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INTRODUCTION
o cope both with the rapidly changing envmmment and wah the
dilemma between bemg respomive to societal, political and economic
needs and, at the same tnne, responsible towards society, universities
~hould not only dispose of first quality staff, hut he well governed (Gnn, F. &
Co, 2000). However, it appears that while most firms have heen carried away
in a strong current of restructunng and reorganization measures, universities
are m general slow to adapt their organm1t1 on and dec Is ion processes: in other
word~, they are more or less making and Implementmg decisiOns in the same
way that they have been domg for decades, even centuries.
The participants in the first Ghon Colloquium (Hirsch, W. Z., & Weber,
L. E., 1999) agreed that the governance of universities makes it in general too
difficult for them to make the important decisions that they should make If
they are to adapt to the changing environment. In other words, the decision~
makmg system I~· not responsive enough and thus does not allow the mstitu~
t10n to assume in an optimal way its responsibility towards society.
The identification of the most critical decisions to be taken and of the best~
placed potential decision makers IS a crucwl analytical step towards the
Improvement of university governance. Tlus is the purpose of this contribu~
tion, which will be more strongly influenced by the European environment,
at least with regard to the decision makers.
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First, I shall identify the most important internal and external decisions
and describe the potential dectsion maker~. Then, I shall refer to the theory of
federalism, as well to pnnciples of management (private and public), to try to
propose by induction who, in theory, ts best placed to make the different
important decisions. Finally, I shall use these theoretical pnnciples to suggest
for which deetsions the different decision makers should be made responsible.

CRITICAL INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL DECISIONS
In a university, as in any other institution, numerous decisions have to be
made. The scope, the target circles and the frequency of these decisions differ
enormously. In other words, some decisions are cructal, or at least very impor~
tant, for the future of the mstttutlon and others are minor and repetitive.
Moreover, some decisions are focused mainly on the institution itself, whereas
others concern the outside world, dealmg mamly with the relationship
between the institution and its social environment. Finally, some decisions
are regular and very frequent (daily, weekly or monthly) or regular and less fre~
quent (every term, semester or year), whereas some decisions are quite irregu~
lar.
ln working on the details of the ideal governance system, one should obvi~
ously pay attention to all these different types of decisions. However, I shall
concentrate on identifying the crucial or important decisions, distinguishing
between mternal and external ones.

Critical Internal Decisions
In my opmion, the most important or cructal decisions concern the following
issues.

Infrastructure (buildings and heavy equipment): These are by definition
long term decisions which take a long time to mature, are irregular and have
an enormous r:mpact on the governance of the university, year after year. In
particular, they create great rigidities m many respects, in particular if their
capacity is insufficient to accommodate new students and staff or because
their characteristics do not correspond to needs 10, 20 or 50 years later. Con~
sequently, buildings might constitute a serious constraint to a reorgamzation
of the universtty structure internally or regionally. This constraint is particu~
larly damaging in those European countnes that have still the tradttion to
hutld for at least a century. Moreover, these investments m phystcal capital
mduce mdtrect costs to be covered every year by the ordmary budget, which
may eventually lead to the crowding out of equally necessary mvestments in
human capttal. Unfortunately, decisions regardmg the construction of new

Chapter 6: Cnttcal Universtty Oectstons and thetr Appropnate Makers

81

buildmgs and those regardmg the development of human capital within the
university are generally made separately; moreover, the growing impact of the
systematic mtroduction of information technologies m teachmg and research
has not yet seriously been taken into account in the planning process.

