at any rate, public institutions, they been adversely affected
by the disenchantment with the social democratic state; as mass institutions,
they have been intimately involved in the democratization of education and
soctety (and the extension of that project from a 20th century emphasis on
the more equitable distribution of life-chances ro a 21°' century obsession
with the construction—and deconstruction—of life-styles); and as expert
institutions, they have been shaped by the redefinition of ‘expertise’, at once
more technical and more contested (Gibbons, M. & Limoges, C. &
Nowotny, H. & Schwartzman, S. & Scott, P. & Trow, M., 1994) (Scott, P.,
1995) (Nowotny, H. & Scott, P. & Gibbons, M., 2001). As a result, the ‘gov-
ernance’ of universities has acquired a new relevance and urgency. This wider
idea has begun not only to embrace but also to replace traditional notions of
academic self-government or, since the 1960s, the democratization of univer-
sity government.

For the purposes of this chapter, ‘governance’ 1s interpreted in wide rather
than narrow terms. It 1s taken to denote the entire leadership function of the
university and, therefore, includes not only the formal governing body (uni-
versity council, board of control, board of governors depending on national
and institutional contexts) but also all the other central organs of university
government. These include the President, Rector or Vice-Chancellor and his/
her senior management team, the Senate or Academic Board and the central
administration. Not only is it necessary to adopt a wide rather than a narrow
definition of ‘governance’ for reasons that have already been given; there are
also a number of advantages.

e First, 1t more accurately reflects the real distribution of power and
influence in universities. Governing bodies 1n a narrow sense often
validate—and, therefore, legitimate—decisions taken elsewhere.
This may be especially true with regard to the university’s core aca-
demic functions; governing bodies may exercise greatest authority in
other, arguably secondary or service, areas such as buildings and bud-
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vets. Bagehot's celebrated dichotomy hetween the ‘efficient’ power of
the government and the ‘dignified’ power of the monarch 1n Victo-
rian Britan comes to mind;

e Sccond, 1t recognizes that ‘governance” in universities 1s a highly dis-
tributed function. In practice 1t extends far beyond the formal (and
legal) authornty of governing bodies, beyond ‘efficient’ power of the
sentor management and administration, beyond  even academic
authority of the Senate or Academic Board. In unwversities, to a
greater extent perhaps than m any other type of mstitution, real
authority is exercised as the grass roots—by individual faculty and (in
a more limited fashion) administrative staff members. Faculties,
Schools and Departments are intermediate arenas in which the formal
authority of the governing body, senior management, administration
and academic governance must be reconciled with the informal influ-
ence of academic guilds;

o Third, 1t reduces the particularities of different types of higher educa-
tion institution, which perhaps are ar their greatest in terms of formal
governance, and emphasises instead the similarities in how power and
influence are exercised in different systems and institutions. Instead
of concentrating on technical and legal differences, attention can be
placed mstead on a much broader typology of governance cultures.
This typology will be explored later in this paper, but the distinctions
it produces are fluid and permeable. Although diversity (arguably) 15
increasing in higher education, these new forms of differentiation are
not aligned with traditional differences in governance. Indeed, some
of the most important forms of differentiation are intra- rather than
inter-institutional, which may produce greater convergence 1n terms
of governance.

Of course, a wide definition of ‘governance’ does present certain difficul-
ties. The most significant perhaps 1s that 1t tends to fudge the distinction
between institutional and systemic governance. It can be argued that, having
widened the circle to include senior managers and academic government, the
circle should be widening still further to include supra-national and national
agencies. This argument must be taken seriously, for two reasons. First, there
are real difficulties of definition. For example, in Britain, the higher education
funding councils look rather like statewide coordinating bodies in the United
States; yet, the former pertain to national governance and the latter, arguably,
to institutional governance. Second, governance 1s a holistic process, best
understand by exploring the articulations berween national, system or sector-
wide, institutional and sub-institutional levels. To focus on the institutional
level, as in this paper, offers an incomplete and even misleading picture.
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In the rest of this chapter, four main topics will be explored:

¢ the reasons behind the increasing emphasis on governance
models of universities as organizations

e different patterns of university governance — by national systems and
types of mstitution

e reforms of university governance.

THE GROWING IMPORTANCE OF GOVERNANCE

There are many reasons for the increased attention now paid to university

governance, some generic to all (or most) higher education institutions and

systems; others which are particular to different classes of nstitution and

national systems and/or are contingent on ‘local’ political circumstances.
The generic reasons include:

The Increasing Size of Universities
and the Growing Complexity of their Missions

As a result of sustained expansion of student numbers over the past four
decades universities have become much larger. Even in Britain, where because
of the historical value placed on academic and pastoral mtimacy institutions
have traditional been smaller, the average size of a university is now 16,000
students. The increasing size of universities has stumulated the development
of complex infrastructures, in terms of management information systems, stu-
dent support services, new communications and learning technologies, main-
tenance of butldings and plant, and so on. At the same time, universities have
taken on multiple missions often involving novel tasks. Better-articulated
academic systems have had to be established to cater for new kinds of students
on new kinds of academic programs. As a result of these quantitative and qual-
itative changes the manageability of universities has become a more 1mpor-
tant issue, which, 1n turn, has led to a greater emphasis being placed on gov-
ernance. Reform has become ubiquitous (Kogan, M. & Hanney, S., 2000).

Flexibility and Responsiveness

The increasing importance of higher education in terms of the ambitions of
many governments to increase participation and combat social exclusion and
their aspirations to harness knowledge production to wealth creation in a
highly competitive global environment has led to growing demands and pres-
sure from ‘external’ stakeholders. As a result, concerns have been expressed
about the capacity of universities, as currently managed and governed, to
respond with sufficient vigor and speed to these new political agendas. In



Chapter 9: Unwversities as Organizations and their Governance 129

many cases, changes in governance, particularly strengthening the lay ele-
ment, have been seen as one way to make higher education more adaptable.

The Erosion of Trust

Universities, like many other professional organizations which in the past
enjoyed considerable autonomy, have suffered from the general decline in
trust accorded to such organizations. The growing popularity of performance
indicators, good practice guidelines and other evaluation mechanisms has
contributed to the emergence of a so-called audit culture. This culture affects
other professions such as the law and medicine as much as, or more than,
higher education. Nor can universities anv longer rely on old habits of defer-
ence. Student expansion has eroded the ‘mystery’ that once cloaked elite
higher education. The cumulative effect of these changes 1s that, through
their formal governance, institutions must reflect the increasing emphasis on
accountability (to non-academic constituencies, whether political and ‘mar-
ket’) and also that, through their governance n a wider sense, they must be
able to develop the capacity to cope with the ever more insistent and ever
more detailed demands for audit, assessment and evaluation.

The Re-Configuration of Budgets

Between 1945 and 1980, higher education became increasingly dependent on
public expenditure for its core income. This was a global trend that affected
all institutions and all systems regardless of their mix of public and private
income. The fortunes of the university rose with the flourishing of the post-
war welfare state. The growth of public support for higher education reflected
both quantitative and qualitative shifts — student expansion (which would
have been impossible without large-scale public investment) and the increas-
ing subordination of more traditional academic purposes to new political
agendas. More recently, two phenomena can be observed as the burden of
public expenditure on higher education has increased. First, increasing — and,
In some eyes, oppressive — emphasis has been placed on achieving efficiency
gains, i.e. reductions in income-per-student, and guaranteeing value-for-
money. Many governments have developed selective funding mechanisms
and special initiatives to secure these objectives. As a result, the structures of
university governance and management have had to be strengthened to
secure their more efficient operation and to be able to demonstrate that effi-
clency to external scrutineers. Second, the undermining of the welfare state
has demonstrated that there are limits to the expansion of public expenditure.
As a result, universities have had to diversify their income sources. The need
to generate more non-state income has underlined the need for reforms in
governance to make universities more attractive to possible private founders.
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The Re-Positioning of the University

Although the degree of autonomy thar traditional universities had enjoyed
can eastly he exaggerated, the academic system was concerved of a discrete
sub-system of society, which in important respects could be distinguished
(and, therefore, was insulated) from other sub-systems, notably the market
and politics. In this general sense, the university was regarded as an autono-
mous space, regardless of detailed constitutional, legal and administrative
arrangements. This general condition no longer holds (except, possibly, in the
case of a few elite mstitutions). The academic sub-system 15 no longer so
clearly demarcated from other sub-systems. The university, although perhaps
pre-eminent, 1s only one among a range of ‘knowledge’ institutions (with
which 1t 15 often linked in partnerships and through networks). Science,
scholarship and higher education are now highly distributed; traditional lin-
ear accounts of knowledge production have been challenged. The old (and
perhaps inward) academic culture is being complemented—even eroded—by
exposure to a new lifelong-learning environment. As a result the conception
of the university as an autonomous space, and of science as an autonomous
system, on which detailed arrangements for institutional auronomy ultimatelv
depended, has been weakened. This shift has placed greater emphasis on gov-
ernance — 1n the sense that it is the key brokerage mechanism between the
untversity and its stake-holders, partners and rivals.

The Diversification of Higher Education Systems

A simular effect has been produced by the diversification of higher education
systems far beyond a core of traditional (and often elite) universities. This
diversification has taken different forms. In most of the United States, a
strategy of stratification has been pursued in which different ‘levels’ of insti-
tution have been allocated different functions; in much of Europe ‘binary’
systems have been retained in which « (reasonably) clear demarcation has
been maintained between universities and other institutions with a more
precisely defined vocational mission (Fachhochschulen, HBO schools etc.);
in a few countries, including Britain, unified systems have been created 1n
which the category of ‘university’ has hbeen expanded to include newer kinds
of higher education institutions. But the general effects have been the same.
First, higher education systems now include many institutions that have a
strong tradition of engagement with, rather than autonomy from, the rest of
society. Second, they have introduced new cultures of governance, which
reflect that closer engagement (whether in populist/democratic or quasi-
corporate terms).

The locally contingent reasons for the increasing emphasis on governance,
inevitably and inherently, are more difficult to describe. But they include:
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Delegation of Administrative Responsibilities

In several European countries during the past decade universities have been
given greater responsibility for budget, personnel and property issues, which
previously were entirely within the competence of the State. This delegation
of administration has made 1t necessary to develop management systems,
which, in turn, place greater emphasis on governance. This has been intensi-
fied by the encouragement universities have also received to use the greater
freedom of organizational manoeuvre they now enjoy to pursue more entre-
preneurial policies (which reflects the re-positioning of universities already
discussed).

The Cult of Managerialism

The erosion of welfare-state social-democratic values has led to a growing
emphasis on ‘corporate culture’. Universities have been re-conceptualized as
‘businesses’, which, therefore, must be run on corporate lines. As a result, a
new managerialist discourse has developed in which both traditional aca-
demic and public service values have little place (Pollitt, C., 1990) (Willmott,
H., 1995). This shift, although superficial in the context of the deep value-
structures of the university, has had a significant impact on the culture of gov-
ernance. This trend perhaps 1s most marked 1n Britain, as an after-shock of
Thatcherism.

Such influences, and others, have contributed to the growing importance
attached to governance in higher education in a broad sense. But their impact
on the separate strands of governance has been different. Although 1t is always
dangerous to attempt to generalize across institutions, systems and nations,
their general effects appear to have been ro leave external, or lay, influence
on university governance relatively unchanged (which is puzzling in the light
of the re-positioning the university and diversification of higher education
systems); to reduce the influence of the academic guild (although the power
of professors as individual entrepreneurs has substantially increased); and to
increase the influence of senior management and the administration. If this is
correct, it suggests that the most powerful of these trends are the organiza-
tional complexity of higher education institutions, the re-configuration of
budgets, and the growth of audit and evaluation systems. The other, appar-
ently more fundamental, trends appear to be less significant. But this may be
a question of time-scale. The current partern of university governance, in
which senior managers have certainly become more powerful, may reflect
immediate pressures from the State, still higher education’s predominant
funder, for greater efficiency (the decline of the welfare state) and a more
direct contribution to economic competitiveness (the knowledge society). In
other words, the university has been re-engineered as the result of external



imperatives. Future patterns of governance may reflect more radical and fun-
damental pressures produced by the re-visioning of the university, both in
terms of wider social perceptions and nstitutional self-realization. In these
circumstances both lay and academic elements 1in governance may be more
powerfully re-asserted.

MODELS OF THE UNIVERSITY

The governance of universities cannot be divorced from therr purposes, which
are reflected in their institutional values and organizational structures. This
paper 1s not mtended to discuss the core purposes of higher education. How-
ever, it 1s important to recognize that in the highly volatile and unstructured
environment that characterizes the new millennium (in the construction of
private, social, economic and intellectual life), the university has a dual role.
The first, which recetves most emphasts, 1s to act as a (possibly the) leading
institution within the emerging knowledge society—as a producer, and dis-
seminator, of knowledge and of knowledgeable people. It 1s largely in this con-
text that universities are valued by governments, employers and, of course,
many of their student-customers. This 15 also the image that university leaders
typically present—of the university as a dynamic and mnovative mstitution.
The second role, however, may be equally important: the university also has
a responsibiliry to conserve, to protect, ro discriminate and to criticize (1n the
best sense )-—in short, to be an agent of stabilization in a highly unstable soc1-
ety. Much less attention 1s paid to this second role. Too often 1t is judged to
be a conservative, even reactionary, project that harks back to some mythic
‘golden time’ of university freedom — but it too has been given urgency and
relevance by rhe transgressive and pervasive characteristics of (post?) modern
life.

[t 15 in the context of this double mission of the university, to innovate and
to stabilize, that the various organizational models (and ultimately, therefore,
their patteins of governance) should be judged. Viewed from one perspective,
the university 1s a corporate bureaucracy; from others, an academic guild—a
‘donnish dominion’ in the alliterative phrase of the British sociologist, A. H.
Halsey (Halsey, A. H., 1992); from others again, a political organization. Sev-
eral theoretical models have also been suggested:

The University as ‘Organized Anarchy’

This model of the university is derived from a particular view of the nature
of academic work (Cohen, M. & March, J., 1974). Because academic staff
have a high degree of discretion over the tasks they perform, organizational
goals are often unclear (or wrrelevant?) and the ‘fit’ between people and
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structures is fairly loose. This tension between individual aspirations and
corporate goals 1s reduced by a high degree of participation in decision-mak-
ing. In effect, goals are subordinated to aspirations or are simply defined in
terms of the aggregation of individual aspirations. This is not as conservative
as 1t sounds, because such aspirations are shaped by institutional environ-
ments and cultures and because they are often highly innovative. Nor has
this model necessarily been superseded by newer and more dynamic models.
[t 1s still a fair description of how elite universities are managed and gov-
erned, and even in apparently more managed institutions key academic
decisions remain highly devolved and often impervious to managerial inter-
vention. In Britain, for example, the apparatus of examination boards and
external examiners sustains a high degree of delegation. In this model of the
university, there are significant implications for governance; the most
important perhaps is the legitimization of a division of labor between lay
influence and academic discretion, which has been institutionalized 1n the
bi-cameral government of university council/governing body and academic
board/Senate.

The University as a Cybernetic System

According to a second organizational model, the university is best regarded
as a cybernetic system (Morgan, G., 1986) (Birnbaum, R., 1986). It is a flex-
ible, adaptable and resilient institution with a formidable capacity for self-
organization in the face of changes in 1ts external environment. In this
model, the emphasis is placed on the creative interaction between different
elements, and levels, within the university rather than on the tension
between individual and corporate goals. The processes, structures and sys-
tems by which the university is managed and governed assume great impor-
tance — because they embody its capacity for self-organization. They also
enable the institution as a whole to ‘learn’ from 1ts external environment. A
variant of this model is relevant to the early discussion of declining trust and
the rise of an accounrability culture. An alternative way to view these
changes 1s as an internalization of audit, the development of habits of self-
evaluation and self-correction, which are essential for successful self-organi-
zation. The combination of peer-review with more formal systems of
research assessment and quality assurance may be an example of how higher
education (as a system but also as institutions) responds to external demands
and ‘learns’ from their experience. Certainly rhese systems, iniually
regarded as intrusive, are quickly internalized. If this organizational model
of the university 1s accepted, the implications for 1ts governance are that the
aim should be a balanced constitution — an integrated effort by lay members,
academic staff and senior managers, rather than a division of function (and
territory) as implied by the first model.
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The Entrepreneurial University

[n this third organizational model, the university 1s seen as a ‘trading’ institu-
tion which engages in a wide variety of exchanges - with the State and other
funding agencies, with its students, with employers of graduates and users ot
research and, wider stll, with society, culture and the economy. In terms of 1t
management and governance, therefore, the university must move beyond
self-organization. Instead it must focus on links with the external environ-
ment—identifying new partners and markets, developing trading relation-
ships and competing in the academic market place. This external orientation
may lead to tension not only with the academic guild but also with the admin-
istrative bureaucracy, partly because there may be value-conflicts but partly
hecause speedy decision-making assumes greater importance. The focus shifts
to re-engineering the university. According to this model, the role of gover-
nance is to change the internal culture to make the university more competi-
tive 1 the market place. This implies that the lay members and senior man-
agers, the first group because they represent external constituencies (and so
potential trading partners and/or rivals) and the second group because they
have change-management skills, should have the preponderant voice with
the academic guild relegated to a subordinate, or even oppositional role.

In practice, real-world universities have elements of all three models—orga-
nized anarchy (‘donmush dominion’), cybernetic system (self-organization) and
entrepreneurtal institution (academic market-place). How these elements are
combined, and m what proportions, are influenced by the characteristics of the
higher education systems of which they are part and their status, or level, within
these systems. Elite institutions are thought to be closest to the first model — but
several have successfully demonstrated their capacity for entrepreneurship, as Bur-
ton Clark has argued (Clark, B., 1998). Simularly, newer kinds of universities,
characterized by apparently more managerial cultures, are thought to be closest to
the entrepreneurial model — but, again, this may underestimate the looseness of
the ‘fit’ between the priorities of academic staff and corporate goals (and their
capacity to pursue these priorities within the extensive ternitory of delegated pow-
ers). It is perhaps more accurate to see these models as relevant not to whole insti-
rutions but to separate units within them. Disciplinary and professional cultures
are also highly influennial because often they have the first, and most powerful,
call on the loyalty of academic staff. Inner-directed ‘dennish’ values often co-exist
in close proximity to outer-directed entrepreneurial behavior. This highly differ-
entiated pattern presents particular difficulties i the context of governance. Gov-
ernance pertains to whole institutions, and the scope for differentiating 1t to
match institutional diversity 1s limited. The three organizational models of ‘don-
nish dominion’, self-organization and academic market place, therefore, may still
be useful in shapmg discussions of the role of governance in higher education.
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PATTERNS OF GOVERNANCE IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The historical evolution of university governance has produced five main
types. These are (i) academic self-government (Oxford and Cambridge with
their absence of effective, or any, lay participation in their government are
good examples); (ii) lay trusteeship, which is typical of private universities
and colleges in the United States; (111) coalitions of lay and academic mem-
bers, or ‘balanced constitutions’ in which spheres of influence are clearly
demarcated; (iv) political patronage—of which the regents of state-wide sys-
tems or state-appointed members of boards of control may be examples;
(v) state bureaucracy, in which universities are embraced within the adminis-
trative apparatus of the state (continental Europe provides the best examples
of this type).

