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I. Introduction
This paper explores what we know about the organization of academe, in general, the organizational structures involved and the relationship of those structures to effectiveness. That material is then related to academic planning in general in an attempt to help inform restructuring initiatives. The material for this paper was compiled as background information to help a specific institution with its restructuring initiatives. It is intended to stimulate discussion about academic organization and the role of organizational structure in achieving institutional goals.  

II. Academic organization – what we know 
In thinking about academic organization one is struck – in the first instance – by the thought that perhaps the basic concept is simply an oxymoron. At times referred to as 
a “genial anarchy” composed of a “series of separate schools and departments held together by a central heating system” the references conjure up a vision of haphazardly arranged steam pipes held together by duct tape as the physical manifestation of academe. 
Clark Kerr, Chancellor of Berkeley and then of the entire University of California and subsequently Chairman of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, was known for his sense of humour and insightful observations about higher education and the idiosyncracies of academe. Kerr adapted the previous reference to a “central heating system” attributed to Robert Hutchins, President of the University of Chicago, to fit the lifestyle and realities of California and referred to the university as “individual faculty entrepreneurs held together by a common grievance over parking.”

Yet, the work of the university requires some organization beyond simply ensuring there is heat, light, water and parking for faculty. “Administration may be a necessary evil” said Samuel Capen, former President of the University of Buffalo, “but it is at any rate necessary….” (Birnbaum, 2004) If it is necessary, what is the best organizational structure to accomplish the work of the university?
In commenting on that topic at the time of his installation as Principal and Vice-Chancellor of Queen’s University in 1984, David Smith, observed that the university’s organization 

…must be based on the recognition that the real work of the university is at the level of the classroom, the laboratory, the library, the study…. Thus a university organization needs to be more decentralized and less hierarchical in order to sustain and encourage teaching and research which are not centralized activities.” (Smith, 1985)
The factors that “sustain and encourage teaching and research” comprise a long list that begins, perhaps, with appointing faculty (and renewal, promotion, tenure and leave, annual reviews), and providing the wherewithal for faculty members to do their work (heat, light, water, parking, access to books, journals, information, laboratories, classrooms, and remuneration). This rather faculty-centric view of academe requires some form of management organization. But it is just the beginning. Mechanisms for establishing admission standards, recruiting, registering and advising students, developing new programs and associated degree requirements, establishing and reviewing curriculum, securing funding, managing budgets, adhering to legislative requirements, reporting to external agencies, and providing a learning experience for students, all require some form of administrative structure. Smith’s observation and declaration spoke directly to the importance of recognizing the inherent strengths of an organizational structure dependent on the individual and collective work of students, faculty, and staff, characterized as more decentralized and less hierarchical, yet facilitated by the establishment of defined processes which ultimately involve academic units.  But how are academic “units” established?
How departments, schools and faculties emerge is often a function of factors other than coherent, long-term development plans and careful deliberation. George O’Brien, former President of Bucknell University and the University of Rochester, summed up his own views on the matter as follows:

Tradition, marketplace, political correctness, political obtuseness, keeping up with the Yales, economic necessity, moral overlay, and administrative whim may be convicted as the culprits in creating the specific collection or rarefied remnant that comprises the faculties of any college or university. (O’Brien, 1998)
Whether O’Brien’s views resonate fully or not, many, if not all, institutions have stories to tell about the origins of certain departments, schools or faculties. Those stories often highlight the pivotal roles of ‘opportunity’ and ‘personalities’ in the establishment of departments, development of programs and organizational structures.

Gumport and Snydman (2002) suggest that knowledge legitimation is at the heart of organizational structure in academe – through both bureaucratic structures (academic units) and programmatic structures (degree programs). Their research traces the development of new units and programs and classifies them according to five processes, knowledge differentiation, promotion, evolution, consolidation and knowledge stability, with only one, knowledge promotion, linked to changing departments into faculties/divisions. Perhaps the most salient point from their work is the recognition of programmatic changes as agents of knowledge legitimation and the relatively fewer obstacles associated with that vehicle as compared to bureaucratic changes involving the creation of new academic units.
In an essay aptly entitled “Herding Cats in University Hierarchies”, Thomas Hammond, a political scientist, suggests that 

Just as there is an infinite number of different principles in which the grouping of faculty members into departments and programs can be based, there is an infinite number of different principles on which the grouping of departments and programs into colleges and schools can be based.” 