Faculty: Recruiting professors is also a crucial dectsion, due to the importance of selecting the best-qualified persons and the time span of the decision
(25 to 30 years). It is nevertheless inevitable to make wrong dectsions from
time to time; therefore, not only should faculty be accountable towards their
institution, but also disciplinary measures against faculty who do not fulfill
their tasks correctly should be more systematic. }vloreover, the increased
necessity to adapt to changmg needs may reqmre closmg departments and/or
programs, which may impose modifying the terms of reference or even dismissing tenured staff members. There are other related challengmg decisions: in
particular, it is important to employ faculty according to thetr best capacity
and to make sure they perform according to the mstitutlon's goals; moreover,
it is equally important to create a favorable study and research environment
and to make sure that the brightest students write a Ph.D. and go on doing
research afterwards.
University structure: Umversities should be able to change their structure,
that is their organizatiOn mto subdivisions, to serve their teaching, research
and extension missions better. If buildings and heavy equtpment are a source
of rigidity, so is the structure of the university, that is, itS rigid division into
faculties 1, schools, sectiOns, institutes, laboratories or departments. The largest subdivisions, l'tke faculties and schools, should not be "states within states",
preventing the reallocation of resources between developing or badly funded
sectors and stagnating or rich sectors. Moreover, 1t should be easier to move
smaller sectors, like institutes or departments, mto other faculties, schools and
even other universities, or to close them m order to liberate the financial
resources necessary to develop another activity that has greater prionty.
Fmally, even the concept of organized and fixed subdivisions should be reexamined, as more and more, the potential of new discoveries or learnmg needs
he in-between traditional disciplines.
Institutional culture: Umversities should be mstitutions where people- faculty, researchers and students- are pleased and proud to work. In particular,
faculty should spontaneously be more faithful to their university than to their
disciplme and be able to operate man environment conducive to this.

I Accordmg to the European use of the word.
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Study programs: Universities should make a constant effort to update thetr
study programs in order to offer thetr stLt~Jents an education in lme wtth the
latest developments in sctence and 111 the needs of society. This implies that
the teaching staff for each discipl111e ha~, en tical ma:-,:,, that study programs are
flextble and open to allow students to participate m the planning of their education, that mterdtsciplinary educatton i~ promoted (without neglecting di:,ctplmary education) and that there ts :,ufttCient coord111atton between the dtfferent courses, which nnplie:, that academic freedom 111 teach111g should be
'lubJect to the higher need:, of the program~.
Teachmg: U ntversltle:, should pay rn1 )re attention to the renewal l)f pedagogtc1l methods. In pmttcular, they should actt\·ely promote the more <Kttve
parttctpatton of students 111 thetr education and the intensive u:.;e of new technulogtes.
Re.\earch: Umversitte:, should promote qua !tty r·.:~earch (baste and applted,
well a.., free and contractual) m order to keep thctr leadmg postttlm a~ producer~ of new knowledge and to as:,umt' thetr resronstbdtty to have an mdependent and well-founded new about ke} soctetalt-,sues. For the latter, a proactive poltcy on the part of the leader~hip of the untver~tty 1~ nece:,~ary.
a~

Finance: Budgetary dectston:, wtth regard hoth to expenditure and revenues
are of great Importance. On the expenditure stde. the budget gives a untque
opportunity t:o Implement pnorities and postenonttes. However, budgetary
dectstons are also at the epicenter of the confltcts of interest. On the income
stde, untversittes should try to get political :-,upport for an mcreased fin<mCI< 1d
partictpatwn of the students and make a greater effort to reduce thetr dependt·ncy on State financmg by :,earchmg for donations and explniting more sy~.
temattcally possible collahoratton and JOint ventmes wtth private ftrms an.J
wtth the publtc sector.

Critical External Decisions
Due to the necesstty to he more respon~,ive wtthout neglecting thetr respon:,ihtlittes, universttte~ should fight much harder agamst their natural tendency
to behave ltke tvory towers or closed, protected mstitutions. They have to
make constant efforts to open up on many fronts.
Ot)enness and comfJetztwn: To secure a good standard m teachmg and
research, unt verst ties should be very open. In particular, they should he truly
mternattonal, accept students anJ faculty from dtfferent countrie~, promote
exchange nf student~ anJ faculty with other mstttuttons, the world over, and
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take full advantage of the competitive cl1mate that reigns m the world of
higher education.