Academic Self-Government

This is still regarded by many people in universities, sentimentally perhaps, as
the 1deal type. But since the waning of the Middle Ages, few universities have
conformed to 1t. Even Oxford and Cambridge, although still organized as aca-
demic guilds, do not conform to this type in all respects. On three occasions
in the nineteenth century, Parliament intervened to re-order their gover-
nance, and in the twentieth century they have become subject to virtually the
same degree of regulation as other British universities. However, 1t would be
misleading to regard academic self-government as an anachronism. Although
1t 1s no longer current at institutional level, 1t is still pervasive at sub-institu-
tional level. In many universities, faculties and departments are organized
according to its principles. There is little lay involvement, except 1n an advi-
sory capacity or in professional arenas where issues of recognition and accred-
itation arise. The influence of senior managers may also be limited, partly
because they share the commitment to academic self-government and partly
because they lack the appropriate expertise. To the extent that the real gov-
ernance of universities takes place at these intermediate levels, academic self-
government is far from moribund. It is a formidable influence, even in institu-
trons that ostensibly conform to other types of governance.

Lay Trusteeship

Many private American colleges and universities are the product of the ‘civil
society’ that De Tocqueville so much admired in the first half of the nine-
teenth century. They are embraced within a larger tradition of philanthropy,
both religious and secular. As a result, their formal governance remains n the
hands of lay trustees, who see 1t as their responsibility to maintain the ethos
and tradition of the institutions they govern. This sense of responsibility is



heightened by the fact that many are also alumnifae. Although generaliza-
tions are dangerous, lay trusteeship in many cases is mterpreted as fiduciary
duty rather than as a strategic responsibility. In this respect it may share some
of the conservative traits of academic self-government, but without the inter-
nal dynamic of a progressive research culture. Their job is to conserve, not to
innovate. Conservation, of course, can be expensive; trustees are sometimes
expected to be major donors or to act as social and cultural intermediaries
through which donations can be obtained. But, in other respects, institutional
development is regarded as the responsibility of the president and administra-
tion. The successful president who enjoys the confidence of his/her trustees 1s
in a powerful position.

Lay-Academic Coalitions

Some universities are governed by coalitions of lay and academic members.
Typically, they have large governing hodies (or councils) on which both
groups are well represented. The so-called civic universities established in
Britain during the Victorian period are good examples. Initially, lay governors
were the dominant group because thev represented the civic and business
elites that had been prominent in the foundation of such universities. But, as
these universities became more dependent on state support, their influence
waned. In the third quarter of the present century. academic governors were
in the ascendant. Their influence was compounded by the effective delegation
of key academic decisions to Senates (or Academic Boards). In effect, a bi-
cameral pattern of governance emerged. More recently, senior managers have
become more powerful, but the size and heterogeneity of governing bodies
restricts their room for manoeuvre and the maturity of many of these univer-
sities obliges managers to operate in harmony with the values of the academic
guild {of which they are members—in contrast to the sharper demarcation
between faculty and administration 1n many American institutions).

Political Patronage

The governance of many American state universities and colleges is shaped
by political patronage. Members are appointed by the Governor, with or with-
out the mvolvement of the legislature. However, appointments may be made
for lengthy terms to muffle the impacr of short-term political change. In the
case of statewide systems, governance may be undertaken by coordinating
hoards (although it may not be correct to include these boards in a discussion
of mstitutional governance); multi-campus institutions are often governed by
boards of regents; in the case of individual universities, responsibility rests
with a board of control (in all three cases the nomenclature may vary). The
degree of politicization is less than might be expected. Many appointees regard



themselves as the peers of the politicians who appomnt them and not as their
delegates; for example, they may have major donors to political campaigns
(and see appointment to boards as a pay-back, which raises another set of dif-
ficult issues). Also, there are examples of political appointees going ‘native’
and defending their universities agamnst illegitimate political interference.
The influence of the faculty in institutional governance varies according to
the prestige of their institutions; 1n major research unuversities, it is likely to
be considerable. But, partly because these universities operate in a political
environment and partly because they are rypically large and complex institu-
tions, the driving force 1s often provided by presidents and their administra-
tons.

State Bureaucracy

In most of Europe, universities are—formally—part of state bureaucractes. But
it would be highly misleading to suggest that, as a result, they are subordinated
to political agendas. The reverse may possibly be true—that what may be
termed ‘civil service’ universities enjoy greater freedom of manoeuvre than
autonomous institutions, whether in the public or piivate sectors. First, their
connection fo the State is through its administrative apparatus and not its
political processes. Second, sentor academics (notably professors) enjoy a high
degree of job protection as state officials—even 1if, in isolated instances, they
have also been subject to civil-service rules irksome to the exercise of aca-
demic freedom. Third, governance at the nstitutional level has remained
comparatively weak, because key management functions have remained
within the competence of the state. University boards and councils have often
been highly politicized arenas, because of the high degree of state-mandated
representation on such bodies. Almost invariably, rectors have been drawn
from the professorate (usually within the same university). However, the ebb-
ing of the welfare-state tide has left ‘civil service’ universities more vulnerable
because, until recently, they lacked the entrepreneurial systems to respond to
new challenges. As a result, the links between universities and the state have
been loosened and more robust patterns of institutional governance and man-
agement are emerging.

These five types of university governance cover public and not-for-profit
private institutions. However, in recent years, a number of corporate ‘univer-
sittes” have been formed. These vary greatly in scale and substance. Some,
such as the British Aerospace Virtual University, amount to hittle more than
a re-branding of existing corporate training and research and development
activities (much of which may already be out-sourced to, or provided in part-
nership with, existing universities). Others, such as Phoenix University, are
real attempts to compete—and compete profitably—with existing institu-
nons. The extent to which the corporate sector will develop s still unclear.
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The multinational mass-media corporations have yet to show their hand
(Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals, 2000).

However, despite these differences and this doubt, the governance of these
new institutions has little in common with any of the traditional types of uni-
versity governance described above. Instead, they conform closely to patterns
of corporate governance. In the case of in-company universities, they are ‘gov-
erned’ by appropriate line-managers. Other forms of scrutiny, whether by
share-holders or supervisory boards, which could be said to approximate to
what is meant by ‘governance’ in higher education, are vestigial or absent
entirely. It is worth noting that corporate governance varies almost as much
as university governance. In some countries, power is concentrated in the
hands of the chief executive, a role that 15 often combined with that of the
chairman of the board; in others, the two are kept firmly distinct; in others
again, two-tier structures of supervisory and management boards are common.

However, it would be wrong to exaggerate the differences between gover-
nance cultures, particularly among the five main types outlined above and
arguably even between public and not-for-profit private mstitutions on the
one hand and corporate ‘universities’ on the other. First, although the formal
differences appear to be substantial between, for example, academic self-gov-
ernment and lay trusteeship, the actual balance of power in Cambridge
(England) and Cambridge (Massachusetrs) is probably broadly similar. ‘Civic’
universities in Britain, land-grant universities in the United States and ‘civil
service’ universities in continental Europe, too, have a great deal in common
in their value structures and organizational cultures, despite their very differ-
ent patterns of governance. Second, all higher education systems and institu-
tions are subject to similar imperatives, whether threats or opportunities. All
are expected to play their part in the completion of educational revolutions
that have made participation 1in higher education close to a civic right or dem-
ocratic entitlement; all are also expected to make a key contribution to the
development of a knowledge-based economys; all are expected to conform to
a wide range of requirements concerning organizational probity {(for example,
in employee relations, health and safety, value-for-money audits and many
more). For both reasons—the convergence of actual and informal patterns of
governance, and the commonality of external expectations of higher educa-
tion—it would be a mistake to emphasize the technical differences in gover-
nance at the expense of the similarities and synergies.
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CONCLUSIONS - REFORMING
UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

Two, apparently contradictory, forces appear to be shaping institutional gov-
ernance. The first 1s the need to centralize, to act corporately. The second 1s
the desirability of de-centralization, the urge to empower potential innova-
tors. The tendency to centralize, in turn, has two main components. The first
15 that mstitutional identity must now be more strongly reasserted as the com-
petition between universities, both within and between countries, has inten-
sified. Global competition for world-class researchers or international stu-
dents 15 a pervasive phenomenon, which 1s only marginally mitigated by
growing collaboration between institutions across national frontiers. But com-
petition within systems is also increasing i many countries, as once-rigid
binary systems are softened or abandoned and even firmly stratified structures
are eroded. Nor can these tendencies be reduced to ‘upward’ academic drift as
mass institutions aspire to the status (and resources) of elite universities; there
are also examples of ‘downwards’ drift as elite universities engage m new forms
of academic outreach. Competition, therefore, 1s now multi-dimensional. In
this new and less stable environment, universities must develop stronger msti-
tutional personalities, or 1dentities. External factors have accelerated and
exacerbated this tendency, such as the febrile condition of post-modern poli-
tics, with 1ts near-instantaneous success or failure, and the ephemerality and
volatility, but also the intensity, of life-style consumerism. Universities now
have to be their own persuaders. They can no longer rely on a culture of def-
erence or elite connections to make their case.

The second component of the drive towards greater centralization is the ris-
ing tide of regulation to ensure that academic quality can be formally assured
(and, 1in the process, appropriate benchmark and comparative information
made available to academic ‘consumers’ whether students or research users),
to guarantee value for money (especially when the money 1s provided by tax-
payers), to police compliance with a host of regulations concerning employee
rights, health and safery and so on. The so-called audit culture 1s now firmly
established 1n many countries. Of course, there 1s a close, even symbuotic, rela-
tionship between competition on the one hand and regulation on the other.
The two trends are awkward allies, not opposing forces. As a result, two par-
ticular aspects of institutional governance have gained new prominence. The
first 1s marketing and customer care. Universities now have much increased
‘sales’” budgets; the management of ‘reputation’ has become a key corporate
responsibility; and governing bodies too pay growing attention to how therr
institutions are ‘positioned’. Indeed, the development of core strategies is
often heavily influenced by, and even derived frora such activities, which
some argue is the wrong way round. Misston statements, for example, straddle
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these two worlds of strategy and marketing. The second aspect of institutional
governance that has become more prominent 1s its increasing subordination
to new regulatory regimes, which differ significantly from the planning
regimes of the past. Governing bodies and senior managers are becoming pris-
oners of a compliance culture in which reporting requirements are proliferat-
ing and evaluation mechanisms become more intrusive. Governance 1s one of
the most important means by which these external messages, and demands,
can be communicated to broader academic communities and by which insti-
tutions can answer back, either through compliance or critique.

However, the pressures to decentralize are also increasing. It is now increas-
ingly recognized that the managers of basic units (deans of faculties, heads of
academic departments and directors of research centers) must be given appro-
priate incentives both to operate more efficiently to reduce costs and to
behave more entrepreneurnially in order to stimulate greater innovation. To
become more responsive, therefore, mstitutions must devolve responsibility
from central bureaucracies, arguably slow moving, to these allegedly fleet-
footed basic units. Budgets are delegated, with surpluses being available for
local reinvestment. Corporate rules and requirements provide a framework
within which local varation is permitted. As a result, the balance of institu-
tional governance has changed. Not only must members of governing bodies
(and senior managers) be ‘brand’ managers and compliance-enforcers, they
must also become facilitators of innovation. They must develop new capaci-
ties to assess and to manage risk, without inhibiting enterprise. Governance,
in one sense, becomes a ‘service’ function—in addition to its more traditional
responsibilities. This view of governance 1s at odds with an alternative con-
ception, so-called corporate governance, which is increasingly popular, for
example, in the National Health Service in Britamn. According to this con-
ception, governance 1s a dommant, even totalizing, enterprise, which makes
use of performance indicators, guidance and protocols of good practice,
benchmarking and the rest to reduce the autonomaous spaces occupied by pro-
fessions such as medicine or the law (or higher education?).

It 1s not easy to move beyond this broad description of the re-balancing of
institutional governance to detailed recommendations for reforming existing
patterns and structures. But perhaps an important change is a shift from
emphasizing governance‘s contribution to the management of change to its
responsibility for changing institutional cultures. Although control systems
will continue to be important (not least to satisfy compliance demands and to
maximize the resources available to support innovarion), governance may also
recover a more symbolic role—not, of course, in a static and traditional sense,
but in more dynamic and innovative terms. To be able to discharge this new
kind of cultural role, institutional governance must be open and transparent
If it 1s to help establish ‘identity’, it must take place largely 1in a public arena



Whatever the drawbacks of openness and transparency in the context of con-
trol management, ‘identity’ and ‘ownership’ cannot be achieved behind
closed doors. Changing the culture can only happen if a new consensus about
values (and, subsequently, about management) 1s established. This requires
debate, dissent and even dissonance.

Changing the culture 15 not enough. It must be translated into strategy.
Institutional governance has a key role to play here ~ but, to be effective, it
must be seen as a pluralistic arena 1n which the views of lay members of gov-
erning bodies, senior academic and administrative management and academic
government are all heard. Rather than seeing governance as a layered and
hierarchical system, 1t is better seen as a negotiation, or even a conversation,
through which new values and perspectives are generated. The temptation to
streamline, to exclude, to reduce—although readily comprehensible in the
context of the growing complexity—should be resisted. If the aim 1s to pro-
duce new ‘identities’, and strategies, owned rather than imposed change, such
an approach s likely to be dysfunctional. Finally, of course, institutional gov-
ernance must still be arranged in a way that 1ts control and management
responsibilities can still be effectively discharged. Although this last task
appears to be difficult to discharge because ‘control’ governance 1s in conflict
with ‘cultural’ governance, this apparent conflict 1s less 1f a broad and plural-
istic definition of governance 1s adopted.

There has only been space n this chapter to discuss the wider context in
which higher education governance 1s situated and to sketch the principles
and broad characteristics of a new form of governance. Two important gaps
have been left. First, a detailed and pragmatic examination of institutional
governance has not been attempted. For example, the impact of new informa-
tion systems on governance has not been explored - but it 1s likely to be fun-
damental. Management information no longer has to rationed; instead it can
be widely distributed. In that sense it tends ro distribute decision-making
power and to make governance an even more diffuse (and difficult) process.
On the other hand, management information systems encourage the stan-
dardization of processes (and relationships), out of which new accounts of
institutional purpose and mission may be constructed. Once, 1t was cynically
said that universities were organisations held together by a common grievance
over car parking; under contemporary conditions they may be held together
by management information systems. Second, this chapter has concentrated
exclusively on governance at the mstitutional level. But, at every turn, the
inadequacy and artificiality of the distinction between systemic and nstitu-
tional (and. maybe, sub-institutional) forms of governance have heen
exposed. My emphasis on governance as a pluralistic arena with (fairly) open
frontiers makes my concentration on the nstitutional level even less defensi-
hle. Governance must be explored through the complex articulations between
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different levels not by concentrating on arbitrary sub-divisions; indeed, the
new meanings attached to the word, and the idea, consist largely in these
articulations.
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CHAPTER

[nitiatives for Improving
Shared Governance

Werner Z. Hirsch

INTRODUCTION

“If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern
men, neither external nor internal controls on the gcovernment would be neces-
sary. In framing a government. . the great difficuley lies in this: you must first
enable [it] ...to control itself. A dependence on the people 1s, no doubt, the pri-
mary control on the government; but experience has taught mankind the neces-
sity of auxiliary precautions.

This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival mterest, the defect of better
motives, might be traced through the whote svstem of human affairs, private as
well as public. We see 1t particularly displayed m all the subordinate distribu-
tons of power, where the constant arm 15 to divide and arrange the several
offices in such a manner as that each may be a check on the other”.

James Madison, The Federalist

hese 1deas are relevant today, to some extent, even in the governance
of universities, which in America 1s carried out in rather complex ways
by three major stakeholders — governing boards, administration and

faculty (the latrer usually organized into a Senate). The three are partners in
the university’s system of shared governance. Ideally, their rights and duties
should reflect their specific responsibilities, competence and experience as
well as commitment and devotion to the university. Mainly implicit, rather
than explicit, contracts within a system of shared governance determine the
relations among 1ts stakeholders.
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This paper explores some current and future developments that can impact
on the governance of universities, especially shared governance of research
universities. The uniqueness of universities is explored, together with the
question why and how shared governance 1s responsive to these unique char-
acteristics. Next, weak elements in today's system of shared governance are
identified, followed by an exploration of possible remedies.

DEVELOPMENTS CONFRONTING SHARED
GOVERNANCE OF THE RESEARCH UNIVERSITY

While we are living in a world that, according to William Carlos Williams, 1s
typified by “the rare occurrence of the expected”, we can point to some
present and near term circumstances, which bear on the governance of unu-
versities.

Society demands that universities educate ever larger numbers of students;
provide lifetime learning opportunities as life expectancy lengthens; continue
to be leaders in research, especially fundamental research; and provide public
service. Even as college age students are increasing in numbers, Americans
continue to be committed to providing all those wirh the potential to benefit
from education with access to it, regardless of their financial circumstances.
While the demands made on universities have been on the rise, financial sup-
port for public institutions is inadequate to their task, for at least two main
reasons — society’s reluctance to fund a public good whose cost is immediate
while its benefits are speculative and delayed, and society’s unease about aca-
demics because of perceived arrogance and irrelevance of some of their work,
as well as universities’ managerial backwardness and nefficiency.

Superimposed on these developments are the explosion of knowledge cre-
ation, especially at the boundaries of disciplines, and the information-commu-
nication cyberspace revolution, both of which promise to accelerate in the
future.

New knowledge is created at an amazing pace and often in altogether new
academic fields, usually aided by powerful new concepts; much of 1t requires
extremely costly instrumentation. More and more inventions are made and
their half-lives are becoming shorter and shorter. Under these circumstances,
research universities particularly are facing the challenge of attracting and
keeping the very best faculty, raising large amounts of capital for their support,
and facilitating their teaming up with members in other disciplines and other
untversities as well as industry. Departiments, schools, and the entire univer-
sity must become increasingly flexible and adaptive, so that they can excel in
the education of their students and 1n the research quality of their faculty.
However, though the creation of new knowledge has many salubrious effects,



it can create governance problems. For example, as new scientific knowledge
increases life expectancy, including that of tenured faculty, staffing flexibility
will decline.

Thus, research universities in particular are shedding their cloistered exist-
ence and are dismantling walls, both those that in the past have existed within
their confines and those to the outside world. Inside the university, many dis-
ciplines are losing some of their distinctive boundaries, which before were sel-
dom transgressed. As a consequence, the old building blocks of universities,
Le., departments with uni-disciplinary courses, are increasingly supplemented,
and sometimes even replaced, by new academic units, which allow the easy
crossing of disciplinary boundaries. Thus, the structure of the research univer-
sity is undergoing significant change, while becoming increasingly complex.

At the same time, boundaries of research universities have been forced open
to the outside world—many of the best scientists and engineers actively coop-
erate with high-tech industry. Commitment of time and energy as well as devo-
tion and loyalty to the university have been declining, while dual loyalty is on
the increase, and with 1t come serious conflicts and governance challenges. Uni-
versities, thus, must find new ways to assure their academic integrity.

The rapid creation of new knowledge in a society of increasing life expect-
ancy also confronts universities with the challenge of opening their gates to
students of all ages and offering them opportunities for lifelong learning.

