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INTRODUCTION 

"There 1~ no more delicate matter tu take m hand, nor more dangerous to con
duct, nor more doubtful of success, than to step up as a leader m the mtroducttnn 
of change. For he who innovates wtll have for ht~ enemies all those who are well 
off under the existmg order of thmgs, and only lukewarm support m those who 
mtght be hetter off under the new." 

N tccolo Mach1avellt, The Pnnce 

T he contemporary university is one of the most complex social instttu
ttons of our times. The importance of thts mstltutton to our society, Jts 
myriad activities and stakeholders, and the changing nature of the 

suciety tt serves, all suggest the importance of expenenced, responsible, and 
enltghtened university leadership, governance, and management. Amencan 
universities have long embraced the concept of shared governance involving 
publtc overstght and trusteeshtp, collegial faculty governance, and expen
enced hut generally short-term administrative and usually amateur leadership. 
\Vhile this ~ystem of shared governance engages a variety of stakeholders in 
the decisions concerning the university, it does so with an awkwardness that 
tends to mhthtt change and responstveness. 

The polmcs swtrltng about governmg hoards, parttcularly m puhltc umver
stttes, not only dtstracts them from thetr nnportant responsthilittes and stew
ardship, hut also discourages many of our mmt expenenced, talented, and ded-
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icated citizens from serving on these bodies. The incr,~asing intrus10n of state 
and federal government m the affairs of the university, m 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
tion~ into mediocrity. Furthermore, while the public expects its institutions to 
be managed effectively and efficiently, It weaves a weh of constraints through 
public laws that makes this difficult mdeed. Sunshine laws demand that even 
the most sensitive business of the university must he conducted in the public 
arena, including the search for a president. State and federal laws entangle all 
a~pects of the umver~ity m rules and regulation~, frorrr student admissions to 
fmanctal accnunting to environmental Impact. 

Effort:-. to tnclude the faculty in shared governance also encounter obsta
cles. To he sure, faculty governance contmue:-. to be h)th effective and essen
tial for acadermc matters such as faculty hinng and tenure evaluation. But It 
is mcreasmgly difficult to achieve true faculty partiCipation in broader univer
sity matters such as fmance, capital facdnies, or extern:11 relations. The faculty 
traditiOns of debate and consensus buildm;~, along with the highly compart
mentalized organization of academic derartments and disctplines, seem 
incompatible with the breadth and rapid pace required in today's high 
momentum umversity-wide decision environment. M·,)St difficult and cntical 
of all are those decisions that concern change m the L'niversity. 

A rapidly evolvmg world has demanded profound and permanent change 
in most, if not all, soCJal institutions. Corporations have undergone restruc
tunng and reengineering. Governments and other public bodies are bemg 
overhauled, streamlined, and made more responsive. Jfndividuals are mcreas
ingly facmg a future of impermanence m their employment, m their homes, 
and even in their families. The nation-state Itself has become less relevant and 
permanent m an ever more Interconnected world. 

Yet, while most colleges and universities have grappled wtth change at the 
pragmatic level, few have contemplated the more fur1damental transforma
tions in mission and character that may be reqmred by our changing world. 
For the most part, our institutions still have not grappled wtth the extraordi
nary Implications of an age of knowledge, a society of learning, which wdl 
hkely be our future. Most mstitutions continue to approach change by react
mg to the necessities and opportunities of fhe moment rather than adoptmg 
a more strategtc approach to their future. 

The glacial pace of umversity decision makmg and academic change simply 
may not he suffiCJently responsive to allow the university to control Its own 
destmy. There IS a nsk that the ndal wave of societal furces could sweep over 
the academy, both transformmg higher education m unforeseen and unac
ceptable ways while creating new mstitutional forms to challenge both our 
expenence and our concept of the university. 
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This time of great change, of shtftmg paradtgms, provides the appropriate 
Cl)ntext within which to consider the decision process of the university. Like 
other social mstitutions, the university needs strong leadership, particularly 
during a t1me of great change, challenge, and opportunity. In thts paper, we 
will explore the speciftc topic of dectsion making m the universtty-the issue~, 
the players, the process, and the many challenges--wlt:hin the broader context 
of universtty leadership, governance, and management. 

THE ISSUES 

There 1s a seemingly endless array of decisions bubbling up, swirling through 
and about: the contemporary university. At: the core are those academic deci~ 
swns that: affect most directly the academtc process: Whom do we select as stu~ 
dents (admissions)? Who should teach them (faculty hinng, 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 mstitutions, particularly 
those characterized by overly intrustve government controls or adversarial 
labor~management relationships between faculty and admmistration, this 
academic autonomy can be compromtsed. 

Since most: universities are large, complex organizations, enrolling tens of 
thousands of students, employmg thousands of faculty and staff, and mvolvmg 
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 acqut~ 
s1t1on and allocation, budgets)? How do we build and maintain the campus 
environment necessary for quality teachmg and research (capital facihttes)? 
How do we honor our responstbtlities and accountabihty to broader soctety 
(financial audits, compliance with state and federal regulations)? How do we 
manage our relationships with the multiple stakeholders of the university 
(public relattons, government relatton:-., 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~ 
seen events--challenges or opportumnes-that reqtllre tmmedtate attention 
and raptd dee1s10ns. For example, when student act1v1sm explodes on the cam~ 
pus, an athletic v10lat10n 1s uncovered, or the umverstty 1s attacked by pol11:i~ 
ctans or the media, crzszs management becomes cnttcal. While the handling of 
such matter~, reqlllres the tlme and attent10n of many semor umverstty admm~ 
istrators, from deans to executive officers and governmg boards, all too fre~ 
quently, cris1~ management becomes the respons1btlity of the umversity pres~ 
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ident. At any meeting of university presidents, the frequent disruption of 
pagers, faxes, or phone calls provides evidence of jusr how tightly contempo~ 
rary university leaders are coupled to the Jssues 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 occasicmal 
pns:-,Ibility of transforming a crisis into an opportumty . 

.tv1ore generally, umversities need to develop a ml)re :-,trategic context for 
dechion making during a period of rapid change. Yet strategic planning m 
higher education has had mixed success, particularly m institutions of the size, 
breadth, and complexity of the research uruverstty. Plannmg exercises are all 
too frequently attacked by faculty and staff alike as bureaucratiC. In fact, many 
universitie:-, have traditionally focused plannmg efforts on the gathermg of 
data for supportmg the routme decisiOn process rather than provtdmg a con~ 
text for longer~term considerations. A:-, a result, all tO<_) often universitie:-, tend 
tn react tO-()r even resist-external pre:-,~.ures and opportunities rather than 
take :-,tnmg, dectsive acttons to determine and pursue their own goals. They 
frequently become preoccupied With pwce:-,s rather than objectives, With 
"how" rather than "what." 