Integration i·n their regional and national envzronment: The societal responsi~
hilt ties of universities force them to be involved m the daily life of the com~
munity, whether they like it or not. Therefore, they have to parttcipate more
intensively in the search for solutions to social problems.
Relationship with the political authorities: European universities are in general
State mstitutions. Therefore, their most challenging external issue is to secure
true political, cultural and scientific autonomy; in other words, to avmd undue
intervention by the State. However, as the State is, at least in Europe, also
their main provider of funds, universities have to he transparent and account~
able towards it, in order to secure the support of the politicians and the citi~
zens.
Networking: Universities should conclude alliances With other umversities
to run common teaching programs and research, promote the exchange of stu~
dents and faculty and develop new courseware. European universities are sup~
ported in this effort by the European Umon, which has presently taken a lead~
ing role in this respect. More than that, the Sorbonne and later the Bologna
processes aimed at creating a European higher education space covenng
approximately thirty countries (Bologna [)eclaration, 1999), as well as the
ambition of the European Union Commission to create a European research
space, are enhancing this necesstty (Communication from the European
Commission, 2000).
Relationship with the pnvate sector: Last hut not least, the teachmg and
research initiatives recently undertaken by firms, as well as the necessity to
find alternative fmancing solutions, should mduce umversities to develop
jomt ventures With them, while, however, paymg great attention to preserv~
ing their mdependence.

POTENTIAL DECISION MAKERS
The potential dectsion makers are more numerous m a university than many
other institution. Some decision makers are of course more important than
others; however, it appears that no one has the professtonal competence and
the power to impose an important decision alone. Thi~· explams why univer~
sttie:-. hdve a secular tradttion of shared governance.
I am trymg to identify in this chapter all the potential decision makers, as
well as their strengths and weaknesses regarding their ahtlity to make the cru~
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cial decisions exposed above. Due to the extreme diversity that characterizes
the European htgher education sector. it is difficult to pay tnbute to all the
dee1sion makers and decision~making bodies that are in place accordmg to
national, regional or local rules. I shall hmlt myself to proposmg a schematic
hst of the different generic types of deos1on makers. In this way, I have iden~
tifted nine specific leaders or bodies, two of them being clearly situated outstde
of the institution.

The students: The students may he considered as the "chents" of the mstitu~
non, loobng for a good education as a starting pomt for a good career. How~
ever, they are also stakeholders, as they spend llh1St of thetr t1me wtthm the
mstitution and interact with it dunng the length of thetr stmhes. Thts spee1fic
relationship between the clients and their suppliers 1s a umque one, which is
nDt to he found in any other supplier~chent relatiOnship. Moreover, m Europe
too, students are increasmgly invited to participate dtrectly in the financmg
of thelf studies. It 1s, therefore, not only understandable, hut also good policy,
to mvolve them in the deciston process In particular, they should he made
more responsible for plannmg their education and he able to partiCipate in
decisiOns regarding the quality of the education provided to them and the
soctal envmmment wtthm the in~titunon. However, as students lack a gen~
eral view and cannot have a sense of contmmty for the umverslty, they should
not have any decis10n power regardm12 strategic issues.
The Faculty: Faculty have a key role to play as they empower all the accu~
mulclted knowledge withm the mstltutwn. Therefore, their involvement m
thetr professional acttvlty and their commitment to the mstltution are crue1al.
However, faculty in thetr collective behavior have a tendency to he md1v1du~
altsttc, ~elrcentered and shortsighted, therefore, they should not have any
dectsion power regardmg strategic Issues.
The Department's dzrector anellor the department's collq.;e of faculty

2
: They

clearly offer a htgh concentration of knuwledge in thetr field; however, they
have ltttle overv1ew of the mstitution and are very active m protectmg the
mterests of their suhdtvision. Thts mean~ that their v1ews should he taken men
aco lUnt reg<Hdmg new developments m their discipline~, hut they should n1 )t
play an nnportant role m determining pnoritie-,.

The Faculty

3

(or School) dean (or Dzrector) and/or College: Deans (or Dtrec~

tors), as well as a college of professors, are presently key players m the decision
process, as they are at an intermediate level of the pyramid, not too near the
7

Any cmmmrtee of profe~~ors ,lt the department level
"FKtdty" m the Euwpean ~en~e, meanm~ the mam ~uhdtvt~ton of a untverstty.
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eachers and researchers, but not too far also. However, it appears that they
'md themselves generally too near to the1r colleagues and are themselves too
nvolved to be able to participate actively in a dynarmc umversity poltcy.