A second major development with defining implications for shared gover-
nance in universities is the information-communication cyberspace revolu-
tion. Governance structure and process are profoundly affected by this revo-
lution, which 1n some respects resembles Gutenberg’s invention of the
printing press in the 15 century; it widened access to information and, in
Jdoing so, loosened central control. The cyberspace revolution goes a lot fur-
ther in terms of speed, reach and universality in disseminating information;
networks are emerging all over the world, replacing hierarchical organizations
(many of which in the past benefited from withholding information) by sig-
nificantly flatter ones. One result is what 1s at times referred to as Instant Infi-
nite Partnering. At the same time, the half-life of many new inventions, espe-
cially in the cyberspace area, is becoming shorter and shorter.

For universities the implications are major. As time and distance are reced-
ing 1n importance, exchanges of information and ideas can be virtually instan-
taneous to any location in the world, while not requiring the physical pres-
ence of any participants at a particular location. In an age of Instant Infinite
Partnering, globalization of the knowledge industry will march forward, not
only producing and imparting knowledge, but also applying and exploiting it
all over the world. With Instant Infinitive Partnering, hierarchical gover-
nance and management structures of the university are making room for
increasingly horizontal ones. Rather than being withheld, information will



become universally available, affecting 1in a major way research and teaching,
as well as the structure of the university. Governing and managing the univer-
sity will have to adjust 1tself. In relation to the former, new powerful compu-
tational techniques are becoming available. In relation to the latter, universi-
ties can become more sophisticated m distance teaching, particularly of
undergraduates and professionals, as well as 1in support of lifelong learning;
they can also improve their administrative and housekeeping functions. With
relevant information available 1n a timely manner not only to the three stake-
holders, but also to government, students and the public, governance becomes
more transparent. While posing increasingly complex challenges to the sys-
tem of shared governance, opportunities are enhanced for universities to pro-
vide quality education and to engage 1n research of high quality.

UNIQUENESS IN THE GOVERNANCE
OF THE MODERN UNIVERSITY

Governance of universities differs from that of other institutions. It is very dit-
ferent, for example, from that of the military, which within 1ts hierarchical
structure has lower levels in the establishment taking orders from higher ones;
moreover, a carefully crafted governing process exists to enforce orders. Uni-
versities with their democratic, egalitarian culture have a more horizontal
organizational structure, so essential to fostering individual initiative, creativ-
ity and excellence and with it great teaching and research. In line with these
objectives, universities have long realized that their greatness depends on the
distinction of their faculty, which in turn attracts high quality students, world-
wide recognition and funding. Thus, the attraction and retention of world-
class faculty are an overarching goal, whose attainment is threatened by fac-
ulty “votung with their feet.” (Tiebout, C. M., October 1956) Faculty goes
elsewhere, and thereby deprives the university of their services and the value
of their reputation, when decisions taken by the university are sufficiently det-
rimental to their interest. Specifically, this comes about when the gain of
being associated with another institution promises to be greater than the costs
of making the move. Presidents, who in this paper also mean chancellors, rec-
tors, vice chancellors and even deans, make similar trade-off decisions.

The university’s three major stakeholders can be looked upon as seeking
rents, some of which are tangible while others are intangible. These rents have
two major sources—power, which by law and precedent is given in decreasing
order to governing boards, administration and faculty; and information, which
at present 1s asymmetrically available to the three stakeholders. Governance
systems 1n general specify, in mainly incomplete contracts, who has the night to
make what decisions, by what procedures and under what circumstances.



Chapter 10: Initiatwves for Improving Shared Governance 147

[t is not surprising that in the post-World War I era, a particular form of
university governance, i.e., shared governance, has become common. It was
given a boost by a 1966 statement of the American Association of University
Professors, laying out the roles that trustees, administrations and faculty
should play in their shared responsibility and cooperative action (American
Association of University Professors, 1966). ldeally, shared governance in
universities assigns specific rights and responsibilities ro its three stakeholders
i.e., provides for a separation of powers, and establishes a structure and process
for stakeholders to interact in specific undertakings. To carry out their duties
responsibly, implicit contracts provide administration and faculty with mon-
etary as well as intangible incentives. Board members, however, are awarded
only intangible ones, mainly in the form of prestige and recognition.

Even the more circumspect separation of powers under shared university
governance can have a salubrious effect, which depends particularly on:

¢ rationale and practice of the assignment of specific rights and respon-
sibilities to each of the three stakeholders, including the right to set
the agenda,

e effectiveness of the organizational structure of each stakeholder,

e cffectiveness of the governance structure and process that link the
three stakeholders and facilitates matters to be brought to timely and
mutually satisfactory closure,

¢ extent to which cogent information is shared with all stakeholders
and their capability to make effective use of 1t,

¢ flexibility of adapting to changing conditions, and

¢ degree to which creative, confident and mutually respectful interac-
tion exists between the different stakeholders

To the extent that these preconditions are met, separation of powers under
shared governance, even in a diluted form, can lead to heightened faculty loy-
alty and commutment to the university as well as to accountability. Efficiency
is fostered if the subsidiarity principle is respected, 1.e., decisions are made at
the lowest possible level that has the required competence.

WEAK ELEMENTS OF UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

Although American research universities are the envy of many countries,
their governance, both structure and process, 1s often found wanting. And as
the new millennium unfolds, rapidly changing conditions will confront uni-
versities and exacerbate their problems. Thus, a critical review of shared gov-
ernance, 1n the light of future changes in the environment likely to face uni-
versiries, 1s urgent and timely.
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Let us hegin by reminding ourselves of the role, competence and present
status of the three stakeholders who are partners in shared university gover-
nance.

Clearly, policy formulation, oversight and top level appointments are the
domains of governing boards, which, except for their fiduciary responsibility,
can be said to lack formal accountability. Moreover, instead of concentrating
on policymaking and oversight, they often tend to micro-manage, and have
little contact with faculty who, however, are ulimately responsible for imple-
menting the university’s mission.

The president and the administration, who occupy a place 1in the gover-
nance system between board and faculty, provide the board with information
needed for oversight and development of policies; translating policies into
programmatic mitiatives, a function which must ke carried out in close coop-
eration with faculty; and ensuring that agreed upon itiatives are effectively
brought to tunely fruition. In a sense, the ultimate role of presidents s to facil-
itate productive work by faculty and to make sure that students are given a
quality education.

The effectiveness of presidents 1s often severely constrained by the fact that
so many faculty members have tenure and thus only limited incentives to
cooperate with the admmistration. In public institutions, with state funding
having drastically declined, presidents as well as deans have been spending
much of their time (in some cases up to half of their time) on raising funds
from private sources (Hirsch, W. Z., 1999). It is often said that different skills
are needed to stimulate gift giving than to lead an academic institution. More-
over, gifts today become available on a selective Fasis —mostly for medicine,
engineering and the physical and biological sciences, and little for the human-
ittes and the arts. The result can be fearful intellectual imbalance. Rawsing of
private funds and their investing as well as the emergence of a host of univer-
sity-hugh-tech industry alliances pose great challenges to presidents and the
academic integrity of their institutions.

Finally, all too many presidents have developed an “add-on-culture”.
While business has pursued a downsizing and slimming-down policy, univer-
sittes appear to continually add on functions, many only marginally related to
their teaching and research mission. (By the way, this add-on culture 15 not
unique to American higher education. When in a discussion with the presi-
dent of Tokyo University, | asked whether he had recently added new depart-
ments and programs, he proudly answered i the affirmative. But when [ went
on to ask whether any had been phased out, after a long hesitation he said
such steps, to the best of his knowledge, had never been taken.) Many univer-
sities own a host of large business enterprises, including fleets of busses and
cars, huge amounts of real estate, insurance companies, stores, hotels and res-
raurants. (As a consequence, for example, some of the University of California



campuses spend about half of their operating budgets on activities other than
teaching and research). Not only is the time of presidents taken away from
guiding the academic enterprise, but the large-scale influx of high-level busi-
ness managets into the administration, holding vice president, vice chancellor
or director titles, and the infusion of their business ethos can conflict with the
ethos of academia.

Faculty by training and expertise holds a unique position. It is the sole body
with teaching and research competence, which are needed for decisions about
academic matters. These include hiring and promoting of faculty, as well as
determining entrance and graduation requirements of students and their cur-
riculum. Faculty are the ones who carry out the mission of the university—
teaching, research and public knowledge. And yet in governance matters, fac-
ulty, organized into an academic senate {or similar institutions) with a host of
committee and/or councils, are often the stakeholder who fights for maintain-
ing the status quo. A consequence 1s often a conservarive senate of great com-
plexity whose structure and process usually are incorporated into a series of
formal rules and by-laws.

In the recent past, Senates in many research universities have been suffer-
ing from a declining faculty mterest in governance matters, a cumbersome
internal governance structure and process and, all too often, an unrealistic
view of thewr rights and obligations. Should the waning interest become a
trend, the influence of senates in a system of shared governance would tend to
erode.

INITIATIVES

Shared governance has served America’s Higher Education well in the post-
war era. Clearly there have been ups and downs, and today’s complaints
deserve to be carefully evaluated and remedial steps explored by taking into
account changes that can be expected to occur in universities. Increasingly, as
was argued earlier, they will have to respond to the information-communica-
tion cyberspace revolution, explosion of knowledge, their own internal and
external permeability, and society’s msistence on greater accountabulity,
transparency and efficiency. When searching for governance mitiatives that
deserve exploration, our strategy can resemble that of engineers charged with
strengthening a bridge across a major river. They must look at the condition
of the bridge itself, as well as at the towers on the two sides of the river that
support the bridge. The same holds true with regard to shared governance.
Therefore, there is need for mitiatives that strengther. each of the three stake-
holders’ capability to play an effective role in shared governance as well as
strengthen the interface among stakeholders.
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Exploration of remedial initiatives must be sensitive to the university’s
existing circumstances, including its system of governance; to its prevailing
culture, tradition, and ethos; and to the likelthood that if 1t were alone to
introduce a major drastic change in shared governance (for example, abolition
of tenure), a wholesale exodus of top faculty might occur. Therefore, change
has to be evolutionary rather than revolutionary and the result of close coop-
eration between the stakeholders.

Governing Boards

Boards have been accused of lacking formalized accountability except in their
fiduciary responsibilities; of aloofness that, in the eyes of many faculty mem-
bers and students, borders on that of the Supreme Court; and in engaging too
often n micro-management rather than in policy making (Fishman, B.,
Muarch 2, 2000).

Initiatives for increased accountability, however, must neither deter able,
knowledgeable and committed citizens to join boards nor become a strait-
jacket thar prevents them from acting decisively. While 1t would be inappro-
priate to review individual board members, 1t might be helpful to constitute
visiting commuttees that periodically, for example every 5-8 years, spend one
or two days with the board to discuss the making of major recent policy deci-
stons, etc. Such commuittees could be assembled by the National Academy of
Science and be assisted by the Association of Governing Boards. They could
include former hoard members, presidents and one or two faculty members of
the same mstitution. Findings would not necessarily be made public.

In order for boards’ time not to be monopolized by mainly ministerial con-
cerns, but rather be devoted to policy 1ssues, boards might set aside annually
two meetings which are devoted exclusively to policy matters. While the
power to appoint hoard members s important, and especially for public uni-
versities, the board’s composition 1s also significant. Governance 1s more
effective if the president serves a full-fledged board member, thereby contrib-
uting to the mformed cooperation between board and president. Conse-
quently, the president can feel free to consult informally ahead of board meet-
ings with other board members on path-breaking and controversial matters.
Moreover, since the board appoints the president as 1ts chosen and publicly
designated agent in whom 1t has vested confidence, and to whom 1t has dele-
gated authority to administer the university, the president should be able to
expect that carefully developed recomimendations will be supported, or if not,
then for reascns grounded 1n the merits of the proposal rather than in 1ts pol-
itics or other extraneous considerations.

Likewise, governance 15 more effective when the senate chair, and perhaps
also vice chair, are voting board members. Both of these appointments can
facilirate information flow to the senate and also increase the legitimacy and
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acceptability of board decisions. Turning to interaction between boards and
the other stake holders, the AGB Statement on Institution Governance can
form the basic guidelines. Accordingly, boards should seek to reach consensus,
and toward this end should recognize that institutional consensus 1s more
likely when all parties have agreed on process and criteria (Association of
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, November 8, 1998). There-
fore, it would be helpful for boards to schedule periodic meeting with senate
leaders. Presidents should be present in such meetings. However, at no time
should individual faculty members or students given access to board members.
It could be looked upon as going over the head of the president and can be
counterproductive.

Administration

The administration’s foremost competence relates to providing the board with
information necessary for carrying out its responsibilities, implementing board
directives, facilitating productive work by faculty and assuring that students
gain a first-rare education. The effectiveness of presidents often is constrained
by faculty’s tenure, particularly as the proportion of tenured faculty continues to
increase with lengthening life expectancy. Moreover, in many universities,
especially large public research universities, presidents’ academic responsibili-
ries are severely impacted by ever increasing workloads, complexity of problems,
and all too often archaic governance processes and management practices.

In response to these circumstances, the first challenge is to find ways to
lichten the burden of presidents and other high level administrators. Note
that today presidents are forced to spend more and more time and effort on
private fund-raising and on managing ever more and ever larger business
enterprises. While universities have no alternative but to seek private gifts,
they could significantly reduce the scope and funcrions of in-house business-
type enterprises. Year by year, presidents who often lack much training and
expertise, have assumed increasing responsibilities (admittedly voluntarily),
for a large variety of business-type functions. Reducing the number and scope
of business-type services and out-sourcing others has great merit, though the
latter step might have to be undertaken in the face of union opposition.

University adiministrations also can benefit from the introduction of more
powerful information systems which can provide enhanced transparency of
their decisions and activities. One such system, in use already in a few univer-
sities, 1s Responsibility Center Management that 1s output-oriented and facil-
itates the making of informed transparent trade-offs. Admittedly the installa-
tion of a sophisticated computerized information system can be a double-
edged sword. It can provide the three stakeholders and, to some extent, staff,
students, alumni and the population ar large with timely and easily accessible
cogent information. As a consequence, the power that, as Machiavell has
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pointed out, goes with being 1n possession of information becomes more
equally distributed throughout the university. As decisions become more
transparent, however, presiding over a university with shared governance can
become more difficult.

The unique competence of faculty 1s 1ts teaching and research and thus mainly
relates to micro- rather than macro-academic matters. While faculty cherishes
freedom, and rightly so, it is not always willing to be accountable to its university
and to students. Commitment by faculty to their untversity has been on the
decline, particularly as the walls between research universities and industry are
coming down. Academic senates appear to be held in lower esteem by faculty and
are less effective today than they were only a few years ago. One manifestation 1s
that tewer and fewer faculty members are ready to devote tme to serve on senate
committees, so essential for making shared governance work. Slots on senate
committees all too often go begging and so do chairmanships. (For example, one
great research university, which contacted all senate members with a request to
serve on one of 1ts commuttee, found only 4 percent interested.)

In order to stimulate a broader interest and esteem, the senate could take a
number of steps, which could strengthen 1ts standing as a partner in the shared
governance system. For example, the senate could provide more significant,
readily available information to faculty. To this end the development and
installation by the senate of a sophisticated computerized information system
can be helpful. This system should supplement the university’s information
and provide senate members with information germane to their concerns.

Moreover, the senate could benefit by having attached to 1t a research
capability, even muitially merely a rather limited one until 1ts usefulness has
proven itself.

In addition, the senate could sponsor more frequent town hall meetings on
1ssues of major concern to faculty. President and members of relevant board
committees could be invited. The purpose would be to inform the faculty and
engage them in first hand deliberations toward advancing solutions to major
1ssues confronting the university.

Finally, attention should be given to reducing the commonly targe number
of senate committees with which the senate feels the admunistration is obliged
to interact. ' Also procedures should be explored that can bring matters to a
more timely ¢losure.

1 For example, i the University of California with 1ts nine campuses, where many pro-
posed inttiatives are sent by the president to the statewide senate chair. The chair in turn
asks cach campus to review the proposal, which 1s done not intrequently by as many as 2-4
committees on cach campus Thus, 15-30 senate committees are often asked to 1eview
long documents Because of the large number of reviewers, cach one has very lictle effect
on the outcome and proposals go through a very long gestation pertod.



In order to make interaction between faculty and administration more
effective and bring deliberations about academic matters to a judicious and
timely conclusion, the following specific nitiatives deserve consideration.

One initiative could more carefully define criteria for determining the issues
about which faculty have the right to be “informed and advised”, or “consulted”
or “gven delegated decision making authority” (though formally still subject to
hoard approval). As a result, fewer senate committees and meetings would be
needed and university decisions could be made more expeditiously.

A second initiative could more carefully define the reasons for joint faculty-
administration committees and the role of faculty on such committees, of
which there are four major types:

® administration commaittee with faculty representation,

e admunistration committee with senate representation,

¢ senate committee with administration representation, and
® senate committee with administration obsery ers.

A third initiative could, by agreement, reduce the number of major issues
to be advanced jointly by the senate and the administration in any given year.
Toward this end, administration and senate leaders could meet at the begin-
ning of the academic year, each presenting a list of 1ssues likely to loom large
in the coming year. Triage could be jointly undertaken and a manageable
number of weighty issues and datelines agreed to as consultative undertakings.

These mnitiatives can have a salubrious impact on shared governance. They
can retn in what Henry Rosvosky refer to as “excess democracy (that) can lead
to chaos; more frequently... slows-down or prevents change.” (Rosovsky, H.,
2001) Moreover, they can not only improve efficiency of the consultative pro-
cess and timeliness of 1ts results, but also help senates prove to alienated mem-
bers their ability to effectively work with the admunistration 1n bringing
welghty academic matters to a satisfactory and timely closure. Seeing tangible
results of their service on senate commuttees, faculty 1s likely to devote time
to committee work even though such a decision might take time away from
research and reaching.

CONCLUSION

Governance 1s the defining link between a university’s aspirations and therr
fulfillment. The present structure and process of shated governance have in
the past served America well. Nevertheless, experimentation with specific
new intttatives is in order since rapid changes in the world make 1t imperative.
For example, to the extent that research universities in the past had a hierar-
chical structure, low cost and virtually mstantaneous information dissemina-
tion will flatten this structure and lead to greater rransparency. As the walls
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between the university and industry come down and globalization of knowl-
edge gains speed, mobility of faculty, particularly in the sciences and profes-
stonal schools, will increase and new structures will be needed to accommo-
date these tendencies. But also departments see their walls coming down.
They are losing their distinctive boundaries as major contributions to knowl-
edge are made increasingly not merely at the core but at the boundaries and
intersections of disciplines. Thus, the venerable structure of universities, with
departments as building blocks, must increasingly accommodate new, multi-
disciplinary organizations, which very often transgress the boundaries of
schools and colleges. As new university structures are evolving, new gover-
nance structures and processes are needed.

Toward this end, a number of initiatives are proposed, some to be taken by
a single stakeholder and others by collaborative efforts of two or all three of
them. President and senate, as well as thoughtful outsiders, are likely to be the
prime change agents. They can offer new 1deas for tailoring governance to suit
the new environment universities can expect to face. Boards can have a defin-
ing effect by stimulating president and faculty to contribute to the timely evo-
lution of forward-looking governance structures and procedures.

