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After an informal lunch the patrticipants were follpavelcomed by the Director of the Management
School and by the Rector. Each of these briefritmrttons stressed the importance of comparative
studies of management issues and of managing hoamatal.

The Universitat Ramon Llull: A Federal Model

Andreu Morillas, Director General, Universitat Ramon Llull.

Abstract

The Ramon Llull University (URL) was created in 098nd started its activities in 1991. In fact it is
the first university created according to the Sglarlaw of 1984 on University Reform. URL is the
result of the union of several leading centresighiér education which reached an agreement toecreat
a new private university.

URL is a very decentralised model, based on thecjple of subsidiarity. The member institutions
maintain a high degree of autonomy to develop thein projects according to the traditions, expertis
and financial capacity of each one. This autonolioyva a high level of flexibility and adaptabilitp
major changes.

Centralised functions encourage the coherence ambdeneity of the university. Central Sections or
offices hold core competences such as strategiela@went, promotion and communication policies,
common academic policy, external relations (inctgdinternational links), campus-wide or other
common services, political and administrative iefe with government, etc. A private foundation,
comprising representatives of the founding instng, leads the project and appoints the Rector,



Vice-Rectors and a general director. The acadengardB of all the centres is responsible for
coordination of academic affairs.

URL has increased its number of students (now 13,2y a factor of four since 1991 and has
increased substantially the number of undergraduadepostgraduate courses which it offers. Demand
for places is still increasing.

Summary and Discussion

Describing the way in which the URL had been créaiat of several other institutes on a federal
model, Andreu illustrated the evolving structurel amowth of student numbers with various charts,
and stressed the importance of maintaining autondmmgugh subsidiarity. Participants were
interested in exploring what were seen as thecdities (for example, the absence of any previous
model, the need for consensus, and the lack ohglesicampus) but also by the advantages (the
willingness to consider new ideas, and the flekibibf using different strengths). Several quasdio
were based on the increasing demand for placesrtvarsity where fees were so much higher than in
the State system, and Andreu explained what heasaawational investment in a product known to be
of high quality (and especially well-regarded wimployers). Other questions explored the idea of
autonomy and the fact that each part of the fedaviakersity remained a separate legal entity.

The University of Exeter: academic and administrativerestructuring

Philip Harvey, Academic Secretary, University of Exeter (UK).

Abstract

Exeter University is a small to medium sized ingtitn in the south-west of England with
approximately 8,300 full-time students and 2,000dshts studying part-time. The University
received its Royal Charter in 1955. It is a brbaded university, with a reputation for offeringthi
quality higher education primarily to undergraduatadents studying full-time for three years to
bachelors level - 70% of the total student popatatiThe University has approximately 370 students
studying from EU countries other than the UK amqmbpulation of around 550 students from countries
outside the EU. In addition, there are comprelvenstudent mobility programmes which include
Erasmus and Tempus and Junior Year Abroad schemes.

Universities like all organisations are in a consttate of change. Most universities in the UKvno
plan for change and consider processes for managjiagge as part of a rolling strategic planning
exercise in order that resources can be allocatqubsition the institution relative to the planning
horizon. For universities which have paid insuffit attention to this key aspect of institutional
planning, a rapidly shifting HE environment meamat tmanaging change can become a more cathartic
experience. External and internal factors can d¢oento trigger the need for trenchant action bysého



who hold managerial and leadership roles in thamiggation, and on occasion by stakeholders outside
the institution.

The paper presents Exeter as a case study of @rsityw which has recently undertaken major
academic and administrative restructuring. It wdier:

» the external and internal factors prompting raditelnge at Exeter

» the role of leadership in implementing change amdraoming the obstacles to change in the
University’s culture

» assessing the impact of change on the University
* the lessons learnt:
- evolution or revolution in planning for change?

- seeking change by strong central direction airyang to build consensus?

Summary and Discussion

Philip gave an overview of the factors which cuttiedemand change (most easily summed up by the
idea of consumer-led provision of services), antlireed the effects within universities - notablyeth
increasing levels of specialisation, more stressawmational relevance, the challenge to the idea of
residential community, and a new regional roleallrthese areas there were links with the sitmabio
Ramon Llull. In a presentation with some 30 slides provided a case study of change at the
University of Exeter, with particular emphasis be heed for leadership and a perceived missioa. H
outlined the major changes in management strucaune,the ways in which staff turnover had been
achieved.

In response to questions Philip noted that exteasslessment (in this case, the 1996 Research
Assessment Exercise in the UK) had been the vigder for change. Several questions concerned
the way in which to deal with staff who do not auicthe managerial changes. There was also some
discussion based on comparisons between natiostéérnsg which operated differential forms of
funding (eg, research performance) and those whems depended solely on student numbers or
other ratios. This led to other reflections onssroultural models - for example, the way in which

UK Funding Councils used financial pressures togase participation among certain social groups or
classes, whereas in Spain this was an alien cancept

The Collegial Tradition and Change M anagement



Dugald Mackie, Secretary, University of Glasgow, UK

Abstract

Founded by Papal Bull in 1451 on the model of timéveksity of Bologna, the University of Glasgow
is among the largest universities in the UK in temoh student numbers, research activity and general
financial turnover. With a system of internal andeenal governance dating from an 1858 Act of
Parliament, the University epitomises in many wayst is meant by the “collegial” tradition of HE

in the UK.