The J)residentialle~Jel 4 : The president and/or the presidential team is by de£,
Initton the executive person or body responsible for making all the important
executive decisions. However, at least in Europe, it IS an illusion to beheve
that a president (or rector) can impose Important decisions agamst the will of
the faculties and departments, as well a~, of the academic staff, one reason
being that there IS such a high professional competence at these levels.

The senate 5: [t used

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

A participation body at the Faculty (School) and/or University levels 6: Such a
body, bringing together faculty, researchers, students and administrative staff,
can obviously be useful to facilttate the dialogue between the different stakeholders and discuss student questions. However, it is certainly not the right
place to make important and forward-lookmg deCisions, as it behaves more
like a Parliament than an Executive.

An external board 7: An external board bnngmg together excellent representatives of the regional community IS capable of creating a good relationship
between the umversity and its environment, helping the university to be
responsive and supporting the leadership m difficult decisions. However, an
external board may also be composed of mediocre persons, who may be
tempted to take over the leadership of the mstitutton or micro-manage it.

The State: Whatever the size and the pohtical organization of the country
(unitary or federalist), the State inevitably plays an important role. In Europe,
it IS certamly the main provider of funds and the main supervisor. Regardmg
this second role, the State can be supportive, encouraging or even helping the
mstitutlon to fulfill its missions. However, the State can also introduce many
unnecessary or contradictory constraints, which makes it even more difficult
for umversittes to fulfill them.
4 Rector, Vtce-t.::hancellor, prestdent and team
5 Defined here as the councd to whtch all or most of the faculty helong
6 W~th representattves of the mam stakeholder~.
7 Wtth a maJonty or a totaltty of external memhers
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PRINCIPLES OF EFFECTIVE DECISION MAKING
Due to the ,great number and extreme diversity of the potential deciston makers, it i~ crystal clear that a governance system, where the power to decide i~,
shared more or less equally between all the potenttal decision makers, can
only he cumbersome and slow and produce only small, incremental changes
If we Gmsider the high standard the European Ulll\'erstty sector has m general
reached toJay, one cannot sC~y that the sy~tem was really had, even if it i:-, poor
for makmg deciSIOns. This po~iti\T pnmt iS certainly due to the fact that
im[lortant decision~, in parttcubr the chotec of research ::-.uhjects and the content of course·~, are taken continuously by the <lCademtc staff Within the sc~)pt·
of thetr academic freedom. Thb ~ltuat ton loob like a ~ymphony orche'itr<l
wtth lll1e notable difference: f.lctdty, !tke mu..,tcl<m~, know what to play; hov\t:\Tr, m additton to that, faculty "wnte the mmtl".
However, many oh..,en·ers of ll11l\Tr'>lt\ !tfe, mcludmg the participant~ m
the ftr~t Glton colloqutum (Htrsch, \YJ. Z., & Weher, L. E., 1999), he!teve that
the en\·tronment iS now changmg tl)O mptdly <md ..,ome external con~tramb.
ltk·~' the fmancwl con'itramt, have hecome tuo -.,trong to maintcnn the pre..,ent
deci~1on proces~. Universities are seen . 1s t.Kmg .1 ddemma: to make a greater
effort m adapt mg their deCt~Lon proce~" <h. cord111g to the requirement::-. of tht
epoch or to ht· condemned tu hecome l·,bs, llete and replace~..) hy other forms of
hi~:her educatton mstltuttons.
The way tc• succes~fully tmprove umn~rstty governance 1~ stratghtforward:
on the one hand, to ~ecure or even imprt)\'e the ahtlity of faculty to he at the
top in then research and to pronde thetr "tudent:-. wtth up to date knowledge
and, on the other hand, to make po~stblv difficult and unpopular ~..lecision~,
whtch imply di~continuou~ changes, Without destroying the faculty's potentral
cre.lttvlty and commitment to the mstttut ton.
Thts ddemma is not umque to umver'iltte~. It 1s also an acute challenge 111
pn vate fmns, though the hulk of profes~tonal competence ts there located
higher 111 the hierarchy. It 1s also a challen.~e in a holding company or a federal
country: in hoth cases, 1t Is unportant to clanfy whtch deCISions have to he
made at the top of the organization and which should he made m the subsidiary compames or in the ~tares (cantons).
Other papers m th1s volume develop what we can learn from the theory of
hu~mess management to tmprove governance in a unrverstty. It appears to me
qutte useful for thr~ contnhutron to extract a few ha~te principles from the economic theory of federalism.
~..;chem<lttGllly, the economtc theory of federalism teache~ us that the optimal hierarchtcallevel at which a dectstnn ~hould he made depend:-, on four element..;:
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• The subsidiarity principle: This pnnciple states that all decisions should
be made at the lowest level possible; in other words, the competence
to make a decision should not be given to a higher ranked body if a
lower one is perfectly able to make it. In a university, the justification
of thts pnnciple ts at least twofold. Ftrst, it helps to take into account
dtverse needs and constraints and tt contributes to let people feel
mvolved and responsible, which stimulates tneir creativity. In other
words, tt prevents the appearance of bureaucratic uniformity. Second,
tt promotes competition within the institution, which is favorable to
mittatives for change and to a better use of the available means. Thts
ts principle is nevertheless constrained by the three following dtmen~
sions.
• The realm of the consequences of a deciszon: We have learned from econ~
omists that there is an externality when the beneftts (or costs) of a
Jeciston accrue not only to the members of the community that
makes tt, but also to a broader community. When the possible positive
or negative external effects of a decisiOn are not taken mto account,