(Hammond, 2004)
According to Hammond, the organizing principles, for example, could focus on societal problems – health care, urban, environmental – or theoretical versus empirical research, or “various personal attributes of humans such as gender, race, ethnicity, or religious affiliations, producing units that focus, for example on women’ studies, African American studies, Hispanic studies, or Jewish studies.” (Hammond, 98)  
Fast forward several years and a recent article, in The New York Times, by Mark Taylor argued for the abolition of departments and the creation of 

problem-focused programs. These constantly evolving programs would have sunset clauses, and every seven years each one should be evaluated and either abolished, continued or significantly changed. It is possible to imagine a broad range of topics around which such zones of inquiry could be organized: Mind, Body, Law, Information, Networks, Language, Space, Time, Media, Money, Life and Water. (Taylor, 2009)
In present day universities academic departments are defined by “the discipline” – which in turn is apparently “primarily defined by agreement on some general class of phenomena….”
 (Hammond, 2004)  In the case of academic units with more of an applied or professional orientation the common bond may in fact have considerably more to do with “improving, saving, designing, or re-designing some common object.” (Hammond, 101) 
While debating the merits of Taylor’s argument, or the suggestions in Hammond’s essay, or the findings from the work of Gumport and Snydman would be an interesting exercise, the more fundamental issue is why discipline based departments have persevered as the basic organizational building block of academe? And that question is perhaps even more relevant because of the knowledge explosion that has led to specializations and sub-specializations within academic disciplines. 
Henry Rosovsky, former Dean of Arts and Science at Harvard addressed the importance of the traditional department structure in the following manner. 

Departments are a necessary and efficient form of organization because their members 
are better equipped than anybody else to judge quality in their subjects. 

(Rosovsky, 1990) 

Rosovsky’s defense of departmental structure is directly linked to matters of quality and performance.  If the single most important factor affecting the quality of teaching and research (perhaps the measure of performance) is the selection of faculty members (Lohmann, 2004) then the decision processes affecting recruitment and retention of faculty are paramount. And that reality is perhaps the one most powerful reason for the ‘staying power’ of discipline-based departmental structures. In an organization that acknowledges the importance of “deep specialization” what other level of the organization is best able to adjudicate the selection of faculty members and undertake the rigourous assessment of teaching and research required for renewal, promotion and tenure? 
Does the organizational structure of academic administration affect the performance of students, faculty members, departments, faculties/schools, or the institution as a whole? Within academe it is common knowledge that the “quality of a university or college does not depend on its administrative structure” (Blau,1994) although Blau is quick to add that “the latter may facilitate or impede the work of faculty.”  He goes on to note that 
But whether the one or the other is the case cannot be inferred from pattern of administrative structure but requires analysis of academic operations, the conditions influencing them, and their consequences. (Blau, 1994)

The emphasis on exploring aspects other than simply administrative structure is clearly of significance when contemplating adding/closing organizational units and/or contemplating organizational restructuring. How the university “goes about its business” can have a major bearing on performance. While there is a considerable body of work regarding governance matters in academe and, in particular, the faculty role in governance, there is a limited amount of research that speaks directly to organizational structure as it relates to academic administration and its effect on performance. There is some suggestion that a more decentralized model is perhaps better than a more centralized model (Smith, Lohmann) but the exact nature of the organizational structure underpinning such a model is elusive and buried in the traditions, history, culture, and foibles of the institution.

If the locus of decision-making regarding the most important factor affecting quality is in fact the department, then does the next level of organizational construct matter? Further, does the composition of the construct matter? In the first instance the next level of construct matters simply because the Provost (or President) cannot possibly have every ‘unit’ reporting directly. But the relative importance is affected by such factors as institutional size and complexity as well as the management philosophy of the institution. A large institution with a commitment to decentralized management, will undoubtedly be organized differently than a smaller institution characterized by centralized management. The number of departments, number of faculty members, staff members, and students, the multiplicity of activities those individuals are engaged in, coupled with the required administrative processes in the institution, all contribute to the need for organizational structure at the faculty/school/division level. Moreover, while Rosovsky defended the key importance of departments he also noted that “Of course they also make errors and sometimes need prodding from higher levels.” (Rosovsky, 1990) Finally, a clear, concise description of the Dean’s role – ‘prodder’! 