For a variety of reasons, Glasgow did not reactldyito many of the changes in British HE in the
1980s which were largely instigated by the (themngervative government. For University
management, the most significant series of chawges the recommendations made in a major report
by the Jarratt Committee in 1985. Transparencyeicision-making, devolution of responsibility to
managers - not least for resource allocation andagement - better accountability and improved
value-for-money through increased efficiency angctiveness were all innovations which were all
slow to take effect at Glasgow.

By the mid 1990s, a period of “consolidation of \tio in student numbers” had led to a situation
where reductions in Government funding could notbenter-balanced by growth in the number of
funded students. As a result the University facaibas long-term financial problems. Urgent action
was required both to increase income and to redypenditure in order to keep recurrent expenditure
within projected levels of income.

Action has included departmental closure, departateand subject rationalisation, the early
retirement or voluntary severance of almost 406 $160 academic and professional), process re-
engineering, more effective income generation fresearch activity and physical relocations. Key
factors in this management of change have beeewaPmincipal (Vice-Chancellor); development of a
realistic strategic plan (acknowledging weaknessesvell as strengths) to give a sense of direction
and purpose; a radical simplification of the stowetof the Administration and an attempt to change
the culture among staff; a strengthened manageteant working with the Principal but nonetheless
part of the “collegial” tradition; fully discusseand thought-through strategies for areas such as
staffing; a proper estates plan; open communicatimng the campus intranet; and a full explanation
of difficult policies such as early retirement.

This process of change has resulted in an ingtitutvhich is in reasonable financial health,
internationally oriented (through founding memb@grsbf the global alliance known as Universitas
21), clear in its mission and direction (a resedechcivic university with community responsibiés),
supported by realistic financial and estates pms with policies in place which provide a clear
framework for administrative support. Much remaim$e done but what has been achieved so far has
been in the context of the “collegial traditiont.shows that change is possible within that traditi
without worshipping at the shrine of the false gbananagerialism!



Summary and Discussion

In the first of two presentations reflecting on t@ellegial or Managerial approaches, Dugald
examined the need (and catalysts) for change aivirisuniversity. He drew attention to the ways in
which an ancient university with long-standing offl posts sometimes found itself with unclear
structures unsuited to the modern world, and whegpel decisions were difficult. Like Philip Harvey
he stressed the need for vision on the part ohtaelemic leader of the institution, and the needfo
complete review of administrative structures. Gtag's strategic plan was based on reality rather
than mere aspiration, and all staff had been alibiwecomment via its appearance on the Web. This
ownership by all staff was vital - open communicasi and clear explanations were fundamental to
success. It was in this way that the significaotéhe managerial/collegial split could be redueed
and Dugald’s stout defence of intelligent and/aresmtric contributions from members of Senate was
obviously sincere!

Questions and discussion concerned the way in wthamge seemed possible in universities only
when there was a crisis. The ideal of on-goingreémental change was very much harder to achieve.
A linked theme concerned the ideal form of leadgrghot at all synonymous with dictatorship).
Other speakers noted that the current generatisemmbr managers were the very people who had
been so outspoken as young people in the 1960ghanthe various radical changes in the UK were
paradoxical in terms of that country’s reputationdentle conservatism.

The development of management and administration at
Utrecht

Willem Kardux, Secretray-General, University of Utrecht
(NL).

Abstract

This presentation will illustrate the experiencdJdfecht University in improving the management of
the university in two rounds of management reneWwhése stages concerned both the academic and
the administrative parts of the university, becaaosatral in our view is the concept oftegral
management.

The special problems of university management hitsveoots in the past. Since Von Humboldt an
ongoing policy programme applielsess bureaucracy, more cohesion and a betteterara system’
to pick up signals from societyFor this purposdéwo opposite movements are needed - firstly,
decentralisation of the administration, but at Hane time, strengthening of decision power in
academic affairs at faculty and university level.



Major themes in our first project were: decenteatlisn, management by objectives and integral
management. Decentralisation implied that the feibecame the central points in the administeativ
organisation. The faculty directors were given oanbver finance, personnel and housing facilities.
Management power in academic affairs has beengthened by introducing development plans at
faculty and university level, and a planning & aahtycle.

A special part of the decentralisation process eored thesupport servicesThe main point was the
change from input- to output-funding. The corresting part of the central budget was decentralised
to the actual customers. They became free to dideisame facilities outside the university. Our
support services could acquire orders from extecnatomers, and were thus transformed into semi-
independent businesses. This turned out to havewdbadvantages, but some shortcomings too, and
some further steps are needed. One possibilityei®utsourcingf those activities that do not belong
to the core competence of the university. We ayendr to assess whether the service will be
competitive in the long term. The computer cergreat, in our opinion. Therefore it has recentlgte
sold to a private company.