the decision is not optimal. In order to take these external effects mto
account, tt is necessary that all those who are concerned by the con~
sequences of the dectsion participate in it or to make it at a htgher
hierarchical level, whtch permits to mternalize these external effects.
• Search for economzes of scale: Universities are "labor intenstve". This
means that a high proportion of their budget serves to finance salanes
and that their total current expenses grow m lme with their output.
Smce the beginning of the nmeties, most European umversities are
fmannaUy hard~pressed, which forces them to do more wtth less
money. :Moreover, the ICT revolution offers hopefully great opportu~
nines to decrease the unit cost of running re~.earch or teaching pro~
grams. However, great investments have to be made to explott this
potential, which in turn requires setting up jomt ventures with other
orgamzattons. Therefore, I foresee a tendency m favor of a greater
concentratiOn of efforts in order to better exploit these potenttal
economtes of scale.
• Equal treatment of equals: The negattve side effect of too much freedom
of dect:sion ts that people on an equal position will be treated differ~
ently. European universities are in general very -I might say toosensitive to that question, m parttcular with regard to salanes and stu~
dent admisston and graduation. This ts a cultural and political ques~
twn. If there is a htgh preference for e4uality, t~~e hierarchtcallevel at
whteh the rules must be conceived should he htgh, whtch provokes
greater rigtdittes.
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What can we mfer from these four pnnciples drawn from the economic the~
ory of federalism? The simplest way to reply is to state that, in pnnciple, con~
sidermg the subsidiarity principle, deciswns should he made at the lowest pos~
sihle level (Department, Faculty or School), as long as this is not m
contradiction wtth the other three critena, that Is, as long as there are no wide
ranging externalities, there is no potential for economies of scale and that this
does not produce an unacceptable inequaltty of treatment. In other words, a:-.
there IS a lot nf professional competence at the levd of faculty and researcher:-.
and a great potential enthusiasm at the level of students, universitie~ ~hould,
much more than any other organization, give a lot of freedom to these stake~
holders. This is the best environment withm whtch to promote their creatl\ttv and to :-.ecure thetr commitment to the in~titutton and to their activity.
However, such a completely decentralized dectsiun process would neglect
the other C'l~pects of a good deciSion structure, which all plead for a more centralized or hierarchical decisiOn proce:-.s. I shall illustrate the necesstty to take
mto account these other elements with a few examples.
First, many decisiOn~ (or non dect:-,tons) have external effects for the university. For example, the International recognmon of the excellence of <1
resecuch group has posittve effects not only on the group ltself, hut also for the
whole university: it improves the image of the university wtthin the commu~
nity and the business world; it attracb students and possthly firms mto the
area. If these positive external effects are neglected, this research group bene~
fits from less financtal ~upport on the part of the Institution than what tt
should have constdenng the external economies. The same ts true if a research
group or a department conclude~ an important teachmg or re~earch contract
wtth a firm. On the contrary, if the university has no system of quality evalu~
at ion m place or does not follow up on a bad evaluation report, the poor pro~
fesstonal qualtty of a subdivision or of a teachmg program gtves a had image tn
the whole mstttutton, whtch has certamly a negative tmpact on its fundm~:-:.
The quasi mcapactty of a subdivision (EKulty or School) to fix pnorities as
well as postenorities puts a heavy burden upon the whole mstitutwn, as sc::1rc•c
re:,ource:-, are frozen on activities that have lo~t their pnonty, at the cmt c·f
new project::..
Second, decentralized deCisions cannot rake mto account and explmt
potential economies of scale, which could be realized if the activity were to he
run at a htgher level. Today, 1t I::-. for ex:1mple ohvtous that it IS more efficient
to use one smgle computer software fur ~rudent admmistratton than to hav~~
each suhdiviswn runnmg a dtfferent one At pre~t·nt, and mcreasingly in th;:
furure, there are important economte~ l)f scale to realize m Jevelopmg tools or
runnmg actt\ tties at a higher level, the university level, or even at the level
of a group of umverstties or Jointly wnh other organtzation~. This Is particu~
larly true fl)r promising long term pro1ects like the development of a dignal
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library or of courseware. The new information technologies are going to modify significantly the cost function of many university activities.
Third, the equal treatment argument leads to two diametrically opposed
conclusions according to the intensity of preference of the community for
equality. On the one hand, the conflict of objectives with the subsidiarity
principle is strong, if the community has a strong preference for equality: the
latter requires more centralization and consequently greater bureaucratic
rigidity, which is of great harm to the creativity and even the willingness of
the faculty to involve themselves in the university goals. On the other hand,
if the preference for equality is rather weak and the institution accepts a certain degree of unequal treatment, many rules or judgements can be set at a relatively decentralized level. As mentioned above, this question is critical for
faculty salaries, student admission and graduation, as well as for the liberty
given to the faculty to be involved in activities outside of the university. As
there is a strong preference for equality in Europe, it is not surprising that
many decisions are very bureaucratic and, to put it mildly, faculty are not
encouraged to take too many initiatives outside of the university, apart from
those which benefit the university directly.