The final class of decisions consists of those mvolving more fundamental or 
even rad1cal transformations of the university. The maJor paradtgm shifts that 
wtllltkely charactenze higher education in the year-., ahead will require a more 
strategic approach to institutional transformation, capahle of staying the course 
untd the de~.tred changes have occurred. Many mstttutions already have 
embarked on transformation agendas stmilar to those characterizmg the pri~ 
vate :-,ector (Gumport, P. J. & Pusser, B., 1998). Some even use similar lan~ 
guage, a:-, they refer to their efforts to "transform" "restructure" or even "rem~ 
vent'' their mstitutions. But, herein lie~. one of the great challenges to 
umvcr:-,tties, since our vanous mtsstons and our diverse array of constituencies 
give us a complextty far beyond that encountered m busmess or government. 
For universitit'S, rhe process of institutional transfonnatton ts necessarily more 
complex and pos:-,1bly more hazardous. It mu:-,t be approached strategically 
rather than reactively, with a deep understanding of t~e role and character of 
our mstituttons, their Important tradition~ cmd values from the past, and a 
clear .md compellmg vision for their future. 

THE PLAYERS 

The dectston process in a untversity mterad~ wtth a diverse array of internal 
and external constituencies that depend on the university in one way or 
another, just as our educational mstitutions depend uron each of them. Inter
nally, the key players mclude students, faculty, staff, and governmg hoard::.. 
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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 mstitutions in our 
society. The management of the complex roles and relationships between the 
university and these many constituencies IS one of the most Important chal~ 
lenges facing htgher education, particularly when these relationshtps are rap~ 
tdly changing. 

The Internal Stakeholders: The contemporary untversity is much like a city, 
comprised of a somettmes bewildering array of neighborhoods and communi~ 
ties. To the faculty, tt has almost a Balkan structure, divided up into highly 
spectalized academic umts, frequently with little interaction even wtth disct~ 
plinary ne1ghbors, much less with the rest of the campus. To the student body, 
the university is an exciting, confusmg. and sometimes frustrating complexity 
of challenges and opportunities, rules and regulations, drawing them together 
only m cosmic events such as football games or campus protests. To the staff, 
the umverstty has a more subtle character, wtth the parts woven together by 
poltctes, procedures, and practiCes evolving over decades, all too frequently 
invi::-.ible to, or ignored by, the students and faculty. In some ways, the modern 
university is so complex, so multifaceted, that tt seems that the closer one LS 

to It, the more mttmately one ts mvolved wtth tts activities, the harder it is to 
percetve and understand its enttrety. 

The Students: Of course, the key stakeholders in the university should be tts 
student::-.. These are our pnncipal clients, customers, and increasingly, con~ 
sumers of our educational servtces. Although students pressed m the 1960s for 
more dtrect mvolvement m umversity decisions ranging from student life to 
prestdenttal selection, today's student::, seem more detached. Many students 
sometimes feel that they are only tourists vtstting the umverstty, travelmg 
through the many adventures-or hurdles-of their university education, 
entenng as raw matenal and bemg stamped and molded into graduates dunng 
thetr brief experience on campus. Thetr pnmary concerns appear to be the 
cost of thetr education and their employability followmg graduation, not in 
parttctpatmg m the mynad decisions affectmg thetr education and their um~ 
versity. 

The Faculry: Probably the most tmportant mternal constituency of a um~ 
verstty ts its faculty, since the quality and achtevements of this body, more 
than any other factor, determme the quality of the mst1tut10n. From the per~ 
specttve of the academy, any great umversity should be "run bv the faculty for 
the faculty" (an objective that would be contested by students or elements of 
broader society, of cour.;;e). The mvolvement of faculty m the governance of 
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the modern university m a meaningful and effecttve fashion is both an impor
tant goal and a major challenge. While the faculty plays the key role in the 
academic matters of most universtties, its abihty to become dtrectly involved 
in the detailed management of the institution has long since disappeared as 
issues have become more complex and the time-scale of the deciston 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 mvistble to faculty and students, the oper
atton of the umversity re4uires a large, professiOnal, and dedicated staff. 
From accountants to receptionists, mvestment offtcers to Janitors, computer 
programmers to nurses, the contemporary umversity would rapidly gnnd to 
a halt wtthout the efforts of thousands of ~~taff members who perform crittcal 
services m support of tts academic misstnn. While many faculty members 
vtew thetr appointments at a particular institution <b ~imply another step up 
the academtc ladder, many staff members ~pend their entire career at the 
~arne umversity. As a result, they frequently exhibit not only a greater mstl
tutionalloyalty than faculty or students, hut they also sustam the contmu
tty, the corporate memory, and the momentum of the umversity. Ironically, 
they also sometimes develop a far broader view of the umverstty, tts array of 
actlvtties, and even tts htstory than do the relattve short-timers among the 
faculty and the students. Needless to say, their understandmg and support is 
essential in umverstty efforts to respond to change. Although staff members 
make many of the routine decistons affectmg academic life, from admtsstons 
to coun~eling to financial aid, they frequently vtew themselves as only a 
small cog m a gigantic machine, workmg long and hard for an mstttution 
that sometimes does not even appear to recogmze ot appreciate their exist
ence or loyalty. 

Governing Boards: Amen can higher educatiOn ts unique m its use of lay 
boards to govern its colleges and universtt tes. In the case of private mstitu
tiOns, governmg boards are typically elected by alumm of the institution or 
self-perpetuated by the board itself. In publtc institutions, board members 
are generally either appointed by governor~ or elected in public elections, 
usually wtth highly pohtical overtones. \XI'hile the pnmary responstbility of 
such lay hoar,Js JlS at the policy level, they also frequently find themselves 
drawn into detaded management dectsions. Boards are expected first and 
foremost to a<.::t as trustees, responsible for the welfare of thetr institution. 
But, in many publtc mstitutlons, politically selected hoard members tend to 
view themselve~, more a~ governors or le~tslators rather than trustees, 
responsthle to p<:Hticular political constituencie~ re~ther than simply for the 
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welfare of their institution. Instead of buffenng the university from various 
political forces, they sometimes bring their politics into the boardroom and 
focus it on the acttvities of the mstitunon (National Commission on the 
Academic Presidency, 1996). 

The External Constituencies: The contemporary university is accountable to 
many con~tituencies: students and parents, clients of umversity services such 
as pattents of our hospitals and spectators at our athletic events; federal, state, 
and local governments; busmess and mdustry; 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 mcreasing 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 vanous constituenCies served by higher education poses a maJor 
challenge. 

Government: Compared with higher education in other nat10ns, American 
htgher education has been relatively free from government interference. Yet, 
whtle we have never had a national mimstry 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. Unt~ 
verstties have been forced to budd large administrative bureaucraetes to man~ 
age their mteractions with those in Washmgton. From occupational safety to 
control of hazardous substances to health~care regulations to accounting 
reqUlrements to campus cnme reportmg, federal regulations reach into every 
part of the urnversity. Furthermore, universities tend to be whipsawed by the 
unpredictable changes in Washmgton's polietes wtth regard to regulation, 
taxation, and funding, shifting with the political winds each election cycle. 