Translating the groupings of departments into Faculties or Schools or Divisions could be accomplished according to criteria such as professional versus non-professional, or groupings of cognate departments, or perhaps organizational size defined according to metrics that recognize the unique characteristics, history and relationships (personal and professional) of the departments and the faculty members in the departments. With respect to whether size is the determinant factor or should be a determining factor, there is no hard and fast rule and hence at many institutions there are departments that are as large, or larger, than individual Faculties/Divisions. 

In the world of responsibility centre management (RCM) the ‘each tub on its own bottom’ philosophy is based on a set of principles – one of which is “Approximate Parity among Units in Terms of Size and Complexity” and described in the following fashion.
That principle is based on 
the axiom that the effectiveness of decision-making improves as the point of decision-making approximates the point of implementation…if one responsibility center is twice as large or complex as all of the rest, decision-making in that unit is liable to be further from the points of implementation than in smaller units. (Whalen, 1991) 
Whalen goes on to suggest that “If decentralization does in fact lead to improved performance, and if that performance is recognized appropriately, a tendency toward centers more homogenous with respect to size and complexity can be expected.” (Whalen, 1991) Thus, while he does not specify the appropriate size of a responsibility- centre (Faculty/Division) he does suggest there should be approximate parity and, over time, a RCM system would lead towards such a categorization. Whether that is, in fact, an outcome requires further research and would, of course, hinge in any case on the definition of complexity and the factors affecting complexity. 

In a decentralized environment the faculty/division has oversight responsibility for particular program(s), ensuring compliance with university policies and practices, managing resources and pursuing institutional academic priorities. As such, on the one hand it operates as an extension of the Provost’s Office and the Dean would normally be regarded as part of the senior administration. On the other hand the faculty/division has the responsibility for ensuring the views of departments are heard at executive levels in the administration and for adjudicating/resolving problems that may emerge within departments, between departments and among departments in a fashion that is consistent with institutional policies.
  And it is the latter role of departmental advocate/adjudicator where the composition of the faculty/school/division takes on added importance. 
While decisions about faculty hiring, renewal, promotion, and tenure originate at the department level, the faculty/school/division reviews the recommendation as part of the overall process. In the case of resource allocation matters or responding to the Provost about particular issues/opportunities, the faculty/school/division is the primary contact with the Provost’s Office. Activities that require priority setting or decision-making by the faculty/school/division will inevitably require judgment which in turn is heavily influenced by a variety of factors. Hammond’s essay (Herding Cats….) delves into the potential of quite different decision outcomes emanating from different organizational structures due to the way problems/issues may be recognized and defined (orientation in Hammond’s vocabulary), the examination of options for resolution (advising) and the actual resolution (policy implementation) which may involve a range of outcomes from no action, to punting it upstairs (or at least punting it somewhere) to specific action to address the issue.  Hammond’s basic contention is that at each step the organizational structure has a bearing on the subsequent step. To be more precise, at each step the individuals involved in the organizational structure will have a bearing on the next step. One might add that in addition to the organizational structure the interpretation of formal institutional policies (e.g. collective agreements, financial policies, legal policies, admission policies) will have a bearing as well. 
So what we know about academic organizational ‘structures’ boils down to a few generalities:

· some kind of academic organizational structure is necessary – even if it might be seen as ‘evil’;
· Whether structure facilitates or impedes the work of faculty requires “analysis of academic operations”;
· there is, perhaps, some greater leaning towards decentralized models of administration rather than centralized models;

· there are no hard and fast rules about the size of faculties/divisions, although perhaps a tendency to aim towards some form of rough parity in size and/or complexity is preferable;

· the existing sets of departments and faculties/divisions in any given institution are more a function of history, personalities and seizing opportunities (or making opportunities) than the product of a master plan; 

· key decisions about the most important aspects of quality are located at the departmental level;
· academic legitimacy can be accomplished and acknowledged through bureaucratic and programmatic structures; 