THE IDEAL DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITIES
AMONG THE DIFFERENT DECISION MAKERS
The above developments show that the ideal system of governance must allow
fm an adequate combination of decentralized and centralized decisions, the
latter being replaceable by strongly coordinated decisions. I shall try in this
chapter to propose which decision makers should be made responsible for taking the different crucial decisions. Basically, there are two possibilities to
respond to this question: 1) take the different decision makers and examine
which decisions they should be responsible for; 2) take the different decisions
and see which decision maker is best able to make them. I shall follow the first
approach, as it focuses the attention on the decision makers, which is more
relevant than to put it on the decisions to make.
The following developments are schematic and more work should be done
to deepen the role of each decision maker regarding each important decision.
Moreover, this essay concentrates on the role each decision maker should
have, without paying much attention to how the decision-making competencies should be shared between the different potential decision makers.
Previously, we identified very schematically who are the most important
potential decision makers. We are going now to go through the same list and
propose what should be their main area of competencies according to the criteria developed in the preceding section.
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Students: They should have a more important role in defining their educa~
tion and in participating in the improvement of all social aspects of the uni~
versity life. The former implies that they should be invited to evaluate the
teachers and the coherence of the study programs and be offered to plan a
greater part of their study program, including semesters taken in other univer~
sities, and be encouraged to do so. Regarding the latter, they should be more
strongly involved in setting up and running all social aspects of university life
(cultural and sport activities, food and lodging, grants and insurance, work
opportunities on the campus, etc.).
Faculty: Faculty constitutes, as I mentioned above, the key human asset, as
the members have the professional knowledge on which the quality of
research and teaching depends. They should benefit from a working environ~
ment favorable to their creativity and commitment towards their students.
However, they should not have a final say about strategic policy issues. They
should have ample opportunities to express their views about the future devel~
opment of their discipline and propose the creation of new study programs or
research areas, but they should not take part in the decision, as this would
introduce a strong bias in favor of the status quo. However, if a faculty receives
financial resources to support an activity that is no longer a priority, it should
be let free to work for it, but should be invited to participate in the financing
of the infrastructure. More precisely, faculty should mainly be:
• responsible for the content and methodology of teaching as long as
the coherence of the program is assured;
• free to choose their research topics, but responsible for getting finan~
cial support, all the more so when this is not a priority of the univer~
sity;
• responsible for selecting, encouraging and training future researchers
and teachers.