I would like to close by quoting Harold Williams’ admonition — “I would
urge that we begin the colloquium thinking ‘out of the box’ and consider what
the ideal untversity will look like to meet the needs and challenges of the
21° century as best as we can imagine them.” ” It 1s my hope that this paper
will prove to be a modest attempt 1n this direction. Specifically, I hope that
we will think “ourt of the box” when we explore how to experiment with and
ultimately implement new governance inttiatives.
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CHAPTER

Variety and Impact:
Differences that Matter

Some Thoughts on the Variety of University
Governance Systems and their [mpact
on University Policies and Strategies

Hans van Ginkel

INTRODUCTION

“I am very proud of the progress we made, while I was president, even though we
followed policies that some people now prefer to fault. I'd hate to think where
we'd be if | hadn'r followed those policies and [ refer to affirmative action polt-
cies. And by affirmative action policies I don’t mean what some other people
mean by 1t. What [ mean 1s that we make a determined effort to increase the pool
of historically underrepresented minorities who are eligible to be admitted out
of high school...”

David Prerpont Gardner !

halt all forms of affirmative action on 1ts university campuses. President

Gardner had discussed at length the pros and cons, and the advantages
and problems of affirmative action policies in contracting and purchasing and
in personnel and admissions with the Regents in 1990. The Regents had
agreed 1n 1990, but no longer did in 1995. The Board of Regents, created to
keep the university free in its internal affairs from political and sectarian influ-
ences, had itself become a highly politicized institution.

I n 1995, the Board of Regents of the Unwersity of California decided to

I Krewler, H (October 21, 1998) Leadership in Education — Cenversations with Dawd Prer-
pemt Gardner, Instrrute of International Srudies, UC Berkeley
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In California, but even more so mn the rest of the world, particularly Europe,
the decision of the Board of Regents attracted a lot of attention. Indeed, such
political interference with established university policies would be un-imagin-
able in many countries. In countries where public universities do not have a
Board of Trustees or Regents—or where persons holding office in government
cannot be members—a decision this would at least have resulted in direct
involvement of the Minister of Science and Education. This action of the
Board of Regents would have most certainly been interpreted as an unaccept-
able violation of university autonomy, a basic value upheld by all, and guaran-
teed by law, 1f not the constitution.

This example illustrates clearly two umportant facts:

® The governance structure has an important impact on the outcome of
university debates on policies and straregies;

¢ The same institutional framework can bring about very different pol-
ictes and strategies depending on the people operating in 1t.

Both of these facts have not been given much attention in the rapidly
expanding literature on higher education. In particular, legislation regarding
the way(s) in which universities govern themselves, and the actual ways 1n
which they do this, has not yet received much analytical attention. Charac-
teristically, the World Declaration and the Framework for Action of UNESCO’s
World Conference on Higher Education (Paris, 1998) do not mention these
topics at all. Nor does the Follow-up Strategy for 2000 and beyond.

Still, there does exist an astounding variety of governances system in aca-
demia: with or without intermediate layer(s) between the government and
the individual institution, with elected or appointed or elected and appointed
heads of the institution (rector, vice-chancellor, president), from outside or
inside the mstitution, only from the body of full professors or also others,
linked to university policies only or based on nationwide political parties, with
a strong direct line from the chief admnistrator to the minuster or not, with
an academic senate or a much broader university council with representation
of students and technical/administrative staff in very varying strengths, with
much institutional independence 1in management 1ssues or more strictly regu-
lated by the munistry, etc. In this chapter, we look at some of the choices that
can be made, and the impact these might have.

GOVERNMENTS AND UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

Governments pay growing attention to proposals to improve university gov-
ernance. This has most certainly been the case in Western Europe, and since
the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, increasingly also in the rest of the contt-
nent. The rapidly increasing numbers of students and, related to that, the



raptd expansion of academic, technical and administrative staff of higher edu-
cation programmers as well as teaching and research facilities are among the
main reasons for this drive towards “improved” university governance systems.

The general trend towards democratization since the cultural revolution of
the late sixties, as well as the need for more transpatency and accountabulity
contributed importantly, too. The size of operations, the need to diversify pro-
mrams, to diversify also financial sources for expanding budgets, and to

ncrease cooperation with the world of work, all necessitate more effective,
more effictent and more flexible governance structures and regulations.

Most of the reports and proposals aimed at improving university governance
systems, however, focus largely on legal aspects and broad mterpretations and pay
scant attention to the realities of university life. In the Netherlands, for instance,
successtve measures to reduce government expenditure on student grants, com-
bined with a highly consistent financial policy to not adapt university budgets to
yearly inflatien did more to bring about Guy Neave’s mode 2 revolution than any
action to change the university governance system. It 1+ therefore good to under-
stand governance in a broader way than just a system of legally defined structures
and processes. The people implementing the system and the way in which they
interpret the rules from within the system, as well as from outside the system (the
“environment”) are also of paramount imporrance, as are therr various differently
motivated and sometimes very individual and specific actions.

In the more complex society of today, it 15 questionable whether govern-
ments can still perform 1n much detail the wide variety of functions they were
used to perform. Hence the trend towards decentralization, delegation, and for
instance, privatization of formerly state-owned companies in the public utili-
ties sector (transport, mail, communications, etc.). In Japan, the government
15 moving now to make the public universiries more independent public agen-
cres. Characteristically, the government of the Netherlands decentrahized the
construction-imvestment budgets to the individual universities (1995) when
it had no capacity left within the ministry to pursue the construction policy
and implementation schemes for university buildings in the traditional way.

Responstbilities are more and more decentralized to the universities. The
strength and kind of their governance system, as well as the character and per-
sonality of the people operating it, become ever more important. This chapter
deals with variety in university governance systems and the impact this may
have on policies and strategies, with differences in governance systems, there-
fore, that matter. Much change has taken place in the Netherlands, where the
Higher Education Law changed fundamentally three times in the last three
decades. The experience of this country, which can almost be regarded as a
laboratory for higher education policy, will recerve much attention.

The crucial question will be: what functions does the university gover-
nance system have to perform? And how is 1t equipped to do so! Rather than
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to make a complete typology and analysis of university governance systems in
the world, ] would like in this chapter to give a more sketchy overview and to
focus only on some key aspects of university governance. How is the relation
between the university and the government orgaruzed? Are internal democ-
racy and leadership development guaranteed? To what extent s the university
allowed to develop its own policies with regard to finance, personnel, and
physical infrastructure; its own research as well as education and training pol-
ictes and its own package of services to society!

THE RELATION WITH THE GOVERNMENT

In continental Europe, it is a generally held view that it is a core responsibility
of governments to ensure the availability and adequate supply, as well as the
quality of and access to higher education. All citizens, regardless of their socio-
economic background, should have full opportunities to enter higher educa-
tion, provided that they have shown their capability to participate with a fair
chance on successful completion of the chosen study programmed. Whatever
has changed 1n the financing levels and the governance systems, there is no
indication whatsoever that this conviction has changed in recent years.

In the Netherlands, there may be debate on the efficacy and efficiency of
the universities, or on questions like how many years students should be sup-
ported by government grants, whether there should be a special academics tax
or any other way of repayment for higher education recerved, but there is no
indication that the interest of the politicians and the public 1n 1ssues of supply
and quality of and access to higher education has decreased. The debates
rather point in the other direction, including preparedness to accept the
financial consequences in the national budget. In Germany, direct interest in
these issues exists rather on the Lander level in the framework of an overall
policy to strengthen cultural identities within an emerging Europe. In Bel-
gium, too, higher education 1s dealt with largely at the level of Flanders and
Wallonia, or the Dutch-speaking and the French-speaking communities, but
the interest there is still unabated.

At the same time, however, we have seen regularly that governments try to
strengthen the effectiveness and the efficiency of universities and to reduce
costs by granting them incrementally more autonomy and by placing them at
more distance from the ministry. As a previous Minister of Education of Fin-
land once said: “We have given the autonomy to do more with less”. These same
governments, nevertheless, are urged time and again to show that by doing so,
they are not losing control over the universities, in particular not over the sup-
ply and quality of and access to university study programmers.

In the Netherlands, regulations with regard ro students and study grants;
budget rules to influence financial policies; rules with regard to the supply, ori-



entation and duration of programmers; general regulations with direct conse-
quences for personnel management and policy, among others, were used to
force universities to “make the right choices”. Quality evaluation and control
mechanisms such as “meta-evaluations”, focusing among others on “macro-effi-
ciency”, were other tools to show the earnest wish of successive governments
to keep control while granting more autonomy.
In the relationship with the government, two issues are of prime impor-
rance:
¢ the willingness of the government not to interfere with the academic
policies of the university and the management process to implement
these;
e whether or not there exists an intermediate body or bodies between
the government and the individual university.

Whart is important, indeed, has been phrased clearly by David Gardner in
his conversations with Harry Krewsler on October 21, 1998 in one of the Con-
versations with History, developed by the Institute of International Studies, UC
Berkeley:

“What I mean by that s that universities require a high degree of independence,
a high degree of autonomy. They really need to have control over who's admutted,
what courses are offered, what constitutes grounds for awarding a degree, who's
employed on the faculty, who's advanced to tenure, who’s promoted, who isn't, who
is awarded degrees, the standards m the classroom. Those are decisions that the uni-
versity needs to be able to make without interference from the outside. They need to
be accountable for those decisions. They need to explain those decisions. But the
locus of authority to make those decisions rests with the institutions” ...

Many governments have followed a policy line to give universities an
opportunity to slowly develop more mature governarce systems, more likely
to cope with the type of problems more entrepreneurial universities would
have to face. On the one side, they have rried to maintain a high degree of
independence, of autonomy for the universities. On the other, they have tried
to improve the transparency of university policies and the accountabulity of
university management as well as to enhance the supply and quality of and the
access tO UNIVErsity programmers.

TOWARDS MORE INDEPENDENT,
DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

In the Netherlands, for instance, the universities were until 1963 in formal
terms a part of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science and had no
separate legal personality of their own. This meant that they were subject to
the same budgetary rules and personnel policy as the civil service in general.



160 Part 4: Improved Governance

The secretary(-general) of the university, like the Kanzler in the German uni-
versities and probably the director of administration in Japanese universities,
was 1n daily practice the most powerful person, as this person had the direct
links with and information from the ministry. The rector chaired the aca-
demuc senate and had the academic legitimation and credibility, but changed
every year according to sentority. The Board of Trustees consisted of high-
ranking citizens not otherwise directly involved in university matters, meet-
ing only once or twice a month on an agenda prepared by the secretary (-gen-
eral) and the rector. The Ministry not only approved the annual budget and
report, but also the detailed staffing table, and prepared the appointment of
full professors by the Queen. The construction of buildings was a matter to be
dealt with by the government as a whole, in particular by the ministers of edu-
cation, finance and construction. The buildings were financed at once from
the state budget and remained, therefore, state property.

Probably the most important single, legal decision with regard to the uni-
versity was the decision 1in 1963 to grant universities autonomy as individual,
independent, legal entities. The fact that a complete renewal of the university
governance system was not envisaged at that time is illustrated by the obser-
vation that for the rest nothing had changed. It thok the cultural revolution
of the late sixties, before, in 1971, the Wet Universitaire Bestuurshervorming
(WUB, the Law on University Administrative Reform) was adopted and the
governance system changed. It may be clear that the old system, maintamed
almost a decade after 1963 had proved to be very unsatisfactory in view of the
increased responsibilities of universities.

The new system was largely based on the three-layer system in public admin-
istration (municipality-province-country, department-faculty-university) as a
response to the democratic ideals of the cultural revolution. Because of the special
character of academic mstitutions, however, the one man-one vote system was
not adopted. On the university level 1n the university council, the academic
staff, the technical/administrative staff and the students each had one third of
the seats. In the faculty council, however, the academic staff had one-half of the
seats. The Board of Trustees was abolished. To establish a link with society in
particular in the university council, some representatives from society could be
added. This, however, soon lost most of 1ts function when only such representa-
tives were chosen by the councils who made sure that the balance of power
between the different parties and factions in the university council was not
changed. Therefore, the only effective link with society was operated through
the appointment by the minister of two members from outside the university,
the so-called crown members, to the university executive board.

Among the five members of the board, the rector was only one—however,
in most cases, the most influential one, as he or she had the backing of the
board of deans and the faculties. The position of the rector was further
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strengthened when he or she was duly elected by the board of deans and then
recommended for appointment by the university council to the minister for a
period of up to four years, comparable with the other members of the univer-
sity board. The university council elected two members of the university board
and the minister appointed the other two. Of course, a lot of confidential dis-
cusston between the minister, the council and the board of deans was neces-
sary to get a workable result. The minister also appointed the chair from
among the five: in most cases, one of the two political appointees. The democ-
ratization of the university governance system was sc highly valued, however,
that this never raised too much open criticism and all decisions in the Board
could be taken by simple majority.

The system introduced in 1971 never functioned very well. In the begin-
ning, it was a problem that much the same people who had operated in the
previous system were still in the most influential positions. With a university
council dominated by the participation of many who had taken an active part
in the cultural revolution, this did not work too well. Beyond that, there were
in fact three centers of power in this new governance structure, personified in
the chair of the university board, the rector, and the chair of the university
council. The chair of the board, who soon began to name himself the presi-
dent, based his position on a strong relation with the minister; the rector on
his chairmanship of the board of deans and, therefore, the support by the fac-
ulties, and the chair of the university council on his/her support in particular
among the students, the technical/fadministrative staff and at least the pro-
gressive part of the academic staff.

Two other problems had to be overcome to make the system work. The first
related to the secretary (-general) of the university. Before, this had been a
very powerful position, when the rector changed every year and a board of
trustees could devote only limited time to the university. Under the new law,
the secretary (-general) got five new “bosses” in the university board and had
to be prepared at any time to give full information to the members of the uni-
versity council on any issue they were collectively or individually interested
in. It took more than a decade before a new generation of secretaries-general
had come into the universities, capable and prepared to play this role.

Many of the previous secretaries-general involved themselves directly in
the power game and adopted a position between the university board and the
untversity council. This quite often aggravated the second problem that had
to be solved in the practical functioning of the system: the tension between
the university board and the university council. This, too, took more than a
decade before workable arrangements had developed. For thus situation to
come about, 1t was crucial that university boards could serve longer than the
untversity councils. By serving longer, the members of the boards slowly
gained more experience to handle difficult matters better.



162

[t is important to know that the university council had the right to approve
(or disapprove) the university budget and annual accounts, as well as the stra-
tegic plan. It may be clear that in many cases in particular the relationship
between the chair of the board and the chair of the council was not very easy,
in particular not in times of severe budget cuts by the ministry. This happened
two times in the eighties: in 1982-83 under the name Dwision of Labor and
Concentration, and 1n 1987 in the action programmed Selective Growth and
Shrinkage. Nevertheless, the system gradually worked well after a balance had
developed between the system of structures and 1egulations and the people
operating tt.

TOWARDS MORE EFFECTIVE,
ENTREPRENEURIAL ORGANIZATIONS

The eighties and the nineties saw two further major changes in the higher
education law. In 1987, under the name Law on Higher Education and Scientific
Research (WHW, Wet op het Hoger Onderwijs en Wetenschappelijk Onder-
zoek) and in 1997 with the adoption of the Law on the Modernization of Uni-
versity Admuustration (MUB, Modernisering Universitair Bestuur). The first
law (WHW) tried to rationalize the democratized university governance sys-
tem of 1971 and to reduce the system-inherent tensions and conflicts. The
second (MUB), however, changed the course of developments fundamentally:
it reduced internal democracy in the university importantly, but gave at the
same fime more autonomy to the university by re-introducing a board of trust-
ees and, by doing so, placing the university at greater distance from the min-
istry and reducing direct interference by the minister (one might add, also,
reducing the workload in the mimistry with regard to the unwversities).

In 1987, the new law (WHW) reduced the number of people 1n the gov-
erning bodies: the university board decreased from 5 to 3 members and the
council to a maxunum of 30 members and even less for smaller universities.
The chair of the university board also o a clearer position, but was still in a
more difficult position as that person had no in-house constituency. Gradu-
ally, the university learned not only to be democratic, transparent and
accountable, but also to become more flexible and entrepreneurial. Each uni-
versity developed its own profile, procedures and support structures. Such sup-
port structures were, among others, specific-purpose foundations for applied
research and cooperation with industry or for constructing buildings that were
not (vet) included in the government’s investment schemes.

In the law of 1997 (MUB), the minister delegated the authority to appoint
up to three members of the university hoard to rhe new board of trustees.
These new boards should remain small —generally five members not related
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to the university in any way— and they should also not hold a position in gov-
ernment or parliament. In this way, a new effort was made to link the univer-
sity better to society in a non-political, broad sense. The new board of trustees
got the right to approve the annual budgets, accounts and annual reports, as
well as the strategic plan. The university council remaimed, but clearly with
much reduced authority. Although the minister kept the authority to appoint
the trustees, in practice the individual universities were asked each to come
up with a proposal and after some discussion, in a few cases, the minister
appointed them all. It would have been difficult to act differently, as all the
universities together needed at the same time so many highly qualified and
dedicated candidates.

An overarching tendency in the sequence of the new laws was that each
new law tended to strengthen the position of the chairperson of the university
board. Since in the division of labor between the chair of the university coun-
cil, the rector and the president, the contacts with the minister and lobbying
were left largely to the president, this overall development may not be a sur-
prise. There is, however, a threat that the top “management” of the university
becomes more hierarchical and more distanced from the university commu-
nity. The other aspect 1s that the new boards of trustees are less likely to make
political appointments. In Twente University, for instance, the rector was
recently appointed to be, at the same time, the president.

Developments to create a kind of intermediate layer between the minister
and the universities are quite common now. These can, however, take two
very different forms: either as a collective layer between the minister and all
the universities, or more individual — between the Minister and one specific
university. In Sweden, for instance, the chancellor relates to all the universi-
ties; in Finland, only to one. In the Netherlands both forms exist now: the
Association of Universities in the Netherlands (VSNU), as well as the boards
of trustees. Increasingly, however, the VSNU 1s focusing on its task as an
employers’ union, as the universities have become responsible for their own
personnel policy, including the negotiations with the trade unions.

All this refers very much to the governance system, the structures and regu-
lations. It may, however, be clear that the ways i which these work out very
much depend on developments related to the primary tasks of the university:
teaching and research. In the years described, there were dramatic changes in
the length and structure of study programmers, in the system of study grants and
student fees, in the financing system of the universities and the level of the
financing, in the organization and evaluation of research, and the degree in
which more competition for research money was introduced, the evaluation of
teaching and faculties or universities as a whole, and the transfer of the property
rights on real estate to the universities themselves, the transfer of negotiations
on personnel policy with the trade-unions to the universities, etc.



Rapid changes in almost any aspect of the university have put the gover-
nance system under many diverse and great pressures. The most important
gain has certainly been the opportunity given to the university to govern itself
increasingly independently i almost every aspect. It has given opportunities
to the universities to shape their own future. It has also given the opportunity
to see what really matters in university governance.

WHAT MATTERS

From the previous description, it may have become clear thar the universities
in the Netherlands underwent important change. in particular also in their
governance system. Looking back, however, the conclusion must be that uni-
versities are characterized by a remarkable adaptability, and profit from the
avatlability of people who have the capacity to make almost any system work.
The variety of university governance systems around the world 1s accordingly
surprisingly large. Some differences, however, are of the utmost importance
for the policies and strategies as well as for the management of universities.