Despite thts strong federal role, it has been left to the states and the private 
sector to provide the maJonty of the resources necessary to support and sustam 
the contemporary umversity. The relationship between public universities 
and state government is a particularly complex one, and it vanes significantly 
from state to state. Some universities are ~tructurally organized as componencs 
of state government, subject to the same htring and busmes~ practices as other 
state agencies. Others possess a certain autonomy from state government 
through constitutional or legislattve provtston. All are influenced by the 
power of the public purse-by the strings attached to appropriattons from 
state tax revenues. 

Local Communities: The relattonshtp between a untverstty and its surround~ 
mg communtty ts usually a complex one, particularly in cities dominated by 
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maJor universities. On the plus side ts the fact that the umverstty provides the 
community with an extraordmary qualtty of hfe and economic stabiltty. It 
stimulates strong primary and secondary schools, provtdes rich cultural oppor
tunities, and generates an excitmg and cosmopolttan community. But there 
are also drawbacks, since the presence of such large, nonprofit institutions 
takes a great amount of property off the tax rolls. Th~ tmpact of these univer
stties, whether Jlt is through parking, crowds, or student behavior, can create 
mevitable tensions between town and gown. 

The Public: The public's perception of htgher education ts ever changing. 
Public opimon surveys reveal that, at the most general level, the public 
strongly supports high-quality education m our colleges and umversittes 
(Immerwahr, J., 1998). But, when we probe public attitudes more deeply, we 
find many ccmcerns, about cost, improper student behavior (alcohol, drugs, 
political activism), and intercollegiate athletics. Perhaps more significantly, 
there has been an erosion in the priority that the publtc places on higher edu
c::nion relative to other social needs. This JS 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 hst than htgher education. 
This parallels a growing spint 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 ts 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 ts the arrogance 
of many members of the academy, university leaders among them, in assummg 
that the university is somehow less accountable to society than other soctal 
mstttutions. And tt is in part due to the increasmgly market-driven nature of 
contemporary journalism as it merges wtth, or is acquired by, the entertam
ment mdustry and trades off journaltstic values and integnty for market share 
and LjUarterly earnmgs statements. 

The 1ssue of sunshine laws is a particular concern for public instttutton~. 
Although laws requinng open meetmgs and freedom 1)f mformatton were cre
ated to ensure the accountability of government, they have been extended 
and broadened through court decistons to Cipply to constram the operation of 
all publtc institutions includmg puhhc untversittes. They prevent governing 
boards from discussmg sensttive pohcy matters. They allow the press to go on 
ftshing expeditions through all manner of umverstty documents. They have 
also been used tn hamstnng the searches for :-.entor leadership, such as univer
sity prestdents. 
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A Growing Tension: Htgher educatton today faces greater pressure than ever 
to establtsh its relevance to tts various stakeholders m our society. The diver~ 
sity-mdeed, mcompatibility-of the values, needs, and expectations of the 
various constituencies served by htgher education poses one of 1ts most senous 
challenges. The future of our colleges and umversittes will be determined in 
many case~ by thetr success m lmkmg together the many concerns and values 
of these dtverse groups, even whtle the relationships with these constituencies 
continue to change. 

THE PROCESS 

Throughout tts long history, the Amencan umversity ha~ been granted speCial 
governance status because of the unique character of the academic proces~. 
The umversity has been able to ~ustam an understandmg that Its acttvtttes nf 
teaching and scholarship could best be Judged and guided by the academy 
Itself, rather than by external bodte~ such as governments or the public opm~ 
ion that govern other social instttuttons. Key m thts effort wa~ the evolution 
of a traditwn of shared governance mvolvmg ~everal major constituencies: .1 

governing hoard of lay trustees or regent~ as both stewards for the mstitution 
and protectors of broader public mterest, the faculty as those most knowledge~ 
able about teaching and scholarshtp, and the umversity administration as 
leaders and managers of the mstttutton. 

Institutional Autonomy: The relattonshtp between the university and the 
broader society it serves ts a parttcularly Jeltcate one, because the umverstty 
has a role not only as a servant to society but as a critic as well. It serves not 
merely to create and dtsseminate knowledge, but to assume an mdependent 
questiOning stance toward accepted judgments and values. To facilitate thts 
role as critic, universities have been allowed a certain autonomy as a part of 
a soctal contract between the umverstty and society. To thts end, umversi~ 
ties have enJoyed three Important tradittons: academic freedom, tenure, and 
mstttuttonal autonomy (Shaptro, H. T., 1987). Although there is a consid~ 
erable degree of dtversity in practice-a~ well as a good deal of myth-there 
ts general agreement about the importance of these traditions. No matter 
how formal the autonomy of a publtc umversity, whether constitutional or 
statutory, many factors can lead to the erosion of tts mdependence (Mac~ 
Taggart, T. ]., 1997). In practice, government, through its legislative, exec~ 
utive, and Judtctal acttvtties, can easily mtrude on umversity matters. Th~ 
autonomy of the umversity, whether cunstitutional or statutory, depends 
both on the attitudes of the public and the degree to which it serves a ctvic 
purpose. If the public or tts vmces m the medta l~_)se confidence m the um~ 
verstty, in 1its accountahtltty, lt~ cost:-,, nr Its quality, it will ask "autonomy for 
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what purpose and for whom." In the long run, instttutional autonomy rests 
pnmanly on the amount of trust that exists between state government and 
institutions of higher education. 

The Influence of Governments: The federal government plays a sigmftcant 
role in shapmg the directions of higher education. For example, the federal 
land,grant acts of the nmeteenth century created many of our great public 
universities. The GI Bill following World War II broadened educational 
opportumty and expanded the number and size of educational institutions. 
Federal funding for campus, based research m support of nat10nal security and 
health care shaped the contemporary research university. Federal programs for 
key professional programs such as medicme, pubhc health, and engineering 
have shaped our curriculum. Federal fmanctal atd programs involving grants, 
loans, and Wt)rk,study have provided the opportunity of a college educatton to 
mtllions of students from lower, and middleclass families. And federal tax pol, 
icies have not only provided colleges and universities with tax,exempt status, 
hut they have also provided strong incentives for pnvate givmg. 

State governments have histoncally been assigned the pnmary role for sup, 
portmg and governing publtc higher education in the United States. At the 
most basic level, the prinetples embodied in the Com.titution make matters of 
education an expltcit state assignment. Puhltc colleges and umversities are 
largely creatures of the state. Through both constitution and statute, the states 
have distributed the responsibiltty and authonty for the governance of public 
umverslties through a hierarchy of governing bodies: the legislature, state 
executtve branch agencies or coordinating boards, institutional governing 
boards, and Institutional executive admimstratlOn~. l n recent years there has 
been a trend toward expanding the role of state governments in shaping the 
cour~e of higher education, thereby lessenmg the mstltutional autonomy of 
umverslties. l::;'ew outside of this hierarchy are brought into the formal decision 
process, althcmgh they may have strong interests at stake, for example, stu~ 
dents, patients of umversity health climes, corporate cltents. 

As state entities, public universities must usually comply with the rules and 
regulations gnverning other state agencies. These vary widely, from contract, 
ing to personnel reqlllrements to purchasmg to even limitations on out,or 
~tate travel. Although regulation ts prohahly the most uhtqultous of the policy 
tools employed by state government to influence Institutional behavior, polt, 
cies governmg the allocation and use of state funds are probably ultimately the 
most powerful, and these decisions are generally controlled by governors and 
le,gtslatures. 