Colleges of faculty at Department or Faculty (School) level: The responsibilities
given to any faculty committee arise from those which should be given to a
faculty and entail more or less the same restrictions. It is obvious that a group
of faculty belonging to the same discipline acts as a cartel, particularly
inclined to defend its own interests without paying much attention to the
interests of the whole organization. In addition to the competencies given to
each of their members, colleges of faculty should:
• be made responsible for the coherence of study programs (in collabo~
ration with the students);
• he invited to give their professional opinion when recruiting new fac~
ulty;
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• when requested, alert the university authorities about recent develop~
ments and trends in their disciplines;
• make proposals for new programs or structures, essentially in the
framework of the preparation of the strategic plan.

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

contribute to setting the priorities at the university level;
implement the broadly defined priorities set by the university;
set the criteria of promotion for the study programs;
be responsible for the functioning of the subdivision (coherence of
programs, involvement of faculty in university activities, disciplinary
questions, etc.).
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Part 3: Governance Principles

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

Senate: It is obvious that any assembly of faculty, as we still have them in
many European universities, is incapable of making executive decisions. They
nevertheless serve to discuss questions of general interest, among others, questions of ethics.
Participation bodies: Committees with representation from all the stakeholders within the university (students, researchers, faculty and administrative
staff), as we have them in some European universities at the level of the university and/or the faculty (school), should be given ample opportunities to
comment and make proposals regarding student affairs and general welfare
within the university. However, they should not have any executive decision
power, as they have a strong tendency to spend a lot of time on questions that
have not a great priority, which slows down the decision process enormously.
External Boards: Thanks to their intermediate position between the community, the State and the University, external boards can be useful to encourage the President to make changes and to support action. To prevent them
behaving like a discussion club, they should be given real competencies, like
adopting the strategic plan, the budget, the creation or suppression of subdivisions and programs, the construction of new buildings, as well as to nominate professors or elect the rector.
The State: As long as the State supplies the majority of the financial
resources, it should have an important supervisory role, encouraging the institution to be accountable. However, the State should not have any decision
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competencies and refrain from intervening in the choices made by the insti~
tution.

CONCLUSION
I have tried in this essay to identify the most critical university decisions and
the appropriate decision makers that are at the core of university governance.
Then, I have drawn from the theory of federalism and from some principles of
management some key elements helping to define why some decisions can be
decentralized and others should be centralized. Finally, I have tried to apply
these principles to propose what should he the main decision competencies of
the different potential decision makers.
This was clearly a first attempt for me. I nevertheless believe that this line of
argument is solid, therefore capable of enlightening this most complex chal~
lenge of university governance. The effort should he deepened and refined to
take into account the diverse institutional and cultural characteristics of the
European as well as the American universities. However, we have to keep in
mind that the best model is of no use if one is unable to implement it without
creating serious trouble within the institution. I believe it is possible. If not, uni~
versities as we know and love them may have great difficulties to maintain the
privileged position that they have been able to gain and secure over centuries.
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