· an oversight or ‘prodder’ role may be a necessary part of the equation; and

· the composition of faculties/divisions is important because of the discipline-based perspectives (and ‘baggage’) that individuals will bring to bear on matters that find their way to the Dean’s office. 
III. Restructuring and Planning 

In many institutions the topic of academic reorganization is a simple euphemism for re-structuring that too often is linked to downsizing and resource constraints. In some cases reviews of academic structure are initiated with quite different rationale especially  during periods of growth and/or in response to particular challenges (e.g. how do we deal with the organizational challenges associated with interdisciplinary initiatives?). 
In an earlier, perhaps less complex, era the latter issue was treated somewhat differently than it is today. Duane Acker, President of Kansas State University from 1975 to 1986 commented on the topic of ‘multidiscipline institutes’ as follows:
A university does not need a formal institute or center for the faculty of any disciplines to work together. Acquaintance, recognition of expertise, and good will are sufficient. In fact cooperation is often easier without a formal structure.  My advice to deans and department heads has been,
“Let your faculty know you expect them to work across department and college lines. Then stay out of the way; do not worry about which unit gets credit.” (Acker, 2006) 
Some might argue there is, or was, some merit in Acker’s advice, but universities today are somewhat of a different place than Kansas State in the mid-1970s and 1980s! While a dean, provost and president can ‘let faculty know’ about the importance of working across department and college lines, by itself, the pronouncement may yield somewhat less tangible results.

The basic concept of greater collaboration between and among disciplines is a key part of many institution’s Academic Plans.  A brief summary of existing ‘structures’ that cut across disciplines/departments is presented in Table 1. Whether a change in existing academic structures or the addition of a new structure would facilitate trans-disciplinary collaboration is difficult to gauge without considerably more in-depth knowledge of perceived and actual barriers to collaboration, partnerships and interdisciplinary work. What is clear, however, is that many institutions already have existing examples of interdisciplinary work, existing mechanisms to facilitate such work, and existing structures with mandates to serve existing disciplines and cut across discipline boundaries. 

The ‘structures’ are, of course, augmented by mechanisms (policies, practices, resource allocation) that can be used to influence the degree of interaction and collaboration between and among departments and/or faculties/divisions. The academic structures review process should provide the opportunity for the institution to consider those various structures and mechanisms in the context of the stated rationale and, more importantly, its own Academic Plan. It may be that additional structures are necessary to achieve interdisciplinary goals but a prerequisite should be a careful evaluation of existing structures and mechanisms. 

Table 1: Illustration of horizontal ‘structures’ that cut across disciplines/departments
	Horizontal

‘Structures’ 
	Dept A
	Dept B
	Dept C
	Dept D

	Teaching 
	
	
	
	

	Degree Programs
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Joint Programs
	x
	
	
	x

	Interdisciplinary Programs
	x
	
	x
	

	Continuing Education
	
	x
	x
	

	Research
	
	
	
	

	VP Research
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Centres / 

Institutes
	x
	
	x
	

	External agencies
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Administrative
	
	
	
	

	Provost / Institution
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Faculty/Division
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Graduate Studies
	x
	
	x
	

	Cognate department forums
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Quality Assurance
	x
	x
	x
	x


Both program growth and program development can be facilitated via appropriate academic structure and associated institutional commitments.  Whether expanded growth in existing programs and/or through new program development requires new academic organizational structure is dependent on a variety of factors including the extent of the growth and development and the associated complexity.  Proposals for major enrolment growth in a new area with a view to developing and sustaining new undergraduate and graduate programs will have a different set of implications for structure than modest incremental growth in existing programs.