Governing- Boards: The lay hoard has been the dtstinctive Amencan devtce 
for "puhltc" authority in connectiOn with untversltles (Houle, C. 0., 1989). 
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The function of the lay board in Amencan higher education IS 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 Its very hmned expertise, It ts expected to delegate the 
responsibility for policy development, academic programs, and admmistration 
to professionals with the necessary training and expenence. For example, 
essentially all governing boards share their authonty over academiC matters 
with the faculty, generally awarding to the academy the control of academic 
pmgrams. Furthermore, the day~to~day management of the umversity is dele~ 
gated to the rresident and the admmistration of the university, smce these 
pnwtde the necessary expenence in academic, financial, and legal matters. 

Whde most governing boards of private institutions do approach their roles 
m thts spmt, governmg boards of public institutions frequently fall vtcttm to 
pohttcs, focw.ing instead on narrow forms of accountability to the particular 
political constituencies represented by their various members. Pohtical con~ 
siderations are frequently a maJor factor m appomting or electing board mem~ 
hers and often an important element m rheir actions and decisions (Ingram, 
R. T., 1998; Trow, M., 1997). Many public board members view themselves 
as "governors" rather that as "trustees" of their inst ltution~ and are more con~ 
cerned wnh their personal agendas or accountability to a particular political 
constituency than with the welfare of their university. They are further con~ 
strained m meetmg their responsihihttes hy sun~hine laws m many states that 
requtre that their meetmgs, their deliberations, and their written materials all 
he open and available to the public, a situation that makes candid dtscu~sion 
and constdered deliberation all but impo~sible. 

Faculty Governance: There has long been an acceptance of the premise that 
faculty members should govern themselves m academic matters, makmg key 
deciSions about what should be taught, whom should he hired, and other key 
academic issues. There are actually tw•.) levels of faculty governance m the 
contemporary university. The heart of the governance of the academic mts~ 
sion of the university ts actually not at the level of the governmg board or the 
admmistrarton, but rather at the level Df the academic unlt, typically at the 
department or school level. At the level of the mdividual academic unit, a 
department or school, the faculty genenlly has a very sigmftcant role m most 
of the key decisions concerning who gets hired, who gets promoted, what get-, 
taught, how funds are allocated and spent, and so un. The mechanism for fac
ulty governance at thts level usually mvolves committee structures, for exam
ple, promotiOn committees, curnculum committees, and executive commit
tees. Although the admmistrative leader, a department chair or dean, mav 
have considerable authonty, he or she 1~ generally tolerated and sustamed 
only wtth the support of the faculty leaders within the unlt. 
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The second level of faculty governance occurs at the universtty level and 
usually involves an elected body of faculty representatives, such as an aca~ 
demic senate, that serves to debate mstitution~wtde issues and advtse the um~ 
versity adm im5tration. Faculties have long cherished and defended the tradt~ 
t:ion of being consulted in other inst:tt:ut:ional matters, of "shanng governance" 
with the governing board and university officers. In sharp contrast to faculty 
governance at the unit level that has comtderable power and influence, the 
university~wide faculty governance bodtes are generally advisory on most 
tssues, without true power. Although they may be consulted on important uni~ 
verstty matters, they rarely have any executtve role. Most key dee1sions are 
made by the umverstty administration or governing board. 

Beyond the fact that it is frequently dtfficult to get faculty commitment 
to-or even interest in-broad institutional goals that are not necessanly 
congruent with personal goals, there ts an even more tmportant characteristic 
that prevents true faculty governance at: the mstitution level. Authority is 
always accompamed by responsibility and accountabtlity. Deans and presi~ 
dents can be fired. Trustees can be sued or forced off governing boards. Yet fac~ 
ulty members, through tmportant acaderruc tradttions such as academic free~ 
dom and tenure, are largely insulated from the consequences of their debates 
and recommendations. It would be difficult if not imposstble, either legally or 
operationally, to ascribe to faculty bodies the necessary level of accountabiltty 
that would have to accompany executive authority. 

Many universities follow the spmt of shared governance by selecting thetr 
semor leadershllp, their deans, dtrectors, and executive officers, from the fac~ 
ulty ranks. These academic administrators can be held accountable for thetr 
dectsions and their actions, although, ,,)f course, even if they should be 
removed from their admimstrative asstgnments their positions on the faculty 
are still protected. However, even for the most distmglllshed faculty members, 
the moment they are selected for admmistrattve roles, they immedtately 
become suspect to their faculty colleagues, contamm1ted by these new assign~ 
ments. 

The Academic Administration: Umversities, like other instttuttons, depend 
increasingly on strong leadership and effective management tf they are to face 
the challenges and opportunities posed by a changing world. Yet in many-if 
not most-universities, the concept of management 1~, held in very low regard, 
parttcularly by the faculty. Of course, most: among the faculty are offended by 
any suggestion that the universtty can be compared to other institutional 
forms such as corporattons and governments. Pity the poor admimstrator who 
mistakenly rders to the university as a corporation, or to its students or the 
public at large as customers, or to tts faculty as staff. The academy take:, great 
pride in functionmg as a creative anarchy. Indeed, the faculty generally looks 
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down upon those who get mired m the swamp of academic administration. 
Even their own colleagues tapped for leadership roles become somehow 
tamted, unfit, no longer a part of the true academy, no matter how distin~ 
guished their earlier academtc accomplishments, once they succumb to the 
pressures of administration. 

Yet all large, complex organizations reqwre not only leadership at the helm, 
hut also effective management at each level where important decisions occur. 
All presidents., provosts, and deans have heard the suggestton that any one on 
the faculty, chosen at random, could be an adequate administrator. After all, 
tf you can he a strong teacher and scholar, these skills should he easily trans~ 
ferahle to other areas such as admm1strati0n. Yet, in reahty, talent in manage~ 
ment is probably as rare a human attnhute as the ability to contnhute origmal 
scholarshtp. And there is little reason to suspect that talent in one character~ 
JStlc tmplies the presence of talent m the other. 

()ne of the great myth:-, concernmg higher education m Amenca, parttcu~ 
l.a.rly appealmg to faculty members and trustees alike, ts that university admm~ 
Jstrattons are hloated and excessive. Tn he sure, organizations m business, 
mdustry, and government are finding It important to flatten admmtstrative 
structures by removmg layers of management. Yet most universities have 
rather lean management organizations, inherited from earher times when aca
demic ltfe was far stmpler and institutions were far .smaller, particularly when 
compared to the increasmg complexity and accountability of these mstitu~ 
nons. 

The Presidential Role: The Amencan university presidency is both distmc~ 
ttve and complex. In Europe and Asia, the role of mstituttonalleadership-a 
rector, vice-chancellor, or president-Is frequently a temporary assignment to 

a faculty member, sometimes elected, and generally without true executive 
authority, serving mstead as a representative of collegtal faculty views. In con~ 
trast, the American presidency has more of the character of a chief executive 
offtcer, wtth ultimate executive authority for all dectsions made wtthin the 
institution. Although today's university presidents are less vtstble and author~ 
itative than in earlier times, they are clearly of great importance to higher edu~ 
canon in America. Thetr leadership can he essential, particularly dunng times 
of change (Bowen, W. G. and Shapiro, H. T., 1998). 