1. The watershed decision is to grant universities the status of autono-
mous, semi-independent, individual legal entities. Only if this 1s the
case does 1t become possible to award them full responsibility for
therr long-term commitments i finance, housing, equipment and
personnel.

2. In connection with this, it 1s important to create the adequate dis-
tance between the ministry and the university, for instance by intro-
ducing a board of trustees, with highly qualified, and dedicated rep-
resentatives of soctety not holding political positions. Such boards of
trustees should, however, keep distance from the internal affairs of
the university and should focus instead on 1ssues like sound manage-
ment, quality and access and they should not be politicized.

3. Universities are increasingly m competition with each other, but
this should not let them forget their inherent complementarity and
joint responsibility for high-level study programmers, research and
service to society. They should not forget their joint responsibility,
in particular, for young generations. To regulate competition and to
unprove their joint performance, 1t 1s important to work together in
a strong intermediary organization, which can perform important
tasks in shared responsibility.

4. Responsibility strengrhens the quality of governance as well as the peo-
ple prepared to play a role mn thar governance, and vice versa. For the
university to operate in a more mature and entrepreneurial way, 1t 1s
necessary to have a clear picture of the medium-term financial frame-
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work in which the university has to operate. It has to be clear how large
the contribution of the government will be by approximation over the
next years and for what functions. It has also to be clear what sources
of additional income the university may tap within its own responsibil-
ity, in particular in cooperation with the private sector.

5. This implies the right to shift funding from one year to the next and to
create financial provisions for specific purposes on the medium-term, as
well as the right to use money freely within the framework of the prop-
erly approved budget, without being restricted by governmental finan-
cial rules related to the variables in the formula on which the lump-sum
contribution to the university 1s decided. This also includes the right to
develop profitable contract activities and to use the mcome freely
without any consequence for the lump sum granted to the university on
the basis of its primary activities (research and teaching).

6. A more entrepreneurial behavior of universities is impossible under
conditions where the staffing table as well as the major appoint-
ments of personnel must be approved by the ministry and the labor
conditions are negotiated by the ministry with the trade unions.
Unuversities need a very flexible personnel policy, which promotes
and rewards commitment and quality, not just seniority. The strict
personnel policy rules of the traditional civil service do not contrib-
ute to the best results. Inputs in the financial formula for deciding
the lump-sum budget of the university can also be based on “ideal-
type” personnel formations in different disciplinary areas.

7. ltis clear that in the name of such modern, flexible, personnel manage-
ment, academic freedom may not be threatened. It may also be clear,
however, that 1ll-conceived mterpretations of academic freedom
should not make the proper organization of the university and its pro-
grammers impossible. The balance needed in truly academic personnel
management, promoting commitrnent and quality as well as originality
and creativity requires tailor-made regulations for which universities
themselves must take responsibility. For more entrepreneurial and
responsible university governance systems, more control over labor
conditions and personnel management is absolutely essential.

8. In order to induce a more efficient use of buildings and equipment,
the university itself must be responsible for investment, mainte-
nance and renewal, and have full ownership of their physical facili-
ties, as 1s the case in the Netherlands since 1995. The lump sum
made available by the government to the university must therefore
include an investment and maintenance component. This implies
the right of the university to buy and sell buildings, as well as to con-
struct new buildings and to take mortgages, as approprate within the



166

10.

11.

Part 4- Improved Governance

approved budget and taking account of the reservations of funds
already made available.

A major trend 1n higher education 1s the trend towards diversifica-
tion. This includes the development of more non-university (or
non-academic), vocationally oriented higher education program-
mers, such as previously provided by the polytechnics in England,
and still nowadays by the German “Fachhochschulen” and the “hoge-
scholen” in the Netherlands. This includes as well programmers for
open and distance learning, as well as programmers for non-tradi-
tional students from different age groups, combining working and
studying. Universities must move away from classroom teaching to
consolidated groups of students, which has become the most com-
mon type of university teaching in a time of democratization and
rapidly growing numbers of students. Instead, the universities must
create a learning environment that challenges and optimizes the
opportunities for individual study paths. This not only suggests the
addition of some student counselors; it asks for a complete re-think-
ing of the internal organization of the uruversity. The old model of
faculties and departments 15 no longer aprropriate to cope with these
new challenges. There 1s a need for a clear matrix structure of disci-
plines on the one side and study and research programmers on the
other, with clear assignment of tasks and responsibilities.

It 15, 1n particular, important to strengthen research management in
untversities. The traditional structure of faculties and departments is
not adequate anymore 1n a time 1in which the investments in top
research have become so high, and partnerships with other research
institutes and strategic alliances with industry so important. Just to
separate research from universities, however, is not the best solution:
research groups need a continuous mnflux of young, creative
researchers, whereas faculties need the motivating impulses of the
best researchers in their study programmers. The matrix structure
mentioned in the previous point seems an adequate solution to con-
tribute both to flexibility in the use of human resources and to con-
tinuous change 1n internal structures.

For the functioning of any governance system n universities, talent
scouting among the academic staff 1s essential. It is also crucial that
preparing young staff for adminustrative positions 1n the university
should become a regular part of staff development programs. This
should include mternationalization, in the sense of learning from
practice in other countries. Systematic talent scouting, staff devel-
opment and internationalization may, after all, matter most when 1t
commes to improving governance.
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Three Successful Modes of

Research Governance: Lessons
from the Past, Issues of the Present,
Implications for the Future

Robert C. Dynes, Sharon E. R. Franks, Charles F. Kennel

INTRODUCTION

ing increasingly specialized while cross-disciplinary collaboration is

opening new pathways to understanding, research institutions grapple
with an array of internal and external challenges. Boundaries that once sepa-
rated traditional academic fields have become less distinct, and multi-disci-
plinary research now spans the continuum from basic science to applied
research. These changes, along with dramatic acceleration in the pace of
research, have prompted us to examine the internal governance structures of
three outstanding research organizations and ask: How will the decision-mak-
ing procedures that have contributed to the success of these organizations
evolve to respond to future challenges?

Leaders of research institutions, relying on input from their scientific asso-
ciates, are charged with making decisions about issues as diverse as resource
allocation and fundraising, hiring and promotion, apportionment of physical
space, and, in the case of academic organizations, recruitment and education
of students. The processes by which these decisions are made, as well as the
decisions themselves, can influence fiscal prosperity, scientific productivity
within the nstitution, and morale of the faculty and research staft.

We begin with a look at the internal structure and management of two top-
ranked organizations at the University of California San Diego (UCSD):
Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO) and the Graduate Program in

I n a rapidly changing intellectual environment in which research is grow-

167



168 Part 4: Improved Governance

Neurosciences (GPN). As a counterpoint to the academic environment, we
constder the configuration and leadership of the Physical Sciences Research
Laboratory (PSRL) of Bell Laboratories Lucent Technologies in Murray Hill,
New Jersey. Our goals are to identify internal management practices, both for-
mal and informal, that contribute to research excellence, and to highlight cre-
ative approaches that hold promise for responding to future reconfigurations
in the research environment.

The three organizations share a number of fundamental characteristics:
size, scientific focus, and reputation for excellence. Each 1s larger than a tradi-
tional academic department, the size of which typically reflects teaching
requirements Each comprises a number of divisions or programs that function
semi-independently and present governance challenges. Each relies on a bal-
ance of formal and informal decision-making procedures. All are scientific
enterprises in which individual productiviey 1s a prerequisite for institutional
success. The rwo university entities, SIO and GPN, have as a second prumary
mission the education of graduate students. Both were rated number one 1n
therr fields by the National Academy of Sciences’ Narional Research Council
(Goldberger et al., 1995). Bell Labs’ PSRIL, a model of private sector research,
was selected for this discussion on the basis of its recognized success and famil-
1arity to one of us (RCD).

[t 15 nor surprising that these highly regarded organizations have in com-
mon certain structural and management features that support their prosperity.
More intriguing, however, 1s the noteworthy differences among the organiza-
tions The complexity of the internal structure and governance system ranges
from relatively straightforward 1n the case of PSRL, to moderately multifartous
within GPN, to comparatively enigmatic at SIO. The degree of direct influ-
ence exerted by the leader(s) 1s strongest within PSRL and comparatively cir-
cumspect within SIO and GPN. Strategies for recruiting new personnel vary
significantly among the three groups. A well-developed system of active
recrutting at PSRL and an innovative advertising strategy used by the princi-
pal department of GPN contrast with SIO's reliance on 1ts reputation of excel-
lence to attract outstanding candidates. Specific examples will illustrate how
aspects of each organization’s structure and management contribute to, or in
some cases detract from, the goal of promoting continued success in the
research arena.

Interviews with faculty, researchers, and adminstrative leaders at the three
organizations shed hght on internal structure and policies that contribute to
the success of these groups. Those interviewed were forthcoming with con-
structive criticism as well as praise for therr particular organization’s structure
and decision-making practices. Their insights, opinions, and concerns reveal
kev elements of successful internal management.



BACKGROUND

Each of the three organizations has a peculiar internal structure and gover-
nance that reflect 1ts size, composition, purpose, and, in two of the three cases,
position withimn the university infrastructure.

Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SI10)

Scripps Institution of Oceanography has been a multidisciplinary academic
organization since 1ts inception nearly a century ago With 1ts amalgamation
of strengths and weaknesses, SIO may serve as an interesting model for other
growmy organizations that are becoming ncreasingly mterdisciplinary.
The institution now employs some 1,700 people, including 90 faculty,
100 researchers, and 170 graduate studenrs, who work 1n more than two dozen
buildings on the roughly one-half square mile seaside La Jolla campus.
Research n the ocean, earth and atmospheric sciences, as well as graduate
education are primary missions of the Institution.

The peculiarities of SIO’s flexible academic personnel structure, which dis-
tinguish 1t as a non-traditional constituent of the university, can be simplified
by a two-cormponent model: 1) faculty (professors) of the SIO Department
who teach, conduct research, and vote in the University’s strong Academic
Senate; and 2) researchers who are members of SIO and employees of UCSD
but who do not engage in the organizations’ governance via the Academic
Senate. Since many faculty members also hold research appointments, and
some researchers are actively involved in the guidance of graduate students,
the distinction between faculty and researcher is not as sharp as the simple
model might lead one to believe. But the reality of the separation bears con-
spicuously on decision-making practices within SIO, and consequently affects
perceptions of hierarchy among individuals and groups. On the other hand,
the administration has steadfastly held to the principle (and practice) of
maintaming equity between faculty and researchers by mamtaining equiva-
lent salary scales. This required substantial effort on the part of the adminis-
tration.

This brings us to the sub-divisional structure at SIO, which, layered upon
the complexity of the faculty/researcher dichotomy, makes for an institutional
structure that frequently bewilders insiders as well as outside observers. Aca-
demictans (faculty and researchers) are grouped mnto twelve research divisions
and therr equivalents (Organized Research Units). The number of academics
in each research division ranges from a half-dozen to more than three dozen,
and some individuals are affiliated with more than one research division. The
SIO director appoints research division directors who typically serve in this
capacity for five years. Independent of the system of research divisions are the
eight curricular groups into which SIO faculty partition themselves. Curricu-
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lar groups concern themselves with graduate student recruiting, admutting,
teaching, and supervision, among other issues relevant to the faculty, and are
the rough equivalents of academic departments within UCSD. According to
their status as faculty or researcher, and via their participation in research
divisions, curricular groups, and institutional and ad hoc committees, scientists
can participate extensively in decision-making about hiring, promotion, grad-
uate education, design of new physical space, and more recently, fundraising.

The research and teaching functions at SIO maintain an uneasy distance
from each other. They are not combined in departments as in most research
universities, nor are they separated as at many institutions in continental
Europe. This partial decoupling of research and curricular decision-making
processes has both benefits and drawbacks. It allows interdisciplinary research
to flourish, but weakens formal graduate teaching and curriculum design.

Historically, SIO has relied on strong directors; the Director also serves as
a UCSD Dean and Vice Chancellor. As a university division, SIO thrives on
a blend of faculty self-governance and directorial initiative. For an academic
unit, the Director/Dean/Vice Chancellor holds an extraordinary concentra-
tion of formal power. This concentration of power can enable unconven-
tional, often multi-disciplinary innovation. At the same time, the Director
1ignores faculty views at his extreme risk.

There 1s a strong tradition of “shared governance” in the University of Cal-
ifornia, in which the administration and the faculty govern together.
Throughout the entire University of California system, the Academic Senate
is strong, and SIO and UCSD follow well-defined administrative procedures
that govern how decisions are made. The faculty arm of the governance, the
academic assembly, holds primary responsibility for curriculum and student
admissions, while the remainder is under the purview of the administration.
[n practice, the faculty and the academic assembly are an integral part of the
advice to the administration. SIO strongly follows these principles of shared
governance.

Graduate Program in Neurosciences (GPN)

In contrast to SIO, the GPN is not an academic division or department of
UCSD; rather, it 1s a highly regarded, cross-departmental, multi-institution,
integrated program focused on graduate student training in the field of brain
research. The relatively youthful field of neuroscience comprises specialties as
diverse as physiology, anatomy, pharmacology, chemistry, biology, psychiatry,
and cognitive sciences. The GPN brings together more than 120 faculty mem-
bers supervising some 70 graduate students. Faculty hold appointments in a
dozen academic departments and the School of Medicine at UCSD), and a
number of affiliated, neighboring institutes, including The Salk Institute, the
Scripps Research Institute, SIO, the UCSD Medical Center, and the Veterans



Administration Medical Center.

Under the leadership of a program chairman, GPN faculty make decisions
about the content and structure of the graduate pregram. It 15 important to
note that the only real power of the GPN chairman 1s controlling access to
bright graduate students. Matters such as hiring, promoting, and resource allo-
cation are handled not within the GPN. but within the university depart-
ments and affiliated organizations in which faculty are appointed. Unencum-
bered by the requirement to deal with such issues, the GPN is more
comparable ro a curricular group within SIO than to the Institution as a
whole.

Faculty members affiliated with the GPN describe its leadership as a collec-
tive effort and characterize the program as relatively flexible and unstructured.
One individual suggested that part of the GPN’s success may be rooted 1 1ts
youth and the absence of long-standing traditions and traditionalists. As
within SIO, a lack of nigidity and blend of self-organization and effective lead-
ership provide fertile ground for GPN scholars and entrepreneurs to take mi-
tiative. On the other hand, the lack of structure presents few clear pathways
to success.

Bell Laboratories’
Physical Science Research Laboratory (PSRL)

Bell Labs’ PSRL includes approxumately 150 scientists, including 30 post-doc-
toral researchers. Supervised by a director who reports to a company vice-pres-
ident, nine department heads and five technical managers oversee research
conducted by the technical staff. In contrast to SIO and GPN, PSRL does not
concern itself with graduate training, except in a few 1solated cases; however,
it must deal with an array of business issues less relevant to the two academic
organizations. While self-governance and shared governance figure promi-
nently within academia, PSRL’s industrial orientation relies much more
heavily on a strong hierarchical system in which it 1s always clear who makes
management decisions. It should not be inferred from this statement that the
research environment lacks intellectual freedom, or that scientists’ views are
unimportant in management decisions—on the contrary, researchers enjoy
the support of the company in pursuing their scientific and technological
interests. Managers, themselves scientists, recognize and encourage staff mem-
bers” intellectual pursuits.

While it 1s more generally the case that management decisions are made
within the hierarchy of the administration, staff scientists clearly can stcrongly
influence research directions. An administration of good scientists recognizes
good ideas that “bubble up”, and it 1s perceived that a good first line manager
15 one who can 1ecognize these good 1deas and facihitate them, while all the
while being aware of the corporate mission.
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While less formally empowered than their university counterparts, Bell
Labs’ staff advisory organizations reporr to the senior management on issues
ranging from science to technology to staff morale. These organizations do not
have the power of the academic assembly but do carry influence on decisions.
At Bell Labs, an effective administration usually has a strong “kitchen cabi-
net” of staff.

Overriding this organization 1s the company mission, for which the Direc-
tor 1s responsible. It 1s his job to justify the research on the basis of the long
term misston.

Hiring and Promoting the Best and the Brightest

Attracting and keeping outstanding scientists 1s the highest priority for both
academic and private-sector research organizations. We look at how SIO and
PSRL, as well as UCSD’s Neuroscience Department, in which nearly a third
of GPN faculty hold appointments, have been successful in hiring the best and
the brightest scientists. In all three organizations, maintenance of high stan-
dards 1s practically accomplished by hiring, promoting, and releasing. Within
the university, Academic Senate procedures uphold high standards. Strong
institutional reputation, the presence of a world-class professional community
that includes young creative thinkers, commitment to active recruiting, and
willingness to let individual talent rather than scientific specialty frequently
drive hiring decisions are among the factors that contribute to these organiza-
tions’ successes.

Success breeds success. Organizations that enjoy reputations of scientific
excellence attract outstanding researchers. For several decades the GPN has
produced accomplished young researchers, whose achievements continue to
reflect well on the UCSD program and its faculty. Likewise, for nearly a century
SIO graduates have gone on to become world leaders in the oceanographic com-
munity. Bell Labs PSRL though not directly involved in graduate education
very actively supports post-doctoral research and has been instrumental in
launching the careers of many young scientists. The very presence of bright
young scientists at these institutions, as well as the respectability their contin-
ued career success conveys on the programs responsible for their training, draws
outstanding researchers. Many successful scientists throughout the world have
passed through these institutions and their careers have benefited, while in
return they have contributed to the intellectual fervor during their stay.

Consider the GPN that does not 1tself hire or promote faculty. Interest-
ingly, this loose program 1s a salient enticement to prospective faculty in many
traditional university departments. Active, voluntary participation in the
GPN entitles faculty to supervise the high-caliber graduate students that the
program attracts. Since many of these students are funded by grants from the

UCSD Medical School, The Salk Institute, the UCSD Office of Graduate
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Studies and Research, and the National Institute of Health, the full burden of
support for students does not fall to individual researchers as 1s the case in con-
ventional departments. This mutually beneficial arrangement in which the
interdisciplinary, inter-departmental GPN and the individual university
departments are strengthened suggests that development of such cross-depart-
mental graduate training programs is a worthwhile endeavor.

In addition to its valuable role in drawing outstanding faculty and students
to UCSD, the GPN may represent a model of scholarly reform. A provocative
statement made by a senior professor illustrates an intellectual advantage of
the multi-disciplinary program. In explaming that tte GPN is not overly sub-
ject to the parochualism of any individual deparrment, he asserted that
“Jepartments are graveyards where faculty are buried.” He went on to describe
how peer evaluation, so critical to funding, publication, and promotion deci-
s101s, encourages stasis and narrow focus among academicians. There 1s little
incentive 1n a rraditional department to branch out, despite this professor’s
observation that so much “interesting stuff happens at the fringes or between
frelds.” His answer to this dilemma 1s formation of institutes, labs and centers
creared explicitly to pursue research at the margins. A recent example 1llus-
trates the point: a chorus of researchers from across the UCSD campus and sis-
ter institutions, with the support of the UCSD adminstration, worked
together to raise the funds to build a research grade FMRI (functional mag-
netic resonance tmaging) facility that 1s now in the planning stages. This lead-
ing edge laboratory will surely serve as a recruiting tool.