Growth and development in Ontario, for example, is at least partially dependent on ensuring alignment with provincial priorities or at the very least acceptance – for funding purposes – of the growth and development plans and adherence to program development regulations. Part of any such plan requires an institutional commitment to manage the growth and program development which in turn leads to articulating an appropriate organizational structure – either adding to an existing component or establishing a new component/unit.  
So, while structure is important, the most important factor influencing the assessment of appropriate structure should be the careful and considered assessment of the existing structure - preferably in the context of the institution’s Academic Plan. What are you trying to do? How does the current structure (and mechanisms) affect the ability of the institution to pursue its academic goals as articulated in the Academic Plan? In thinking about options some attention should be given to other factors such as institutional incentives/disincentives (mechanisms) that affect the performance of existing structural units relative to the goals in the Academic Plan. 
A scan of Academic Plans
 suggests that, in general, they focus on the goal of providing a quality learning environment through a set of inter-related priorities encompassing some or all of the following elements:
i) attracting and retaining quality faculty,
ii) increasing student engagement, 
iii) increasing diversity (faculty and students)
iv) increasing research – sometimes with reference to specific strategic areas, and
v) increasing outreach, community service and partnerships
Each institution’s priorities are a function of its own set of circumstances and there is considerable diversity among institutions in terms of various factors such as stage of development, size, program mix, and research intensity. Yet, in general, there is a common commitment to the goal of a quality learning environment even though the exact description or definition of such an environment will differ among institutions.
The inter-related nature of the priorities towards the common goal is the key issue. Student engagement, for example, is a function of program quality and interest, teaching effectiveness and the multitude of learning opportunities fostered in a creative learning environment fuelled by the synergy between teaching and research and led by quality faculty. Structure, whether academic organizational units or programs, should be considered with that overriding sense of inter-relatedness.
What matters is the nature of the experiences students have after matriculation: the courses they take, the instructional methods their teachers use, the interactions they have with their peers and faculty members outside the classroom, the variety of people and ideas they encounter, and the extent of their active involvement in the academic and social systems of their institutions.

(Pascarella, E.T., and Terenzini, P.T., 2005)

Pascarella and Terenzini have devoted considerable effort to determining “what matters” with respect to student learning and have settled on a list of characteristics that help define the quality of the student learning experience as follows:
· Student involvement in the academic and non-academic systems of an institution;
· The nature and frequency of student contact with peers and faculty members;
· Interdisciplinary or integrated core curricula that emphasize making explicit

connections across courses and among ideas and disciplines; 

· Pedagogies that encourage active student engagement in learning and encourage application of what is being learned in real and meaningful settings;
· Campus environments that emphasize scholarship and provide opportunities for students to encounter different kinds of people and ideas; and 
· Environments that encourage and support exploration, whether intellectual or personal. 

Organizational structure should facilitate and foster a quality learning environment that encompasses and encourages a spirit of inquiry among students and faculty members. And expectations for universities have expanded considerably over the past few decades.  Universities are expected to be a catalyst for social and economic development not only through their graduates but through partnerships with local, national and international communities, technology transfer, invention and innovation. Degree programs are increasingly seen against a backdrop of workforce requirements and the necessity of providing opportunity and social mobility for an increasingly diverse populace. 

As the expectations have increased the complexity of the institution has increased. Partnerships – however defined – require time, contact, nurturing and then a cycle of assessment, evaluation and reporting. Expectations translate into accountability provisions at all levels. Government funding is no longer simply a matter of reporting enrolments and checking the bi-weekly deposit. Regulations governing everything from tuition and ancillary fees through student assistance and program approvals generate administrative time and attention.  Legislative requirements, institutional policies/practices and collective agreements add to the complexity which in turn has a direct bearing on administrative loads and … organizational structure. 
To some extent then the structure should be a function of what is required to meet the expectations for the institution and for the specific departments/units of the institution. If expansion and growth is in new areas – that is major expansion of new programs at all levels, there would be a stronger impetus for new organizational structure – i.e. new Faculty/School.  The criteria for assessing such a development might focus on whether there is a demonstrated need based on an assessment of:

i) Knowledge promotion

There are various aspects to knowledge promotion including heightening the profile of the discipline and/or profession, providing a formal ‘nod’ to the discipline(s) within academe generally and the institution specifically, and strategically positioning the institution for funding purposes or for major internal programmatic restructuring.
ii) Complexity

Complexity can perhaps be defined by factors such as the number and level of programs, anticipated numbers of faculty, staff and students, the extent of external quality assurance/accreditation and regulatory requirements, and the necessary links to the profession and various communities. 