American universtty prestdents are expected to develop, articulate, and 
Implement visions for their institution that sustam and enhance its quality. 
Th1s mcludes a broad array of intellectual, :-,octal, fmancial, human, and phys~ 
teal resources, and polittcal issues that envelop the university. Through their 
roles as the ch1ef executive offtcers of their institutions, they also have sigmf~ 
1cant management responsihtlltie:-, for a diverse collection of activities, rang~ 
mg from education to health care to public entertamment (e.g., mtercolle~ 
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gtate athletics). Since these generally require the expertise and experience of 
talented specialists, the president is the university's leadmg recruiter, identi
fying talented people, recruiting them into key umversity positions, and 
directmg and supporting their acttvities. Furthermore, unlike most corporate 
CEOs, the president is expected to play an active role generating the resources 
needed by the university, whether by lobbymg state and federal governments, 
seeking gifts and bequests from alumm and friends, or clever entrepreneurial 
efforts. There is an implicit expectation on most campuses that the president's 
job ts to raise money for the provost and deans to spend, while the chtef finan
cial officer and admmistrative staff watch over thetr shoulders to make certam 
they all do it: wisely. 

The umversJlty prestdent also has a broad range of tmportant responstbilities 
that mtght best be termed symbolic leadership. In the role as head of the uni
versity, the president has a responsibility f()r the complex array of relationshtps 
with both internal and external constituenctes. These mclude students, fac
ulty, and staff on the campus. The mynad external constituencies include 
alumm and parents, local, state, and federal government, business and labor, 
foundanons, the higher educatton community, the media, and the public at 
large. The president ha::-. become a defender of the university and lts funda
mental qualities of knowledge and wisdom, truth and freedom, academic 
excellence and public service against the forces of darkness that rage outside 
tts 1vy-covered walls. Needless to say, the dtverse perspectives and often-con
flictmg needs and expectations of these various groups make the management 
of relationships an extremely complex and time-consuming task. 

Yet the preslldency of a major university is an unusual leadership posttion 
from another Interesting perspective. Although the responsibility for every
thing involving the umversity usually floats up to the president's desk, direct 
authonty for university activities almost invanably rests elsewhere. There ts a 
mismatch between responsibility and authonty that: ts unparalleled m other 
soctalmstituttons. As a result, there are many, including many university pres
idents, who have become qmte convinced that the contemporary public uni
verstty is ba~.xcally unmanageable and unleadable. 

THE CHALLENGES 

The Complexity of the University: The modern umverstty is comprised of many 
activities, some nonprofit, some publicly regulated, and some operatmg m 
mtensely compettttve marketplaces. We teach ::-.tudents; we conduct research 
for vanous clients; we provide health care; we enga1~e m economic develop
ment; we stimulate soctal change; and we provide mass entertamment (ath
lenc-,). The orgamzation of the contemporary univer::-.tty would compare m 
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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 
mcreasingly within their particular disciplines, With little opportunity for 
mvolvement in the far broader array of activities characterizmg their univer~ 
sity. While faculty members are-and should alway~ remain-the cornerstone 
nf the university's academic activities, they rarely have deep understandmg or 
will accept the accountability necessary for the many other missions of the 
university m modern society. 

Faculties hwe been quite mt1uential and effective withm the narrow 
dornam of their academic programs. However, the very complexity of their 
msl:ltutions h<1S made substantive involvement in the hroader governance of 
the universtty problematic. The current disciplinary ~dnven governance strLJC
t-ure makes It very difftcult to deal with broader, strategiC issues. Smce univer
sitic·s are highly fragmented and decentralized, one frequently fmds a chimney 
orgamzation structure, with lade coordmatwn or even concern about univer
Sity-wide need.., or pnonties. The broader concerns of the university are always 
someone else's problem. 

Bureaucraq: The mcreased complexity, fmancial pressures, and account~ 
ability of universities demanded by government, the media, and the public 
at large has required far stronger 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 
mvolve complex policy, fmancial, and pnlittcal issues. While perhaps long 
ago umvers1ti1~s were treated by our snetety-and tts various government 
bocltes-as largely well-intentioned and bemgn stewards of education and 
learning, today we fmd the university faces the same pressures, standards, 
anJ demands for accountability of any other hillton~dollar corporatiOn. Yet 
as umversitJes have developed the admim-;trative staffs, policies, and proce
dures to handle such Issues, they have also created a thicket of paperwork, 
regulations, and bureaucracy that has eroded the authonty and attractive~ 
nes-; of acadennc leadership. 

More speciflcally, it IS mcreasmgly difficulty to attract faculty members mto 
key leadership positions such as department chairs, deans, and project direc
tor~ .. The traditional anarchy of faculty committee and consensus decision 
making have long made these jobs difficult, but today's additional demands for 
aco)untability tmposed by universtty management structures have eroded the 
authonty to manage, much less lead academic programs. Perhaps because of 
the cnncal nature of academic disctpline.,, univer~Ities suffer from an mabtlny 
to allucate decistons to the most appropnate level of the orgamzat1on and 
then to lodge trust in the mdivtduals wtth this responsibtlny The lack of 
career paths and adequate mechanisms for leadershtp development for juntor 
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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 challr, director, or dean is just not worth the effort and the frustra~ 
t10n any longer. 

Part of th;: challenge is to clear the administrative underbrush cluttering 
our mstitutwns. Both dectsion~making and leadership ts hampered by bureau~ 
crattc policies and procedures and practtces, along wtth the anarchy of com~ 
mince and consensus decisiOn makmg. Our best people feel quite constrained 
by the universtty, constramed by thetr colleagues, con~trained by the "admm~ 
istratton", and const-ramed by bureaucracy. Yet, leadershtp is Important. If 
higher education ts to keep pace with the extraordmary changes and chal~ 
lenges in our soctety, someone m academe must t·ventually he gtven the 
authonty to make certam that the good tdea:- that nse up from the faculty and 
staff are actually put into practice. We need to devt~,e a system that releases 
the creativity of faculty members whtle strengthenmg the authority of respon~ 
stble leaders. 