As we think about how the presence of bright, capable students enhances
the research environment, it 15 also worth contemplating the merit of hiring
junior faculty and staff who infuse an institution with fresh 1deas and creative
vitality. Since young researchers cost less than their more sentor colleagues, it
would seem that adding to the entry-level ranks would be fiscally as well as sci-
entifically attractive to a growing research organization. Indeed, the director
of Bell Labs’ PSRL related that of the three dozen people hired over the last
two years, the vast majority are young scientists and engineers. A sizable flow
of Bell Labs’ research staff into product divisions as well as other institutions
and corporations allows continual replenishment of young researchers.
Within UCSD’s Neuroscience Department, of the five FTE appointments
made over the last three years, four were ar the assistant professor level. These
groups seem to be doing well in fortifying their ranks with young professionals.

Though young scientists are reasonably well represented in SIOs research
series, there 1s a relative dearth of young (under 40 years of age) faculty. While
the reasons for this are complex, it appears that a hesitancy to hire young fac-
ulty may be rooted in concerns about the Institution’s ability to maintain suf-
fictent and consistent quality control ar the promotion and tenure stages.
Nearly 90 percent of faculty who come up for tenure are awarded 1t. While the
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high tenuring percentage is typical of units at the University of California, the
percentages at top-ranking private institutions in the US are typically much
lower. With such a high percentage of faculty promoted to tenure this way,
there 15 reluctance to hire young, unproved scientists. Several SIO faculty
members suggested that resurrection of an institutional post-doctoral program
could provide an effective funnel and filter for new hires.

[t is clear that change 1s on the horizon, for SIO has recently moved to reju-
venate 1ts faculty and research staff by hiring predominantly at the assistant
level. The Director and faculty engaged in broad discussions concerning how
as many as 9 faculty and 6 research positions should be utilized to foster the
long-term intellectual vigor of the nstitution. While there was consensus on
the commitment to hire young scientists, there were tensions concerning the
relative merits of directing the search for candidates at individuals with exper-
tise in specified areas, versus conducting broadly defined searches with the
goal of attracting the very best scientists, irrespective of specialty. Ultimately,
SIO decided to recruit in only four very broad areas. It took a year to consider
the hundreds of applications received, but in the end SIO succeeded in land-
ing its first choices for the six junior positions. Two of the successful candi-
dates were geochemists, an area not recognized organizationally at SIO. This
suggests that individual excellence was the most important consideration n
the institution-wide faculty vorte.

UCSD’s Neurosciences Department, in which many GPN faculty hold
appointments, conducts very broad searches, specifying as many as a half-
dozen diverse areas in which they intend to hire. These position announce-
ments have produced an extensive field of qualified applicants, from which
outstanding candidates have been hired. Primary criteria in candidate selec-
tion have more to do with excellence of an individual’s research than with her
or his field of specialization. Recognizing that such a flexible approach might
be serve SIO well in its goal of attracting the very best earth, ocean and atmo-
spheric scientists, the Director has set in motion a novel process for stumulat-
ing faculty-wide discussions and potentially creating consensus on new direc-
tions and new hires. With this process underway, the cross-disciplinary
discussions have generated a valuable exchange of ideas among colleagues.

Within a system of shared governance in a state-supported university, the
university 1s obliged to adhere to public hiring regulations and procedures that
can slow the process to a snail’s pace, much to the frustration of prospective
employers and employees. In the business world, such constraints are negligi-
ble. The PSRL Director, reporting to a Bell Labs’ Vice President, can and does
respond quickly in offering positions to outstanding job candidates. Offers can
be made within a few days if the situation warrants 1t

In contrast to the usual university course in which a position announce-
ment 1s issued to identify candidates, huring at PSRL relies extensively on
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active, personal recruitment by Bell Labs’ scientists. Researchers assigned
“prime recruiter” responsibilities regularly travel to major universities
throughout the US and internationally to 1dentify and follow the careers of
outstanding graduate students whom they encourage to apply for post-doc-
toral and juruor positions. Similarly, when appropriate, they encourage more
experienced academic colleagues to join the Bell Labs research team. A close
relationship berween the prime recruiter and the university is maintained.
Often the recruiter 1s a graduate of that nstitution and 1s in a good position
to identify the best students.

Within the business community there 15 more latitude than within the uni-
versity to offer fiscal and other incentives to top-notch prospective employees.
Among the most alluring enticement an industrial lab can offer 1s freedom
from the continual exigency of generating tunding proposals, an often fruit-
less, energy-consuming activity that can be the bane of university researchers.

Turning briefly from the 1ssue of hiring personnel to evaluating and reward-
ing employees’ contributions, once again we note substantial differences
between the academic and industrial approaches. The procedure by which
academicians are promoted 1n the University of California 1s formal, involves
numerous time-consuming steps, and requires considerable input from col-
leagues both within and outside of the institution. In contrast, PSRL conducts
annual performance reviews for every member of its technical staff during an
intensive one-week session. Department heads and technical managers
together consider each individual’s accomplishments during the previous year
and over the preceding several years. Employees whose productivity is ques-
tionable are given assistance in resolving difficulties and ample opportunity to
improve thetr performance. On average, fewer than one percent of employees
leave the company as a result of their unsatisfactory performance. Following
PSRL’s performance review week, lab leaders conduct a strategy meeting dur-
ing which they take a good hard look at what changes should be made to
enhance individual and collective productivity. Compared to the academic
system for faculty evaluation, the industrial model is more efficient, better
streamlined, offers more constructive feedback to both employees and man-
agement, and allows more flexibility in performance-based rewards.

What can research university leaders learn by studying the hiring and pro-
motion processes within an industrial research lab? The success of PSRL’s
recruiting suggests that using professional connections to stimulate interest in
joinig a research group can be an effective tool in attracting highly ralented
personnel. The model also suggests that 1t might behoove academic research
mstituttons to streamline their hiring and promotion procedures to keep pace
with their private sector counterparts. Finally, more extensive private or pub-
lic endowment of academic research could significantly improve recruttment
and scientific performance of top-notch university researchers.
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While much of this discussion implies an advantage that a scientist at Bell
Labs has over his or her academic colleagues, the independence of researchers
at SIO and GPN counterbalances the advantages of Bell Labs discussed above.
Scientists in the academic environment, while more heavily burdened with
raising their own support, are much more independent in their choice of
research direction. A faculty researcher doesn’t have a “boss” in the same
sense as a researcher at PSRL has. This independence results in a more indi-
vidualistic and entrepreneurial style inside the organization.

FACILITATING INTERNAL COMMUNICATION

Assembling a team of brilliant scientists 15 a requirement in building an out-
standing research institution; creating an environment in which these grear
minds can interact is the subsequent fundamental challenge. By no means 1s
research excellence predicated on collaboration; many outstanding scientists
do their best work independently. However, the ease with which members of
a research organization can recognize colleagues with common interests and
coordinate research initiatives is perhaps a measure of internal institutional
synergy. Beyond building a sense of community, collaboration is increasingly
essential in addressing multi-disciplinary scientfic ssues. With the current
ease of global electronic communication, a scientist in California might find
it as easy to exchange data (but not necessarily work) with a colleague in
Tokyo as with a colleague in the lab down the hall. Whart can or should be
done to facilitate communication and encourage collaboration among scien-
tists within an institution?

When we posed this question to a dozen university professors and research-
ers, their initial responses amounted to a collective shrug of the shoulders. At
SIO, most agreed that there is room for improvement n internal communica-
tion. They expressed concern, however, that the task 1s daunting at so large
an nstitution where curricular and research groups are de-coupled and indi-
viduals are affiliated to varying degrees in multiple subdivisions that tend to
view each other as competitors for resources rather than members of the same
team. One associate professor bemoaned the weakness of internal communi-
cations within her research division of 40 people, and sighed that the climate
at SIO can best be described as “every man for himself”. Some roots of this
divistveness are no doubt historical in origin, and those gnarled fibers are resis-
tant to extrication.

While the road to improved communications may be rough, members of
the SIO community and outside institutional reviewers agree that the time
has come to begin to pave the way. Whether or not the process will entail
major structural changes remains to be seen. The goal will be to strike a bal-
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ance between preserving the flexible, individualistic organization that fosters
exciting science and an entrepreneurial spirit and promoting collaborations
that foster interdisciplinary projects. Some tempering of overly assertive per-
sonalities that may threaten institutional cohesiveness may be required.

The Bell Labs organization is masterful at internal communications. One
of the most important responsibilities of the first and second level administra-
tion 15 to bring together scientists with overlapping interests and complemen-
tary skills. Indeed, managers are measured and rewarded for these accomplish-
ments. As a result of the annual performance review. each manager acquires
a good sense of the interests, skills and accomplishments of every staff mem-
~ ber. Much of the discussion of the performance evaluation is aimed at bringing
scientists together on problems of interest.

Furthermore, seminars, journal clubs and focus groups are institutionalized.
It 1s part of the culture to attend internal semiars in which debate, discussion
and 1deas abound. Scientists and managers routinely attend these regularly
scheduled seminars. Everyone is expected to contribute periodically to these
seminars; they are used in performance evaluations and rewards.

In thinking about how to facilitate internal communication at SIO, it may
be worthwhile to analyze when and how scientists inreract, and identify bar-
riers to dialog. The most successful scientific collaborations are self-initiated.
Commonly built on a history of mutual professional respect, these joint efforts
arise almost spontaneously among scientists in the same or related fields.
Opportunities to learn about the work of colleagues in other disciplines, how-
ever, may arise infrequently, hmiting cross-disciplinary communication.
Exacerbating this paucity of opportunity is a natural tendency to stick with
the familiar rather than endeavor to understand, much less participate 1n
fields in which we are less knowledgeable. On top of all this, spatially imma-
terial, but psychologically immense, geographical barriers to interaction
inhibit communication.

In this era when ubiquitous access to electronic communication seems to
shrink space and compress time, 1t might seem as if physical separation no
longer presents a barrier to scientific communication and collaboration. Yet,
somehow, the physical size and structure of a research organization do affect,
either beneficially or deleteriously, the level and effectiveness of internal
communication among individuals and groups. It is interesting to note that
the perception of physical distance may be more important than true distance
in shaping attitudes about the cohesiveness or fragmentation of the institu-
tion. [t has been observed that, at Bell Labs, collaborations thrive over a range
of about 100 meters on the same floor of a building and on adjacent floors. Far-
ther away, interactions amongst colleagues decline dramatically. This could
be regarded as a surprising result in this era of electronic communications, but
it tllustrates clearly how important personal interactions are.



Prior to exploring strategies aimed at forging ideational connections that
transcend geographical impediments, we contrast perceptions of distance
within two university organizations. At SIO, scientists work 1 more than two
dozen buildings spread out over a seaside campus of less than one-half square
mile. In some cases, the structures house scientists with similar research inter-
ests; others accommodate specialists in diverse fields. While the actual dis-
tances among buildings, offices, and people are not great, and the mild climate
is conducive to walks and lunches outdoors, 1t 1s surprising how infrequently
many scientists make the effort to visit their colleagues in nearby buildings. A
perception among many at SIO, that the institution is a loose confederacy of
individuals, is reinforced by the inscrutable internal structure described ear-
ler.

Oddly encugh, GPN faculty, who are spread out over a much larger physi-
cal area (on the order of 5 square miles) than SIO scientists, expressed a stron-
ger sense of community and seemed less influenced by physical separation.
Since 1t’s unlikely that these individuals are far more physically fit than their
SIO counterparts, we must look elsewhere to account for this observation.
One tenable explanation 1s that the GPN faculty network 1s united by a more
clearly defined sense of joint purpose. Graduate student training is the cardi-
nal mandate of the GPN, whereas SIO scientists must interact with colleagues
to contend with a dizzying array of issues. Dealing with more tractable tasks
may create a situation where collegiality thrives and spatial separation does
not seem to hinder cooperation.

Additional factors that come into play in fostering cohesiveness within the
GPN involve the nature of neuroscience research and the structure of the stu-
dent program. Many scientific problems involving brain structure and func-
tion require multiple techniques and instrumentation available only in partic-
ular laboratories. In the course of formulating and carrying out experiments,
students are often the catalysts for the exchange of ideas among their faculty
advisors. Students rotate among several laboratories during their first year and
later are commonly co-advised by faculty from two or more different depart-
ments. Cross-pollination facilitated by student “bees” continues as students
carry out their research. The role of students in catalyzing scientific exchanges
among professors may be paralleled by Bell Labs managers who instigate and
support collaboration among members of their staff.

One overniding contribution to communication and interaction is the
interdisciplinary nature of all three institutions. No one investigator can have
all the skills, equipment and expertise in his or her lab to remain at the edge
of their discipline. Interactions then becomes the necessity in order to com-
pete. If the quality of the investigators 1s such that being “second” 1s not good
enough, the scientists will seek out knowledgeable collaborators and comple-
mentary techniques.



Chapter 12: Three Successful Modes of Research Governance 179

Let us turn now from observations about collegial interactions — or lack
thereof — to viable suggestions for counteracting perceived geographical obsta-
cles to communication, in effect, “extending the virtual corridor” as one SIO
professor eloquently put it.

Seminars and Retreats

Institution-wide seminars can be effective in providing a non-intimidating
forum 1n which to learn about colleagues’ research. Incentive to attend and
interact can be bolstered by concluding each seminar with light refreshments
in an atmosphere conducive to conversation. SIO has recently begun to
experiment once again with periodic institution-wide seminars presented by
highly engaging faculty. Attendance by faculty at GPN weekly seminars is
strong, and faculty attend mini-retreats — three times a year for three hours
each — to promote internal communication. At Bell Labs, too, staff members
present internal seminars that are highly stumulating, interactive, and well-
attended.

Informal Social Events

Casual, social encounters present outstanding opportunities for researchers to
exchange ideas and sow the seeds for more formal collaboration. Bringing
together scientists to chat over coffee, lunch, or cockrails can sumulate
exchanges that seldom occur in the course of more formal meetings and sem-
inars where the pressure to impress one’s peers is more intense. Introductions
of unfamiliar or newly hired members of the organization are another impor-
tant benefit of social gatherings. This 1s particularly important in larger insti-
tutions with many subdivisions where the natural encounter rates among indi-
viduals tends to be low. At SIO the Director hosts monthly coffee & bagel get-
togethers in various locations on the SIO campus, and the Institution finds
occasions for collective celebrations.

To encourage participation in informal social events and reinforce an insti-
tution’s atmosphere of collegiality, directors might consider extending per-
sonal invitations to some of these events and perhaps limit the size of the
groups to promote more personal interactions and draw out colleagues with a
tendency toward shyness. To have one’s presence personally requested 1s an
honor and conveys an impression that the leader(s) of the institution value
the mvitee’s contributions to the organization.

Encounters in the Course of Daily Activities

Where and when possible, shared facilities such as mailboxes, copy machmes,
fax machines, and even attractive break areas can be arranged to draw people
out of their offices and labs, increasing the likelthood of casual encounters.
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Many faculty members voiced their conviction that the most effective strate-
gies for enhancing interactions among scientists involve uncontrived meet-
ings in the course of everyday activities. Several enthusiastically echoed a
desire that SIO establish an attractive centralized cafe or pub where scientists
could gather informally. Already burdened with too many formal meetings,
university researchers favor low-energy opportunities for dialog.

Introductions via Newsletters

Weekly newsletters announcing seminars and meetings might include a fea-
ture on a “colleague of the week”. A brief summary of the individual’s profes-
sional and personal interests could be accompanted by a photograph. Each
year this practice would offer 52 opportunities to meet or learn more about
colleagues in the organization. Such unceremonious introductions would
make 1t easier for people to initiate conversations.

Benefits of the approaches described here may extend beyond sowing seeds
for potentially fruitful scientific exchanges; improved communication can
lead to berter-informed decisions on matters of nstitutional importance as
well as engender a stronger sense of community. It would not be at all surpris-
ing to find more formal institutional meetings infused with a new sense of
civility and respect developed in a context of personal and professional famil-
tarity. Heightened communication among individuals in different divisions
could also be useful in resolving real or perceived differences in the way these
groups function. Recognition of shared or overlapping interests among indi-
viduals and groups could facilitate the identfication of joint funding opportu-
nities and even potential new job candidates. Corsidering their low-cost and
potential rewards, the approaches outlined here seem to be logical starting
pomts in efforts to improve internal communication.

SUMMARIZING KEYS OF SUCCESS

Our examination of two academic organizations and one private industry
research division reveals management practices that foster research excel-
lence:

1. Whether management is strongly hierarchical or more loosely struc-
tured, ensuring thar individual scientists participate m decision-mak-
ing processes promotes effective leadership and contributes to the
overall health of an organization.

2. Recruitment and promotion of bright, young scientists and/or stu-
dents, who lead into new directions, challenge the establishment, and
create headaches for admimistration, fosters research excellence. In
turn, a reputation for research excellence is a factor in attracting and
retaining the best scientists.



3. Hire the best people, placing less emphasis on specialty and more on
individual talent. Employ active recruiting strategies, and strive to
streamline hiring and promotion procedures.

4. Create an environment of collaboration and competition. Some
internal competition 1s healthy, but it must be managed so that 1t is
not destructive.

5. Mitigate geographic barriers to internal communication by facilitat-
ing informal as well as formal encounters among individuals. Students
can be particularly effective in catalyzing scientific exchanges.

CONCLUSIONS

Perhaps the most striking observation is that, despite their differences, these
organizations are all highly successful. None of the three is structured as a tra-
ditional academic department; all are larger than a typical university depart-
ment, and seem more able to cope with the diverse demands of interdiscipli-
nary research. Each has evolved its own approach to its internal structure and
governance, which presumably responds to the particular challenges pre-
sented by its research goals and by 1ts mission. One has to be very careful not
to be overly prescriptive as to what constitutes success. Nonetheless, the clear
thread that runs through all three institutions is that the quality and motiva-
tion of the scientists is the sine qua non of success.
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An Agenda
for the Governing Board

Harold M. Williams

his sympostum addressed a very critical aspect of the future of the

research university — governance. Without a clearer delineation of the

responsibilities of boards, administrative leadership and faculty, lead-
ership and decision making and the ability of the institution to address the
future, responsibly and timely, 1s severely jeopardized.

Yet, throughout the symposium, [ was discomforred by the lack of comment
or discussion addressing the broadly based criticisms of higher education gen-
erally and the funding crisis facing public higher education, and the impact
both are having on the future of the public research university. To address
these issues, the following 1s a recommended agenda for governing boards and
adminustrators concerned with the future of the public research university.
While it relates particularly to the American situation, I believe much of 1t 15
relevant in other countries as well.

The issues do not lend themselves to simple solutions and some may be
insoluble or just “too hot to handle.” Individual institutions will respond dif-
ferently— experimenting, innovating, and restructuring. But the collective
response, | believe, will shape the future of the public research university.
With certainty, it will be different than 1t is today.