iii) External influences

This criterion runs the gamut from ‘peer’ structures, through the expectations of external agencies and the potential influence of government(s), including the probability of funding eligibility, to potential donors prepared to finance ‘structure’ in pursuit of specified objectives. Such influences can be perceived as positive (opportunity enablers) or negative (undue interventionism) but external influences should be part of the overall evaluation. 
iv) Efficiency and Parity

Combining the twin objectives of effectiveness and economy along with the recognition of internal decision-making dynamics, this criterion could be assessed in several ways including measures of relative size, and cost/revenue.  Careful consideration should be given to matters of overhead or ‘back-office’ costs associated with proposed new structures.
The preceding list of criteria is not meant to be exhaustive but rather illustrative of the factors that could be considered in the assessment of proposals for structural change whether such proposals are for expansion or contraction.

IV. Concluding Remarks

In sum, the proposed changes in the organizational structure(s) need to be seen, first and foremost, in the context of the institution’s Academic Plan. To the extent that knowledge legitimation is seen as the major driving force behind proposed changes, it is important to consider both programmatic and bureaucratic options (the latter also including Centres and Institutes). To the extent other factors are major driving forces (e.g. enrolment demand/growth in new areas) then complexity and size considerations along with knowledge promotion come into play as rationales for considering bureaucratic structural change. Modest growth in existing areas may also lead to pressure for structural change but there are incremental options that could be used to address the administrative requirements quite independent of considerations of structural changes.
 
Universities are complex organizations and, not surprisingly, there is no ‘cookie cutter’ solution to determining appropriate organizational models. This paper notes there are many factors that influence organizational structures in academe and various criteria that could be used to help determine the appropriateness of specific courses of action. Consequently, it emphasizes the importance of reviewing the various facets of organizational structure in the context of the institution’s Academic Plan as a basis for answering the fundamental question – what are you trying to do? 
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OHIO State (http://www.osu.edu/academicplan/action.php)
· Build a World-Class Faculty

· Develop Academic Programs that Define Ohio State as the Nation's Leading Public Land-Grant University

· Improve the Quality of the Teaching and Learning Environment

· Enhance and Better Serve the Student Body

· Create a More Diverse University Community

· Help Build Ohio's Future

Ryerson University (http://www.ryerson.ca/senate/academicplan.pdf)
· High Quality, societally-relevant undergraduate and graduate Programs
· Student engagement and success
· Learning and teaching excellence

· Scholarly, Research and Creative Intensity

· Reputation

McGill University (http://www.mcgill.ca/strategic_academic_plan/actions/)
· McGill will pursue an aggressive academic renewal plan.

· McGill University will continue to be the Canadian university with the highest proportion of undergraduate students from across Canada and around the world by offering an enriched student life experience in terms of both program offerings and services to students.

· McGill will substantially improve all aspects of the graduate studies environment.

· McGill will re-enforce its foundational disciplines in Faculties and across them in order to ensure that they can contribute significantly to inter-disciplinary developments.

· McGill will support its academic priorities by ensuring the highest quality service from all support areas.

· McGill will offer opportunities for professional development and growth and create a work environment conducive to enhanced productivity and improved job satisfaction for all personnel--administrative, secretarial, technical, and clerical.
� After clashing with the newly installed Governor Ronald Reagan over student protesters' rights, Kerr was fired by the UC Board of Regents in a vote of 14 to 8. His farewell quip—"I left the presidency just as I entered it—fired with enthusiasm"—showed grace under pressure and a sense of humour. 





� “Thus, political scientists are united in trying to explain political phenomena, and so housed in a department of political 


science; economists are united in trying to explain economic phenomena, and so are housed in a department of economics….” (Hammond, 98)  


� The dual ‘hats’ of the Dean can be extraordinarily challenging  because of the balancing act associated with being seen as both a sectoral champion and an institutional team player.


� For illustrative purposes - McGill, Ryerson, Ohio,


� In the case of contraction, the efficiency criterion would, or should, be complemented with a measure of centrality within the organization. Centrality could be defined in a number of ways such as linkages with other departments, inter-connectedness of degree programs, and level of service teaching. 


� In a similar fashion the portrayal of academic units and programs and related structures for student recruitment, for example, could be enhanced through communication and web-based design rather than actual structural changes. 
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