The Pace of Change: Both the pace and nature of the changes occurnng m 
our world today have become so raptd and so profound that our present social 
institutions--in government, education, and the pnvate sector-are havmg 
increasmg difficulty in even sensing the changes (although they certainly feel 
the Clm:-equences), much less understandmg them ~uffictently to respond and 
adapt. It could well he that our present mstitutions, such as universities and 
government agenctes, which have been the traditional structures for intellec~ 
tual pursuits, may turn out to he as obsolete and irrelevant to our future as the 
Amencan corporatton m the 1950~. There Is clearly a need to explore new 
:-octal :-tructures capable of sensing and understandmg the change, as well as 
capable of engagmg in the strategtc proces~es neces~,ary to adapt or control 
change. The glacial pace of academic change stmply may not he suffictentlv 
re-,pnnstvc to alluw the university to contrd its own destiny. 
A~ the tmh: scale for decisions and actions compres~,es, dunng an era of ever 

more rapid chan:ge, authority tends to concentrate so that the institution can 
become more flexible and responsive. The academic tradition of extenstve 
consultawm, debate, and consensus hutldins.; before any substantial deCision 
1s made ')r acnon taken wtll he one of our greatest challenges, smce this pro~ 
ce~~ 1~ simply mcapahle of keepmg pace with the profound change:, swtrling 
about htgher educanon. A qwck look at the rem<ukable pace of change 
requtred in the private sector--usually measured m munths, not year:--~ug~ 
ge.-.;ts that um ver-;tttes mu~t develop more capacity to move raptdly. Thts wdl 
reqwre a wdlin~:ness hy leaders throughout the untversity to occasionally 
make difficult dt·ctswns and take ~trong action without the tradttional con-· 
sen~us~buildm.s.: process. 
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The Resistance to Change: In business, management approaches change in a 
highly strategic fashion, launchmg a comprehensive process of planning and 
transformation. In polttiCal circles, sometimes a strong leader with a b1g idea 
can captivate the electorate, building a movement for change. The creative 
anarchy arising from a faculty culture that pnzes mdividual freedom and con~ 
sensual decision making poses quite a d1fferent 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 plannmg 
efforts, unless, of course, they are attached to clearly perceived and immedt~ 
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 affa1rs over 
any possible future. It is a portrait of conservatism, perhaps even of sene~,~ 
cence." (Kennedy, D., 1993) 

This same resistance to change characterizes the response of the academy 
to external forces. The Amencan h1gher education establishment has tended 
to oppose most changes proposed or 1mposed from beyond the campus, includ~ 
ing the GI Bill (the veterans wtll overrun our campuses), the Pell Grant pro~ 
gram (it will open our gates to poor, unqualtf1ed students), and the direct lend~ 
ing program (we wtll be unable to handle all the paperwork). Yet in each case, 
h1gher education eventually changed its stance, adapted to, and even 
embraced the new programs. 

Change occurs in the umverstty through a more tenuous, somettmes 
tedious, process. Ideas are f1rst floated as trial balloons, all the better 1f they 
can be perceived to have ongmated at the grassroots level. After what often 
seems like years of endless debate, challenging basic assumptions and hypoth ~ 
eses, dec1s1ons are made and the first small steps are taken. For change to affect 
the highly entrepreneunal culture of the faculty, 1t must address the core 1ssues 
of mcentives and rewards. Change does not happen because of presidenttal 
proclamattons or committee reports, but mstead it occurs at the grassroots 
level of faculty, students, and staff. Rarely is maJor change motivated by 
excitement, opportumty, and hope; 1t more frequently is m response to some 
perceived crisis. As one of my colleagues put It, 1f 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 followmg the time~ honored tradt ~ 
tions of collegiality and consensus can sometimes be selfdefeatmg, smce the 
process can lead all too frequently nght hack to the status quo. As one of my 
exasperated pres1dent1al colleagues once noted, the university faculty may be 
the last constituency on Earth that belteves the status quo IS still an opt1on. 
To some degree, this strong resistance to change ts both understandable and 
appropnate. After all, the umvers1ty 1s c'ne of the longest endurmg soc1almst1~ 
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tution~ of our civihzatton in part because tts anctent traditions and values 
have been protected and sustained. 

Cultural lssues: There are many factors that mitigate agamst faculty 
involvement in the decision process. The fragmentation of the faculty into 
academtc disctplines and profess10nal schc,ols, coupled with the strong market 
pressures on faculty m many areas, has created an academic culture in which 
faculty loyalt:Les are generally first to their scholarly disctpline, then to their 
academic untt, and only last to thetr instttutton. Many faculty members move 
from institution to instttution, swept along hy market pressures and opportu~ 
nttle'i. The umversity reward structure---salary, pr,)motton, and tenure-is 
clearly a merltocracy m whtch there are clear "have.;" and "have~nots." The 
former generally are too busy to become heavtly mvolved in institutional 
i-;~ue-;. The latter are increasingly frustrated and vocal m their complamts. Yet 
they are also all too often the squeaky wheel~ that dL1wn out others and cap~ 
ture attention. The increasmg spectaltzatton of faculty, the pressure of the 
marketplace for their sktlls, and the degree to whtch the university has 
become simrly a way statton for faculty careers have destroyed instttuttonal 
k,yalty and stimulated more of a "what's in tt for me" attitude on the part of 
many faculty members. 

In sharp contrast, many non~academic ~.taff remair. with a smgle university 
throughout their careers, developing not only a strong institutional loyalty hut 
in many cases a somewhat broader view and understanding of the nature of 
the mstltution. Although faculty decry the increased influence of admimstra~ 
ttve staff, to S(>me degree thts is due to their own market~ and dtsciplme~driven 
academtc culture, their abdication of institution loyalty, coupled with the 
complexity of the contemporary umversity, that has led to this situation. 

There many signs of a widening gap between faculty and admmistratton on 
many campuses. The rank~and~file faculty sees the world qwte dtfferently 
from campus administrators (Government~Universtty~lndustry Research 
Roundtable and Nattonal Sctence Board, 1997). There are signtficant differ~ 
ences in perceptions and understandings of the chaU.~nges and opportumties 
before higher education. It iS clear that such a gap, and the correspondmg 
absence of a spirit of trust and confidence hy the faculty in thetr umversity 
leadershtp, could seriously undercut the ability of untversities to make difftcult 
yet important dectstons and move ahead. 

Politics: Most of America's colleges and universltles have more than once 
~uffered the consequences nf ill~mformed efforts by rolltlcians to influence 
everythmg from what subJects can he taught, to who IS fit to teach, and whom 
should he allnwed to study. A~ umversittes have grown m importance and 
mfluence, more political groups are tempte,J to use them to achteve some pur· 
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pose m broader society. To some degree, the changmg political environment 
of the university reflects a more fundamental shift from issue~oriented to 
nnage~dommated politics at all levels-federal, state, and local. Public opinion 
dnves political contributions, and vice-versa, and these determme successful 
c::mdidates and eventually legislation. Polley is largely an aftermath exercise, 
smce the agenda is really set by polling and political contribution~. Issues, 
strategy, and "the vision thing" are largely left on the sidelines. And smce 
higher education has never been particularly mfluential either in determmmg 
pubhc opinion or in making campaign contributions, the university is fre~ 
quent:ly left wlth only the option of reactmg as best It can t:o the agenda set by 
others. 

The Particular Challenges faced by Pubhc Universities: All colleges and uni~ 
versities, public and pnvate alike, face today the challenge of change as they 
struggle to adapt and to serve a changing world. Yet there is a significant dir 
ference in the capacity that pubhc and private mstitutions 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 hmited number of constituen~ 
cies that has to be consulted-and convinced--before change can occur. 
\XI'hether driven by market pressures, resource constraints, or intellectual 
opportunity, pnvate 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 cour~e, this can be a formidable task, but 
it IS a far cry from the broader pohtical challenges facing public universities. 