The importance of the research university to a democratic society as edu-
cator and primary source of fundamental and applied research and public ser-
vice has never been greater. However, the public research university faces

unprecedented external pressures which can fundamentally alter its status,
independence and ability to discharge irs mission. Its quest for external fund-
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ing makes 1t vulnerable to pressures from political forces, private donors, and
private industry. The demand and expectation for access continues to grow far
in excess of the resources available to accommodate it. Technology has the
potential to reshape how and where learning occurs and research is pursued.
Dissatisfaction with the emphasis on research at the expense of the quality of
undergraduate education is growing. Private sector, for-profit enterprises are
moving aggressively into higher education, using emerging technologies and
addressing the need for life long learning and retraining. At the same time, the
growth of knowledge will continue to exceed the available resources.

Yet the university appears to behave in the traditional fashion. The acad-
emy'’s inherent conservatism in addressing criticism or pressures for change 1s
both a liability and a source of stability. Higher education as an institution
responds to external pressures only slowly and then 1n an ad hoc, unorganized
manner. The pattern appears to be to co-opt the critics, to ignore the com-
plaints, to defuse the issue with bland reassurances that the situation 1s under
control and ride it out as best one can with confidence that 1t will, eventually,
go away. The objective: preserve the status quo, or at least modify it as little as
possible. The positive of such an approach, of course, is the ability of higher
education to insulate itself from the fad of the moment, as 1t sees 1tself respon-
sible for protecting the essence and integrity of what the institution 1s all
about and how it goes about fulfilling 1ts institutional goals and obligations.
At the same time, 1t constrains and neutralizes the atility of the institution to
address major issues in a timely and optimal manner.

The crucial issue facing the public research university is the extent to
which 1t will lead in shaping its own future, taking into account the external
forces impacting 1t or, alternatively, whether 1t will be overtaken by those
forces.

GOVERNANCE AND LEADERSHIP

The basic governance system of American higher education 1s sound in prin-
ciple, with responsibility placed with an independent board of trustees.

[nstitutional leadership of the universiry has the responsibility to protect
the academic principles that define and guide it and address the issues which
will define its future. While shared governance may identify where the respon-
sibility for a given decision may rest, the leadership responsibility remains
with the board and the chief executive to assure that the critical issues are
addressed comprehensively and timely.

Governing boards need to assure that umversity administrators exercise
their authority and responsibility in this regard. Few university presidents
appear to speak for the academic principles. Academic leadership tends to dis-
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appear in the process of deliberation. Shared governance has become so per-
vasive as to deny the concept of or erode much of the responsibility for aca-
demic leadership. Further, the time devoted to leading fund raising campaigns
— now virtually continuous — distracts, or excuses, leadership from the respon-
sibility for leading the institution.

Fund-raising underscores the troublesome “show me the money” attitude
that increasingly pervades higher education and the research university —
whether 1n its competition for public funding or in its capital campaigns. The
direction of gtowth and the priorities of the institution are increasingly deter-
mined by those activities for which money can be raised. The tightness of pub-
lic resources places the nstitutions under increasingly competitive market
pressures to obtain resources. But market economy undermines intellectual
independence. Leadership needs to be more deliberate than it appears to be in
assuring that the quest for money does not distort the principles, direction and
priorities of the institution or lead it in an unwise academic direction. What
appear to be immediate opportunities may evolve into unwise long-term com-
mitments. How will mstitutions of higher education protect and preserve
ther intellecrual independence given the dependence on external resources
1.e., government and the growing relationship to industry?

Leadership 1s made more difficult as the sense of mstitutional community
has eroded. Administrators devote more and more time to fund-raising. Fac-
ulty are becoming increasingly independent of whatever institution with
which they happen to be affiliated. Loyalty today tends to be more to the dis-
cipline and to other relationships external to the institution. The number ot
professors quitting the university to join computer or Internet ventures, or
dividing their time between the two, or taking sabbaricals to work on high-
tech ventures, raises questions about the depth of their engagement with the
untversity. Faculty are also more resporsive to recruitment offers from other
universities of increased research funding and support. Hence their concern
for the future of the insticution and participation in 1ts governance has dimin-
1ished. Can this trend be reversed or does the concept or extent of shared gov-
ernance need to be reconsidered?

Henry Rosovsky, in his final report as dean of the Faculty of Arts and Sci-
ences (FAS) at Harvard wrote: “This brings me to the crux of the matter. FAS
has become a society largely without rules, or to put 1t shghtly differently, the
tenured members of the faculty — frequently as individuals — make their own
rules. Of course, there are a great many rules in any bureaucratic organization,
but these largely concern less essential matters. When 1t concerns our more
important obligations - faculty citizenship — neither rule nor custom 1s any
longer compelling.

“To put 1t shightly differently, as a social organism, we operate without a
written constitution and with very little common law. That 1s a poor combi-
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nation, especially when there is no strong consensus concerning duties and
standards of behavior.” (Harvard Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Dean’s Report,
1990-91, Cambridge: Harvard University)

ACCOUNTABILITY

The concept of accountability is difficult ro argue against or to implement.
Who should ke accountable to whom and for what? At a minimum, there are
widely held criticisms of the university that should be addressed. They
undoubtedly impact adversely upon the image of the institution and the level
“of support for public funding. They go to the issue of whether the resources are
being used wisely and whether leadership 1s holding itself and the faculty
accountable for what they do.

We are a fractured society—critical, intolerant, lacking in community. In
context, 1t 1s not surprising that higher education comes under criticism as
well. But the fact that many of the criticisms have a basis in fact and are widely
acknowledged—even by strong supporters—should be ringing alarm bells in
the academy and its leadership.

Public financing of higher education has brought with 1t expectations that
higher education be responsive to the inquiries, judgments and will of the
public and its political representatives. These expectations have evolved over
time to mclude criticisms of the institution and many of 1ts activities. Higher
education faces questions about its basic institutional purposes and goals, 1ts
policies on admissions and academic standards, controversy over undergradu-
ate curricula and of quality of teaching, questions about academic culture,
concern for costs continually rising beyond inflation, and accountability. As
a consequence the institution of higher education s not held in the high
regard 1t enjoyed in the past. These are concerns the governing body should
address and to which it should respond publicly.

A report for the Education Commission of the Stares, entitled “Higher
Education Agenda,” stated the following:

“We sense a growing frustration — even anger — among many of the nation’s
governors, state legislators, and major corporate leaders that higher education
15 seemingly disengaged from the battle. Colleges and universities are per-
cerved more often than not as the source of the problems rather than part of
the solution. The issues raised are usually specific: lack of involvement in solu-
tions to the problems of urban schools, fatlure to lead m the reform of teacher
education, questions about faculty workload and productivity, and lack of
commitment to teaching or the escalating and seemingly uncontrollable cost
of a college education. But whatever the issue, the overall sense of many out-
side colleges and universities 1s etther that dramatic action will be needed to
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shake higher education from its internal lethargy and focus, or that the system
must be bypassed for other institutional forms and alternatives.” (Education
Commission of the States, “Higher Education Agenda,” 17 November 1989)

What are the values of the public research university today that define the
end in itself, not the university as an instrument of external ends? How does
it measure up?! What reforms must it undertake? How does it convince its con-
stituents - boards, administration, faculty, legislators and public constituen-
cies — to “buy in”? How are the complaints and criticisms of the public and its
representatives to be answered?

The strengthening of the scholarly mission demands the willingness to
focus on broad educational objectives, rigorous selection of priorities and
understanding of and address to the university’s internal weaknesses and fail-
ures. The demands on the institution and its opportunities will always exceed
the resources available to respond. Its futrure will ke determined by the choices
it makes. It needs to be able to change and introduce new priorities and main-
tain the dynamism of the institution essentially without adequate additional
financial resources. It needs to question existing premises and arrangements,
evaluate, revise and/or eliminate existing processes and administrative struc-
tures. It needs to do new things and old things better with existing resources
and eliminate or diminish some functions so othets can be established or grow.
It needs to reduce less useful areas in order to develop more useful ones.

The academy allocates additional resources reasonably well, but does not
address resource reallocation decisions well. These circumstances place new
pressures on the processes of governance and call for strengthening the deci-
sion making process — for the governing boards and administrators to be more
proactive in addressing the issues and building consensus and for faculty to rise
above parochial interests and to engage with the furure of the institution.

FUNDING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

Access to public higher education in the United States has become a right
rather than a privilege for every high school graduate capable of benefiting
from 1t and at a cost that he or she could afford. Demand for access is growing
due both to changing demographics and to the public perception that a col-
lege degree 1s essential for economic opportunity and upward mobility. In a
shift attributed to the changing economy, higher education is increasingly
seen as essential for access to the middle class. A college education has
become as important as a high school diploma formerly was.

Public funding for higher educatior,, however, does mot correspond to the
demands for access. It has been described as “bocm or bust.” It 1s not high in
priority in relation to other demands on the putlic purse. Therefore, during
economic recessions higher education rends to absorb disproportionate cuts in
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public funding, often accompanied by steep increases 1n tuition. To compen-
sate, during economic prosperity higher education 1s often benefited dispro-
portionately. However, over the long run, the percentage of government rev-
enues devoted to higher education and per student funding have been
shrinking.

Maintaining current quality and service levels for higher education will
require either increasing taxes or favoring higher education over competing
public service demands, such as elementary and secondary education, health,
welfare and prisons. Neither is likely. It 1s likely that existing financing trends
coupled with political and public demand for access will drive public policy on

“higher education. The political and economuc reality of public higher education is
that access must be maintamed and that education of at lzast present quality must
' contimue to be delivered but at lower cost per student.
This creates a situation which calls for a basic rethinking of the structure of
" public higher education generally and the role of the public research univer-
sity specifically. It will not be solved by changes at the margin or by wishful
thinking that political attitudes will change. Can both access and quality be
maintained? Given priority for access, what will happen to quality? How can
costs be contamned?

Public higher education, and particularly the public research universiry,
will not survive as it is merely because it should. It will not disappear, but the
forces at work threaten to transform 1t so that at some point in the next half-
century 1t may be recognizable in name only.

Many studies in the privare sector demonstrate thar the reputation of a
product brand franchise can last much longer than the qualiry of the product
justifies. There 1s a time lag between decline in the quality of a well-respected
branded product and the public realization rhat the product 1s no longer what
its reputation was based upon. The principle apphies equally m the world of
higher education. Erosion of quality 1s subtle and the realization that its prod-
uct no longer lives up to its image may occur long after its current university
and political leadership have retired without confronting the 1ssue.

The pressures on access and quality do not have the same impact on the pri-
vate institutions. Private research universities are not under public pressure to
increase access. At the same time, their endowments have grown enormously.
[n the past year alone, many private university endowments have grown by 30
to 40 percent, and as much as 60%. Not concerned with increasing access,
they can direct their expanding resources to improve qualiry. The ability of
the public research university to compete 15 eroding. For example, the April
22, 2000 ssue of The Economist, page 24, 1eports on a study by Ting Alex-
ander, an economist at the University of [llinois, to the effect that the salary
gap between full professors at the country’s best private universities and 1ts

best public ones has grown from $1,300 i 1980 to $21,700 in 1998. They can



offer larger research budgets, smaller teaching loads and tuition reciprocity
programs, which Alexander characterizes as “a quarter of a million-dollar
jackpot if you have three children.” The article goes on to conclude that the
nation’s public universities are at risk of becoming training grounds for private
universities with bigger checkbooks. Given the pressures for access and lim-
ited public funding, can the public research university any longer realistically
aspire to compete with the private research universities? Is this a conclusion
for which the public governing and funding bodies are prepared to accept
responsibility?

EDUCATION FOR WHAT?

Historically, the central purpose of higher education has been the develop-
ment of responsible citizens rather than training srudents for jobs. Isn’t it time
for higher education, including the research university, to re-examine its com-
mitment to that purpose? What remains of general or liberal learning in the
modern university? Are we educating citizens, potential leaders, and people
with the ability to question and discern, or are we training a work force? What
1s the appropriate trade-off between professional preparation engaged m
chiefly with a view towards primarily extrinsic considerations and a liberal arts
education pursued first and foremost for 1ts own intrinsic value? Undergradu-
ates should have a broad learning experience 1n addition to their specializa-
tion. But 1t seems that the pressure towards the latter is increasing.

If the universities have no independent mission of their own other than the
traming of individuals for jobs, then they should not be surprised that they are
treated like any other supplier of a service.

Renewing the institutional commitment to meaningful undergraduate
teaching and learning would require a fundamental shift in resource alloca-
tion. [t would also increase interest in exploring pedagogy and the use of tech-
nology. Can this be accomplished without a thorough re-examination of the
academic culture as a whole, i.e. of the institutional environment?

TEACHING

The unity of teaching and research, a fundamenral principle of the research
untversity has lost its equilibrium.

Allegations are broad based that teaching as an activity 1s seriously under-
valued, that undergraduate instruction and student mentoring are neglected
as a priority or consigned to the hands of graduate students to an unacceptable
extent and that professors have forsaken their classroom obligations for other
pursuits, particularly research and published scholarship.
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There are many students, parents and legislators, probably an overwhelm-
ing majority, who value institutions of higher learning not for their outreach
and service functions or even for their research mission, but for the teaching
they are capable of supplying. As consumers they will expect and demand
improvement.

Is there a choice! Is the concept of a four-year undergraduate education on
a residential campus, with graduate education in various academic disciplines
and professions and faculty devoted to teaching research and service any
longer a fit and will it meet with the needs and expectations of the various
constituencies? Why should the research university engage in undergraduate
general education? Why not begin in the upper division or possibly only at
graduate level and professional schools? Can research institutions be econom-
ically viable without the undergraduarte infrastructure?

To the extent that new, primarily for profit, providers of higher education

" focused only on teaching, erode the university’s role of job training, what will
happen to government and private support of research and service? For,
regardless of how universities allocate costs internally, it 1s teaching that pro-
vides 1ts largest revenue source and infrastructure, which m turn underwrites
much of the research and service.

TENURE

What could be more detrimental to effective teaching than its order of priority
in the attainment of tenure and promotion? Can teaching be improved with-
out addressing the absolute job security provided by faculty tenure? Does ten-
ure serve the best interests of the institution? If not, how might it be modified?
While academic freedom 1s clearly a right, should academic tenure be of the
same stature! While 1t 1s defended as a protection of academic freedom and a
guarantee of independence, being permanent and without liumit of time gives
it a different quahity. Upon grant, 1t is or should be recognition of competitive
excellence. Unlike the right to academic freedom, however, shouldn’t aca-
demic tenure continually be justified and sustained? Shouldn’t it be a privilege
rather than a right? Shouldn’t 1t carry with it a special obligation to perform
as a trusted professional and at a level that reflects continued competitive
excellence not only in research but in teaching and service as well? Academic
tenure should not be a form of security of employment similar to civil service.
The expectations and obligations that come with a tenured appointment are
greater than those that come with bureaucratic employment. Given federal
legislation ending mandatory retirement, tenure truly guarantees faculty
members the right to lifelong employment subject to very minimum standards
of performance. Further, given the increasing mobility of faculty, tenure lacks
a reciprocal commitment to the institution to justify 1t.



190 Part 4: Improved Governance

Recognizing the distinction between academic freedom and tenure may
help focus attention on how academic freedom, which depends on institu-
tional autonomy, can be protected when the institution is so vulnerable to the
market economy.

RESEARCH

The research university is where society still turns for the solution to its prob-
lems and the address to its needs. This 1s where science, technology and mod-
ern medicine are created. Is higher education’s research effort sufficient in the
face of contemporary problems? Is investment in research at current levels suf-
ficient to sustain the intellectual momentum of the research university? A
strong case can be made for answering both questions in the negative. If so,
what are the consequences?

Where might additional research resources be obtained and at what cost!
The freedom of the university from market constraints has supported the kind
of open-ended basic research that led to some of the most important discov-
ertes i history. The university researchers should have the freedom to explore
ideas that have no obvious or immediate commercial value. It seems it can
only continue if universities maintain a degree of independence from the mar-
ketplace—a difficult thing to do 1in an age of dwindling public support for
higher education. How can academic freedom and the mtegrity of university
research be preserved in the context of the need for greater research funding
and of increasing connectedness with industry and of proprietary research and
faculty entrepreneurship?

SERVICE

Critics argue that the academy as a whole has grown too nsular and removed
from the actual circumstances of modern life and, therefore, is failing to dis-
charge its service mission in a meaningful way.

Have higher education research and service efforts sufficiently addressed
contemporary problems of our society! For example, what have graduate
schools of education of the research universities contributed to address, ame-
liorate, and solve the current crisis 1in the quality of teaching? It has taken a
national teachers’ union in a recent statement to urge the strengthening of the
standards for selection of potential teachers and the nigor of their content
tramning. While it has not been the role of the research university to produce
the majority of teachers for the public schools, they are looked to for the qual-
ity of research that would influence and guide the decision making process
that results in student achievement. Yet, whatever the issue, whether 1t be the



quality and content of pre-service traming standards, student assessment,
evaluation of teaching, or pedagogy, schools of education individually and
collectively have had little positive impact on the most important 1ssue con-
fronting American society today. Indeed, their lack of impact, itself an indict-
ment, can easily lead one to the conclusion that they share responsibility for
the problem.

DOCTORAL EDUCATION

Duoes doctoral education need to be restructured? Most PhDs do not make
. therr careers in research universities, yet their traming 1s geared toward such
posttions. There are arguments within the academy that the apprenticeship
model 15 outmoded. Graduate students feel exploited as teaching assistants
and are trained for jobs at research universities that are few and far between.
Teaching institutions find 1t difficult to hire new PhDs who actually know
how to teach. Business leaders complain that many new PhDs cannot commu-
nicate and don’t know how to apply theory to real world problems. It is argued
that while we may have an oversupply of PhDs for the academy, we do not
have an oversupply of PhDs for society, but that means that the traming needs
to be different. The challenges facing doctoral education in the sciences differ
from the humanities and social sciences. In the sciences, how 1s the academy
going to compete and hold the best and the brightest who are increasingly
choosing industry?

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Dr. Neil Rudenstein, president of Harvard University, has said he believes
that the information technology revolution and globalization of the economy
herald a tectonic shift in academia, akin to the switch from small colleges to
large research universities at the turn of the century and the vastly expanded
access to higher education after World War II. “The totality of the institution
will be a different configuration,” he said (New York Times, May 23, 2000),
Whether or not one agrees, 1s this not an issue that should be closely exam-
ined and considered on an ongoing basis at the institutional level?

As new technologies spread into society and as deinand for higher educa-
tion becomes more global, how much of what the public research university
does, or should do, can be served by it in the traditional model? As publishing,
broadcasting, telecommunications and education merge, private sector orga-
nizations will create new educational programs and means of disseminating
knowledge to ever-larger audiences at ever decreasing costs.

Institutional commitment tends to be inadequate to explore intelligently,
and by application and experimentation, the impact of information technol-



ogy — even on such immediately apparent possibilities as the extent to which
it can enhance learning, embrace developments in pedagogy, promote access,
economize on resources, make the very best scholar teachers more available,
accelerate the time to graduation, make classes available at times and loca-
tions more convenient to the working student, etc. The concern that cam-
puses would no longer exist, that student interaction within class and other-
wise would be eliminated and that the costs and demands on faculty time
would be greater impede reasoned exploration and experimentation. With
few exceptions, whatever progress 1s being made 1s the product of individual
creative faculty, rather than of institutional leadership, support and priority.
Organized efforts to experiment, build on successes and learn from experience
are developing much more rapidly in the private sector, which is offering
degree programs and responding to the growing demand for lifelong learning
and retraining.