In our second round of management renewal we welpetl by two small but crucial changes in the
law. The first one was that the faculty deans ngéw are chosen by the Faculty Council but are
appointed by the University Board. This made indégranagement at faculty level fully possible. The
second one is that the department is no longecahgulsory operational unit for both teaching and
research. So it is possible to replace the old &brstructure of the university bprogramme
institutions Decentralisation of administrative power to thamsgitutions brings integral management
to the “shop-floor”.

To avoid the problem of management across thregldav is essential to align the strategy of the
University Board and the strategies of the deamsadhieve this we introduced the concepthaf
University Strategic ProgrammeThe programme consists of a set of strategic ainus objectives
and of corresponding activities, which replace fitvener development plans. Special attention has
been paid to the idea grogramme managementith great importance attached to the personal
strategic work programme of the dean.

Summarising the changes in more abstract terms, noight say that in the second round of
management renewal the three S’ sstoétegy(development plan)structure (faculties) andsystem
(planning & control cycle) of the first round areptaced by the more dynamic three P puipose,
people and process.

Summary and Discussion

Wim's review of the concept of integral managemeas illustrated with slides, and the full text was
given to participants. He noted the shift of cohfrom Department to Faculty, and the problems
which this had caused (as well as the overall ’s)ceHe acknowledged that in some areas there had
been a shift, or even an increase, in bureauctaaly illustrated the overall advantages. Several
participants asked about the issue of financid, nghich Wim explained remained at University
level. His remarks on the outsourcing of varioupport services led to discussions of what should



properly be defined as a core business [for furtligcussion, see also the Helsinki seminar of June
1999], and was linked to discussions of whetherais possible or desirable to ask agencies to “head-
hunt” professional Deans from outside the insitoti

Setting up a Corporate University with the Three Antwer p Universities

Marc Van Boven, Universiteit Antwerpen (BE).

Abstract

Antwerp, as a commercial and industrial centrenfi@any centuries, had two Schools of Economics,
one organized by the state (RUCA) and one privegarozed by the Order of Jesuits (UFSIA). Both
were recognized by the government in 1965 as usityemstitutions, adding the natural sciences,
human and social sciences and medical sciencéisetandergraduate curriculum. This was fully
extended in 1972 for the further degrees of liggatand PhD, by establishing a pluralistic ingtiut
(UIA) as a top structure.

Confronted with three independent institutionsy@gpamme of collaboration started in 1978. In 1995
this process led to the establishment of the Camétd University of Antwerp, with its own
characteristics. In a confederate university denisnaking is based on different principles fromsto

in a “monolithic” university. In the presentatiome shall analyse this process, and the role of the
individual institutions in relation to the corpogaBoard of the university. How are the facultiesl an
departments going to evolve in this new busine#isire? How does a student make sense of this new
structure? What are the problems for the manageamehthe administration?

Summary and Discussion

MvB related his subject back to the opening predt about the host university, and noted the idea
of the University of Antwerp as one body with agien curriculum structure, replacing duplication
with diversification and improving quality. He amglithat a confederation as a model of cooperation
between universities (and other institutions of ld&h play an important role in the short-term fatur
in Europe especially in cases where there is a f@egconomies of scale and differences in culture.
He outlined the ways in which harmonisation of picEcin both teaching and research needed to be
established, and the problems attaching to reptasaty. Again (and as in other presentationsy¢he
was emphasis on the need for communication andniafton.

The University of Coimbra: Adapting to Change

Margarida Mano: Secretary-General, University of Coimbra (PT)



Margarida highlighted the influences which had tednajor change at Coimbra. The rather recent
development of university autonomy in Portugal veasnajor factor, with significant effects on
administration and finance. Coimbra already firtdslf with 47% of non-State funding, and at the
centre of a wide range of forms of funding - at @x¢éreme involved in joint ventures with private
funds and at the other performing apublic servicproviding a theatre. Such different roles reguir
considerable flexibility. It is not sufficient teemain isolated, and she pointed to the succe#iseof
“Coimbra Group”, and noted video-conference linkBhwHEIs in the USA. The University’s
management model had been based on the idea ofahtdients, and this democratic model (with an
elected Rector) had led to responsible managenigke other speakers she stressed the need for
transparency in administration, and the need tmnieéite non-functional elements from the
organisational structure.

Discussion of the two final presentations includeate general reflections on difficulties and tensio
inherent in the change process - for example, #msion between (downward) devolution and
(upward) movement towards federal responsibiliti®sis again completed the circle of the seminar
by drawing in Andreu Morillas for more examples haiw the University Board was organised at
Ramon Llull.

Participants will remember Paolo Magri's notablendading image of the university system in

modern Europe being like a bus on a narrow roatl wérious senior managers in charge of the
steering wheel, brakes or accelerator, and the rigkhout clear controls and vision - that théode

will leave the road. But they will also long remieen a sunny and relaxed seminar with splendid
meals and hospitality, including evening visitstéeo examples of rather different “change” - the

reconstructed Liceu theatre, and Gaudi’'s mastemémodernism, the Casa Mila.

Summary by Trevor Field