The public university must always function m an mtensely political env1~ 
ronment. Public university governing boards are generally political in nature, 
frequently viewmg their primary responsibilities as bemg to various political 
crmstituencies rather than confined to the university itself. Changes that 
might threaten these constituencies are frequently resisted, even If they might 
enable the mstitution to serve broader soCiety better. The pubhc university 
also must operate within a complex array of government regulations and rela~ 
tiOnship~ 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 m the affairs of public universities, viewing Itself as 
the guardian of the pubhc mterest and usmg powerful tools such as sunshme 
laws to hold public universities accountable. 

As a result, actions that: would he straightforward for private universities, 
such as enrollment adJustments, tUition increases, program reductions or elim~ 
ination, or campus modifications, can he formidable for puhhc institutiom,. 
For example, the actiOns taken by many public universities to adjust to erod~ 
m:~ state support through tuition increa-,e~ or program restructuring have trig~ 
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gered major political upheavals that threaten to constrain further efforts to 
balance actJlVIties with resources (Gumpnrt, P. ]. & Pusser, B., 1997). Some~ 
times, the reactive nature of the polittcal forces swirlmg about and withm the 
instttution 1~ not apparent until an action IS taken. Many a public university 
admintstratJon has been undermmed bv an about~face by their governmg 
hoard, when polittcal pressures force board members to switch from support to 
opposition on a controversial issue. 

Little wonder that admimstrators sometimes cone lude that the only way to 
get anything accompltshed within the political envmmrnent of the public 
umversity Is by heeding the old adage, "It IS :--irnpler to ask forgiveness than to 

seek perm is~, ion." Yet even thIS hazardous approach may not be effective for 
the long term. It could well be that many pubhc untversltles wtll simply not 
be able to respond adequately dunng periods of great change m our society. 

SOME OBSERVATIONS 

Fm:', Ready, Aim! TraditiOnal plannmg and deCision- making processes are fre~ 
quently found ro be madequate during times of rapid or even discontinuous 
chzmge (Porter, M. E., 1998). Tactical efforts such as total qualtty manage~ 
ment, process reengineering, and plannmg techniques such as prepanng mis~ 
sion and vision statements, while important for refinmg status quo operations, 
may actually distract an mstitution from more ~ubstantive issues during more 
volatile peri,,->ds. Furthermore, mcremental change based on traditional, well~ 
understood paradigms may be the most dangerous cnurse 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, tf the exi:--tmg paradigms are no longer via~ 
hle, then more radical transformation becomes the wisest course. Further~ 
more, during times of very rapid change and uncertainty, it I~ somettmes nee~ 
essary tu launch the acttons associated wit-h a prelimmary strategy long before 
It is carefully thought through and completely develt)ped. 

Here, a personal observation may be appmpriate. As a scientist~engmeer, it 
was not surprising that my own leadership style tended to be comfortable with 
:--trategic processes. Yet, it should also be acknowledged that my particular 
style of plannm;g and declsion~makmg was rather unorthodox, sometimes bar 
flmg both our formal university planning staff and my executive officer col~ 
leagues altke. Clnce, I overheard a collea~:ue descnbe my style as "fire, ready, 
aun'' as I would launch yet another salvo of agendas anJ mitiatives. 

Thi:-- was not a consequence of impattence or lack of disciplme. Rather, 1t 
grew from mv increasmg sense that tradttumal planning approaches were ~Im~ 
ply meffecttve dunng tllnes of great change. Far too many leaders, when con~ 
fronted wtth uncertamty, tend to fall into a "ready, aim ... ready, aim ... ready, 
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aim ... " mode and never make a decision. By the ttme 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 vtewpomt suggests that one of the greatest challenges for 
universittes ts to learn to encourage more people to participate in the high
nsk, unpredictable, but ultimately very productive confrontations of stagnant 
paradigms. We must jar as many people as possible out of thetr comfortable 
ruts of conventional wisdom, fostering expenments, recrutting restive faculty, 
turning people loose to "cause trouble" and simply making conventionality 
more trouble than unconventionality. 

Universit'y Transformation: The most difficult decisions are those concern
ing mstitutional transformation. Experience suggests that major change in 
htgher education is usually driven by forces from outside the academy. Cer
tamly, earlier examples of change, such as the evolution of the land-grant uni
versity, the growth of higher education followmg World War II, and the evo
lutton of the research universtty all represented responses to powerful external 
forces and major poltctes at the nattonallevel. The examples of maJor mstitu
ttonal transformation dnven by strategic dectstons and plans from wtthin are 
relattvely rare. Yet, the fact that reacttve change has been far more common 
than ~trategtc change in htgher educatton should nc)t lead us to conclude that 
the untverstty ts incapable of controllmg its own destiny. Self-dnven strategtc 
transformation ts possible and probably necessary to cope with the challenges 
of our times. 

Untversities need to constder a broad array of transformation areas that go 
far beyond simply restructuring finances in order to face a future of change 
(Dolence, ~vl. G. & Norns, D. M., 199)). The transformatton process must 
encompass every aspect of our mstitutions, mcludmg the mtsston of the uni
versity, financial restructuring, organtzation and governance, the general 
characteristics of the untversity (e.g., enrollment stze and program breadth), 
relationships wtth external constttuencies, intellectual transformatton, and 
cultural change. While such a broad, almost scattershot approach is complex 
to destgn and challengmg to lead, it has the advantage of engagmg a large 
number of parttctpants at the grassroots level. 

The most tmportant objective of any broad effort at mstituttonal transfor
mation is not so much to achteve a specific set of goals, but rather to butld the 
capactty, the energy, the excitement, and the commttment to move toward 
hold vtstons of the umversity's future. The real auns include removing the 
constramts that prevent the mstttutton from responding to the needs of a rap
Idly changmg society; removing unnece:-.sary processes and admmt~trattve 
structures; questtonmg extstmg premtses c:md arrangements; and challengmg, 
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exciting, and emboldenmg the members of the umversity community to view 
institutional transformatton as a great adventure. 

Structural Issues: The modern umversity functions as a loosely coupled 
adaptive system, evolving in a htghly reactive fashton to tts changing environ~ 
ment through the mdividual or small group efforts of faculty entrepreneurs. 
While thts has allowed the university to adapt qmte successfully to tts chang~ 
ing environment, it has also created an mstitution of growing stze and com~ 
plexity. The ever growing, myriad acttvtties of the university can sometimes 
distract from or even confltct with tts core mission of learning. 

While it is certainly impolitic to be sn blunt, the stmple fact of life is that 
the contemporary university is a puhlzc corporatwn that must be governed, led, 
and managed like other corporations to benefit its stakeholders. The mterests 
of Its many stakeholders can only be served by a governmg board that 1s com~ 
pnsed and [iuncttons as a true board of directors. Like the boards of directors 
of publicly held corporations, the univer5ity's governing board should constst 
of members selected for thetr experttse and expenence. They should govern 
the umverstty in way that serves the interests of us vanous constituencies. 
Th1s, of course, means that the board should functton wah a structure and a 
process that reflect the best practices of corporate boards. 