CONCLUSION

The issues described are on the minds of many, both within the public
research university and within the larger universe concerned with its future.
They need to be addressed at the institutional level. While individual institu-
tions may reach different conclusions on individual issues, I have confidence
in the collective judgment, assuming that the issues are addressed objectively
and n time.
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University Governance at the Crossroads

Frank H. T. Rhodes
On behalf of the Glion Colloguium

he editors stress that the structures, missions and challenges of Western

European and American universities have much m common. But there also

exist significant differences, one relating to governing boards. In the United
States, these boards fulfill important functions. But, in Western Europe, they do not
exist at all, or only in a weaker form. Some European countries have boards similar
to the American boards, but with less or little decision power. Others have no board
or a board without authority; they have instead “participation councils”, where the
different internal stakeholders are represented. Moreover, some of the roles exercised
by American boards are played by the State.

This declaration is influenced somewhat by the American environment character-
zed by powerful boards. However, the editors are convinced that the thoughts
expressed about the role of boards are of interest to readers in Europe, because the
development whereby boards take over some of the power to support andfor monitor
the action of the Rector, Vice-Chancellor or President traditionally invested in the
State 1s there gaining support.

The Glion Declaration of 1998 called for the reaffirmation of the social
compact between society and 1ts universities, so as to enable them to make
their fullest contribution to the changing needs of the larger global commu-
nity. [t also urged universities to a new rededication to effective teaching, cre-
ative scholarship and research and the development of new and expanded
partnerships in the public service. The signatories to the Glion Declaration,
joined by a number of additional colleagues, met again in Del Mar, California,

195
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from January 5-9, 2000 to consider the governance of universities in Europe
and the United States, and especially its relationship to their institutional
well-being and effective performance.

THE DISTINCTIVE ROLE OF THE RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES

In both Western Europe and in the United States, there exists a number of
distinctive universities, sometimes referred to as major research universities,
that educate a substantial portion of those earning first professional degrees
and the vast majority of those earning the Ph.D. and advanced professional
degrees, that perform most of the basic research, and play a major role in rech-
nical development and public service. They do not stand alone in this. We
recognize their heavy dependence on all other educational institutions —pri-
mary, secondary and tertiary —and applaud their efforts to increase coopera-
tion with and provide added support for these and other institutions.

Universities are communities of enquiry, discovery and learning, created
and supported by society, with the conviction that the growth and diffusion
of knowledge not only enrich personal experience, but also serve the public
good and advance human well-being. The university learning community—
now enlarged by the steady growth in outreach of its activities beyond the
campus, by growing participation in traditional courses and programs and by
the worldwide explosion in all forms of distance learning—must assume an
expanded role, undertake new tasks and accept added responsibility mn a soci-
ety where a global economy, growing competition and rapid technological
change make it increasingly dependenr on knowledge as a basic economic
capital. Even as we applaud the readiness of the university to embrace this
larger role, we note that it imposes new strains on long-established values and
long-standing practices and produces added tensions in traditional patterns of
institutional governance and management. It is to these challenges that we
now address ourselves.

INSTITUTIONAL VALUES: FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY

The effectiveness of the university over a pertod of more than nine hundred
years has been dependent on the maintenance of a judicious balance between
freedom and responsibility: this balance has involved institutional autonomy,
allowing freedom of enquiry, expression and teaching, on the one hand, and,
on the other, self-regulation, educational integrity, scholarly impartiality and
professional responsibility. It 1s this balance which has served as the basis for
the social compact, in which society supports the university, financially and
in granting a remarkable degree of institurional autonomy and academic free-



dom, with the understanding that both 1ts resources and its freedom will be
used responsibly to serve the public interest.

This mixture of freedom and responsibility has served both society and the
university well, but we now see 1t under growing srrain, from both internal
changes and external forces. In the United States, for example, the desire to
encourage student achievement has seen the traditional commitment to edu-
cational integrity weakened in some institutions by widespread grade infla-
tion; greater commitment to research has led in some places to inattention to
undergraduate teaching and the subordination of advising and mentoring; a
desire to recognize the interests of a wider public has sometimes led to parti-
sanship within the classroom and the rise of “political correctness,” while, per-
haps from a sense of civic concern, scholarly impartiality has been weakened,
in some cases, by advocacy, thinly disguised as scholarship. In several Euro-
pean countries, reduced funding has produced so great an increase in teaching
loads as to diminish the effectiveness of some research programs. In identify-
ing these tssues, we mean neither to exaggerate their particular impact, nor to
suggest that they are ubiquitous, or that collectively they represent a crisis 1n
the affairs of the university. But, they do exist and, unless they are addressed,
they could become serious challenges to the norms of impartial scholarship,
true freedom of expression and full and fair enquiry rhat have long been pro-
moted by the university.

Other challenges to these norms and values come from the commendable
efforts universities are making to extend their outreach and enlarge their pub-
lic service. In their attempts to cooperate with industry, universities wrestle
with demands for restrictive corporate contracts and exclusive partnerships.
In an attempt to increase sources of support for their traditional teaching
responsibilities, some universities have experimented with the creation of sep-
arate for-profit companies, seeking to benefit from everything from distance
learning to athletics, to technology transfer. In their efforts to better serve the
public, universities have undertaken the sponsorship and management of
community enterprises, such as schools, environmenral 1nitiatives and health
care organizations, sometimes in alliances with public agencies, or other
groups. All of these pose unfamiliar challenges to traditional campus norms
and values, even as they seek to extend the effectiveness of the university’s
services and increase the usefulness of its activities. Paradoxically, each new
initiative to increase the inclusiveness and extend the usefulness of the uni-
versity poses challenges to familiar styles of governance and management and
traditional values and raises difficult questions of institutional responsibility.

We should be neither surprised nor dismayed at these internal and external
stresses, for the history of universities is rich in comparable examples, from the
development of the curriculum and the narure of oversight of student conduct
to the growth of scholarly enquiry and applied research. But history also
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reveals that the cherished values of the university—integrity, excellence,
community, openness, respect, civility, freedom, responsibility, impartiality,
tolerance—all exercised within an autonomous community of learning, are
not items of intellectual adornment or personal convenience but are a means
to an end, the essential requirements for the effective pursuit of knowledge.
These values are, however, neither an excuse for inaction nor an alternative
to appropriate accountability. They are the lifeblood of the institution. Devel-
oped and refined over centuries, contested within and tested from without,
they have proved the essential means not only for effective learning and dis-
covery, but also for its wise and humane application to human needs. It is
these values that must continue to be prized and preserved and the principal
responsibility for this rests with the board members, officers and faculty of
each university. How these values are reflected and embodied 1n the life and
work of the university will, no doubt, vary from institution to insticution. That
they should be reflected, is everybody’s business. This 1s no casual obligation,
but a responsibility of surpassing importance, for without respect for these val-
ues, there can be no university worth the name. In fact, in those countries
where these values have been neglected or suppressed, universities have
become places of political turmaoil, pedestrian training, or dogmatic propa-
ganda. We call on our colleagues to reaffirm and reassert these ancient values
and to embrace them in every aspect of rhe life of their institutions.

INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY AND GOVERNANCE

Just as individual freedom has emerged as an essential means for the effective
pursuit of knowledge, so also has institutional autonomy developed over cen-
turtes as the most effective means of harnessing knowledge to the public good.
The means to achieve this autonomy differ from country to country and, in
some cases, from institution to institution. In general, public universities,
both in the United States and, to a lesser degree, in Western Europe, are gov-
erned by boards with substantial public representation, with a membership
achieved either by constitutional, governmental or gubernatorial appoint-
ment or by election. In some cases, as m American public universities, the
board has wide powers, appointing the president and granting tenure to fac-
ulty, for example, within a budget approved by the state legislature. In many
European countries, 1in contrast, the university rector, or president, and the
professors are formally appointed by the state, after nomination by the univer-
sity, according to a procedure specific to each mstitution. In other European
countries, some of the board’s responsibilities are Jelegated to participating
councils, composed of representatives of different stakeholders. In the quite
different case of the private universities, which are found chiefly within the
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United States, the board is typically self-appointed and is the final governing
body for all decisions, though in practice many responsiblities are delegated
to others.

We are concerned here with the broad principles of shared governance,
between the board and/or council, the president and the campus stakeholders,
especially the faculty. Because of the widespread existence of governing
boards, and as many European universities which now lack them are in the
process of developing them, we concentrate on the work of boards in the com-
ments that follow.

The function of a governing board is always twofold: it serves, on the one
hand, to ensure the public responsibility and accountability of the university
and, on the other, to defend the autonomy and integrity of the institution
against erosion or attack, both from without and within.

Because the governance of institutions of higher education has been
entrusted to a designated group of public representatives, responsible for the
oversight of 1ts affairs and the integrity of 1ts activities, the board has ultimate
authority over and responsibility for all the activities of the university, though
in practice it delegates much of its authority and support. In the United
States, for example, the board annually confers upon the president the right
to award degrees and delegates to the faculty the responsibility of developing
the curriculum. This pattern of delegation and the tradition of shared gover-
nance 1t represents 1s never absolute; 1t may sometimes be subject to review
and it may also involve some tensions. It is well, however, to minimize ambi-
guities and clarify the exact nature of delegation. Thus, typically, in the
United States, for example, the responsibility for student admissions is dele-
gated to the faculty and administration, but recent actions by the regents of
some major state university systems have limited that responsibility. Similarly,
the responsibility for curriculum requirements is substantially delegated to the
faculty, but recent actions by the trustees of another major state university
have eroded that particular responsibility

The exact composition, role and responsibilities of governing boards differ
from country to country. In the United Kingdom, an official guide to the con-
duct of board business has been published. We urge similar clarity in other
cases.

We are persuaded that effective governance by the board, responsibly exer-
cised, is just as vital to the performance and well being of the university as are
the responsibhility of the faculty and the effectiveness of the administration.
We believe that a number of recent trends threaten to weaken this gover-
nance, especially within the public universities in the United States, where
political influence and special interests sometimes compete with responsible
governance.
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EFFECTIVE TRUSTEESHIP: THE ROLE OF GOVERNING BOARDS

Just as we call on members of the faculty to play a responsible role in all their
university activities, so we call on trustees and members of governing boards
to exercise their fiduciary power in governance responsibly. At a mimimum,
this seems to call for:

® Reconsideration of the application of public meetings law require-
ments and a prudent evaluation of their benefits against the “tyran-
nies of transparency.”

¢ Improved selection of trustees within constitutional categories, per-
haps by the appointment of an independent screening board to pro-
vide impartial assessment.

¢ Reconsideration of board size (often now eight members in many pub-
lic universities in the United States) 1n relation to function, with the
possibility of increasing board size by adding additional independent
members.

e Regular self-assessment of performance by the governing board.
Development by boards of a code of conduct.

¢ Informed governance, based on adequate knowledge of the complex-
ities of the nstitution. That, 1n turn, requires an adequate informa-
tion base, involving not only statstical profiles and budgetary alloca-
tions, but also an understanding of the nature, quality and
relationships of campus programs and activities.

¢ Approprate delegation of some authority to other responsible groups
and bodies (the president, the faculty and s on) with the understand-
ing that explicit clarification of this delegation 1s likely to improve
effectiveness, that decisions made by others under such delegated
authority may sometimes be subject to board review and reconsidera-
tion, and that the board may not delegate 1ts ultimate authority for
the misston, integrity and financial viability of the institution.

¢ Recognition of the fact that board members, as citizen representa-
tives, exercise not only institutional oversight, but also the responsi-
bility ro defend and promorte the institution and nurture its values.
Their loyalty to the larger public interest can be served only by their
commitment to the institution as a whole, rather than to any constit-
uency or special interest, whether internal or external. They should
exhibit in their own conduct the high professional standards and
impartiality they require from the faculty.

e Recognition and appreciation of the extraordinary variety, traditions
and complexities of institutions of higher education, knowing that
any general statement has exceptions and that no single pattern or
style of governance can possibly be appropriate for all: nor can any
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statement of principles be prescriptive. Nevertheless, because the
board is responsible for the well being of all members of the institution
and is the custodian of its resources, it has a particular responsibility
for ensuring due process, orderly procedures and appropriate levels of
decision-making and appeal. It will contribute to the harmony of the
institution by requiring the development and application of these
procedures.

e There is a world of difference between governance and management.
Governance involves the responsibility for approving the mission and
goals of the institution, the oversight of 1ts resources, the approval of
tts policies and procedures, the appointment, review and support of its
prestdent, and an informed understanding of 1ts programs and activi-
ties. Management, 1n contrast, involves the responsibility for the
effective operation of the instituticn and the achievement of 1ts goals,
within the policies and procedures approved by the board, the effec-
tive use of its resources, the creative support and performance of
teaching, research and service and maimntenance of the highest stan-
dards of scholarly integrity and professional performance. The respon-
sibility of the board 1s to govern, but not to manage.

¢ In American universities, the most important single responsibility of
the board is the selection, appointment, periodic review and continu-
ing support of the president. Cander, farrness, understanding and trust
are essential ingredients m this critical relationship. The president,
while performing at a satisfactory level, 15 entitled to the sustained
support, candid advice and personal encouragement that the board 15
uniquely able to provide. That neither removes the need to question
and to challenge, nor the oblhigation ro understand the views of other
interested parties, but the president has both a unique claim and a
substantial need for the understanding and support of the board.

CAMPUS GOVERNANCE: THE ROLE
AND RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FACUTLY

In urging greater attention to institutional values, we urge consideration of
the following 1ssues:

® We are particularly concerned thar, in introducing newly appointed
scholars to the professorial ranks and 1n preparing graduate students
for scholarly careers, little or no attention 1s paid to the cultivation of
scholarly values and professorial obligations. We urge faculties to
address this lack.



There exists at present a one-sided obligation in which the university
is expected to provide tenure, compensation, professional support,
technical services, facilities, equipment and the protection of aca-
demic freedom to the professorate, while the reciprocal obligations of
the faculty member are nowhere specified. We believe a professional
code of conduct would redress this imbalance and we urge the coop-
erative development and implementation of such a code by the
administration and the faculty.

We believe that the well being of a university requires responsible par-
ticipation in matters of faculty governance and we urge the renewal of
faculty interest in this important privilege Such governance involves
participation at all levels, including the department, the college or
school and the institution. In Europe, where staff and students are part
of the internal governing body, we urge the same responsible,
informed involvement. ‘
We urge the principle of subsidiarity in campus governance, in which
decisions are made at the lowest appropriate level of responsibility, so
improving participation and understanding, and encouraging added
responsiveness and accountability. We helieve that, subject to the
framework of the campus code, an aggrieved individual should gener-
ally have the right to appeal a particular decision to a level one step
above the immediate supervisor.

Not all “stakeholders” have an equal claim to participate in campus
governance. For example, delegated authority from the board 1s never
permanent. Nor do those with little experience and knowledge—stu-
dents, for example—have equal claim to guide curriculum development
as do those with substantial experience and knowledge—the faculty, for
example. But, knowledge and experience are generally confined to par-
ticular areas of expertise. No faculty member and no board member, for
example, can speak for the entire institution. Only the chairman of the
board and the president can do so. Systems of campus governance
should reflect these various levels of responsibility, avoiding burden-
some proliferation of commuttees in favor of a streamlined governance
system, with clear guidelines concerning the respective authority of
each of its administrative officers and participating member-groups, and
with definition of particular areas involving variously the right of infor-
mation, consultation, consent or approval. Much of the present ineffec-
tiveness of faculty governance and the cumbersome nature of decision-
making reflects the confusion between the night of the faculty to be
informed, their night to be consulted and their right to approve.

The elaborate structure of campus governance and the labyrinth path
by which consultations occur and decisions are generally made will
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experience growing strain 1n the face of the increasing need for mak-
ing difficult, and sometimes unpopular decisions, responding
promptly to rapid changes and sarisfying the burgeoning demands of
government oversight and requirement. We are also concerned that
because these structures and the notion of academic freedom have
sometimes been used as an excuse for a fatlure to look critically at the
performance of the university and the painful question of whether 1t
practices the lofty values it proclaims, the public will become less tol-
erant of both the autonomy and the shared governance of our univer-
sities. If we wish external critics, of all persuasions, to respect the
enormous tmportance of the research university and to recognize the
need for latitude and freedom 1n the way 1t discharges its responsibil-
ities to soctety, we need to respond to these concerns, to use our gov-
ernance to address our own shortcomings effectively and to demon-
strate that we are doing so.

® We believe effective governance requires shared goals and recogni-
tion of their achievement. We believe that faculty should be recog-
nized and rewarded when they achieve professional success in their
teaching or research, or display conspicuous devotion and commit-
ment to their institution and 1ts goals. This could be encouraged by
designating some significant portion of the tctal annual faculty salary
pool to be available as bonus payments to those faculty members
whose performance has been outstanding.

THE ROLE OF THE PRESIDENT,
VICE CHANCELLOR OR RECTOR

The essential link between the governing board and the institution it repre-
sents 1s the president, vice chancellor or rector. For convenience, we refer to
this individual as the president. Without effective presidential leadership, no
system of campus governance can be effective.

e It is the role of the president, not only to explaimn the role and con-
cerns of the board to the campus community, but also to interpret for
the board, the distinctive role and concerns of the faculty and other
members of the campus community. The basis of this role is mutual
respect and trust, without which no strong system of campus gover-
nance can develop.

¢ The president must lead. The president 1s far more than an interme-
diary between these groups. It is to the president that both the board
and the campus look for leadership and direction. The president must
supply that leadership, accepting the responsibilities and opportuni-
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ties afforded by the office and delegated by the board. Presidential
timidity and endless compromise are the enemies of effective campus
governance. Nowhere is the need for presidential leadership greater
than in leading the process of developing a statement of institutional
mission, in consultation with the faculty and other stakeholders and
subject to approval by the board. The president has a unique role in
creating a sense of confidence and commitment among members of
the campus community and 1n nurturing and promoting the values on
which the well being of the institution depends.

® The judgment of the president 1s essential in achieving an effective
balance between executive deciston and campus and board approval,
so assuring an appropriate role for each of the participants in the
developing affairs of the university. Delegation, consultation, review
and approval, should represent an orderly process, based on mutual
understanding which pays due regard to the appropriate role and
responsibilities of each of the several partners. This requires careful
thought and planning of information flow, agenda preparation, con-
sultation and cooperation.

® The president, as the duly appointed senior officer of the university,
should enjoy the support and trust of the board. Proposals for action,
carefully conceived, fully articulated and appropriately reviewed,
both on campus and by the board, should be expected to find approval
and support. While neither members of campus governance groups,
nor members of the board, should ever regard their duties as mere for-
mality or rubber-stamp action, an effective system of governance
requires a clear working agreement on various areas of responsibility
and the need for timely review and closure.

CONCLUSION

For over 900 years the university has supplied society with three vital com-
modities — shared experience, demonstrable knowledge and humanely used
skills: these remain the business of the university, at once both 1ts means and
its products. Our successors in the new millennium will look back on a planet
and a people whose condition will largely reflect how responsibly, intelli-
gently and humanely we, the members of the universities, have cultivated
them today and how wisely we have governed the remarkable institutions in
which they are nurtured.

We believe that attention to the issues we have 1dentified will strengthen
the governance and thus improve the capacity of our universities to continue
to play a beneficial role 1n society.
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