Agam, although it may be politically incorrect wnhin the academy to say 
so, the leadership of the umverstty must be provtded wah the authority com~ 
mensurate with 1ts responstbilities. The prestdent and other executive offtcers 
should have the same degree of authority to take actions, to select leadership, 
to take risks and move with deliberate speed, that thetr counterparts in the 
corporate world enjoy. The challenges and pace of change faced by the mod~ 
ern university no longer allow the luxury of "consemus" leadership, at least to 
the degree that "buildmg consensus" means seeking the approval of all con~ 
cerned communities. Nor do our t1mes allow the n~active nature of special 
interest pol11:ics to rigidly moor the untverstty to an obsolete status quo, 
thwarting ef~orts to provide strategtc leadership and direction. 

Yet a thmJ controversial observation: whtle academic administrations gen~ 
erally can be drawn as conventional hierarchical trees, in reality the connect~ 
ing lines of authonty are extremely weak. In fact, one of the reasons for cost 
e-;calation ts the presence of a deeply mgrained academic culture m whiCh 
leaders are expected to "purchase the cooperation" of subordmates, to provide 
them with positive mcentives to carry out deetsions. For example, deans 
expect the provost tu offer additional resources m order to gain their cooper~ 
at1on on vanom. mst1tution~w1de efforts. Needless to say, this "bribery culture" 
Is quite mcnmpattble with the trend toward mcreasmg decentralization of 
resource:-.. As the central admmistrat1on relmqu1 shes greater control of 
resource and cost accountability to the unit~. it will lose the pool of resources 
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that in the past was used to provtde incenttves to deans, directors, and other 
leaders to cooperate and support universtty~wide goals. 

Hence, it i~, logical to expect that both the leadershtp and management of 
umversities will need increasmgly to rely on lmes of real authority, just as their 
corporate counterparts. That is, prestdents, executive officers, and deans will 
almost certainly have to become comfortable wtth issuing clear orders or 
directtves, from time to time. So, too, throughout the organization, subordi~ 
nates will need to recognize that failure to execute these dtrectives will likely 
have stgmftcant consequences, including posstble removal from their posi~ 
ttons. While collegtality will continue to be valued and honored, the modern 
umversity simply must accept a more realistic balance between responsibility 
and authonty. 

The Need w 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 opmton. Unfor~ 
tunately, these bodies are not only usually highly reactive in nature, but they 
frequently either cons tram the institution or drive tt away from strategic 
obJectives that would better serve society as a whole. Many university presi~ 
dents-particularly those associated with public umversities-believe that 
the greatest barrier to change in their institutions ltes in the manner in which 
thetr institutions are governed, both from withm and from wtthout. Umversi~ 
ties have a style of governance that is more adept at protecting the past than 
preparing for the future. 

The 1996 report of the Nattonal Commtsston on the Academic Prestdency 
( 1996) reinforced these concerns when tt concluded that the governance 
structure at most colleges and umversities is madequate. "At a time when 
htgher educatJon should be alert and nimble, tt IS slow and cautious mstead, 
hindered by traditions and mechanisms of governing that do not allow the 
responsiveness and dectsiveness the times require." The Commisston went on 
to note its belief that university presidents were currently unable to lead their 
mstitutions effectively, since they were forced to operate from "one of the 
most anemic power bases of any of the major mstitutions in American 
soctety." 

Thts vtew was also voiced m a study (Dtonne, J. L. & Kean, T., 1997) per~ 
formed by the RAND Corporation, which noted, "The main reason why msti
tunons have not taken more effective act ton (to mcrease productivity) ts thetr 
outmoded governance structure-i.e., the deCt~ton~making units, policies, 
and practices that control resource allocatton have remamed largely 
unchanged :~mce the ~truc:ture's establishment m the 19th century. Designed 
for an era of growth, the current structure ts cumbersome and even dysfunc:~ 
t:tonaltn an envtronment of scare resources." 
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It- is simply unrealistic to expect that the governance mechanisms devel~ 
oped decades or, in some cases, even centunes ago can serve well either the 
contemporary university or the soctety it serve~. It seems clear that the um~ 
versity of the twenty~first century will require new patterns of governance and 
leadership capable of responding to the changmg needs and emerging chal~ 
lenges of our society and its educational institutions. The contemporary uni~ 
versity has many activities, many responsibihties, many constituencies, and 
many overlapping lines of authority. From this perspecttve, shared governance 
models still have much to recommend them: a tradttion of public oversight 
and trusteeship., shared collegial mternal governance of academic matters, 
and, expenenced administrative leadershir. 

Yet shared governance is, in reality, an ever~ch;:mging balance of forces 
involving faculty, trustees, staff, and admintstratton. The mcreasing polittci~ 
zation of public governing boards, the ability of faculty councils to use their 
powers to prc>mote 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 
parttcipant 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, IS important if their mstitution 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 soctety, because of the tmbal~ 
ance between responsibility and authority. Yet, it IS 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 instttution is usually not apparent for many years after their tenure. 
Decisions and acttons must always be taken withm the perspective of the 
long~standing history and traditions of the umversity and for the benefit of not 
only those currently ~erved by the institution, but on behalf of future genera~ 
tions. 



CONCLUSION 

We have entered a penod of ~tgmftcanr ch,mge in htgher educatiOn a~ our tmt
\Tr~mes attempt to re~pond to the challenges, opp)rtumttes, and re~ponstbd-
1tu:s before them (The Cilion Declaratton, 1998). Thts time of great change, 
<)f 'ihifting paradigms, provtdes the context m whKh we mu~t con~tder the 
changmg nature of the untversny (Duder~tadt, J. J., 2000). 

From this perspective, It ts unportanr- f<) understand that the most cntlcal 
challenge facing most m-.,tttutlnns will be to develop the capacity for change. 
A~ we noted earlier, umversines must ~eek to remove the constraints that pre
vent them fwm responding to the needs of a rapidly changmg soctety. They 
~hould stnve to challenge, excite, and embolden all members of their aca
demtc communities tn embark on what should be a great adventure for higher 
education. The successful adaptatton of untversmes to the revolutionary chal
lenges they face wtll depend a great deal < m an instnutton's collecttve ability 
to learn and to continuously improve Its deciston rnakmg process. It is cnttcal 
that higher education grve thoughtful attentmn to the destgn of institutional 
processes for planning, management, and ,governance. Only a concerted effort 
to understand the important traditions of the past, the challenges of the 
present, and the possibihtte~ for the future can enable mstttutions to thnvc 
dunng a time of such change. 

As the quote from Machtavelli at the beginnmg nf this paper suggests, lead
mg m the introduction of change can be both a challengmg and a nsky prop
osltlOn. The reststance can be intense, and the political backlash threatenmg. 
To be sure, it ts sometimes difficult to act for the future when the demands of 
the present can be so powerful and the t radltions of the past so difficult to 

challenge. Yet, perhaps thts ts the most important role of umverstty leadership 
and the greatest challenge for the umversity deciston process m the year~. 
ahead. 
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